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Panhandle Annexation (P16-013) (Noticed 06/01/2018
File ID: 2018-00735
Location: South of Elkhorn Boulevard, north of Del Paso Road, west of Sorento Road, and
east of the Northpointe Park Planned Unit Development (Natomas Park and Regency Park) /
Adjacent to Council District 1
Recommendation: Conduct a public hearing and upon conclusion recommend approval and
forward to the City Council: Item A. Resolution certifying the Environmental Impact Report and
adopting the Mitigation Monitoring Program, Findings of Fact, and a Statement of Overriding
Considerations; Item B. Ordinance approving the Panhandle Development Agreement
between the City of Sacramento and Twin Rivers Unified School District; Item C. Ordinance
approving the Panhandle Development Agreement between the City of Sacramento and
Bennett North Natomas LLC, DeCou North Natomas LLC; Item D. Ordinance approving the
Panhandle Development Agreement between the City of Sacramento and Moontide, LLC; Item
E. Ordinance approving the Panhandle Development Agreement between the City of
Sacramento and Carl Brothers, Trustee of the Ernest G Brother 1993 Revocable Trust; Item F.
Ordinance approving the Panhandle Development Agreement between the City of Sacramento
and Tasso Peter Cononelos; Item G. Ordinance approving the Panhandle Development
Agreement between the City of Sacramento and Beachfields, LLC; Item H. Resolution
initiating annexation of 589.4 acres into the City of Sacramento; Item I. Resolution approving
the Tax Exchange Agreement between the City of Sacramento and the County of Sacramento;
Item J. Resolution amending the 2035 General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element to
change the land use designation for various parcels and to amend the 2035 General Plan
Circulation Element in accordance with the proposed Panhandle Annexation project; Item K.
Ordinance establishing zoning designations for the Panhandle Annexation project; Item L.
Resolution approving the Panhandle Planned Unit Development Guidelines and Schematic
Plan; Item M. Resolution approving the Panhandle Finance Plan; Item N. Resolution
approving the Panhandle Annexation Mixed Income Housing Strategy; Item O. Resolution
approving a Tentative Master Parcel Map to subdivide 465.5 acres into 42 parcels and Site
Plan and Design Review of the Tentative Master Parcel Map with deviations to minimum lot
City of Sacramento

June 14, 2018
powered by Legistar™

File ID: 2018-00735

Public Hearing Item 04

size requirements in the A-OS zone; and Item P. Resolution approving the Water Supply
Assessment Report for the Panhandle Annexation project
Contact: Garrett Norman, Associate Planner, 916-808-7934,
GNorman@cityofsacramento.org, Community Development Department; Teresa Haenggi,
Senior Planner, 916-808-7554, THaenggi@cityofsacramento.org, Community Development
Department
Presenter: Garrett Norman, Associate Planner, Community Development
Department
Applicant: John Hodgson, The Hodgson Company, 2514 Chinatown Alley, Sacramento, CA
95816; 916-548-8554
Property Owner: Twin Rivers Unified School District, 5115 Dudley Boulevard, McClellan, CA
95652; Bennett North Natomas LLC, DeCou North Natomas LLC (LLC Member(s): Orin Bennett;
Steve DeCou), 1082 Sunrise Avenue, Roseville, CA 95661; Moontide, LLC (LLC Member(s): J.
Richter), 32932 Pacific Coast Hwy 14-357, Monarch Beach, CA 92629; Carl Brothers, Trustee
of the Ernest G Brother 1993 Revocable Trust, 414 L Street, Rio Linda, CA 95673; Tasso Peter
Cononelos, 4300 D Street, Sacramento, CA 95819; Beachfields, LLC (LLC Member(s): J.
Richter), 3017 Douglas Boulevard, Roseville, CA 95661
Attachments:
01-Description/Analysis
02-Background
03-Resolution: Environmental Impact Report and Mitigation Monitoring Plan
04-Ordinance: Development Agreement between City of Sacramento and Twin Rivers Unified
School District
05-Ordinance: Development Agreement between City of Sacramento and Bennett North
Natomas LLC, DeCou North Natomas LLC
06-Ordinance: Development Agreement between City of Sacramento and Moontide, LLC
07-Ordinance: Development Agreement between City of Sacramento and Carl Brothers,
Trustee of the Ernest G Brother 1993 Revocable Trust
08-Ordinance: Development Agreement between City of Sacramento and Tasso Peter
Cononelos
09-Ordinance: Development Agreement between City of Sacramento and Beachfields, LLC
10-Resolution: Initiation of Annexation
11-Resolution: Tax Exchange Agreement between City and County of Sacramento
12-Resolution: Amendments to 2035 General Plan Land Use and Urban Design Element and
Circulation Element
13-Ordinance: Prezoning
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14-Resoltuion: Panhandle Planned Unit Development Guidelines and Schematic Plan
15-Resolution: Panhandle Finance Plan
16-Resolution: Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy
17-Resolution: Master Parcel Map and Site Plan and Design Review
18-Resolution: Water Supply Assessment
19-Supporting General Plan and North Natomas Community Plan Policies
20-Regional Bikeway Plan
21-Plan for Services
22-Site Photos
23-Community Comments
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Description/Analysis
Issue Detail: The Panhandle Annexation project consists of annexing approximately 589
acres of land into the City of Sacramento from the County of Sacramento. The Panhandle
Annexation project has been contemplated over the past two decades and can be labeled in
two areas: The Handle and Pan. The “Handle” is the predominately vacant, thin property to the
north of Del Paso Road and south of Elkhorn Boulevard. The “Pan” is the developed area
south of Del Paso Road and north of I-80, and contains approximately 840 acres of
predominantly light-industrial uses. The current request is for annexation of the “Handle”. The
project lays the groundwork for the future development of a master planned community that
consists of single-family homes, schools, parks and open space, and bicycle trails. The project
requires Council approval prior to a complete submittal of an annexation application to the
Local Area Formation Commission (LAFCo). Also, the County Board of Supervisors must
approve the Tax Exchange Agreement prior to a complete LAFCo application.
Policy Considerations: The 2035 General Plan Update was adopted by City Council on
March 3, 2015. The 2035 General Plan’s goals, policies, and implementation programs define
a roadmap to achieving Sacramento’s vision to be the most livable city in America. The
subject site has a current General Plan designation of Planned Development. The Planned
Development designation was applied to lands within the City that were contemplated for
future development. Post annexation, the subject site will receive conforming General Plan
designations for the intended development of the entire site. During review of this annexation
project, City Staff was sensitive to the context of the Panhandle as it is situated between two
existing neighborhoods, each with unique features and characteristics. The resulting land use
plan is the result of several community outreach efforts and goal and policy direction from the
2035 General Plan and the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP). There are many goals
and polices in the General Plan and NNCP that support the project. A comprehensive list of
the supporting goals and policies are provided in Attachment 19. A few of the key general plan
goals and policies that support this project are provided below.
Goal LU 1.1: Growth and Change. Support sustainable growth and change through orderly
and well-planned development that provides for the needs of existing and future residents and
businesses, ensures the effective and equitable provision of public services, and makes
efficient use of land and infrastructure.
•

Policy: LU 1.1.8 Annexation Prior to City Services. Prior to the provision of City
services to unincorporated areas, the City shall require those unincorporated properties
be annexed into the City, or that a conditional service agreement be executed agreeing
to annex when deemed appropriate by the City.
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The subject site is within the County of Sacramento and the City currently does not
provide any services to the area. Post annexation, the City will detach from various
special districts that currently provide services to the site and the City will then take on
responsibility to provide a full level of services to the property (i.e. water, police, fire,
parks and recreation, etc.).
Goal LU 2.1: City of Neighborhoods. Maintain a city of diverse, distinct, and well-structured
neighborhoods that meet the community’s needs for complete, sustainable, and high-quality
living environments, from the historic downtown core to well-integrated new growth areas.
•

Policy: LU 2.1.2 Protect Established Neighborhoods. The City shall preserve,
protect, and enhance established neighborhoods by providing sensitive transitions
between these neighborhoods and adjoining areas, and by requiring new development,
both private and public, to respect and respond to those existing physical characteristics
buildings, streetscapes, open spaces, and urban form that contribute to the overall
character and livability of the neighborhood.
The Panhandle site bifurcates two different communities; on the west side is existing,
traditional suburban development that was constructed within the last two decades. On
the east is an older, rural community, known as Valley View Acres, that primarily
consists of larger lots that can accommodate livestock. The Panhandled Planned Unit
Development (PUD) Guidelines includes specific language on how the proposed
development will respect the existing development on each of its sides. On the east
side, the project is sensitive to the larger, rural homes by designing a streetscape along
Sorento Road that includes a landscaped buffer with a meandering pedestrian and
bicycle trail to increase separation, while also incorporating rural architectural elements,
such as split rail fencing. The treatment on the west side includes provisions within the
PUD Guidelines that the new home lots match in similar width and size to the existing
lots.

Goal LU 2.5: City Connected and Accessible. Promote the development of an urban pattern
of well-connected, integrated, and accessible neighborhoods corridors, and centers.
•

Policy: LU 2.5.1 Connected Neighborhoods, Corridors, and Centers. The City shall
require that new development, both infill and greenfield, maximizes connections and
minimizes barriers between neighborhoods corridors, and centers within the city.
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The proposed circulation plan includes connections from the stubbed streets in the
existing development to the west to connect into the new project. Two additional street
connections are proposed into Sorento Road. These street connections will achieve an
integrated community for residences to easily access various amenities in North
Natomas.
Goal LU 4.1: Neighborhoods. Promote the development and preservation of neighborhoods
that provide a variety of housing types, densities, and designs and a mix of uses and services
that address the diverse needs of Sacramento residents of all ages, socio-economic groups,
and abilities.
•

Policy: LU 4.5.1 New Growth Neighborhoods. The City shall ensure that new
residential growth areas include neighborhoods that maintain a mix of residential types
and densities, and that the residential mix will provide appropriate transitional features
that integrate the area with adjacent existing neighborhoods and development.
The Panhandle project will include a variation of lot sizes for single-family residential,
ranging from smaller, medium, and larger lots to accommodate variation in densities
and price ranges. The land plan places the largest lots adjacent to the rural homes on
the east side and the larger and medium lots adjacent to homes on the west side,
creating a transition from the smaller lots that are more centrally located in the land
plan.

North Natomas Community Plan Policies:
•

Policy: NN.LU 1.13 Upscale Housing. The City shall encourage residential developers
to provide upscale housing through lower densities and additional amenities. Upscale
housing is intended to attract move-up home buyers who wish to move to or remain in
the Natomas area. Homes with custom-style features would help create a more diverse
and interesting neighborhood. Custom-style features could include high-quality exterior
building materials, larger lot sizes, and varied setbacks. Large lots would include those
that are 6,500 square feet or larger. Other features included in upscale housing are
architectural variations, quality landscaping, extra vehicle storage, homeowners
associations, and other attractive marketing features.
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One of the primary goals of the Panhandle project is to accommodate a move-up
housing product for residents. During community outreach for this project, move-up
housing was strongly supported. The community expressed the need for move-up
housing to prevent existing residents from looking to outer communities for larger
homes. As a result, the Panhandle project features a housing type named “Estate”
which can accommodate a lot size up to 14,500 square feet.
•

Policy: NN.ERC 1.8 Park Location Criteria. The City shall require that parks with
active recreational uses which may negatively impact residential areas due to traffic,
noise, and lighting should be sited so as to have minimal impact on surrounding
residences. The City shall discourage or minimize residential back-on lots or side lots
adjacent to parks. Neighborhood parks should be located along small residential streets
or other connections within neighborhoods where they are easily accessed on foot.
Community parks should be located along drainage canals or basins and/or along major
streets where the park is easily visible and accessible by foot, bike, transit, or car.
The land plan consists of two parks that are centrally located within the project area and
are surrounded by residential to achieve optimal recreation use. The parks are designed
to be surrounded by local public streets to allow for homes to front onto the street,
establishing “eyes on the parks.”

Environmental Considerations: The City, as lead agency, has prepared an Environmental
Impact Report (EIR) for the Panhandle Annexation and PUD project (SCH No. 2016042074).
The EIR was prepared in compliance with the requirements of the California Environmental
Quality Act (CEQA). Preparation included circulation of a Notice of Preparation to receive
comments regarding issues to be evaluated in the EIR, circulation of a Draft EIR for agency
and public comment, and preparation of a Final EIR. The Final EIR includes changes made in
the Draft EIR, written comments submitted on the Draft EIR, and responses to comments
raising environmental issues.
The Final EIR concluded that even with implementation of all feasible mitigation measures and
consideration of project alternatives, the project would have the following significant and
unavoidable impacts:
•
•
•
•

Impact 5.2-2: Long-term operational emissions of air pollutants
Impact 5.2-7: Long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and
precursors
Impact 5.9-1: Short-term construction noise impacts
Impact 5.9-2: Exposure of existing sensitive receptors to excessive traffic noise level
and/or substantial in traffic noise
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Impact 5.9-5: Cumulative construction noise impacts
Impact 5.9-6: Cumulative traffic noise
Impact 5.11-3: Roadway segment operations
Impact 5.11-11: Cumulative roadway segment operations
Impact 5.12-1: Degradation of visual character
Impact 5.12-3: Cumulative visual resource impacts

The City has adopted all feasible mitigation measures with respect to these impacts, which
further lessen the impacts, but would not reduce them below a level of significance.
Because the project would have significant and unavoidable effects, the project may be
approved only if the economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits, including regionwide or statewide environmental benefits, outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental
effects. (CEQA Guidelines section 15093)
The CEQA findings, included with the resolution certifying the EIR, identifies the considerations
identified as justifying approval of the project notwithstanding its environmental effects.
Flood Protection: State Law (SB 5, Chptr. 364, Stats. 2007) and Planning and Development
Code chapter 17.810 require that the City must make specific findings prior to approving
certain entitlements for projects within a flood hazard zone. The purpose is to ensure that new
development will be protected from a 200-year flood event or will achieve that protection by
2025. The project site is within a flood hazard zone and is an area covered by the Sacramento
Area Flood Control Agency’s (SAFCA’s) Improvements to the State Plan of Flood Control
System, and specific findings related to the level of protection have been incorporated as part
of this project. Even though the project site is within a flood hazard zone, the local flood
management agency, SAFCA, has made adequate progress on the construction of a flood
protection system that will ensure protection from a 200-year flood event or will achieve that
protection by 2025. This is based on the SAFCA Urban level of flood protection plan,
adequate progress baseline report, and adequate progress toward an urban level of flood
protection engineer’s report that were accepted by City Council Resolution No. 2016-0226 on
June 21, 2016 and the SAFCA 2017 Adequate Progress Annual Report accepted by City
Council Resolution No. 2017-0418 on November 7, 2017.
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Commission/Committee Action: On July 14, 2016 and April 27, 2017, the Panhandle
Annexation project was presented to the Planning and Design Commission for review and
comment to solicit feedback on the distribution of land uses, circulation plan, and street crosssections. The Commission liked the variation in a lower density product to promote move-up
housing within City limits. The Commission also recommended a larger buffer along Sorento
Road’s western edge to bridge the transition between the existing rural homes in Valley View
Acres and the proposed traditional suburban neighborhood. The applicant responded by
providing a 25-foot landscaped buffer, with a 12-foot meandering trail along the western side of
Sorento Road. Other Commissioner comments focused on the location of schools and parks,
in which the applicant’s response was to provide them in centrally located areas, and to also
collocate them. The school district boundaries were a driving factor in the end location of the
schools because the project site is bifurcated by the Robla Elementary School District in the
southern half and Twin Rivers Unified School District in the northern half. Most of the
Commissioners’ comments were design-specific, seeking solutions to community concerns.
Community comments are discussed in further detail in the Public/Neighborhood Outreach and
Comments heading below.
Rationale for Recommendation: Staff recommends the Commission recommend approval
and forward to the City Council the resolutions and ordinances attached to this report, based
on the findings of fact and subject to the conditions of approval. Staff supports the project
because it:
1. Is a logical and contiguous expansion of City limits and is within the City’s Sphere of
Influence.
2. Is consistent with General Plan Policy related to new neighborhoods that integrate a mix
of residential types and densities while maximizing connections between existing
neighborhoods.
3. Is consistent with North Natomas Community Plan Policy related to providing upscale
housing to attract move-up buyers who currently live in the area and policies related to
parks, open space, and bicycle trail facilities.
4. Satisfies all required findings and criteria.
Financial Considerations: Assuming a standard 50% property tax split, the Panhandle PUD
will result in a neutral / slightly positive fiscal impact. The proposed Panhandle Finance Plan
will result in payment of fair share contributions to on-site and off-site public facilities including
parks, roads, transit, drainage, sewer, and water. The draft Panhandle Finance Plan for this
project is included in this staff report (see Attachment 15).
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Public/Neighborhood Outreach and Comments: The applicant has conducted outreach to
several of the North Natomas neighborhood groups, including Valley View Acres Community
Association, Regency Park Neighborhood Association, North Natomas Community Coalition,
and the North Natomas Transportation Management Association. In addition to the applicant’s
outreach, there was a District 1 community meeting held on September 12, 2016, and a
second District 1 community meeting held on April 10, 2017. Many comments were received
throughout the community outreach process and a number of the suggested comments were
incorporated into the land use and circulation plan presented today. These comments are
included as Attachment 21. A summary of the concerns and the staff’s response are provided
below:
• The proposed connections to Sorrento Road would increase traffic on Sorrento Road.
o Some neighbors in Valley View Acres voiced concerns to having roadway
connections into Sorento Road because it would increase traffic. Only two
connections to Sorrento are proposed. Additional connections will increase
access for first responders (e.g. police and fire) to both neighborhoods,
increasing safety and therefore the two connections are supported by the Police
and Fire Departments. Staff recommends keeping the two roadway connections
to Sorento Road to better integrate the two neighborhoods, thus allowing easier
access to the parks, schools and bike trails in the Panhandle area. Lastly, the
General Plan encourages maximizing connectivity between neighborhoods
(General Plan Policy LU. 2.5.1).
•

Provide a bicycle path along Sorento Road.
o A 25-foot landscaped corridor and bike trail will be provided along the west side
of Sorrento Road to act as a buffer between Sorento Road and the new homes.
The Panhandle PUD Guidelines provide design guidelines that address this
corridor.

•

The proposed commercial center would heavily impact traffic on Sorento Road.
o An early iteration of the land plan designated a light commercial center adjacent
to Del Paso Road and Sorento Road. The community expressed opposition to
the light commercial center and the applicant removed the commercial center
from the Panhandle project. The proposed land use plan no longer designates
any land for commercial use.
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Provide compatible lot sizes where adjacent to existing development on west.
o The Planned Unit Development (PUD) encourages the size of lots that abut to
existing development to be comparable to the size of existing lots. The applicant
also redesigned the land use plan to include the larger, estate lots (up to 14,500
square feet) adjacent to homes on the west side that contain larger lot sizes
because of their unique cul-de-sac design. This will help reduce the number of
homes along the shared fence line.

Throughout the entitlement process, staff kept the community informed of updated plans and
project status. Staff utilized an email list generated from the comments and community
meetings in addition to notifying the following community groups: Regency Park Neighborhood
Association; Valley View Acres Community Association; Robla Park Community Association;
Natomas Community Association; North Natomas Community Association; North Natomas
Community Coalition; Natomas Chamber of Commerce; Creekside Natomas Neighborhood
Association; Environmental Council of Sacramento; WALK Sacramento; and Sacramento Area
Bicycle Advocates.
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Background Information
The subject site was initially proposed for development approximately ten years ago
(M05-031/P05-077). The previous Panhandle project underwent a fully vetted
entitlement process with the community, the City of Sacramento Planning Commission,
Law and Legislation Committee, and City Council. In September 2007, the City Council
unanimously passed a motion of intent to approve the entitlements associated with the
annexation project. The intent of the motion was to bring forward all the entitlements for
final Council action after approval of a tax exchange agreement. In 2010, a tax
exchange agreement between the City and County of Sacramento was approved by the
City Council and Board of Supervisors for the vacant land north of Del Paso Road and
58 acres of developed industrial property immediately north and south of Del Paso
Road (City Resolution 2010-266). A final Council hearing never occurred after approval
of the tax exchange agreement because of an economic downturn.
The unincorporated area is referred to as the “Panhandle” because it loosely resembles
the shape of a pan and its handle. The current Panhandle Annexation project includes
the “handle” portion of the unincorporated area, but does not include the 840-acre “pan”
portion. Figure 1 provides a map of the two distinct areas which are described below:
1. Handle: The “Handle” is the predominately vacant property to the north of Del
Paso Road and south of Elkhorn Boulevard. This area is the subject of the
applicant’s request for annexation and corresponding entitlements for
development. This portion contains approximately 589 acres.
2. Pan: The “Pan” portion is the developed area south of Del Paso Road and north
of I-80. This area contains approximately 840 developed acres, and primarily
consists of light-industrial uses. The applicant has not applied for annexation of
the “Pan” portion and does not represent any owners within the area.
Site Conditions: The site proposed for annexation is primarily vacant with the exception
of a partially-constructed middle/high school (East Natomas Education Complex - Twin
Rivers Unified School District) and a farm house and accessory buildings (Krumenacher
Ranch) located at the northern edge of the site.
Krumenacher Ranch: Krumenacher Ranch is an approximately 123-acre site that fronts
Elkhorn Boulevard. The Krumenacher property, while proposed for annexation, is not
proposed for development at this time and the land owner is not a party to this project
application. City staff supports the proposal to include the Krumenacher property as part
of the annexation because it is within the City’s Sphere of Influence, may be further
developed in the future, and a roadway connecting Elkhorn Boulevard to the proposed
Panhandle development will eventually be necessary to accommodate growth in the
Panhandle area. Additionally, future widening of Elkhorn Boulevard will be required to
meet traffic demands.
Annexation requirements include prezoning areas proposed for annexation. Therefore,
City staff is proposing the Krumenacher site be prezoned to a City zoning designation of
Agriculture (A), which is consistent with the County’s current zoning designation of

Figure 1: Vicinity Map

East Natomas
Education Complex Twin Rivers Unified
School District
(Middle/High School)

Agriculture (AG-80). The purpose of the City’s Agricultural (A) zone is to restrict the use
of land primarily to agriculture and farming. Property in this zone will be considered for
reclassification when proposed for future urban development.
The Krumenacher property will maintain its current General Plan land use designation
of Planned Development. During the 2009 update of the General Plan, the Planned
Development land use designation was assigned to areas with pending projects.
Specific general plan land use designations will be applied when development of the
Krumenacher site is proposed.
Only annexation and prezoning is proposed for the Krumenacher property as part of the
Panhandle Annexation project.
Surrounding Land Uses: Agricultural uses are located north of Elkhorn Boulevard. The
County of Sacramento is in the early entitlement phase for developing this area as a
master-planned community known as North Precinct. To the west of the project site is
existing suburban development; these adjacent communities are called Natomas Park
and Regency Park and are mostly comprised of single-unit dwellings with the
incorporation of parks and schools. Valley View Acres, located in the east side of
Sorento Road, is a rural neighborhood that is developed with homes often on large lots
over one acre. Some of these properties have livestock. Steelhead Creek, a wetland
refuge, and a used auto auction business is located on the east side of the levee. South
of Del Paso Road is existing development within the County that includes a variety of
land uses, primarily light-industrial uses (referred to as “the Pan”).
The Panhandle Annexation - Distribution of Land Uses and Circulation
Residential: The proposed development consists of single-unit dwellings of various lot
sizes and density. No multi-family residential is proposed. The Planned Unit
Development (PUD) categorizes the single-unit dwellings into three types:
1. Estate Lots: The estate lots are characterized as being larger lots that can
accommodate a range of parcel sizes between 6,000 t to 14,500 square feet.
The estate lots would provide the community with a larger residential lot type that
is not typical in the North Natomas area.
2. Traditional Lots: The traditional lots are a more traditional size with a parcel size
range between 4,500 to 7,500 square feet. The traditional lots are consistent with
the lots that are seen throughout existing North Natomas residential
development.
3. Village Lots: The village lots range between 3,000 to 6,000 square feet. These
lots are intended to accommodate a smaller range of home and lot sizes to
provide for a diversity of housing. These lots are located towards the center of
the project area and are located closer to the parks and schools.
An estimated total of 1,662 units will be dispersed throughout the three residential
designations.

Figure 2: Context Map

North Precinct Project Area
(County of Sacramento project)

Regency Park
Neighborhood

Natomas Park
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Roadways: Staff and the applicant have worked on revisions to the roadway layout to
help overall connectivity and to reduce traffic speed and volumes to allow for a front-on
residential design where feasible. The proposal would provide a more pedestrian scale
environment with “eyes on the street”, ultimately activating the streetscape and avoiding
roadways that are walled off by the backs of residential properties. The proposed
circulation plan also reduces the potential for commuter cut-through traffic from Elkhorn
Boulevard to Del Paso Road, which was a concern raised by the community.
1. Sorento Road: Valley View Acres is a rural neighborhood located on the east of
Sorento Road. This neighborhood was engaged throughout the entitlement
process, helping inform the streetscape design of the roadway. The community
strongly expressed the need to provide an appropriate transition between the
proposed development and their rural neighborhood. The applicant responded to
these concerns with the following features:
a. The project will locate the larger “estate lots” along Sorento Road to
provide a development pattern that is more compatible with the larger,
rural lots located in Valley View Acres.
b. Homes will side-on along Sorento Road on cul-de-sacs that create open
views and allow for pedestrian access, establishing a more integrated
community.
c. A 25-foot wide landscaped corridor will run parallel on the west side of
Sorento Road that will accommodate a 12-foot bike and ped path,
Figure 3: Sorento Road Rendering

providing a greater buffer between the two neighborhoods. (See Figure 3
below.)
d. Two streets are proposed to connect into Sorento Road to provide greater
connectivity between existing and new neighborhoods. The two streets
are Street “F” and Barros Drive.
2. Street Extensions: Consistent with General Plan Policy and the Planning and
Development Code, the project will extend the stub streets in the existing North
Natomas development to the west. The following streets are proposed for
vehicular connection into the Panhandle development:
a.
b.
c.
d.

Mayfield Street
Aimwell Avenue
Club Center Drive
Faletto Avenue

The neighbors who reside in Natomas Park expressed opposition to extending
Cadman Court into the project site. Staff evaluated the concern and is
recommending a pedestrian connection in lieu of vehicular access because Cadman
Court is a small neighborhood street that does not serve the greater street network
in North Natomas.
Parks, Open Space, and Bike Trails:
Parks: There are two parks proposed within the plan area that will be maintained and
operated by the City. A large 10± acre community park is centrally located within the
plan area, and can be designed to accommodate larger recreational amenities, such as
ball fields, that will serve the surrounding area. A 5± acre neighborhood park is
proposed to be located across the street from the elementary school site and is
anticipated to be used by the students and nearby residents. Both parks will be bound
by streets that can accommodate housing that faces the park to help with security
concerns by having “eyes on the park”. Both parks are adjacent to the Ninos Parkway
which is an approximately 200-foot wide landscape corridor with a Class 1 trail that runs
north/south for the entire length of the project site under the Western Area Power
Administration (WAPA) powerline corridor.
Niño’s Parkway: There is an existing powerline easement (WAPA powerlines) that is
approximately 200 feet wide and runs north/south for the entire length of the project site.
Consistent with the North Natomas Community Plan Policy NN.ERC 1.12, this
easement area is proposed to be developed as a parkway that will accommodate a
Class I bicycle path. This Niño’s Parkway is partially developed in South Natomas,
south of San Juan Road to El Camino Avenue, under the same powerline easements.
Bikeways: The project provides Class I, II, and III bicycle facilities throughout the plan
area. A Class I trail will be located in the Niño’s Parkway. Class II facilities will be
located along the collector roadways (i.e. National Drive and Club Center Drive). Class
III facilities will be located on other local roadway segments. Additional separated bike
and ped pathways will be provided on the west side of Sorento Road and the north side

Figure 4: Illustrative Land Use Plan
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of Del Paso Road. Additional bicycle facilities will be evaluated when roadways are
proposed at the small lot tentative subdivision map stage. For further clarification on
proposed bicycle facilities, please refer to the regional bikeway exhibit in Attachment 20.
Sotnip Trail: The developer has agreed to provide a monetary contribution to help fund
an off-site Class I bicycle connection that will lead from the northeastern intersection of
Del Paso Road and Sorento Road eastward to Sotnip Road, where it will connect to the
existing regional Ueda Parkway Bike Trail. The Ueda Parkway Bike Trail consists of
12.5 miles of a paved recreation trail that is located primarily on the crown of levees in
north Sacramento. The trail provides key connection to the American River Parkway
and the Dry Creek Parkway, linking Downtown, Natomas, and established
neighborhoods north of the American River. The Sotnip Trail will provide for a key
connection for the Panhandle project and the North Natomas community.
Schools: There are two sites designated for schools within the project. One is an
Elementary School located towards the southern half of the project area, adjacent to the
proposed neighborhood park. This elementary school site is within the Robla
Elementary School District. There is a Middle/High School located in the northern half of
the subject site. A pedestrian connection is proposed from the terminus of Amazon
Avenue in the Regency Park Neighborhood. This school site is partially constructed and
is within the Twin Rivers Unified School District. The school sites are in areas that are
walkable and bikeable for future residences within the plan area and in existing adjacent
neighborhoods. The schools will also be easily accessible from Del Paso Road for those
who live outside the area. The school site will have separated sidewalks and
landscaped buffers, on-street parking, and Class II on-street bike lanes. All the streets
will be designed to City standards.
Stormwater Detention: A stormwater detention basin is shown on the western edge of
the site. With development of the project, this basin will be graded and sized to properly
manage most of the site’s drainage. The majority of the project site will flow into this
detention basin and will be treated for water quality. Some of the southern parcels will
need their own stormwater facilities.
Future Levee Improvements: As part of its continuing levee improvement project, the
Army Corps of Engineers will be improving the East Main Drain Canal levee, including
the portion of the levee that abuts the Panhandle’s eastern boundary. The levee
improvements are necessary to obtain 200-year flood protection in the Natomas Basin.
As part of this levee improvement project, the Sacramento Flood Control Agency
(SAFCA) and the Reclamation District 1000 (RD 1000) will acquire right-of-way adjacent
to the existing levee within the Panhandle project area. The cross section below shows
the profile of potential improvements along the levee.

Figure 5: Proposed Cross Section for Levee adjacent to Panhandle

ENTITLEMENT DISCUSSION
The entitlement discussion that follows is organized into five sections as outlined below:
I.
Annexation
a. Tax Exchange Agreement
b. Plan for Services
c. Unincorporated Island
II. Panhandle Financing Plan
III. Development Agreements
IV. Mixed Income Housing Strategy
a. Proposed Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy
V. Prezone
VI. General Plan Amendments
VII. Planned Unit Development Guidelines and Schematic Plan
VIII. Tentative Master Parcel Map
IX.
Site Plan and Design Review
X.
Water Supply Assessment
I.

ANNEXATION

The State of California enacted legislation in the 1960s to provide regulation on the
reorganization of municipal boundaries. These laws have since been refined and are
now referred to as the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act.
This law establishes rules and policies for incorporating land into local jurisdictions
(cities). One major component of the law is the creation of Local Agency Formation
Commissions (LAFCo). LAFCos represent each county in the State and are the final
decision-makers on annexations. They serve the important role in evaluating local
government boundaries while guiding the efficient, cost-effective, and reliable delivery of
municipal services to California’s citizenry.
Once a property is within the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI), the initiation of the
annexation may occur in one of three ways: City Council Resolution, registered voter
petition or landowner petition. The registered voter petition requires five (5) percent of
registered voters within the affected territory to sign the petition. Once the initiation has
occurred, the City or registered voters/landowners file an application with LAFCo
requesting annexation. In the City of Sacramento, the City typically initiates the
annexation and submits the application to LAFCo, not property owners or voters. For
the Panhandle Annexation, the City will be initiating the annexation, by Resolution from
the City Council.
Once LAFCo receives a complete application from the City of Sacramento, which
includes an executed Tax Exchange Agreement, Prezoning, and a Plan for Services,
the LAFCo staff analyzes all issues, prepares a staff report with recommendations, and
sets the matter for hearing before LAFCo. The following further describes the Tax

Exchange Agreement, Plan for Services and the area (“Pan”) that is not proposed to be
included in the annexation.
a. Tax Exchange Agreement: Under Revenue & Taxation Code Section
99(b)(1)(B)(6), the City and County must adopt a property tax exchange
agreement (TEA) prior to LAFCo taking an action on the annexation. The
agreements may take the form of project-specific tax-exchange agreement
(applying to a single annexation) or master tax-exchange agreement (applying to
all annexations). A master tax-exchange agreement between the City and
County was terminated by the County several years ago. The tax-exchange
agreement requirement essentially gives counties de facto veto power over city
annexations. Should the county in question choose not to enter into a tax
exchange agreement, then the annexation will not be considered by LAFCo.
A tax-exchange agreement specifies the redistribution of property taxes among
the city, the county, and other agencies such as special districts. Typically, tax
revenues accruing to the county, some special county funds, and special districts
are redistributed to the annexing city and the county. The county is responsible
for representing the interests of special districts, and there is a meet-and-confer
requirement if the tax- exchange will impact a special district.
Prior Tax Exchange Agreement: On May 18, 2010, the City Council approved the
Panhandle Tax Exchange Agreement. This prior tax exchange agreement
approved by the City and County of Sacramento in 2010 was for the vacant land
north of Del Paso Road and 58 acres of developed industrial property
immediately north and south of Del Paso Road (Resolution 2010-266).
Proposed Tax Exchange Agreement: Because the project description and
boundary has changed since the prior TEA was adopted eight years ago, the City
is proposing a new TEA that includes the 589± acres of the “Handle” property,
north of Del Paso Road. The proposed TEA terms are essentially the same as
the prior agreement. The City will be responsible for the provision of municipal
services after the annexation is approved and effective. An operating budgetary
analysis of the costs of services and the area’s generation of City revenue
indicated that the projected costs of services and revenue are approximately
equal assuming the property tax distribution contained within the proposed taxexchange agreement.
The proposed TEA calls for an equal sharing by the City and County of the
municipal property tax revenue generated within the Panhandle area. The
agreement also calls for an equal sharing by the City and County of any sales tax
revenue generated during any time the retail and commercial land uses that
exceed 11.5 acres within the Panhandle annexation area. In addition, any
Transient Occupancy Tax (TOT) from hotel/motel projects (the City’s General
Fund portion) within the Panhandle would be shared equally between the City
and County. If in the event any property within the annexation area is rezoned by
the City from a residential land use to a commercial or industrial land use, the
City would be required to provided written notice of such rezoning to the County.

The tax-sharing agreement would commence on the annexation date and would
continue into perpetuity. The tax-exchange agreement is consistent with the
assumptions in the fiscal analysis prepared for the Panhandle project.
The proposed tax-exchange agreement provides that within the Panhandle
Annexation Area, the following will be pooled and shared equally between the
City and the County:
• County Library,
• County Roads,
• Sacramento County Water
• County General Fund
• Natomas Fire Protection District, and
• Rio Linda Elverta Recreation & Parks District
The Rio Linda Elverta Recreation & Park District (RLERPD) currently derives 3040% of its current revenues from the Panhandle – most of which is from the
“Pan” (i.e., the developed industrial property south of Del Paso Road). Because
RLERPD derives substantial revenues from the “Pan,” without providing any park
service to this property, the loss of service territory would result in a loss of
revenues with no loss of service responsibility. Accordingly, the proposed TEA
deals only with the “Handle” and assumes that the “Pan” will remain
unincorporated and within the RLERPD’s boundaries.
Additionally, the proposed tax-exchange agreement would provide that RLERPD
shall receive $2,500 per year from the City’s share of existing base tax revenue
from the annexation area for a period of five years. No revenue from the
annexation area will be distributed to the RLERPD after the five-year period.
b. Plan for Services (PFS): When a proposal for a change of organization or
reorganization is submitted to LAFCo, the applicant (City of Sacramento) is
required to submit a plan for providing services within the affected territory. The
plan for providing services, or Plan for Services (PFS), must include a description
of the services to be provided; an indication of when those services will be
provided; and information about how those services will be financed. The City will
be responsible for the provision of municipal services after the annexation is
approved and effective. An operating budgetary analysis of the costs of services
and the area’s generation of City revenue indicated that the projected costs of
services and revenue are approximately equal assuming the property tax
distribution contained within the proposed tax exchange agreement. Although the
PFS is not an entitlement for action by the Planning and Design Commission or
City Council, a copy is attached to the report under Attachment 21.
c. Unincorporated Island: The City will be requesting that LAFCo approve an
annexation that would create an unincorporated island (the “Pan”). After
consideration to annexing the Pan, staff is recommending annexing only the
Handle.

In order to approve the requested action, LAFCo would need to make findings
that creation of the island:
•
•

Does not preclude what would otherwise be a viable annexation by an
adjoining city, and
Is in the interest of public health, safety and welfare, and contributes to the
orderly development of the community.

The creation of an unincorporated island meets the aforementioned findings
because the proposed annexation represents a logical and reasonable extension
of the City boundaries since it is surrounded on the south, east, and west by
existing City limits. Additionally, the annexation does not result in unincorporated
land being within the boundaries of another city and does not preclude what
would otherwise be a viable annexation by an adjoining city because the
remaining unincorporated area (“Pan”) is located such that it could not
reasonably be annexed to another city or incorporated as a new city. No updated
planning or rezoning of the Pan is needed for the annexation of the Handle. The
annexation of the Handle does not require subsequent annexation of the Pan,
nor does the Pan offer any necessary elements of the Handle annexation area.
The Pan can operate and function as a separate and distinct land use, with
independent utility. The existing infrastructure (roadways, drainage, water)
located in the Pan was built to County standards and would require significant
capital investments to attain City standards, yet minimal capital reserves would
be transferred from the County to the City to finance the estimated $8.3 million
worth of required upgrades. The Pan industrial landowners and tenants have
raised concerns that the City would require landowner financing of these
upgrades in the attempt to bring the property into conformance with adopted
North Natomas development standards, burdening them with extensive new
infrastructure costs. Landowners and tenants located in the Pan also object to
the City’s higher tax rates (Utility Users Tax and Transfer Tax).
The majority property owners of the island (the Pan) have expressed a concern
that the City and LAFCo will take action in the future to annex the unincorporated
island against the will of the property owners pursuant to Government Code
Section 56375.3. Staff believes that this concern is unfounded. Government
Code Section 56375.3 (Island annexations without protest proceedings)
authorizes LAFCo to waive protest proceedings for small island annexations only
if the annexation area is less than 150 acres and the proposed annexation
constitutes the entire island. Since the unincorporated island (the Pan) would be
approximately 840 acres, the provisions of Section 56375.3 could not be invoked
for a future annexation of the island.
The annexation area has been in the City’s Sphere of Influence since 1997. The
annexation property is also included the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation
Plan (NBHCP) and anticipated for future urban development. Lastly, the
annexation is consistent with the orderly annexation of territory within the City’s
urban service area and is consistent with the City policy of annexing when
providing City services.

II.

PANHANDLE FINANCING PLAN

The proposed Panhandle Finance Plan identifies the infrastructure set, the costs of the
improvements, and proposed methodology to spread those costs over the development.
The proposed Finance Plan will result in payment of fair share contributions to on-site
and off-site public facilities including parks, roads, transit, drainage, sewer, and water.
The draft Resolution and finance plan for this project are included with this staff report
(see Attachment 15).
III.

DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS

The applicant coordinated with the City Manager’s Office, the City Attorney’s Office, and
staff to complete a development agreement with each of the six property owners within
the project area. All six development agreements have the same provisions specific to
the orderly development of the entire Panhandle PUD project area and are only
differentiated by the area owned by the property owner.
The development agreements include a 15-year initial term with up to three renewal
periods of five (5) years each. The development agreements will require development
within the Panhandle Annexation project area be in compliance with the North Natomas
Finance Plan, the Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy, and the North Natomas
Habitat Conservation Plan. The proposed Development Agreements also addresses
the developers’ obligations specific to the development of this site, including providing
transportation-related improvements, bike trail improvements, contribution towards the
Sotnip trail, and the dedication and development of Ninos Parkway.
IV.

MIXED INCOME HOUSING STRATEGY

A revised Mixed Income Housing ordinance (City Code Chapter 17.712) was adopted
by the City Council on November 1, 2015. The ordinance is intended to require
residential projects to contribute toward the construction of affordable housing and to
implement the policies of the City’s General Plan Housing Element. A component of the
new ordinance requires the creation of a mixed income housing strategy for projects
exceeding 100 gross acres in size that plan for residential development. A mixed
income housing strategy, which requires Council approval, must demonstrate how the
project provides housing for a variety of income levels and family types consistent with
the policies of the General Plan Housing Element. When reviewing a mixed income
housing strategy, the City Council shall also take into account the amount of regulated
affordable housing in the vicinity.
a. Proposed Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy: The Panhandle
project will address the mixed income housing ordinance by providing a variety of
single-family housing types/densities, payment of housing impact fees
(approximately $7.7 million), and construction of sixteen (16) regulated homes. A
total of sixteen regulated homes within the PUDs Village designation (affordable
homes) will be constructed throughout village areas 4, 5, 10 and 11 planned in
the project area. These affordable homes will be the same or similar to other

market rate homes of comparable design, size and materials in the Village
designation. Buildings permits may not be issued for more than 75-percent of
the market rate units within the Village designations prior to the issuance of
building permits for 100 percent of the affordable units. The affordable homes
may not be adjacent to one another, but otherwise may be located anywhere in
each Village. Each subdivision located within Villages 4, 5, 10 or 11 will be
responsible for its portion of the affordable homes within the respective Village.
These 16 affordable homes will be provided a housing impact fee credit totaling
approximately $1.6 million and SHRA has agreed to waive its 30-year monitoring
fee. A 30-year regulatory agreement for each of the 16 regulated affordable
homes will be recorded at the sale of each home. Panhandle will pay a housing
impact fee for the non-regulated, estate and traditional homes, located in Villages
1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13 and 14. A copy of the Panhandled Mixed Income
Housing Strategy is included under Attachment 16.
Under the ordinance, the Planning Director reviews the proposed mixed income
housing strategy in consultation with the Executive Director of the Sacramento
Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA). The Planning Director shall then
recommend approval, modification, or denial of the proposed mixed income
housing strategy to the Planning and Design Commission in conjunction with the
development project’s earliest planning approvals. The Planning and Design
Commission then hears and forwards a recommendation to the City Council for
final approval.
The proposed mixed income housing strategy was presented to the SHRA
Commission on June 6, 2018. Some members of the Commission expressed
concern to the limited number of affordable housing in relation to the size of the
project.
V.

PREZONE

A prezone is a zoning designation, formally adopted by a city, that applies to property
outside city limits. Prezoning is a requirement of the LAFCo process and has no
regulatory effect until the property is annexed. The applicant is proposing zoning
designations that are compatible with the proposed single-family residential and parks,
open space, and bicycle trail development. Single-Unit Dwelling (R-1), Single-Unit or
Duplex Dwelling (R-1A), and Agriculture and Open Space (A-OS) are proposed zoning
designations.
Table 1, below, summarizes the disbursement of land uses and their corresponding
general plan designation, zoning, density, and acreage.
VI.

GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENTS

The Panhandle project requires two amendments to the 2035 General Plan:
Land Use and Urban Form Diagram: The General Plan includes an Urban Form
Diagram depicting land use designations applied to lands throughout the City to inform

future growth. The Panhandle site currently has a designation of Planned Development.
During the update of the General Plan, the Planned Development designation was
applied to lands within the City that were contemplated for future development. Two
general plan designations are proposed for the subject project, including Suburban
Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD) for the residential areas and Parks and Recreation
(PR) for the parks, open space, and bike trail lands. The SNLD designation is consistent
with the proposal because it allows a density range between 3 to 8 dwelling units per
net acre, in which the applicant is proposing a range of 4 to 8.
Circulation Diagram: The General Plan includes a Circulation Diagram depicting the
roadway network expected to be constructed based on current funding projection and
anticipated private development. This diagram needs to be amended because it
currently shows National Drive connecting from Del Paso Road up to Elkhorn
Boulevard, which was a anticipated connection from prior project proposals. The current
Panhandle project proposes National Drive to end into secondary street systems
(collector roadways) early on within the plan, and therefore the diagram needs to be
updated for consistency. The change in roadway alignment was primarily done in an
effort to prevent cut-through traffic from commuters on Elkhorn Boulevard by dispersing
traffic onto other roadways, and therefore allowing for 2-lane streets that can
accommodate font-on housing.
A copy of the General Plan Diagram Amendments can be found in Attachment 12.
Table 1: Proposed Land Use Designations
Use
General Zoning
Plan
Single-Unit Dwellings
SNLD
R-1-PUD
(Estate)
Single-Unit Dwellings
SNLD
R1-A-PUD
(Traditional)
Single-Unit Dwellings
SNLD
R-1A-PUD
(Village)
Elementary School
SNLD
R-1A-PUD
Middle/High School
SNLD
R-1A-PUD
Parks (Quimby)
PR
A-OS-PUD
Niño’s Parkway
PR
A-OS-PUD
Detention Basin
PR
A-OS-PUD
Krumenacher Ranch
PD
A
Major Roadways (Del Paso Varies
Varies
Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector Roadways
Varies
Varies
Totals:
VII.

Gross
Acres
88±

Net
Acres
75.7±

Units

162.2±

147.7±

869±

5.9

66.4±

60.5±

453±

7.4

11.7±
65.4±
18±
36±
13.6±
123±
5.0±

10±
60.4±
15.5±
32.6±
13.4±
119±
5.0±

0.0±
589.4±

49.6±
589.4±

340±

1,662±

PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES AND SCHEMATIC PLAN

Creation of Planned Unit Development (PUD) is a requirement for project within the
North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP Policy: NN.LU 1.1). The intent of a PUD is to

Net
Density
4.5

encourage greater flexibility in the
design of integrated developments than
otherwise possible through strict
application of zoning regulations and
ensure the long-term development of
well-planned communities that offer a
variety of land uses. The schematic plan
for the PUD identifies the location of
proposed uses and residential densities.
The guidelines provide policy directive
and development standards for the
future development of the project. The
PUD Guidelines memorializes the
design input provided by the Planning
and Design Commission and the several
neighborhood associations. For
example, the PUD establishes a set of
goals that include respecting the Valley
View Acre’s neighborhood rural lifestyle
and to provide “move-up” housing
opportunities with complimenting public
spaces, and to implement the vision of
the North Natomas Community Plan.
VIII.

TENTATIVE MASTER PARCEL
MAP

The applicant is requesting a Tentative
Master Parcel Map. A Tentative Master
Parcel Map is a map that subdivides
large tracts of land into smaller parcels
for the purpose of later selling or
otherwise transferring the parcels for
further subdivision. A Master Parcel
Map remains conceptual rather than
providing the detail of each residential
lot and street. It is important to note that
neighborhood streets and individual lots
are not shown and are not part of this
entitlement package because of the
aforementioned reasons. As the
property is further subdivided through
Tentative Subdivision Maps, the
neighborhood lots and streets will be
reviewed for additional street
connections, lot layout design, and
consistency with the Panhandle PUD
Schematic Plan and Design Guidelines.

Figure 6: Tentative Master Parcel Map

The proposed Tentative Master Parcel Map and corresponding entitlements are the
roadmap to the final build-out of the Panhandle project. Subsequent entitlements, such
as small-lot tentative subdivision maps and site plan and design review of the house
plans will be required prior to applying for building permits
IX.

SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW

Site Plan and Design Review is required of the Tentative Master Parcel Map to confirm
conformance with the development standards of the Planning and Development Code.
The Master Parcel Map requires Site Plan and Design Review deviations to allow for
the parcels receiving a zoning designation of Agricultural-Open Space (A-OS) to be less
than 20 acres in size. The parcels that are zoned A-OS are for parkland, and it is typical
that the A-OS designation is applied to parkland properties in North Natomas. Below is
a table illustrating parcels with A-OS zoning that require said deviation:
Table 2: Master Parcel Map Site Plan and Design Review Deviations
Parcel
Zone
Development Standard
Proposed
Number
Deviation
3
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
5.7 acres
7
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
5.7 acres
8
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
2.0 acres
14
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
7.5 acres
18
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
4.2 acres
19
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
1.8 acres
20
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
1.2 acres
23
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
3.9 acres
24
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
3.0 acres
27
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
4.2 acres
28
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
2.1 acres
29
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
0.9 acres
31
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
4.3 acres
32
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
6.9 acres
33
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
1.4 acres
36
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
6.1 acres
38
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
1.0 acres
41
A-OS-PUD
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
6.1 acres
X.

WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT

According to Senate Bill 610, a water supply assessment is required for proposed
residential developments with more than 500 units. In addition, SB 221 requires written
verification of sufficient water supply before a project is approved. This assessment and
written verification is included in the Draft FEIR, which concluded the City of
Sacramento has sufficient water allocations available to serve the Panhandle
Annexation project as well as future growth.

RESOLUTION NO. 2018Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
July 3, 2018
CERTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT
AND ADOPTING THE MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE
PANHANDLE ANNEXATION AND PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
PROJECT (P16-013) (SCH No. 2016042074)
BACKGROUND
A.

The Panhandle Annexation Project generally consists of the annexation of
589± acres of land from the County of Sacramento into the City,
specifically into the North Natomas Community Plan area.

B.

On July 14, 2016, and April 27, 2017, the City Planning and Design
Commission held public hearings and reviewed and commented on the
Panhandle Annexation Project.

C.

On June 14, 2018, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a
public hearing and voted to forward its recommendation on the Panhandle
Annexation Project to the City Council.

D.

On July 3, 2018, after giving notice as required by Sacramento City Code
section 17.812.010.2.b and 17.812.030, the City Council held a public
hearing and received and considered evidence on the Panhandle
Annexation Project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY
COUNCIL RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.
The City Council finds that the Environmental Impact Report for the
Panhandle Annexation and Planned Unit Development Project, State
Clearinghouse No. 2016042074, which consists of the Draft EIR and the Final
EIR (including revisions to the Draft EIR and Response to Comments)
(collectively the “EIR”), has been completed in accordance with the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines,
and the Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures.
Section 2.
The City Council certifies that the EIR was prepared, published,
circulated and reviewed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State
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CEQA Guidelines, the City of Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures, and
the Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission Local Policies, Standards
and Procedures, and constitutes an adequate, accurate, objective and complete
Final Environmental Impact Report in full compliance with the requirements of
CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local Environmental
Procedures.
Section 3.
The City Council certifies that the EIR has been presented to it, that
the City Council has reviewed the EIR and has considered the information
contained in the EIR prior to acting on the proposed Project, and that the EIR
reflects the City Council’s independent judgment and analysis.
Section 4.
Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, and in
support of its approval of the Project, the City Council adopts the attached
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations in support of
approval of the Project as set forth in the attached Exhibit A of this Resolution.
Section 5.
Pursuant to CEQA section 21081.6 and CEQA Guidelines section
15091, and in support of its approval of the Project, the City Council adopts the
Mitigation Monitoring Program to require all reasonably feasible mitigation
measures be implemented by means of Project conditions, agreements, or other
measures, as set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring Program as set forth in Exhibit
B of this Resolution.
Section 6.
The City Council directs that, upon approval of the Project, the City
Manager shall file a notice of determination with the County Clerk of Sacramento
County and, if the Project requires a discretionary approval from any state
agency, with the State Office of Planning and Research, pursuant to the
provisions of CEQA section 21152.
Section 7. Pursuant to Guidelines section 15091(e), the documents and other
materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council
has based its decision are located in and may be obtained from, the Office of the
City Clerk at 915 I Street, Sacramento, California. The City Clerk is the
custodian of records for all matters before the City Council.
Section 8. The City of Sacramento is the CEQA lead agency, and Sacramento
LAFCo will rely on this doc as a responsible agency for subsequent
reorganization proceedings/actions.
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Exhibit A
CEQA Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations for the Panhandle Annexation and Planned Unit
Development Project (P16-013)
Description of the Project
The Panhandle Annexation and Planned Unit Development (PUD) project area is
located within the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) planning area, which
encompasses approximately 7,438 acres in the City of Sacramento (City). The
Panhandle PUD project area (referred to as “project area”) comprises 589.4
acres in the City’s Sphere of Influence between West Elkhorn Boulevard on the
north and Del Paso Road to the south. The project area is within the 2035
General Plan Update Policy Area. A majority of the project’s land area is vacant.
Built features on site include two existing home sites located near West Elkhorn
Boulevard, high-voltage power lines consisting of two sets of steel lattice towers
supporting double-circuit 230 kilovolt (kV) lines owned by the Western Area
Power Administration and a 115-kV line owned by Sacramento Municipal Utility
District within a 200-foot powerline easement, and the partially constructed East
Natomas Education Complex (junior and senior high schools in the Twin Rivers
Unified School District) that is not being utilized. Habitat conditions in the
undeveloped areas include annual grasslands, pasture and wetland resources,
and a few clusters of mature trees. The project area is designated Planned
Development (PD) under the adopted City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan.
The Sacramento County General Plan land use designation is Agricultural
Cropland.
The project consists of the annexation of 589.4 acres into the City, detachment
from service districts, amendment to the 2035 General Plan, pre-zoning/rezoning
of the project area, establishment of the Panhandle PUD Guidelines and
Schematic Plan, master parcel map, Property Tax Exchange Agreement,
development agreement, Mixed Income Housing Strategy, Finance Plan, Plan for
Services, site plan and design review of the tentative master parcel map, and
Water Supply Assessment. The approval of the project could result in the
development of the private, mixed-use development consisting of residential,
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elementary school, roadways, and park uses north of Del Paso Road. The
remaining 119 acres between the proposed PUD project area and extending
north to West Elkhorn Boulevard (referred to herein as “Krumenacher Ranch”)
would be designated as Planned Development (PD) and zoned Agriculture (A).
No land use entitlements are being sought for this area. The table below
summarizes project land uses.

Table 1

Panhandle PUD Land Use Summary

Land Use Type

Net
Acreage

Units

Proposed General Plan Designation

Proposed Pre-Zoning

Single-Family Residential
Estate

75.7

340

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit Dwelling (R-1-PUD)

Traditional

148.4

869

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1APUD)

Village

60.5

453

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1APUD)

Subtotal

283.9

1,662
Public/Quasi-Public

Elementary School

10.0

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1APUD)

Park/Ninos Parkway

23.5

Parks and Recreation (PR)

Agriculture-Open Space (A-OS-PUD)

Ninos Parkway

24.6

Parks and Recreation (PR)

Agriculture-Open Space (A-OS-PUD)

Detention Basin

13.4

Open Space (OS)

Agriculture-Open Space (A-OS-PUD)

Subtotal

71.6
Planned Development

Planned Development

119.0

Planned Development (PD)

Agriculture (A)

High School/Middle
School

60.4

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1APUD)

Subtotal

179.4
Roadways

Major Collector and
Residential Streets

54.6

TOTAL

589.4

1,662

Findings Required Under CEQA
1.

Procedural Findings

The City Council of Sacramento finds as follows:
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The City of Sacramento’s Environmental Planning Services determined, on
substantial evidence, that the Project is an anticipated subsequent project
identified and described in the 2035 General Plan Master EIR; that the Project is
consistent with the 2035 General Plan land use designation; that the discussions
of cumulative impacts, growth inducing impacts, and irreversible significant
effects in the Master EIR generally considered the development of the Project;
and that the Project will have additional significant environmental effects not
previously examined in the Master EIR. Therefore, staff prepared an
environmental impact report (“EIR”) on the Project which utilizes the Master EIR.
The EIR was prepared, noticed, published, circulated, reviewed, and completed
in full compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act (Public
Resources Code Section 21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines (14
California Code of Regulations Section15000 et seq.), and the City of
Sacramento environmental guidelines, as follows:
a.
A Notice of Preparation (NOP) of the Draft EIR was filed with the
Office of Planning and Research and each responsible and trustee agency on
April 27, 2016 and was circulated for public comments from April 27, 2016
through June 13, 2016.
b.
A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were
distributed to the Office of Planning and Research on June 19, 2017 to those
public agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project, or which
exercise authority over resources that may be affected by the Project, and to
other interested parties and agencies as required by law. The comments of such
persons and agencies were sought.
c.
An official 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR was
established by the Office of Planning and Research. The public comment period
began on June 19, 2017 and ended on August 2, 2017.
d.
A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was mailed to all
interested groups, organizations, and individuals who had previously requested
notice in writing on June 19, 2017. The NOA stated that the City of Sacramento
had completed the Draft EIR and that copies were available at the City of
Sacramento, Community Development Department, 300 Richards Boulevard,
Third Floor, Sacramento, California 95811. The letter also indicated that the
official 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR would end on August 2,
2017.
e.
A public notice was placed in the Daily Recorder on June 19, 2017,
which stated that the Draft EIR was available for public review and comment.
f.
A public notice was posted in the office of the Sacramento County
Clerk on June 19, 2017.
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g.
Following closure of the public comment period, all comments
received on the Draft EIR during the comment period, the City’s written
responses to the significant environmental points raised in those comments, and
additional information added by the City were added to the Draft EIR to produce
the Final EIR.
h.
The Final EIR was made available for public review and published
on the City’s website at httl://portal.cityofsacramento.org/CommunityDevelopment/Planning/Environmental/Impacts-Reports.aspx on May 2, 2018.
2.

Record of Proceedings

The contents of the record of proceedings shall be as set forth in subdivision (e)
of PRC Section 21167.6. The following information is incorporated by reference
and made part of the record supporting
these findings:
a.
The Draft and Final EIR and all documents relied upon or
incorporated by reference;
b.
The City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan adopted March 3, 2015,
and all updates.
c.
The Master Environmental Impact Report for the City of Sacramento
2035 General Plan certified on March 3, 2015, and all updates.
d.
Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the
Adoption of the Sacramento 2035 General Plan adopted March 3, 21015, and all
updates.
e.

Zoning Ordinance of the City of Sacramento

f.
Blueprint Preferred Scenario for 2050, Sacramento Area Council of
Governments, December 2004
g.
2016 Metropolitan Transportation Plan/Sustainable Communities
Strategy, Sacramento Area Council of Governments, February 2016
h.
North Natomas Community Plan, updated NNCP was adopted in
March 2015 as part of the last General Plan update
i.

Panhandle PUD Schematic Plan and Development Guidelines

j.

The Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Project.
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l.
All records of decision, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits,
letters, synopses of meetings, and other documents approved, reviewed, relied
upon, or prepared by any City commissions, boards, officials, consultants, or staff
relating to the Project.

3.

Findings

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives,
where feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant environment impacts
that would otherwise occur. Mitigation measures or alternatives are not required,
however, where such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility for the
project lies with some other agency. (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15091,
sub. (a), (b).)
PRC Section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished
in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account
economic, environmental, social and technological factors.” State CEQA
Guidelines Section 15364 includes another factor: “legal” considerations. (See
also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta II) (1990) 52
Cal.3d 553, 565.)
The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a
particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and
objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133
Cal.App.3d 410, 417 (City of Del Mar).) “[F]easibility” under CEQA encompasses
‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of
the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Ibid.;
see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23
Cal.App.4th 704, 715 (Sequoyah Hills); see also California Native Plant Society
v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001 [after weighing
“‘economic, environmental, social, and technological factors’ ... ‘an agency may
conclude that a mitigation measure or alternative is impracticable or undesirable
from a policy standpoint and reject it as infeasible on that ground’”].)
With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or
substantially lessened, a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may
nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a statement of
overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found
that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse
environmental effects.” (State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15093, 15043, sub.
(b); see also PRC Section 21081, sub. (b).)
In seeking to effectuate the substantive policy of CEQA to substantially lessen or
avoid significant environmental effects to the extent feasible, an agency, in
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adopting findings, need not necessarily address the feasibility of both mitigation
measures and environmentally superior alternatives when contemplating
approval of a proposed project with significant impacts. Where a significant
impact can be mitigated to an “acceptable” level solely by the adoption of feasible
mitigation measures, the agency, in drafting its findings, has no obligation to
consider the feasibility of any environmentally superior alternative that could also
substantially lessen or avoid that same impact — even if the alternative would
render the impact less severe than would the proposed project as mitigated.
(Laurel Hills Homeowners Association v. City Council (1978) 83 Cal.App.3d 515,
521; see also Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692, 730-731; and Laurel Heights Improvement Association v.
Regents of the University of California (“Laurel Heights I”) (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376,
400-403.)
In these Findings, the City first addresses the extent to which each significant
environmental effect can be substantially lessened or avoided through the
adoption of feasible mitigation measures. Only after determining that, even with
the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, an effect is significant and
unavoidable does the City address the extent to which alternatives described in
the EIR are (i) environmentally superior with respect to that effect and (ii)
“feasible” within the meaning of CEQA.
In cases in which a project’s significant effects cannot be mitigated or avoided,
an agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project
if it first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific
reasons why the agency found that the “benefits of the project outweigh the
significant effects on the environment.” (PRC Section 21081, sub. (b); see also,
State CEQA Guidelines, Sections 15093, 15043, sub.(b).) In the Statement of
Overriding Considerations found at the end of these Findings, the City identifies
the specific economic, social, and other considerations that, in its judgment,
outweigh the significant environmental effects of the Project.
In support of its approval of the Project, the City Council makes the following
findings for each of the significant environmental effects and alternatives of the
Project identified in the EIR pursuant to Section 21080 of PRC and Section
15091 of the State CEQA Guidelines.
These findings do not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental
impact contained in the Final EIR. Instead, a full explanation of these
environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the Final EIR and these
findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final
EIR supporting the determination regarding the impacts of the Project and
mitigation measures designed to address those impacts. In making these
findings, the City Council ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these findings the
determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental
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impacts and mitigation measures except to the extent any such determinations
and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings.
As set forth below, the City Council adopts and incorporates all of the mitigation
measures set forth in the Final EIR and the attached MMP to substantially lessen
or avoid the potentially significant and significant impacts of the Project. The City
Council intends to adopt each of the mitigation measures proposed in the Final
EIR to reduce or eliminate significant impacts resulting from the Project.
Accordingly, in the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR
has inadvertently been omitted in these findings or the MMP, such mitigation
measure is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference.
In addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in
these findings or the MMP fails to accurately reflect the mitigation measures in
the Final EIR due to a clerical error, the language of the policies and
implementation measures, as set forth in the Final EIR shall control. The impact
numbers and mitigation measure numbers used in these findings reflect the
information contained in the Final EIR
A.
Significant or Potentially Significant Impacts Mitigated to a
Less-Than-Significant Level.
Under CEQA, no mitigation measures are required for impacts that are
less than significant. (PRC Section 21002; State CEQA Guidelines,
Section 15126.4, subd. (a)(3), 15091.) The City Council agrees with the
characterization in the Draft and Final EIRs with respect to all impacts identified
as “no impact,” “less than significant,” “not cumulatively considerable,” or “less
than cumulatively considerable” and finds that those impacts have been
described accurately and are less than significant as so described in the Final
EIR.
This finding applies to the following impacts:
Impact Category: Agricultural Resources
Impact 5.1-1: Conversion of farmland to non-agricultural use
Implementation of the project would result in the conversion of 354.1 acres of
Farmland of Local Importance and 184.9 acres of Grazing Land from use as row
crops and grazing to urban development. This conversion would not result in the
loss of important farmland as defined in Public Resources Code Section 21060.1
and Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. Thus, this impact would be less than
significant. (Draft EIR page 5.1-7)
Impact 5.1-2: Compatibility with adjacent agricultural uses
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The project would not result in new urban land uses in an area adjacent to other
active agricultural land that may impair adjacent agricultural activities. The impact
would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page 5.1-8 and 5.1-9)
Impact 5.1-3: Cumulative loss of agricultural lands
Implementation of the project in combination with potential development in the
region would not contribute to the loss of Important Farmland as defined in Public
Resources Code Section 21060.1 and Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. This
contribution would be less than cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page
5.1-9 and 5.1-10)
Impact Category: Air Quality
Impact 5.2-3: Mobile-source CO concentrations
Long-term operation-related local mobile-source emissions of CO generated by
the development in the project area would not violate a standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality violation or expose sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations. As a result, this impact would
be less than significant. (Draft EIR page 5.2-20 and 5.2-21)
Impact 5.2-4: Exposure of sensitive receptors to TACs.
Construction-related emissions of TACs associated with land uses developed
under the project would not result in an incremental increase in cancer risk
greater than 10 in one million or a hazard index greater than 1.0 at existing or
future sensitive receptors. This impact would be less than significant. (Draft
EIR page 5.2-21 and 5.2-22 and Final EIR pages 4-15 and 4-16)
Impact 5.2-5: Exposure of sensitive receptors to odors.
The project would introduce new odor sources into the area (e.g., temporary
diesel exhaust emissions during construction). However, these odor sources
would be temporary, intermittent, and dissipate rapidly from the source. Further,
the project would not locate land uses near any existing odor sources. As a
result, potential exposure of sensitive receptors to odors would be considered a
less-than-significant impact. Draft EIR page 5.2-24 and 5.2-25 and Final EIR
pages 4-17 and 4-18)
Impact 5.2-6: Construction emissions of criteria air pollutants and
precursors
Project-generated construction emissions would exceed applicable cumulative
thresholds for NOx only. Incorporated mitigation would reduce NOX to levels
below SMAQMD cumulative thresholds. In addition, mitigation measures would
further reduce dust and construction equipment exhaust emissions. Project
mitigated construction-related emissions would not exceed applicable thresholds.
Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative construction emissions would
not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.2-26 and 5.2-27)
Impact 5.2-8: Mobile-source CO concentrations
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Short and long-term operation-related local mobile-source emissions of CO
generated by the project would not violate a standard or contribute substantially
to an existing or projected air quality violation or expose sensitive receptors to
substantial pollutant concentrations under cumulative conditions. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to cumulative CO emissions would not be cumulatively
considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.2-28)
Impact 5.2-9: Exposure to sensitive receptors to TACs
Construction-related emissions of TACs associated with land uses developed
under the project would not result in an incremental increase in cancer risk
greater than 10 in one million or a hazard index greater than 1.0 at existing or
future sensitive receptors. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative TAC
exposure impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page
5.2-28)
Impact 5.2-10: Exposure to sensitive receptors to odors.
The project could introduce new odor sources into the area (e.g., temporary
diesel exhaust emissions during construction. However, these odor sources
would be temporary, intermittent, and dissipate rapidly from the source and
would not combine with other odor sources. The project’s contribution to
cumulative odor impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR
page 5.2-29 and Final EIR page 4-19)
Impact Category: Biological Resources
Impact 5.3-1: Loss of annual grassland and agricultural lands
Implementation of the project would result in the loss of approximately 125 acres
of annual grassland and 350 acres of agricultural lands. This impact would be
less than significant. (Draft EIR page 5.3-21)
Impact 5.3-5: Cumulative impacts to biological resources
Implementation of the project in combination with potential development in the
region would contribute to cumulative impacts associated with significant effects
to loss of habitat, special-status plant and wildlife species, wetlands, and heritage
trees. Project mitigation measures and its participation in the Natomas Basin
Habitat Conservation Plan would offset its contribution to the cumulative loss of
biological resources. Thus, the project’s contribution would be less than
cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.3-36 and 5.3-37)
Impact Category: Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact 5.4-1: Change in the significance of a historic resource (structures)
Records search results and pedestrian surveys have identified one historic-era
site, the Krumenacher Ranch. This site has been evaluated for the NRHP and
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CRHR multiple times since 2005 and has been determined to be not eligible for
listing. Thus, the project would have a less than significant impact. (Draft EIR
page 5.4-16 and 5.4-17)
Impact 5.4-2: Change in the significance of a historic resource (historic
landscape)
The project is located at the southern end of the RD1000 historic landscape;
however, this portion of the historic landscape does not contribute to its eligibility
for inclusion in the NRHP. The Krumenacher Ranch was evaluated as not eligible
for listing in the NRHP as a historic vernacular landscape. No other historic
landscapes are present in the project area. Therefore, the project would have a
less-than-significant impact on historic landscapes. (Draft EIR page 5.4-17 and
5.4-18)
Impact 5.4-4: Discovery of previously unknown resources or human
remains
Although unlikely, construction and excavation activities associated with project
development could unearth previously undiscovered or unrecorded human
remains, if they are present. Compliance with California Health and Safety Code
Sections 7050.5 and 7052 and California Public Resources Code Section 5097in
the event that human remains are found would make this impact less than
significant. (Draft EIR page 5.4-19 and 5.4-20)
Impact 5.4-5: Change in the significance of a tribal cultural resource
Consultation with UAIC and Wilton Rancheria has resulted in no resources
identified as TCRs as described under AB 52. Because no resources meet the
criteria for a TCR under PRC Section 21074, there would be no impact to tribal
cultural resources. (Draft EIR page 5.4-20)
Impact 5.4-6: Contribution to cumulative impacts on historic resources
(structures).
The project would not result in the loss of the historic resources, and would not.
contribute to the cumulative loss of historic agricultural structures in the
Sacramento Valley. The cumulative impact associated with the loss of historic
structures in the Sacramento Valley would be significant and the project’s
contribution would be less than cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page
5.4-21)
Impact 5.4-7: Contribution to cumulative impacts on historic resources
(landscapes).
Continued development of the Sacramento Valley, including development under
the project, would not cause a significant impact to the historic landscape
associated with RD 1000 or affect any of its contributing elements or other
characteristics that make it eligible for inclusion in the NRHP. This is a less-thansignificant cumulative impact and the project’s cumulative contribution would not
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be considerable such that a new significant cumulative impact would occur.
(Draft EIR page 5.4-22)
Impact 5.4-8: Contribution to cumulative impacts on archaeological
resources
Cumulative development could result in potentially significant archaeological
resource impacts. However, with implementation of the mitigation measures
proposed, the project’s contribution to these impacts would be reduced to a lessthan-significant level. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative
archaeological resource impacts would not be cumulatively considerable.
(Draft EIR page 5.4-22 and 5.4-23)
Impact 5.4-9: Contribution to cumulative impacts on human remains
The project, in combination with other development in the Valley Nisenan and
Plains Miwok territory could contribute to the disturbance of human remains
because of project-related construction activities. This would be a significant
cumulative impact. However, compliance with California Health and Safety Code
Sections 7050.5 and 7052 and California Public Resources Code Section 5097
would ensure the project’s contribution would not be cumulatively
considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.4-23)
Impact Category: Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Paleontology
Impact 5.5-1: Expose people and structures to seismic hazards, such as
groundshaking
Implementation of the project may expose people and structures to seismic
hazards. Design requirements, such as the California Building Code, include
earthquake resistant design and materials that meet or exceed the current
seismic engineering standards of the Seismic Zone 3 improvements. This would
be a less-than-significant impact. (Draft EIR page 5.5-7)
Impact 5.5-3: Potential to cause loss of top soil and soil erosion.
Implementation of the project would require excavation and grading that has the
potential to result in top soil loss and soil erosion. However, the project would be
required to comply with General Permit for Discharges of Storm Water
Associated with Construction Activity, the City’s Grading Ordinance, and General
Plan policies addressing soil and erosion impacts. Compliance with these
standard requirements would ensure that the project’s soil and erosion impacts
would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page 5.5-8)
Impact 5.5-5: Cumulative impacts to geology and soils
Implementation of the project in combination with potential development in the
region would not contribute geologic and soil stability impacts as such impacts
are site-specific. This contribution would be less than cumulatively
considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.5-10)

Page 13 of 91

Impact 5.5-6: Cumulative impacts to paleontological resources
Implementation of the project in combination with potential development in the
region could result in the significant cumulative impacts associated with the
destruction of paleontological resources. However, project mitigation measures
would address impact and ensure that the project’s contribution would not be
cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.5-10)

Impact Category: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
Impact 5.6-2: Impacts of climate change on the project
The project is not located within an area projected to experience a substantial
increase in wildland fire risk or flooding as a result of climate changes in the future.
Further, water supply for the project would be adequate. Anticipated changes in
future climate patterns are not anticipated to have any substantial adverse effects
on the project. Therefore, the impacts of climate change on the project would be
less than significant. (Draft EIR pages 5.6-15 through 5.6-17)
Impact Category: Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact 5.7-1: Create a significant hazard through the routine transport, use,
or disposal of hazardous materials
Development and operation of the project would result in transport, use, and
disposal of hazardous materials to and from the project area. Adherence to
existing regulations and compliance with safety standards related to the
transport, use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials would reduce the
hazards associated with these activities. This would be a less-than-significant
impact. (Draft EIR page 5.7-7 and 5.7-8)
Impact 5.7-2: Accidental release of hazardous materials
Demolition activities and development of the project area could result some
potential for reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the
release of hazardous materials into the environment. However, implementation of
existing federal, State, and local regulations pertaining to demolition and handling
of hazardous substances would reduce the potential for accidental hazardous
material releases. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Draft EIR
pages 5.7-8 through 5.7-10)
Impact 5.7-4: Hazards associated with electromagnetic fields
The Panhandle PUD would place residential uses and a school site near existing
high-voltage power lines, which are a source of electromagnetic fields. However,
the siting of the proposed school facilities would comply with the setback
requirements of the California Department of Education. Further, there is no
available data that demonstrates there are health risks associated with EMF
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exposure. Therefore, this has been determined by the City to be a less-thansignificant impact. (Draft EIR page 5.7-10 and 5.7-11)
Impact 5.7-5: Impair implementation of, or physically interfere with, adopted
emergency response or evacuation plans
The Panhandle PUD would provide multiple roadway access routes for the
project area and would not interfere with emergency response or evacuation
plans. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Draft EIR page 5.7-11)
Impact 5.7-6: Expose people or structures to wildland fire hazard
Development of the project area would reduce wildland fire hazards in the area
by converting open grassland areas to urban uses. This is a less-thansignificant impact. (Draft EIR page 5.7-12)
Impact 5.7-7: Cumulative hazards and hazardous material impacts
Implementation of the project in combination with potential development in the
region would not contribute cumulative hazard impacts as such impacts are sitespecific. This contribution would be less than cumulatively considerable. (Draft
EIR page 5.7-12)
Impact Category: Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact 5.8-3: Flood risk from levee failure
The project may conflict with planned improvements to the North Natomas Levee
associated with the NEMDC to provide flood protection. This impact would be
less than significant. (Final EIR page 4-25 and 4-26)
Impact 5.8-5: Cumulative water quality impacts
The project in combination with planned and proposed development in the region
could contribute to potential cumulative impacts to surface and groundwater
quality from construction and operation activities. However, with implementation
of City stormwater quality requirements and mitigation measures proposed, the
project’s contribution to cumulative water quality impacts would not be
cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.8-16 and 5.8-17)
Impact 5.8-6: Cumulative flood hazards
The project in combination with planned and proposed development in the region
could contribute to potential impacts to cumulative flood hazards. However, with
implementation of mitigation measures proposed, the project’s contribution to
cumulative flooding and drainage impacts would not be cumulatively
considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.8-17 and 5.8-18)
Impact Category: Noise and Vibration
Impact 5.9-7: Cumulative operational noise impacts
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Operation of the proposed development would not result in noise levels that
exceed applicable noise compatibility standards. Therefore, the project would not
result in a considerable contribution such that a new significant operational
noise impact would occur. (Draft EIR page 5.9-33)
Impact Category: Public Services and Recreation
Impact 5.10-3: Result in the need for expanded school facilities
The project at build-out would result in increased demand of public school
services. However, TRUSD anticipates having a substantial number of open
seats within its schools through 2023 and the project includes a junior high/high
school within the project area. In addition, RSD is projected to have capacity to
serve elementary school students with future development of the proposed
elementary school. These schools would serve project residents and the
surrounding area. The project would also be required to pay school facility impact
fees to mitigate its contribution to school facility needs. This would be a lessthan-significant impact. (Draft EIR page 5.10-19 and 5.10-20)
Impact 5.10-4: Increase the demand for parks and recreational facilities
Implementation of the project at buildout would result in an increase in the
demand for park and recreation facilities. The project would meet the City’s
requirements for parkland through parkland dedication and/or payment of in-lieu
fees. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Draft EIR page 5.10-20)
Impact 5.10-5: Increase demand for library facilities
Implementation of the project at buildout would increase the demand for library
services. However, the project would not result in the need to construct any new,
unplanned library facilities, and the applicant would be required to pay into a fee
program that would contribute to the continued funding of the North and South
Natomas libraries. This would be a less-than-significant impact. (Draft EIR
page 5.10-21)
Cumulative Impact 5.10-6: Cumulative impacts to public services and
recreation
Implementation of the project in combination with development in the City and
County would contribute to potentially significant cumulative impacts on public
services and recreation in the region. However, with implementation of the
mitigation measures proposed in addition to payment of impacts, the project’s
contribution to these impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative public service impacts would
not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.10-21 and 5.10-22)
Impact Category: Transportation and Circulation
Impact 5.11-4: Freeway operations
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While implementation of the project was determined to would contribute
substantial traffic volumes to the currently deficient freeway segment of
eastbound I-80 from Truxel Road to Northgate Boulevard, recently completed
HOV lanes and other improvements to I-80 would improve operations and avoid
significant operational impacts. This is considered a less-than-significant
impact. (Draft EIR page 5.11-49 and 5.11-50)
Impact 5.11-5: Demand for bicycle facilities
The project would provide adequate on-site bicycle facilities, and connections to
the existing bicycle facilities surrounding the project area. Additionally, the project
would not remove or interfere with any existing or planned bicycle facility in the
area. This is considered a less-than-significant impact. (Draft EIR page 5.1151)
Impact 5.11-6: Demand for pedestrian facilities
The project would provide adequate on-site pedestrian facilities, and connections
to the existing pedestrian facilities surrounding the project area. Additionally, the
project would not remove or interfere with any existing or planned pedestrian
facility in the area. This is considered a less-than-significant impact. (Draft EIR
page 5.11-51)
Impact 5.11-8: Impair emergency vehicle access and hazardous design
features
Project roadway and emergency access would be designed to meet all City
design and safety standards, and would subject to review of the City of
Sacramento and responsible emergency services agencies. This is considered a
less-than-significant impact. (Draft EIR page 5.11-52)
Impact 5.11-9: Cumulative construction traffic impacts
Project traffic from construction activities, in combination with traffic from
cumulative development construction activities near the project area, could
contribute to significant traffic congestion and disruptions in the area. However,
with implementation of the mitigation measures proposed, the project’s
contribution to this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative construction impacts would
not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.11-62)
Impact 5.11-10: Cumulative intersection operations
The project’s incremental increase in traffic to study intersections, in combination
with traffic from cumulative development, would contribute to the deficient
operation of the Sorento Road/Del Paso Road intersection. However, with
implementation of the mitigation measures proposed, the project’s contribution to
this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to cumulative intersection operation impacts would not be
cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.11-64)
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Impact 5.11-12: Cumulative freeway operations
The proposed project’s incremental increase in traffic to freeway segments, in
combination with traffic from cumulative development, would not result in
deficient level of service operations. This is a less-than-significant cumulative
impact and the project’s traffic contribution would not be considerable such that
new significant cumulative impact would occur. (Draft EIR page 5.11-71)
Impact 5.11-13: Cumulative demand for bicycle facilities
The project, in combination with cumulative development in the North Natomas
area, would further increase bicycle usage and the demand for bicycle facilities.
However, with implementation of the project design includes new on-street and
off-street bicycle facilities that would interconnect with existing and planned
facilities, the project’s contribution to this impact would be reduced to a less than
significant level. Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative bicycle facility
demand impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page
5.11-72)
Impact 5.11-14 Cumulative demand for pedestrian facilities
The project, in combination with cumulative development in the North Natomas
area, would further increase pedestrian activity and the demand for new on-street
and off-street pedestrian facilities. However, with implementation of the project
design includes new on-street sidewalks and off-street trails that would
interconnect with existing and planned pedestrian facilities, the project’s
contribution to this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level.
Therefore, the project’s contribution to cumulative pedestrian facility demand
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.11-72)
Impact 5.11-15: Cumulative Transit Impacts
The project’s incremental increase in area population would increase the demand
for transit services, in combination with demands from cumulative development,
would contribute to cumulative transit service impacts. However, with
implementation of the mitigation measures proposed, the project’s contribution to
this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to cumulative transit service impacts would not be
cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.11-72 and 5.11-73)
Impact 5.11-16: Impair Emergency Vehicle Access and Hazardous Design
Features under Cumulative Conditions
The project, in combination with cumulative development in the North Natomas
area, would further increase potential roadway hazards and increase the need for
new emergency access routes. However, the project would not interfere with
emergency response; rather, it would enhance emergency access, and be
designed to meet all the design and safety standards. Therefore, the project’s
contribution to cumulative roadway hazards and the need for new emergency
access impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.1173)
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Impact Category: Utilities
Impact 5.13-1: Wastewater and water supply facility impacts
Implementation of the project would interconnect with existing water and
wastewater infrastructure stub-outs along the project area boundaries and would
not require off-site improvements. All on-site facilities have been evaluated
throughout the resource chapters of this EIR. As a result, the project would have
less-than-significant wastewater and water supply facility impacts. (Draft EIR
page 5.13-11 and 5.13-12)
Impact 5.13-2: Sufficient water supplies and groundwater overdraft impacts
Implementation of the project would increase water supply demands in the City
that would involve the use of both surface water and groundwater. Pursuant to
the City’s 2015 Urban Water Management Plan, the City has adequate water
supplies to serve the project under normal, dry, and multiple-dry year conditions.
The City would maintain groundwater production within the sustainable yields of
the North Basin. This impact would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page
5.13-12 and 5.13-13)
Impact 5.13-3: Wastewater treatment capacity impacts
The project’s wastewater treatment demands would be within the wastewater
treatment capacity of the SRWTP. No additional treatment facilities would be
required. This impact would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page 5.13-13)
Impact 5.13-4: Solid waste service impacts
Implementation of the project would require solid waste disposal services from
the City during construction and operation of the project. There is adequate
landfill capacity to accommodate the project at build-out. This impact would be
less than significant. (Draft EIR page 5.13-13 and 5.13-14)
Impact 5.13-5: Cumulative water supply impacts
Implementation of the project in combination with potential development in the
City’s service area and wholesale water customers would further increase the
demand for water service. Pursuant to the City’s 2015 Urban Water Management
Plan, there would be adequate water supply to meet anticipated water demands
through the year 2040. This is a less-than-significant cumulative impact and
the project’s cumulative demands would not be considerable such that new
significant cumulative impact would occur. (Draft EIR page 5.13-14 and 5.13-15)
Impact 5.13-6: Cumulative wastewater service impacts
Implementation of the project in combination with potential development in the
SRCSD’s service area would increase wastewater service demands. The
SRWWTP has adequate capacity to accommodate projected future growth
based on its current permits. This would be a less-than-significant cumulative
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impact and the project’s cumulative demands would not be considerable such
that new significant cumulative impact would occur. (Draft EIR page 5.13-15)
Impact 5.13-7: Cumulative solid waste service impacts
Implementation of the project in combination with development in the City and in
the County would increase solid waste collection and disposal service demands.
There is adequate landfill capacity to accommodate cumulative solid waste
disposal needs. This is a less-than-significant cumulative impact and the
project’s cumulative demands would not be considerable such that new
significant cumulative impact would occur. (Draft EIR page 5.13-16)
Impact Category: Energy
Impact 5.14-1: Wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy,
during project construction or operation
The project would increase electricity and natural gas consumption at the site
relative to existing conditions. However, City Code would require the project to
generate at least 15 percent of the project’s energy demand through on-site
renewable systems (e.g., photovoltaic systems). The project would be required to
meet the California Code of Regulations Title 24 standards for building energy
efficiency. The project’s design features bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure
also would decrease VMT. Implementation of mitigation measures addressing
greenhouse gases and transit needs would also improve the energy efficiency of
the project. Construction energy consumption would be temporary and would not
require additional capacity or increased peak or base period demands for
electricity or other forms of energy. The project would not result in wasteful,
inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy. Thus, the impact would be
less than significant. (Draft EIR page 5.14-13 and 5.13-14)
Impact 5.14-2: Demand for energy services and facilities
Adequate infrastructure and capacity exists adjacent to the project area that can
meet the project’s energy needs. Thus, this impact would be less than
significant. (Draft EIR page 5.14-15)
Impact 5.14-3: Cumulative demand for energy services and facilities
The project, in combination with other development, would contribute to the
increase demand for energy. However, it is expected that there would be
adequate energy capacity through the year 2050. The project also includes
design features to reduce transportation energy demands. Implementation of
mitigation measures proposed would further improve the energy efficiency of the
project and reduce its contribution to cumulative energy needs. Therefore, the
project’s contribution to cumulative energy demands would not be cumulatively
considerable. (Draft EIR page 5.14-15 and 5.13-16)
Impact Category: Reorganization
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Impact 6-1: Loss of affordable housing
Existing housing in the project area is limited to two existing residential dwellings
on the Krumenacher Ranch site that are not proposed to be removed as part of
this project. The project is required to comply with Chapter 17.712 of the City’s
Planning and Development Code that addresses affordable housing provision.
Therefore, the project would have no impact involving the loss of affordable
housing. (Draft EIR page 6-14)
Impact 6-2: Impacts to the Natomas Fire Protection District
Detachment of the project area from the Natomas Fire Protection District would
not result in significant service impacts to the District because this area is already
being served by the City of Sacramento Fire Department under contract to the
District. Therefore, project’s impacts to the Natomas Fire Protection District
would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page 6-14 and 6-15)
Impact 6-3: Impacts related to an increase in demand for fire protection
services in the City
Annexation of the project into the City would increase the demand for City fire
protection services. However, additional tax revenue and implementation of
Mitigation Measures 5.10-1a, 5.10-1b, and 5.10-1c would address this additional
service demand. Therefore, the project’s impacts to City fire protection services
would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page 6-15)
Impact 6-4: Impacts to Rio Linda Elverta Recreation and Park District
Detachment of the project area from the Rio Linda Elverta Recreation and Park
District would not result in significant service impacts to the District because this
area does not currently contain any park facilities or residents that generate
demand and revenue to the District. Therefore, project’s impacts to the Rio Linda
Elverta Recreation and Park District would be less than significant. (Draft EIR
page 6-16)
Impact 6-5: Impacts related to an increase in demand for park and
recreation services provided by the City
Annexation of the project would result in an increase in the demand for park and
recreation facilities provided by the City. The project would meet the City’s
requirements for parkland through parkland dedication and/or payment of in-lieu
fees and would provide additional tax revenue. Therefore, the project’s impacts
on recreation facility demands would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page
6-16)
Impact 6-6: Impacts to Sacramento County Water Agency Zone 13
Detachment of the project area from Sacramento County Water Agency Zone 13
would not result in significant drainage service impacts because Zone 13 was
established for the funding of water supply and drainage studies and does not
include the maintenance of drainage facilities. Therefore, project’s impacts to
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Sacramento County Water Agency Zone 13 would be less than significant.
(Draft EIR page 6-17)
Impact 6-7: Impacts to Sacramento County Service Area No. 1 and 10
Detachment of the project area from Sacramento County Service Area No.1
(street and highway lighting) and No. 10 (enhanced transportation services)
would not result in significant roadway facility service impacts because the
project area is undeveloped and does not pose current transportation facility
service impacts. Therefore, project’s impacts to Sacramento County Service
Area No. 1 and 10 would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page 6-17)
Impact 6-8: Impacts related to an increase in demand for drainage and
flood control services
Annexation of the project would result in an increase in the drainage and flood
control activity by the City. The project would meet the City’s requirements for
drainage control with on-site detention facilities, and implementation of Mitigation
Measures 5.8-1, 5.8-2, and 5.8-3 would ensure that the project design addresses
drainage and flood control needs. Therefore, the project’s impacts on drainage
facilities would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page 6-17 and 6-18)
Impact 6-9: Loss of prime agricultural lands
Annexation of the project area would allow development and the loss of prime
agricultural lands as defined by Section 56064 of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg
Local Government Reorganization Act. The project would participate in the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan that would require the preservation of
land in relation to the development of the project area. This land preservation
would address the loss of prime agricultural lands under Sacramento LAFCo’s
purview. Therefore, the project’s impact would be less than significant. (Draft
EIR page 6-18)
Impact 6-10: Loss of open space land uses
Annexation of the project area would allow urbanization and the loss of open
space lands as defined by Section 56059 of the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local
Government Reorganization Act. The project would participate in the Natomas
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan that would require the preservation of land in
relation to the development of the project area. This land preservation would
address the loss of open space lands under Sacramento LAFCo’s purview.
Therefore, the project’s impact would be less than significant. (Draft EIR page
6-20)
Impact 6-11: Impacts related to environmental justice
The project would consist of a variety of single-family residential densities and is
required to comply with Chapter 17.712 of the City’s Planning and Development
Code that addresses affordable housing provision. There are no existing or
proposed uses in the project area that would expose any existing or proposed
residents in the area to one or more environmental hazards. Therefore, the
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project’s impact would be less than significant related to environmental justice
concerns. (Draft EIR page 6-20)
Impact 6-12: Impacts related to consistency with Sacramento Local Agency
Formation Commission policies and standards
The project would generally be consistent with Sacramento Local Agency
Formation Commission standards associated with annexation requests that
address environmental issues as set forth in its Policy, Standards and
Procedures Manual. Therefore, the project’s impact would be less than
significant. (Draft EIR page 6-21 and 6-22)
B.
Significant or Potentially Significant Impacts Mitigated to a
Less-Than-Significant Level.
The following significant and potentially significant environmental impacts
of the Project, including cumulative impacts, are being mitigated to a less than
significant level and are set out below. Pursuant to Section 21081(a)(1) of PRC
and Section 15091(a)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines, as to each such impact,
the City Council, based on the evidence in the record before it, finds that
changes or alterations incorporated into the Project by means of conditions or
otherwise, mitigate, avoid or substantially lessen to a level of insignificance these
significant or potentially significant environmental impacts of the Project. The
basis for the finding for each identified impact is set forth below.
Impact Category: Air Quality
Impact 5.2-1: Construction emissions of criteria air pollutants and ozone
precursors
Construction-related activities would result in project-generated emissions of
ROG, NOX, PM10 and PM2.5 from site preparation (e.g., excavation, clearing), offroad equipment, material and equipment delivery trips, and worker commute
trips, and other miscellaneous activities (e.g., building construction, asphalt
paving, application of architectural coatings). Construction activities would result
in mass emissions of NOX that exceed Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District’s (SMAQMD’s) thresholds of 85 lb/day. Therefore,
construction-generated emissions of NOX could contribute to the existing
nonattainment status of the Sacramento Valley Air Basin (SVAB) for ozone. This
impact would be significant.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.2-1: Construction exhaust and fugitive dust emissions
controls
All individual public and private subsequent projects within the project area shall
implement SMAQMD’s Basic Construction Emission Control Practices and
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SMAQMD’s Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices during any construction or
ground disturbance activities to reduce construction-related fugitive dust
emissions, diesel PM, and NOX emissions. These measures are included below.
Basic Construction Fugitive Dust Emissions Control Practices
 Water all exposed surfaces two times daily. Exposed surfaces include, but
are not limited to soil piles, graded areas, unpaved parking areas, staging
areas, and access roads.











Cover or maintain at least two feet of free board space on haul trucks
transporting soil, sand, or other loose material on the site. Any haul trucks
that would be traveling along freeways or major roadways should be covered.
Use wet power vacuum street sweepers to remove any visible trackout mud
or dirt onto adjacent public roads at least once a day. Use of dry power
sweeping is prohibited.
Limit vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour (mph).
All roadways, driveways, sidewalks, parking lots to be paved should
completed as soon as possible. In addition, building pads should be laid as
soon as possible after grading unless seeding or soil binders are used.
Minimize idling time either by shutting equipment off when not in use or
reducing the time of idling to 5 minutes [required by California Code of
Regulations, Title 13, sections 2449(d)(3) and 2485]. Provide clear signage
that posts this requirement for workers at the entrances to the site.
Maintain all construction equipment in proper working condition according to
manufacturer’s specifications. The equipment must be checked by a certified
mechanic and determined to be running in proper condition before it is
operated.

Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices
 The project developer shall submit to the City and SMAQMD a
comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or
greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more
hours during any portion of the construction project prior to any grading
activities. The inventory shall include the horsepower rating, engine model
year, and projected hours of use for each piece of equipment. The project
developer shall provide the anticipated construction timeline including start
date, and name and phone number of the project manager and on-site
foreman. The information shall be submitted at least 4 business days prior to
the use of subject heavy-duty off-road equipment. The inventory shall be
updated and submitted monthly throughout the duration of the project, except
that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no
construction activity occurs.
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Prior to any grading activities, the project developer shall provide a plan for
approval by the City and SMAQMD demonstrating that the heavy-duty offroad vehicles (50 horsepower or more) to be used in the construction project,
including owned, leased, and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project
wide fleet-average 20-90 percent NOX reduction (depending on available
technology and engine Tier) and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to
the most recent ARB fleet average. This plan shall be submitted in
conjunction with the equipment inventory. Acceptable options for reducing
emissions may include use of late model engines, low-emission diesel
products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment
products, and/or other options as they become available.



The project developer shall ensure that emissions from all off-road dieselpowered equipment used on the project area do not exceed 40 percent
opacity for more than three minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to
exceed 40 percent opacity (or Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately.
Non-compliant equipment will be documented and a summary provided to the
lead agency and SMAQMD monthly. A visual survey of all in-operation
equipment shall be made at least weekly. A monthly summary of the visual
survey shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction
activity occurs. The monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of
vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each survey.



If modeled construction-generated emissions of NOX are not reduced to a
level below SMAQMD’s thresholds of significance by the application of
Enhanced Exhaust Control Practices, then the project developer must pay a
mitigation fee into SMAQMD’s off-site mitigation program. By paying the
appropriate off-site mitigation fee, construction-generated emissions of NOX
are reduced to a less-than-significant level. The fee calculation to offset daily
NOX emissions is based on the SMAQMD-determined cost to reduce one ton
of NOX (currently $30,000 per ton but subject to change in future years).





The fee calculation shall be based on the sum of emissions associated with
all individual construction activities or phases occurring within the project
area boundary at any one time during the buildout period. Payment
schedules shall be negotiated between SMAQMD and the developer and
based on finalized construction parameters prior to the issuance of any
grading permit or groundbreaking activities. If, for instance, the construction
contractor of one builder is constructing one village while the construction
contractor of another builder is constructing another village the developer is
responsible for determining the proportion of necessary combined offset
fees that each builder must contribute. Once initial construction activities are
finalized by the developer, quantification of construction-related emissions
shall be verified. As each individual construction phase is finalized
throughout the duration of the project buildout, the mitigation fee shall be
calculated based on current information, available construction equipment,
and proposed construction activities. As construction activities occur over
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the buildout period, the developer shall work with SMAQMD to continually
update mitigation fees based on actual on-the-ground emissions. The final
mitigation fees shall be based on contractor equipment inventories provided
by the developer to SMAQMD and shall reconcile any fee discrepancies due
to schedule adjustments, and increased or decreased equipment
inventories. Equipment inventories and NOX emission estimates for
subsequent construction phases shall be coordinated with SMAQMD, and
the off-site mitigation fee measure shall be assessed to any construction
phase that would result in an exceedance of SMAQMD’s mass emission
threshold for NOX.
Finding: Proposed dust control measures in Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 would
result in a maximum of 75 percent reduction of fugitive PM10 dust. Given that the
PM10 emissions are currently under the recommended threshold, it is not
anticipated that with the implementation of the dust control measures the fugitive
PM10 emissions would exceed the 80 lb/day threshold, regardless of
simultaneous construction phases occurring. Further, inclusion of SMAQMD’s
dust control measures provided in the above mitigation measure would minimize
dust emissions such that the project would not contribute substantially to the
nonattainment status of the SVAB.
Implementation of exhaust control measures in Mitigation Measure 5.2-1 would
reduce NOX emissions from off-road equipment by 20 percent (or higher
depending on available technology); however, assuming a 20 percent reduction
in NOx, maximum daily emissions for construction occurring in years 2018
through 2022 would still exceed SMAQMD’s recommended threshold. Thus, the
required mitigated fee would be assessed and used to offset these emissions by
providing funding for SMAQMD to implement emission reduction projects in the
SVAB, such as installing newer engines on off-road equipment or installing EPAcertified woodstoves in the place of non-certified woodstoves in residential units.
(Draft EIR pages 5.2-13 through 5.2-16 and Final EIR page 4-3)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.

Impact Category: Biological Resources
Impact 5.3-2: Impacts to Special-Status Species
Several special-status species are associated with vernal pool and annual grassland
habitat in the project area. Development of the project area would result in removal
of these habitats and, therefore, could result in loss of special-status species if they
are present. Loss of special-status species would be a potentially significant
impact.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
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Mitigation Measure 5.3-2

1. Conduct Pre-Construction Surveys (Measure V.A.1 from NBHCP)
Not less than 30 days or more than 6 months prior to commencement of
construction activities on specific Authorized Development sites in the
NBHCP area, a pre-construction survey of the site shall be conducted to
determine the status and presence of, and likely impacts to, all Covered
Species on the site. However, pre-construction surveys for an individual
species may be completed up to one year in advance if the sole period for
reliable detection of that species is between May 1 and December 31. The
applicant seeking to develop land will be responsible for contracting with
qualified biological consultants to carry out the pre-construction surveys, and
as necessary, to implement specific take minimization, and other
Conservation Measures set forth in the NBHCP and approved by the Wildlife
Agencies.
The results of the pre-construction surveys along with recommended take
minimization measures shall be documented in a report and shall be
submitted to the Land Use Agency, USFWS, CDFW, and TNBC. Based upon
the survey results, the Land Use Permittees will identify applicable take
avoidance and other site specific Conservation Measures, consistent with the
NBHCP, required to be carried out on the site. The approved pre-construction
survey documents and list of Conservation Measures will be submitted by the
developer of the Authorized Development project to the applicable Land Use
Agency to demonstrate compliance with the NBHCP. Reconnaissance level
surveys should be conducted prior to species specific surveys to determine
what habitats are present on a specific development site and what, if any,
more intensive survey activities should be conducted to accurately determine
the status of the Covered Species on the site. It shall be the obligation of the
developer/landowner to complete such surveys and the Land Use Agency
Permitees’ responsibility to ensure the surveys are properly completed prior
to disturbance of habitat. Surveys shall be conducted by qualified personnel
(e.g., persons with suitable biological, botanical, or related expertise). Note:
negative species-specific survey results generally do not obviate the
requirement to implement minimization measures prescribed in the revised
NBHCP where a pre-construction survey indicates that habitat for a particular
listed species exists onsite.
2. General Measures to Minimize Take of Vernal Pool Species (Measure V.A.4
from NBHCP)
A. General Biological Survey and Information Required
In the event a biological reconnaissance survey or the pre-construction
survey identifies that vernal pool resources are on-site, a vernal pool
species specific biological assessment must be provided by the developer
to the Land Use Agency during the appropriate season (as established by
USFWS) to determine the type and abundance of species present. The
species specific biological assessment must address covered vernal pool
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plants (i.e., Sacramento Orcutt grass, slender Orcutt grass, Colusa grass,
legenere, and Bogg’s lake hedge-hyssop), crustaceans (i.e., vernal pool
tadpole shrimp, vernal pool fairy shrimp, and midvalley fairy shrimp), and
amphibians (i.e., California tiger salamander and western spadefoot toad).
The vernal pool plant survey must be a USFWS-approved plant survey
prepared by a USFWS-approved qualified field biologist and shall list the
methods of field analysis, condition of habitat, size and acreage of direct
and indirect impact (as defined by seasonal inundation and hydric soils and
other appropriate characteristics), and species present. The vernal pool
crustacean species survey shall be in accordance with the USFWS Interim
Survey Guidelines to Permittees for Recovery Permits under Section
10(a)(1)(A) of the Endangered Species Act for the Listed Vernal Pool
Branchiopods (April 19, 1996) or the most recent approved USFWS survey
guidelines for vernal pool species. This assessment must be submitted with
the urban development permit application and prior to approval of an Urban
Development Permit by the Land Use Agency.
If it is determined that wetland and/or vernal pool resources would be
disturbed by a project, then take of vernal pool associated Covered
Species would be covered under the NBHCP, subject to the following
limitation and guidelines:
(1) Where site investigations indicate vernal pool species may occur, the
developer shall notify the Land Use Agency regarding the potential for
impacts to vernal pool species. Such notification shall include biological
data (see Section A above regarding biological information required)
adequate to allow the Land Use Agency, and the USFWS and CDFW to
determine the potential for impacts to vernal pool species resulting from
the proposed development.
(2) Following notification by the Land Use Agency, USFWS and CDFW
shall identify specific measures required to avoid, minimize and mitigate
impacts to vernal pool species to be implemented prior to disturbance
and in accordance with adopted standards or established guidelines
(e.g., the USFWS programmatic biological opinion for vernal pool
species attached as Appendix G to the NBHCP as it may be amended
from time to time). In some cases, USFWS and CDFW may require
complete avoidance of vernal pool species, such as where Covered
Species such as slender orcutt grass, Sacramento orcutt grass, Colusa
grass and/or vernal pool tadpole shrimp are found to be present. Such
measures shall be identified by USFWS and CDFW within 30 days or as
soon as possible thereafter of notification and submittal of biological
data to the agencies by the Land Use Agency.
(3) The requirement by USFWS to preserve a vernal pool within
development would be based on identification of an intact vernal pool
with minimal disturbance where the presence of one or more of the
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following species is recorded: slender orcutt grass, Sacramento orcutt
grass, Colusa grass, or vernal pool tadpole shrimp. Prior to requiring onsite preservation of a vernal pool area, USFWS shall consider the
suitability of the vernal pool as TNBC Mitigation Lands. No such
preservation requirement shall be made unless the vernal pool is a
suitable site for The Natomas Basin Conservancy (TNBC) Mitigation
Lands. Such vernal pool areas, including any required buffer land
dedication, shall apply toward the Land Acquisition Fee component of
the development project’s NBHCP mitigation obligation.
B. Mitigation Strategies
Vernal pool resources (i.e., vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole
shrimp, midvalley fairy shrimp, Sacramento Orcutt grass, slender Orcutt
grass, Colusa grass, legenere, and Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop) identified
through site specific investigations shall be mitigated in one of three general
approaches as described below. Strategies to minimize and mitigate the
take of the California tiger salamander and western spadefoot toad shall be
conducted according to Sections V.A.5 and V.B.4 of the NBHCP.
Avoidance and Preservation On-Site as a Means to Minimize Impacts
In the event USFWS requires on-site preservation in accordance with
Section A.3 above, on-site mitigation shall be required. In the event USFWS
does not require on-site mitigation, a developer or private land owner may
still propose to dedicate fee title or conservation easement for that portion of
the property with vernal pool resources and an associated 250-foot buffer
surrounding the vernal pool resource to the TNBC. Acceptance of the offer
to dedicate shall be subject to review and approval by the Land Use
Agency, TNBC Board and the Wildlife Agencies. The TNBC Board and the
Wildlife Agencies shall consider the location, connections, species present,
condition of the proposed site to be dedicated, and may decide to accept
the dedication in lieu of payment of the Land Acquisition Fee portion of the
NBHCP Mitigation Fee for the affected acreage. TNBC Board may accept
or decline the offer based on the balance of habitat needs and the biological
goals of the HCP. If the dedication is accepted, a reduction in the Land
Acquisition Fee portion of the habitat Mitigation Fee shall be granted the
developer for the portion (calculated on an acreage basis) of the site
permanently preserved by easement or dedication. However, habitat
Mitigation Fees, in full, must be paid on the remaining developable acreage
on the site, and all fees other than Land Acquisition Fees shall be paid for
all acres on the site. Additional conditions to preserve the biological integrity
of the site (such as reasonable drainage conditions) may be imposed by the
Land Use Agency in consultation with TNBC and the Technical Advisory
Committee (TAC).
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In the event the developer does not support on-site preservation or TNBC
does not accept the offer to dedicate, then one of the following mitigation
approaches shall be employed.
Construction Period Avoidance and Relocation of Vernal Pool Resources
Relocation of vernal pool resources and commencement of Authorized
Development shall be subject to the following mitigation measures will be
required:




No grading, development or modification of the vernal pool site or the
buffer area extending 250 feet around the perimeter of the vernal pool
site may occur during the vernal pool “wet” season as identified by
USFWS. Protective fencing shall be established around the perimeter of
the vernal pool site and the buffer area during the vernal pool wet
season.
In consultation with TNBC and the TAC, soils and cysts from the vernal
pool may be relocated as soon as practicable during the dry season to a
suitable TNBC or other reserve site provided the relocation/recreation
site is approved by TNBC, and the USFWS.

If it is not practicable to relocate vernal pool resources, and/or TNBC or
USFWS determine that TNBC does not have a suitable reserve site for
relocation of resources, then the applicant shall follow the mitigation
approach outlined below.
Payment into USFWS-Approved Conservation Bank
In the event all of the above approaches are not appropriate for the site,
the Land Use Agency shall require the developer to purchase credits from
a USFWS-approved mitigation bank in accordance with the standards set
forth in the following Table 5.3-3. USFWS shall determine the type and
amount of credits to be purchased based on the impacts associated with
the development. Mitigation ratios for credits dedicated in USFWSapproved mitigation banks or for acres of habitat outside of mitigation
banks shall be as follows:
Table 5.3-3

Mitigation Ratios for Loss of Vernal Pool Habitat

Mitigation Type

Bank

Non-Bank

Preservation

2:1

3:1

Creation

1:1

2:1

Preservation Component: For every acre of habitat directly or indirectly
affected, at least two vernal pool credits will be dedicated within a
USFWS-approved ecosystem preservation bank, or based on USFWS
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evaluation of site-specific conservation values, three acres of vernal pool
habitat may be preserved on the project site or on another non-bank site
as approved by USFWS.
Creation Component: For every acre of habitat directly affected, at least
one vernal pool creation credit will be dedicated within a USFWSapproved habitat mitigation bank, or based on USFWS evaluation of sitespecific conservation values, two acres of vernal pool habitat created and
monitored on the project site or on another non-bank site as approved by
USFWS.
3. Measures to Reduce Take of Individual Species
A. Reduce Take of Vernal Pool Species
Measures to Reduce Take on Boggs Lake Hedge-Hyssop, Sacramento Orcutt
Grass, Slender Orcutt Grass, Colusa Grass, and Legenere (Measure V.A.5.p
from NBHCP)
(1) Prior to approval of an Urban Development Permit, the involved Land
Use Agency shall require a pre-construction survey. If such survey
determines Boggs Lake hedge-hyssop, Sacramento orcutt grass,
Slender orcutt grass, Colusa grass, or legenere are present, the Land
Use Agency shall require the developer to consult with USFWS to
determine appropriate measures to avoid and minimize loss of
individuals. If Authorized Development is proposed for areas containing
vernal pools, the applicant will be required to complete additional review,
permitting and mitigation as described under Section V.A.4 of NBHCP.
Measures to Reduce Take of Dwarf Downingia, Ahart’s Dwarf Rush, Red
Bluff Dwarf Rush, Sanford’s arrowhead, and Suisun marsh aster (Not
Covered by NBHCP)
(1) Prior to project initiation and during the blooming period for the specialstatus plant species with potential to occur in the project area, a qualified
botanist will conduct protocol-level surveys for special-status plants in
areas where potentially suitable habitat would be removed or disturbed
by project activities.
(2) If no special-status plants are found, the botanist shall document the
findings in a letter report to the project developer and no further
mitigation will be required.
(3) If special-status plant species are found that cannot be avoided during
construction, the project developer shall consult with CDFW and/or
USFWS, as appropriate depending on species status, to determine the
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appropriate mitigation measures for direct and indirect impacts that
could occur as a result of project construction and will implement the
agreed-upon mitigation measures to achieve no net loss of occupied
habitat or individuals. Mitigation measures may include preserving and
enhancing existing populations, creation of offsite populations on project
mitigation sites through seed collection or transplantation, and/or
restoring or creating suitable habitat in sufficient quantities to achieve no
net loss of occupied habitat and/or individuals. A mitigation and
monitoring plan shall be developed describing how unavoidable losses
of special-status plants will be compensated.
(4) If relocation efforts are part of the mitigation plan, the plan shall include
details on the methods to be used, including collection, storage,
propagation, receptor site preparation, installation, long-term protection
and management, monitoring and reporting requirements, success
criteria, and remedial action responsibilities should the initial effort fail to
meet long-term monitoring requirements.
(5) Success criteria for preserved and compensatory populations shall
include:




The extent of occupied area and plant density (number of plants per
unit area) in compensatory populations shall be equal to or greater
than the affected occupied habitat.
Compensatory and preserved populations shall be self-producing.
Populations shall be considered self-producing when: (1) plants
reestablish annually for a minimum of five years with no human
intervention such as supplemental seeding; and (2) reestablished
and preserved habitats contain an occupied area and flower density
comparable to existing occupied habitat areas in similar habitat types
in the project vicinity.

(6) If offsite mitigation includes dedication of conservation easements,
purchase of mitigation credits, or other offsite conservation measures,
the details of these measures shall be included in the mitigation plan,
including information on responsible parties for long-term management,
conservation easement holders, long-term management requirements,
success criteria such as those listed above and other details, as
appropriate to target the preservation of long term viable populations.
Measures to Reduce Take of Vernal Pool Fairy Shrimp, Vernal Pool
Tadpole Shrimp, and Midvalley Fairy Shrimp (Measure V.A.5.m from
NBHCP)
(1) Prior to approval of an Urban Development Permit, the involved Land
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Use Agency shall require a pre-construction survey. If such survey
determine vernal pool fairy shrimp, vernal pool tadpole shrimp, and
midvalley fairy shrimp are present, the Land Use Agency shall require
the developer to consult with USFWS to determine appropriate
measures to avoid and minimize take of individuals. Procedures for
reviewing projects that could affect vernal pools and vernal pool species
are discussed under Section V.A.4 of NBHCP.
Measures to Reduce Take on Western Spadefoot Toad (Measure V.A.5.l
from NBHCP)
(1) Prior to approval of an Urban Development Permit, the involved Land
Use Agency shall require a pre-construction survey. If such survey
determines western spadefoot toad are present, the Land Use Agency
shall require the developer to consult with CDFW and USFWS to
determine appropriate measures to avoid and minimize take of
individuals.
B. Reduce Take of Giant Garter Snake (Measure V.A.5.a from NBHCP)
(1) Within the Natomas Basin, all construction activity involving disturbance
of habitat, such as site preparation and initial grading, is restricted to the
period between May 1 and September 30. This is the active period for
the giant garter snake and direct mortality is lessened, because snakes
are expected to actively move and avoid danger.
(2) Pre-construction surveys for giant garter snake, as well as other NBHCP
Covered Species, must be completed for all development projects by a
qualified biologist approved by USFWS. If any giant garter snake habitat
is found within a specific site, the following additional measures shall be
implemented to minimize disturbance of habitat and harassment of giant
garter snake, unless such project is specifically exempted by USFWS.
(3) Between April 15 and September 30, all irrigation ditches, canals, or
other aquatic habitat should be completely dewatered, with no puddled
water remaining, for at least 15 consecutive days prior to the excavation
or filling in of the dewatered habitat. Make sure dewatered habitat does
not continue to support giant garter snake prey, which could detain or
attract snakes into the area. If a site cannot be completely dewatered,
netting and salvage of prey items may be necessary. This measure
removes aquatic habitat component and allows giant garter snake to
leave on their own.
(4) For sites that contain giant garter snake habitat, no more than 24-hours
prior to start of construction activities (site preparation and/or grading),
the project area shall be surveyed for the presence of giant garter
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snake. If construction activities stop on the project site for a period of
two weeks or more, a new giant garter snake survey shall be completed
no more than 24-hours prior to the re-start of construction activities.
(5) Confine clearing to the minimal area necessary to facilitate construction
activities. Flag and designate avoided giant garter snake habitat within
or adjacent to the project as Environmentally Sensitive Areas. This area
shall be avoided by all construction personnel.
(6) Construction personnel completing site preparation and grading
operations shall receive USFWS approved environmental awareness
training. This training instructs workers on how to identify giant garter
snakes and their habitats, and what to do if a giant garter snake is
encountered during construction activities. During this training an on-site
biological monitor shall be designated.
(7) If a live giant garter snake is found during construction activities,
immediately notify the USFWS and the project’s biological monitor. The
biological monitor, or his/her assignee, shall do the following: Stop
construction in the vicinity of the snake. Monitor the snake and allow the
snake to leave on its own. The monitor shall remain in the area for the
remainder of the work day to make sure the snake is not harmed or if it
leaves the site, does not return. Escape routes for giant garter snake
should be determined in advance of construction and snakes should
always be allowed to leave on their own. If a giant garter snake does not
leave on its own within 1 working day, further consultation with USFWS
is required.
(8) Upon locating dead, injured or sick threatened or endangered wildlife
species, the Permittees or their designated agents must notify within 1
working day USFWS Division of Law Enforcement (2800 Cottage Way,
Sacramento CA 95825) or the Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office
(2800 Cottage Way, Room W2605, Sacramento, CA 95825, telephone
916 414-6600). Written notification to both offices must be made within 3
calendar days and must include the date, time, and location of the
finding of a specimen and any other pertinent information.
(9) Fill or construction debris may be used by giant garter snake as an overwintering site. Therefore, upon completion of construction activities
remove any temporary fill and/or construction debris from the site. If this
material is situated near undisturbed giant garter snake habitat and it is
to be removed between October 1 and April 30, it shall be inspected by
a qualified biologist to assure that giant garter snake are not using it as
hibernaculae.
(10) No plastic, monofilament, jute, or similar erosion control matting that
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could entangle snakes will be placed on a project site when working
within 200 feet of snake aquatic or rice habitat. Possible substitutions
include coconut coir matting, tactified hydroseeding compounds, or
other material approved by the Wildlife Agencies.
(11) Fences shall be constructed along the shared boundary of urban
development and the North Drainage Canal and the East Drainage
Canal within Sutter’s Permit Area, subject to the following guidelines: (a)
A minimum of 100 feet shall be provided from fence-to-fence and
access to the canals shall be limited by gates. (b) A snake deterrent
shall be placed along the fences on the North Drainage Canal and the
East Drainage Canal (i.e., fence construction that restricts snake
movement or an appropriate vegetative barrier either inside or outside of
the boundary fence). The design of the deterrent shall be subject to
approval by the Wildlife Agencies. (c) The specific fence/snake barrier
design adjacent to a given development shall be determined within
Sutter County’s review of the proposed development and the
fence/barrier shall be installed immediately after site grading is
completed.
(12) At the time of urban development along the North and East Drainage
Canals, project developer shall consult with the Wildlife Agencies to
determine design strategies that would enhance conditions for giant
garter snake movement through the North and East Drainage Canals.
Possible strategies may include expanded buffer areas and modified
canal cross sections if such measures are, in the determination of Sutter
and the Water Agencies, found to be feasible.
C. Measures to Reduce Take on Northwestern Pond Turtle (Measure V.A.5.j
from NBHCP)
(1) Take of the northwestern pond turtle as a result of habitat destruction
during construction activities, including the removal of irrigation ditches
and drains, and during ditch and drain maintenance, shall be minimized
by the dewatering requirement described for giant garter snake.
D. Measures to Reduce Take of Swainson’s Hawk (Measure V.A.5.b from
NBHCP)
Measures to Reduce Cumulative Impacts to Foraging Habitat
(1) To maintain and promote Swainson’s hawk habitat values, Sutter
County shall not obtain coverage under the NBHCP and incidental take
permits, nor shall Sutter County grant Urban Development Permit
approvals, for development on land within the one-mile wide Swainson’s
Hawk Zone adjacent to the Sacramento River. The City of Sacramento
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has limited its Permit Area within the Swainson’s Hawk Zone to the
approximately 252 acres located within the North Natomas Community
Plan that was designated for urban development in 1994 and, likewise,
shall not grant development approvals within the Swainson’s Hawk Zone
beyond this designated 252 acres. It should be noted that of these 252
acres of land in the Swainson's Hawk Zone, about 80 acres shall be a
250 foot wide agricultural buffer along the City's side of Fisherman's
Lake. Should either the City or the County seek to expand NBHCP
coverage for development within the Swainson’s Hawk Zone beyond
that described above, granting of such coverage would require an
amendment to the NBHCP and permits and would be subject to review
and approval by the USFWS and the CDFW in accordance with all
applicable statutory and regulatory requirements. Because the
effectiveness of the NBHCP’s Operating Conservation Program (OCP)
adequately minimizes and mitigates the effects of take of the
Swainson’s hawk depends substantially on the exclusion of future urban
development from the City’s and Sutter County’s portion of the
Swainson’s Hawk Zone, approval by the City of future urban
development (i.e., uses not consistent with Agricultural Zoning) in the
zone beyond the 170 (252 acres minus 80) acres identified above or
approval by Sutter of any future urban development in the Swainson’s
Hawk Zone would constitute a significant departure from the Plan’s OCP
and would trigger a reevaluation of the City’s and/or Sutter’s Permits
and possible suspension or revocation of the City’s and/or County’s
permits.
Measures to Reduce Nest Disturbance
(1) Prior to the commencement of development activities at any
development site within the NBHCP area, a pre-construction survey
shall be completed by the respective developer to determine whether
any Swainson’s hawk nest trees shall be removed on-site, or active
Swainson’s hawk nest sites occur on or within ½ mile of the
development site. These surveys shall be conducted according to the
Swainson’s Hawk Technical Advisory Committee’s (May 31, 2000)
methodology or updated methodologies, as approved by USFWS and
CDFW, using experienced Swainson’s hawk surveyors.
(2) If breeding Swainson’s hawks (i.e., exhibiting nest building or nesting
behavior) are identified, no new disturbances (e.g., heavy equipment
operation associated with construction) shall occur within ½ mile of an
active nest between March 15 and September 15, or until a qualified
biologist, with concurrence by CDFW, has determined that young have
fledged or that the nest is no longer occupied. If the active nest site is
located within one-fourth mile of existing urban development, the no new
disturbance zone can be limited to the one forth mile versus one-half
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mile. Routine disturbances such as agricultural activities, commuter
traffic, and routine facility maintenance activities within one-half mile of
an active nest are not restricted.
(3) Where disturbance of a Swainson’s hawk nest cannot be avoided, such
disturbance shall be temporarily avoided (i.e., defer construction
activities until after the nesting season) and then, if unavoidable, the
nest tree may be destroyed during the non-nesting season. For
purposes of this provision the Swainson's hawk nesting season is
defined as March 15 to September 15. If a nest tree (any tree that has
an active nest in the year the impact is to occur) must be removed, tree
removal shall only occur between September 15 and February 1.
(4) If a Swainson’s hawk nest tree is to be removed and fledglings are
present, the tree may not be removed until September 15 or until CDFW
has determined that the young have fledged and are no longer
dependent upon the nest tree.
(5) If construction or other project related activities which may cause nest
abandonment or forced fledgling are proposed within the one-fourth mile
buffer zone, intensive monitoring (funded by the project sponsor) by a
CDFW-approved raptor biologist shall be required. Exact
implementation of this measure shall be based on specific information at
the project site.
Measures to Prevent the Loss of Nest Trees
(1) Valley oaks, tree groves, riparian habitat and other large trees shall be
preserved wherever possible. The City and Sutter County shall preserve
and restore stands of riparian trees used by Swainson’s hawks and
other animals, particularly near Fisherman’s Lake and elsewhere in the
Plan Area where large oak groves, tree groves and riparian habitat have
been identified in the Plan Area.
(2) The raptor nesting season shall be avoided when scheduling
construction near nests in accordance with applicable guidelines
published by the Wildlife Agencies or through consultation with the
Wildlife Agencies.
(3) Annually, prior to the Swainson’s hawk nesting season (March 15 to
September 15) and until buildout of their Authorized Development has
occurred, the City of Sacramento and Sutter County shall notify each
landowner of any property within the permit area(s) on which a
Swainson’s hawk nest tree is present, and shall identify the nest tree,
and alert the owner to the specific mitigation measures prohibiting the
owner from removing the nest tree.
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Measures to Mitigate the Loss of Swainson’s Hawk Nest Trees
(1) The NBHCP shall require 15 trees (5-gallon container size) to be
planted within the habitat reserves for every Swainson’s hawk nesting
tree anticipated to be impacted by Authorized Development. It shall be
the responsibility of each Land Use Agency approving development that
shall impact Swainson’s hawk nest trees to provide funding from the
applicable developer for purchase, planting, maintenance and
monitoring of trees at the time of approval of each Authorized
Development project. TNBC shall determine the appropriate cost for
planting, maintenance and monitoring of trees.
(2) The Land Use Agency Permittee approving a project that impacts an
existing Swainson’s hawk nest tree shall provide funding sufficient for
monitoring survival success of trees for a period of 5 years. For every
tree lost during this time period, a replacement tree must be planted
immediately upon the detection of failure. Trees planted to replace trees
lost shall be monitored for an additional 5-year period to ensure survival
until the end of the monitoring period. A 100 percent success rate shall
be achieved. All necessary planting requirements and maintenance (i.e.,
fertilizing, irrigation) to ensure success shall be provided. Trees must be
irrigated for a minimum of the first 5 years after planting, and then
gradually weaned off the irrigation in an approximate 2-year period. If
larger stock is planted, the number of years of irrigation must be
increased accordingly. In addition, 10 years after planting, a survey of
the trees shall be completed to assure 100 percent establishment
success. Remediation of any dead trees shall include completion of the
survival and establishment process described.
(3) Of the replacement trees planted, a variety of native tree species shall
be planted to provide trees with differing growth rates, maturation, and
life span. This shall ensure that nesting habitat shall be available
quickly (5-10 years in the case of cottonwoods and willows), and in the
long term (i.e., valley oaks, black walnut and sycamores), and
minimize the temporal losses from impacts to trees within areas
scheduled for development within the 50-year permit life. Trees shall
be sited on reserves in proximity to hawk foraging areas. Trees planted
shall be planted in clumps of three trees each. Planting stock shall be a
minimum of 5-gallon container stock for oak and walnut species.
(4) To reduce temporal impacts resulting from the loss of mature nest trees,
mitigation planting shall occur within 14 months of approval of the
NBHCP and ITP’s. It is estimated at this time that 4 nesting trees within
the City of Sacramento are most likely to be impacted by Authorized
Development in the near term. Therefore, to reduce temporal impacts,
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the City of Sacramento will advance funding for 60 sapling trees of
diverse, suitable species (different growing rates) to TNBC within the
above referenced 14 months. It is anticipated that the City will recover
costs of replacement nest trees as an additional cost to be paid by
private developers at the time of approval of their development projects
that impact mature nest trees.
(5) For each additional nesting tree removed by Land Use Agencies’
Covered Activities, the Land Use Agency shall fund and provide for the
planting of 15 native sapling trees of suitable species with differing
growth rates at suitable locations on TNBC preserves. Funding for such
plantings shall be provided by the applicable Permittee within 30 days of
approving a Covered Activity that will impact a Swainson’s hawk nesting
tree.
E. Measures to Reduce Loss of White-tailed Kite and Other Nesting Raptors
(Not Covered by NBHCP)
(1) If removal of a known nest tree is required, it shall be removed when no
active nests are present, generally between September and February.
(2) If project activity would commence between February 1 and August 31,
a qualified biologist shall be retained to conduct preconstruction surveys
for active nests in suitable habitat on and within 500 feet of the project
site no more than 14 days and no less than seven days before
commencement of project-related ground disturbance or vegetation
removal activities. If this survey does not identify any nesting raptors in
the area within the project site that would be disturbed, no further
mitigation would be required.
(3) If an occupied nest is present, a 500-foot no-disturbance buffer shall be
established around the nest. The size of the buffer may be adjusted
based upon observed behavior of the nesting birds. If construction
activities cause the nesting bird to vocalize, make defensive flights at
intruders, get up from a brooding position, or fly off the nest, then the
protective buffer shall be increased such that activities are far enough
from the nest that the birds no long demonstrate agitated behavior. The
exclusionary buffer shall remain in place until the chicks have fledged or
as otherwise determined by a qualified biologist. No project activity shall
commence within the buffer area until a qualified biologist confirms that
the nest is no longer active or that the young have fully fledged.
Monitoring of the nest by a qualified biologist shall be required if the
activity has potential to adversely affect the nest.
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F. Measures to Reduce Take of Burrowing Owl (Measure V.A.5.h from
NBHCP)
(1) Prior to the initiation of grading or earth disturbing activities, the
applicant/developer shall hire a CDFW-approved qualified biologist to
perform a pre-construction survey of the site to determine if any
burrowing owls are using the site for foraging or nesting. The preconstruction survey shall be submitted to the Land Use Agency with
jurisdiction over the site prior to the developer’s commencement of
construction activities and a mitigation program shall be developed and
agreed to by the Land Use Agency and developer prior to initiation of
any physical disturbance on the site.
(2) Occupied burrows shall not be disturbed during nesting season
(February 1 through August 31) unless a qualified biologist approved by
the CDFW verifies through non-invasive measures that either: 1) the
birds have not begun egg-laying and incubation; or 2) that juveniles from
the occupied burrows are foraging independently and are capable of
independent survival.
(3) If nest sites are found, the USFWS and CDFW shall be contacted
regarding suitable mitigation measures, which may include a 300 foot
buffer from the nest site during the breeding season (February 1 August 31), or a relocation effort for the burrowing owls if the birds have
not begun egg-laying and incubation or the juveniles from the occupied
burrows are foraging independently and are capable of independent
survival. If on-site avoidance is required, the location of the buffer zone
shall be determined by a qualified biologist. The developer shall mark
the limit of the buffer zone with yellow caution tape, stakes, or temporary
fencing. The buffer shall be maintained throughout the construction
period.
(4) If relocation of the owls is approved for the site by USFWS and CDFW,
the developer shall hire a qualified biologist to prepare a plan for
relocating the owls to a suitable site. The relocation plan must include:
(a) the location of the nest and owls proposed for relocation; (b) the
location of the proposed relocation site; (c) the number of owls involved
and the time of year when the relocation is proposed to take place; (d)
the name and credentials of the biologist who will be retained to
supervise the relocation; (e) the proposed method of capture and
transport for the owls to the new site; (f) a description of the site
preparations at the relocation site (e.g., enhancement of existing
burrows, creation of artificial burrows, one-time or long-term vegetation
control, etc.); and (g) a description of efforts and funding support
proposed to monitor the relocation. Relocation options may include
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passive relocation to another area of the site not subject to disturbance
through one way doors on burrow openings, or construction of artificial
burrows in accordance with CDFG’s March 7, 2012 Staff Report on
Burrowing Owl Mitigation.
(5) Where on-site avoidance is not possible, disturbance and/or destruction
of burrows shall be offset through development of suitable habitat on
TNBC upland reserves. Such habitat shall include creation of new
burrows with adequate foraging area (a minimum of 6.5 acres) or 300
feet radii around the newly created burrows. Additional habitat design
and mitigation measures are described in CDFG’s March 7, 2012 Staff
Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation.
G. Measures to Reduce Take on Loggerhead Shrike (Measure V.A.5.g from
NBHCP)
(1) Prior to approval of Urban Development Permit, the involved Land Use
Agency shall require a pre-construction survey.
(2) If surveys identify an active loggerhead shrike nest that will be impacted
by Authorized Development, the developer shall install brightly colored
construction fencing that establishes a boundary 100 feet from the
active nest. No disturbance associated with Authorized Development
shall occur within the 100-foot fenced area during the nesting season of
March 1 through July 31. A qualified biologist, with concurrence of
USFWS must determine young have fledged or that the nest is no
longer occupied prior to disturbance of the nest site.
Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-2 would reduce significant
impacts on special-status species to a less-than-significant level because it
would avoid any substantial adverse effects through pre-construction surveys,
avoidance of vernal pool habitats, and implementation of measures to reduce
take of individual species, through participation in the Natomas Basin Habitat
Conservation Plan (NBHCP) and implementation of additional measures to avoid
and minimize impacts to special-status species not covered by the NBHCP.
(Draft EIR pages 5.3-21 through 5.3-34)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact 5.3-3: Loss of wetlands or other waters
Implementation of the project would result in fill of wetlands or other waters.
This would be a significant impact.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
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Mitigation Measure 5.3-3: No net loss of wetlands
Prior to ground-disturbing activity, the project developer shall submit a wetland
delineation report to USACE for verification. For portions of the project area that
have been delineated previously, the previous delineations shall be updated and
re-verified by USACE. Based on the jurisdictional determination, the project
developer shall determine the exact acreage of waters of the United States, if any,
and waters of the state to be filled as a result of project implementation.
If any of the waters to be filled are determined by the USACE to be waters of the
United States, the project developer shall obtain a USACE Section 404 permit and
RWQCB Section 401 certification before any groundbreaking activity. The project
developer shall implement all permit conditions.
If all waters in the project area are disclaimed by USACE, the project developer
shall file a report of waste discharge with RWQCB prior to any groundbreaking
activity within 50 feet of, or filling of, any wetland or other water, and comply with
all waste discharge requirements prescribed by RWQCB.
The project developer shall commit to replace or restore on a “no net loss” basis
(in accordance with USACE and/or RWQCB) the acreage and function of all
wetlands and other waters that would be removed, lost, or degraded as a result of
project implementation. Wetland habitat shall be restored or replaced at an
acreage and location and by methods agreeable to USACE and the Central Valley
RWQCB, as appropriate, depending on agency jurisdiction, and as determined
during the Section 401 and Section 404 permitting processes or the waste
discharge requirements. If available, compensatory mitigation shall be provided
through the purchase of credits at a mitigation bank approved by USACE and
RWQCB, as appropriate depending on agency jurisdiction.
If mitigation bank credits are not available and it is required by USACE, the project
developer shall prepare a mitigation plan detailing how the loss of aquatic
functions will be replaced. The mitigation plan shall describe compensation ratios
for acres filled, mitigation sites, a monitoring protocol, annual performance
standards and final success criteria for created or restored habitats, corrective
measures to be applied if performance standards are not met.
Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.3-3 would reduce significant
impacts on waters of the United States and waters of the state to a less-thansignificant level because it would ensure no net loss of functions and acreage of
wetlands, other waters of the United States, and waters of the state. (Draft EIR
pages 5.3-34 through 5.3-35)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
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Impact 5.3-4: Loss of Trees
Implementation of the project could result in loss of protected tree resources.
This would be a potentially significant impact.

The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.3-4: Protection and replacement of trees.
The following measures shall be implemented to avoid impacts to trees to be
retained. These measures shall be included in the project’s tree protection plans,
tree replacement plans, and project improvement plans.










No grade cuts greater than 1 foot shall occur within the driplines of protected
trees, and no grade cuts whatsoever shall occur within 5 feet of their trunks;
No fill greater than 1 foot shall be placed within the driplines of protected trees
and no fill whatsoever shall be placed within 5 feet of their trunks;
No trenching whatsoever shall be allowed within the driplines of protected
trees. If it is absolutely necessary to install underground utilities within the
driplines of a protected tree, the trench shall be either bored or drilled;
No irrigation system shall be installed within the driplines of preserved native
oak tree(s), which may be detrimental to the preservation of the native oak
tree(s) unless specifically authorized by the approving body.
Landscaping beneath native oak trees may include non-plant materials such
as boulders, cobbles, wood chips, etc. The only plant species which shall be
planted within the driplines of oak trees are those which are tolerant of the
natural semi-arid environs of the trees. Limited drip irrigation approximately
twice per summer is recommended for the understory plants.

Where it is not possible to avoid impacts to protected trees, tree replacement shall
be provided consistent with the City Tree Preservation Ordinance to the
satisfaction of the City. Replacement of trees shall occur at a ratio of one inch of
tree replaced for each inch of tree removed (1:1 ratio).
Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.3-4 would reduce significant
impacts protected trees to a less-than-significant level because impacts to
trees to be retained in the project area would be minimized and replacement
trees would be planted consistent with City ordinance for the trees to be
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removed. (Draft EIR pages 5.3-35 through 5.3-36)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.

Impact Category: Archaeological, Historical, and Tribal Cultural Resources
Impact 5.4-3: Change in the significance of an archaeological resource
Based on the results of the archaeological records search and various pedestrian
surveys conducted for the project site, there are no known archaeological sites.
However, ground-disturbing activities could result in discovery or damage of as
yet undiscovered archaeological resources as defined in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15064.5. This would be a potentially significant impact.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.4-3a: Develop and implement a Worker Environmental
Awareness Program
Prior to improvement plan approval, the project developer shall design and
implement a Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP) that shall be
provided to all construction personnel and supervisors who will have the potential
to encounter and alter heritage and cultural resources. The WEAP shall be
submitted to the City for approval and shall describe, at a minimum:



types of cultural resources expected in the project area;
types of evidence that indicate cultural resources might be present (e.g.,
ceramic shards, trash scatters, lithic scatters);



what to do if a worker encounters a possible resource;



what to do if a worker encounters bones or possible bones; and



penalties for removing or intentionally disturbing heritage and cultural
resources, such as those identified in the Archeological Resources Protection
Act.
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Mitigation Measure 5.4-3b: Stop work in the event of an archaeological
discovery or Tribal Cultural Resource discovery: non-sensitive areas of the
project site
In the event that evidence of any prehistoric or historic-era subsurface
archaeological features or deposits are discovered during construction-related
earth-moving activities (e.g., ceramic shard, trash scatters, lithic scatters), all
ground-disturbing activity in the area of the discovery shall be halted until a
qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the find. The City and the
California Museum shall be notified of the potential find and a qualified
archeologist shall be retained to investigate. If the find is an archeological site,
the appropriate Native American group shall be notified and consultation shall
proceed as outlined in Mitigation Measure 5.4-3c. If the archaeologist determines
that the find does not meet the CRHR standards of significance for cultural
resources, construction may proceed. If the archaeologist determines that further
information is needed to evaluate significance, the City shall be notified and a
discovery plan and treatment plan shall be prepared. If the find is determined to
be significant by the qualified archaeologist (i.e., because the find is determined
to constitute either an historical resource or a unique archaeological resource),
the archaeologist shall work with the City and project developer to avoid
disturbance to the resources, and if complete avoidance is not feasible in light of
project design, economics, logistics, and other factors, follow accepted
professional standards in recording any find including submittal of the standard
DPR Primary Record forms (Form DPR 523) and location information to the
appropriate California Historical Resources Information System office for the
project area (the NCIC). If a Native American tribe has been identified as
interested in the discovery, the City shall confer with the tribe in implementing
this mitigation measure.
Mitigation Measure 5.4-3c: Stop work in the event of an archaeological or
Tribal Cultural Resource discovery: Environmentally sensitive areas of the
project site
Mitigation Measure 5.4-3c shall apply only to those areas of the project site that
have been identified as “environmentally sensitive areas” (ESAs). Nothing in
Mitigation Measure 5.4-3c shall eliminate or limit the responsibilities of the parties
as set forth in Mitigation Measures 5.4-3a or 5.4-3b.
A minimum of seven days prior to beginning ground-disturbing activities on the
project site, Native American representatives from culturally affiliated Native
American Tribes shall be notified that construction will commence so that
monitors can be arranged for construction. The City may identify portions of the
project site that are not subject to current development proposals, and those
areas shall be excluded from requirements relating to current investigation. Any
ESA in excluded areas shall remain subject to this mitigation measure at such
time that ground disturbance in that area is initiated.
Prior to any ground disturbance on the project site, and in coordination with the
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Native American representatives, the City and a qualified archaeologist meeting
the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards (SOIS) for Archeology and a Tribal
Monitor shall prepare an Area of Direct Impact or Area of Potential Effect map
identifying recorded archaeological resources and potential locations of Tribal
Cultural Resources (ESAs) on the project site proposed for development.
Potential resources may remain on the project site as documented in the NCIC
records search. The map shall be subject to California law regarding
confidentiality of such materials. Protective fencing shall be installed 100 feet
around the specific resource, and demarcated as an ESA. The archaeologist
shall ensure that fencing around the ESA remains in place.
The archaeologist and tribal monitor shall be retained at the applicant’s expense
to monitor all construction activities that involve ground disturbance (e.g.,
vegetation removal, grading, excavation, disking) within the ESA. The conduct
and work of any Tribal Monitor shall be consistent with the Native American
Heritage Commission Guidelines for Tribal Monitors/Consultants (NAHC, 2005).
The Tribal Monitor has the authority to identify sites or objects of significance to
Native Americans and to request that work be stopped, diverted, or slowed if
such objects are identified.
The Tribal Monitor shall prepare daily logs recording the results of monitoring. At
the end of construction Tribal Monitor’s daily logs shall be submitted to the City
and the developer.
If prehistoric, historic-period archaeological, or tribal cultural resources are
encountered during project implementation, either within the ESA or the
remainder of the project site, the contractor shall immediately cease all work
activities within approximately 100 feet of the discovery and install fencing, if not
already in place. The contractor shall immediately contact the City. The City shall
consult with the archaeologist and the Tribal Monitor. The contractor shall not
resume work until authorization is received from the City.
The archaeologist and the Tribal Monitor shall inspect the findings within 24
hours of discovery. If it is determined that the resource qualifies as a historical
resource or a unique archaeological resource or a Tribal Cultural Resource (as
defined pursuant CEQA Guidelines 15064.5, PRC Section 21083.2 (g) and
21074) and that the project has potential to damage or destroy the resource, a
Discovery Plan and Treatment Plan, prepared in accordance with the direction
below, shall be implemented.
Discovery Plan and Treatment Plan
A Discovery Plan and Treatment Plan shall be created prior to ground
disturbance in anticipation of a potential discovery of prehistoric or Tribal Cultural
Resources. The Discovery Plan and Treatment Plan shall be consistent with
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(b)(3), through either preservation in place or,
if preservation in place is not feasible, data recovery through excavation. If
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preservation in place is feasible, this may be accomplished through one of the
following means: (1) modifying the construction plan to avoid the resource; (2)
incorporating the resource within open space; (3) capping and covering the
resource before building appropriate facilities on the resource site; or (4) deeding
resource site into a permanent conservation easement. If avoidance or
preservation in place is not feasible, a detailed treatment plan to recover the
scientifically consequential information from and about the resource, prepared by
the archaeologist in coordination with the Native American Representatives, shall
be prepared, reviewed, and approved by the City prior to any excavation at the
resource site. Treatment of unique archaeological resources shall follow the
applicable requirements of PRC Section 21083.2. Treatment for most resources
would consist of (but would not be not limited to) sample excavation, artifact
collection, site documentation, and historical research, with the aim to target the
recovery of important scientific data contained in the portion(s) of the significant
resource to be affected by the project. The Treatment Plan shall include
provisions for analysis of data in a regional context, reporting of results within a
timely manner, curation of artifacts and data at an approved facility, and
dissemination of reports to local and state repositories, libraries, and interested
professionals, if requested by culturally affiliated Tribes.
Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.4-3a, 5.4-3b, and 5.4-3c
would reduce potentially significant impacts to known and currently undiscovered
archaeological resources because actions would be taken to avoid, move,
record, or otherwise treat the resource appropriately, in accordance with
pertinent laws and regulations. By providing an opportunity to avoid disturbance,
disruption, or destruction of archaeological resources, this impact would be
reduced to a less-than-significant level. Modifications to the mitigation
measures between the Draft EIR and Final EIR were the result of the completion
of Assembly Bill 52 consultation between the City and the United Auburn Indian
Community. (Draft EIR pages 5.4-18 through 5.4-19 and Final EIR pages 4-5
through 4-9)
With implementation of the mitigation measures, this impact is reduced to
a less-than-significant level.
Impact Category: Geology, Soils, Mineral Resources, and Paleontology

Page 47 of 91

Impact 5.5-2: Expose people or structures to the risks associated with
expansive soil conditions
Implementation of the project would occur on soil that is highly expansive with a
high expansion potential. Construction of buildings on expansive soils may exert
substantial pressures upon foundations, concrete slabs-on-grade, and other
structural components, creating a substantial risk to life or property. This would
be a potentially significant impact.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.5-2: Implement recommendations of geotechnical
engineering reports.
The project developer shall retain a qualified engineering firm on site during site
preparation and grading operations to observe and test the fill to ensure
compliance with recommendations from the geotechnical investigation report.
These recommendations at a minimum include:




During project design and construction, all measures outlined in the
geotechnical engineering reports for the project (Wallace Kuhl 2016a, 2016b,
2016c, 2016d, and 2016e) as well as specific design measures shall be
implemented, at the direction of the City engineer, to prevent significant
impacts associated with expansive soils. A geotechnical engineer shall be
present on-site during earthmoving activities to ensure that requirements
outlined in the geotechnical reports are adhered to for proposed fill and
compaction of soils identified below.
If the construction schedule requires continued work during the wet weather
months (i.e., October through April), the project developer shall consult with a
qualified civil engineer and implement any additional recommendations
provided, as conditions warrant. These recommendations may include, but
would not be limited to: 1) allowing a prolonged drying period before
attempting grading operations at any time after the onset of winter rains; and
2) implementing aeration or lime treatment, to allow any low-permeability
surface clay soils intended for use as engineered fill to reach a moisture
content that would permit a specified degree of compaction to be achieved.

Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.5-2 would reduce potential
hazards associated with expansive soils to a less-than-significant level
because it would ensure that proper grading and construction measures are
taken to avoid damage to building foundations, streets, sidewalks. This mitigation
measure is consistent with General Plan Policy EC 1.1.1 that requires the use of
BMPs in site design and building construction methods to address geologic
hazards. (Draft EIR pages 5.5-7 through 5.5-8)
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With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact 5.5-4: Damage or destruction of undiscovered paleontological
resources
The project could result in the potential damage or destruction of undiscovered
paleontological resources. This would be a potentially significant impact.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.5-4: Protection of discovered paleontological
resources
If discovery is made of items of paleontological interest, the contractor shall
immediately cease all work activities in the vicinity (within approximately 100 feet)
of the discovery. After cessation of excavation the contractor shall immediately
contact the City. Project construction workers will be trained to identify potential
paleontological resources.
The project developer shall retain a qualified paleontologist to observe all grading
and excavation activities throughout all phases of project construction and shall
salvage fossils as necessary. The paleontologist shall establish procedures for
paleontological resource surveillance and shall establish, in cooperation with the
project developer, procedures for temporarily halting or redirecting work to permit
sampling, identification, and evaluation of fossils. If major paleontological
resources are discovered that require temporarily halting or redirecting of grading,
the paleontologist shall report such findings to the project developer and to the
City. The paleontologist shall determine appropriate actions, in cooperation with
the project developer and the City, that ensure proper exploration and/or salvage.
Excavated finds shall first be offered to a State-designated repository such as the
Museum of Paleontology, University of California, Berkeley, or the California
Academy of Sciences. Otherwise, the finds shall be offered to the City for
purposes of public education and interpretive displays. These actions, as well as
final mitigation and disposition of the resources, shall be subject to approval by the
City. The paleontologist shall submit a follow-up report to the City that shall include
the period of inspection, an analysis of the fossils found, and the present repository
of fossils.
Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.5-4 would reduce potential
loss of paleontological resources from site development to a less-thansignificant level because it would ensure that discovered resources are
evaluated and protected. (Draft EIR page 5.5-9)
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With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact Category: Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change
Impact 5.6-1: Project-generated greenhouse gas emissions
The project is estimated to generate 5,530 MTCO2e from construction activities
and 28,408 MTCO2e operational-related emissions at project buildout in 2036.
Total project emissions would be 28,629 MTCO2e/year in 2036 with combined
amortized construction emissions. This level of GHG emissions has the potential
to result in a considerable contribution to cumulative emissions related to global
climate change and conflict with State GHG reduction targets established for
2030 and 2050. This cumulative impact would be significant and the project’s
contribution would be cumulatively considerable.

The following mitigation measures have been adopted to address this
impact:
On-site GHG emission reduction measures
Mitigation Measure 5.6-1a
The project developer shall incorporate the following mitigation measures into the
project to reduce operational emissions of GHGs to the extent feasible.
Transportation
 Include adequate electric wiring and infrastructure in all single-family residential
units (shown in building plans) to support a 240-volt electric vehicle charger in
the garage or off-street parking area to allow for the future installation of electric
vehicle chargers. This connection shall be separate from the connection
provided to power an electric clothes dryer.


Include electric vehicle charging stations, similar or better than Level 2, in
parking areas as part of site design submittals for development of the
elementary school.

Building Energy
 Achieve as many residential and non-residential zero net energy buildings as
feasible, which shall be implemented in the following way:
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Prior to the issuance of building permits for residential, and private
recreation centers, the project developer or its designee shall submit a
Zero Net Energy Confirmation Report (ZNE Report) prepared by a
qualified building energy efficiency and design consultant to the City of
Sacramento for review and approval. The ZNE Report shall demonstrate
that development within the Panhandle PUD project area subject to
application of Title 24, Part 6, of the California Code of Regulations has
been designed and shall be constructed to achieve ZNE, as defined by
CEC in its 2015 Integrated Energy Policy Report, or otherwise achieve an
equivalent level of energy efficiency, renewable energy generation or
greenhouse gas emissions savings.

Where ZNE is deemed infeasible, building energy may also be reduced in the
following ways:
















Reduce building energy-related GHG emissions through the use of on-site
renewable energy (e.g., solar photovoltaic panels) where technologically
feasible and at a minimum of 15 percent of the project’s total energy
demand. Building design, landscape plans, and solar installation shall take
into account solar orientation, and building roof size to maximize solar
exposure.
Provide incentives to future residents to purchase Energy Star™
appliances (including clothes washers, dish washers, fans, and
refrigerators).
Install high efficiency lighting (i.e., light emitting diodes) in all streetlights,
security lighting, and all other exterior lighting applications.
Provide electrical outlets on the exterior of project buildings to allow
sufficient powering of electric landscaping equipment.
Install low-flow kitchen faucets that comply with CALGreen residential
voluntary measures (maximum flow rate not to exceed 1.5 gallons per
minute at 60 psi).
Install low-flow bathroom faucets that exceed the CALGreen residential
mandatory requirements (maximum flow rate not to exceed 1.5 gallons per
minute at 60 psi)
Install low-flow toilets that exceed the CALGreen residential mandatory
requirements (maximum flush volume less not to exceed 1.28 gallons per
flush)
Install low-flow showerheads that exceed the CALGreen residential
mandatory requirements (maximum flow rate not to exceed 2 gallons per
minute at 80 psi)
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Reduce turf area and use water-efficient irrigation systems (i.e., smart
sprinkler meters) and landscaping techniques/design.

Purchase carbon offsets
Mitigation Measure 5.6-1b
In addition to Mitigation Measures 5.6-1a and 5.2-2 (Air Quality Mitigation Plan),
the project developer shall offset GHG emissions to zero by funding activities that
directly reduce or sequester GHG emissions or, if necessary, obtaining carbon
credits.
To the degree a project relies on GHG mitigation measures, the City of
Sacramento, SMAQMD, and ARB recommend that lead agencies prioritize onsite design features (Mitigation Measures 5.6-1a and 5.2-2) and direct
investments in GHG reductions in the vicinity of the project, to help provide
potential air quality and economic co-benefits locally. For example, direct
investment in a local building retrofit program can pay for cool roofs, solar panels,
solar water heaters, smart meters, energy efficient lighting, energy efficient
appliances, energy efficient windows, insulation, and water conservation
measures for homes within the geographic area of the project. Other examples of
local direct investments include financing installation of regional electric vehicle
charging stations, paying for electrification of public school buses, and investing
in local urban forests. However, it is critical that any such investments in actions
to reduce GHG emissions are real and quantifiable. Where further project design
or regional investments are infeasible or not proven to be effective, it may be
appropriate and feasible to mitigate project emissions through purchasing and
retiring carbon credits issued by a recognized and reputable accredited carbon
registry.
The CEQA Guidelines recommend several options for mitigating GHG emissions.
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(C)(3) states that measures to mitigate
the significant effects of GHG emissions may include “off-site measures,
including offsets that are not otherwise required…” Through the purchase of
GHG credits through voluntary participation in an approved registry, GHG
emissions may be reduced at the project level. GHG reductions must meet the
following criteria:







Real—represent reductions actually achieved (not based on maximum permit
levels),
Additional/Surplus—not already planned or required by regulation or policy
(i.e., not double counted),
Quantifiable—readily accounted for through process information and other
reliable data,
Enforceable—acquired through legally-binding commitments/agreements,
Validated—verified through accurate means by a reliable third party, and
Permanent—will remain as GHG reductions in perpetuity.

In partnership with offset providers, the project developer shall purchase carbon
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offsets (from available programs that meet the above criteria) of at least 20,800
MTCO2e/year. It should be noted, however, that these numbers represent an
estimate based on reductions achieved through the measures included in Mitigation
Measures 5.6-1a and 5.2-2, and are subject to change depending on alterations in
the level of mitigation applied to the project depending on the feasibility of individual
measures. Offset protocols and validation applied to the project could be developed
based on existing standards (e.g., Climate Registry Programs) or could be
developed independently, provided such protocols satisfy the basic criterion of
“additionality” (i.e., the reductions would not happen without the financial support of
purchasing carbon offsets).
Purchases of offsets would occur once and remain effective throughout the
lifetime of the project (i.e., 25 years per SMAQMD guidance). For an offset to be
considered viable, it must exhibit “permanence.” To adequately reduce emissions
of GHGs, carbon offsets must be able to demonstrate the ability to
counterbalance GHG emissions over the lifespan of a project or “in perpetuity.”
For example, the purchase of a carbon offset generated by a reforestation project
would entail the replanting or maintenance of carbon-sequestering trees, which
would continue to sequester carbon over several years, decades, or centuries
(Forest Trends 2015). The offsets purchased must offer an equivalent GHG
reduction benefit annually i.e., 20,800 MTCO2e or more GHGs reduced annually
as opposed to a one-time reduction.
Prior to issuing building permits for development within the project area, the City
of Sacramento shall confirm that the project developer or its designee has fully
offset the project’s remaining (i.e., post implementation of Mitigation Measures
5.6-1a and 5.2-2) operational GHG emissions over the 25-year project life
associated with such building permits by relying upon one of the following
compliance options, or a combination thereof:








Demonstrate that the project developer has directly undertaken or funded
activities that reduce or sequester GHG emissions that are estimated to result in
GHG reduction credits (if such programs are available), and retire such GHG
reduction credits in a quantity equal to the remaining operational GHG
emissions;
Provide a guarantee that it shall retire carbon credits issued in connection
with direct investments (if such programs exist at the time of building permit
issuance) in a quantity equal to the remaining operational GHG emissions;
Undertake or fund direct investments (if such programs exist at the time of
building permit issuance) and retire the associated carbon credits in a
quantity equal to the remaining operational GHG emissions; or
If it is impracticable to fully offset operational emissions through direct
investments or quantifiable and verifiable programs do not exist, the project
developer or its designee may purchase and retire carbon credits that have
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been issued by a recognized and reputable, accredited carbon registry in a
quantity equal to the remaining operational GHG Emissions.
Finding: Implementation of identified actions in Mitigation Measures 5.6-1a and
5.2-2 could reduce GHG emissions by up to 24.6 percent, or approximately 6,800
MTCO2e/year. This reduction would only be applied should all identified actions
in Mitigation Measure 5.6-1a and 5.2-2 be taken. Regardless of the
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.6-1a and 5.2-2, the project would still
result in GHG emissions that would be considered cumulatively considerable.
Further mitigation of the impact through Implementation of Mitigation Measure
5.6-1b would require the purchase of off-site carbon credits to reduce the
remaining operational GHG emissions, estimated to be 20,800 MT CO2e/year.
This cost on the project would range from approximately $25 to $106 per project
dwelling unit based on the current cost ranges of the market for carbon credits
and are not considered infeasible (Unlocking Potential: State of the Voluntary
Carbon Markets 2017 prepared by Forest Trends and California Air Resources
Board California Cap-and-Trade Program and Quebec Cap-and-Trade System
November 2017 Joint Auction #13 Summary Results Report). This additional
mitigation would offset remaining project GHG emissions, such that the project
would not conflict with City of Sacramento’s climate planning efforts, ARB’s
proposed 2017 Scoping Plan Update, or established state GHG reduction
targets. Thus, the project’s contribution to cumulative GHG emission increase
impacts would not be cumulatively considerable. (Draft EIR pages 5.6-9
through 5.6-14)
With implementation of the mitigation measures, this impact is reduced to
a less-than-significant level.
Impact Category: Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Impact 5.7-3: Hazards Associated with Mosquitoes
The Panhandle PUD would include detention facilities that could attract
mosquitoes and other water-borne vectors. Without specific controls in place,
these features could create a nuisance or hazardous condition. This would be a
potentially significant impact.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.7-3: Develop and implement a Vector Control Plan.
As part of site-specific design of the Panhandle PUD detention basin and other
water/drainage features, a Vector Control Plan shall be developed to the
satisfaction of the Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District. The
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Vector Control Plan shall specify mosquito control measures to be used (e.g.,
biological agents, pesticides, larvicides, circulating water), as well as identification
of maintenance program to ensure control measures are maintained. Evidence of
Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control District’s design approval shall be
provided to the City of Sacramento prior to improvement plan approval for
detention basin and water/drainage features.
Finding: Implementation of the above mitigation measure would reduce potential
public health risks consistent with Sacramento-Yolo Mosquito and Vector Control
District guidelines. Thus, this impact would be reduced to a less-thansignificant level. (Draft EIR page 5.7-10)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.

Impact Category: Hydrology and Water Quality
Impact 5.8-1: Storm water runoff generation and surface water drainage
Patterns
Development of the project may increase storm water runoff rates generated
within and downstream of the project when compared with existing conditions.
While the project includes necessary drainage improvements to properly handle
onsite storm water flows, phased development of the site could potentially result
in temporary drainage impacts if the necessary drainage facilities are not in place
at the time of site development. Development could also worsen existing
drainage and local flooding issues at the intersection of Del Paso Road and
Sorento Road. This impact would be potentially significant.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.8-1: Demonstrate compliance with Drainage Report.
As part of approval of each small lot final map and/or each subsequent project, the
project developer shall demonstrate to the City that drainage facilities are
consistent with the Drainage System Modeling Report for the Natomas Panhandle
(Panhandle Owner’s Group 2016), and adequately attenuate increased drainage
flows consistent with City standards. The analysis will also demonstrate that
existing flooding issues at the intersection of Del Paso Road/Sorento Road will not
be worsen by site development. Sacramento County shall be provided the analysis
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regarding flooding issues at the Del Paso/Sorento Road intersection and be
allowed to provide input to the City on the proper solution for any additional
flooding impacts at this intersection. This demonstration may take the form of plans
and/or reports.
Finding: Implementation of onsite drainage improvements as described in the
Drainage System Modeling Report for the Natomas Panhandle and
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.8.1 would ensure drainage impacts are
adequately address and mitigate this impact to less than significant. This
mitigation measure would be consistent with North Natomas Community Plan
Policy NN.U. 1.7 regarding the timing of drainage improvements with
development. (Draft EIR pages 5.8-11 and 5.8-12 and Final EIR page 4-11)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact 5.8-2: Surface water quality
Development of the project would introduce sediments and constituent pollutants
typically associated with construction activities and urban development into storm
water runoff. These pollutants would have the potential of degrading downstream
storm water quality. This impact would be potentially significant.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.8-2: Design drainage facilities to include water quality
control features
Drainage facilities shall be designated to meet or exceed storm water quality
requirements set forth in City Standards pertaining to regional storm water quality
control in association with NPDES Stormwater Permit No. CA502597. Water
quality control may consist of pollutant source control, water quality treatment
through Best Management Practices or a combination of both measures. Water
quality control features as part of drainage facilities shall be reviewed and
approved by the City before approval of improvement plans for the site.
Finding: Implementation of the above mitigation measure would ensure
compliance with City water quality requirements, consistency with the City’s
NPDES permit associated with stormwater quality control, and mitigation of
potential operational-related water quality impacts to a less–than-significant
level. (Draft EIR pages 5.8-12 and 5.8-14)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
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Impact 5.8-4: Groundwater quality
It is possible that shallow groundwater beneath the proposed onsite detention
basins could interact with pollutants associated with urban runoff that would be
captured within the detention basins. Pollutants could be released in the
underlying groundwater basin and could result in contamination of wells used for
consumptive uses. This impact would potentially significant.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.8-4: Evaluate depth to groundwater and incorporate
appropriate features into detention basin design
As part of the final design of the project detention basin, soil borings shall be taken
at representative locations within the detention basin to analyze the subsurface
soils that are present and the elevation of the subsurface water table. If these soil
borings identify shallow groundwater within 2 feet of the proposed bottom elevation
of the detention basin, or within the detention basin, a liner and/or additional water
quality control features such as vegetation shall be incorporated into the design of
the detention basin to prohibit the migration of surface water contamination into the
groundwater table, subject to City review and approval.
Finding: Implementation of the above mitigation measure would ensure that
groundwater quality is protected and would mitigate the impact to less than
significant. (Draft EIR pages 5.8-15 and 5.8-16)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact Category: Noise
Impact 5.9-4: Compatibility of proposed land uses with projected levels of
noise exposure
The project proposes a mix of various land uses, including residential, park, and
school uses. Traffic and stationary noise sources in the vicinity of the project may
expose noise-sensitive uses within the project site to excessive noise levels,
resulting in land use conflicts related to noise. Implementation of the project
could expose future planned sensitive receptors to transportation and stationary
source noise levels that exceed the City of Sacramento noise standards.
Therefore, this impact would be significant.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
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Mitigation Measure 5.9-4: Reduce transportation noise exposure to
sensitive receptors
For new sensitive receptors developed as part of the project and that would be
located within 282 feet of the centerline of Del Paso Road, within 278 feet of the
centerline of Del Paso Road, within 80 feet of the centerline of Club Center Drive,
or within 90 feet of the centerline of Street “G” (i.e., the distance from the
centerline that is estimated, based on the noise modelling, to result in
exceedance of the City of Sacramento exterior noise compatibility standard of 60
CNEL for low density residential), any or all of the following design criteria shall
be adhered to:








Where feasible, locate new sensitive receptors such that the outdoor activity
area (e.g., balcony or porch) is on the opposite side of the structure from major
roadways such that the structure itself would provide a barrier between
transportation noise and the outdoor activity areas.
Locate new sensitive receptors with other buildings/structures between the
sensitive land use and nearby major roadways.
If new sensitive receptors cannot be oriented or shielded by other
structures, then design and building materials shall be chosen such that, at
a minimum, 25 dBA of exterior-to-interior noise attenuation would be
achieved, so that interior noise levels comply with the City of Sacramento
interior noise standard of 45 Ldn.
Setback sensitive receptors from major roadways at a distance that will not
result in the exceedance of the City of Sacramento exterior noise compatibility
standard of 60 CNEL for low-density residential land uses.

If, and only if, implementation of the above measures do not reduce transportationrelated noise levels to comply with the City of Sacramento exterior noise
compatibility standard of 60 CNEL for low density residential, then as part of
improvement plans for land uses along Del Paso Road, Elkhorn Boulevard,
National Drive and Club Center Drive, landscaped noise barriers that demonstrate
compliance with City noise standards (interior and exterior) shall be implemented.
The project developer will be required to demonstrate compliance with this
mitigation measure and whether noise barriers are ultimately required.
Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.9-4 would substantially reduce
predicted noise levels at proposed land uses consistent with City noise
standards. With incorporation of available mitigation measures, such as noise
barriers, landscaped berms, building orientation and noise insulation building
measures, predicted traffic noise levels at on-site residential land uses would not
be anticipated to exceed the City noise standards. As a result, this impact would
be reduced to a less-than-significant level. (Draft EIR pages 5.9-26 through
5.9-29)
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With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.

Impact Category: Public Services and Recreation
Impact 5.10-1: Increased demand for fire protection and emergency medical
services
Implementation of the project at build-out would increase the demand for fire
protection and emergency medical services that could result in the need for
improvements to facilities and equipment. This would be a potentially
significant impact.
The following mitigation measures have been adopted to address this
impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.10-1a: Payment of fees
The project applicant shall pay the necessary project-specific fire service impact
fees associated with fire protection services which will be established in the
Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan.
Mitigation Measure 5.10-1b: Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan
The Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan shall include all necessary
public facility improvements (e.g., fire, law enforcement, water, wastewater, parks,
roadways, and libraries) intended to solely serve the PUD as well as its fair-share
contribution to public facilities that serve the North Natomas Community Plan area
as identified in the North Natomas Nexus Study and Finance Plan 2008 Update.
The Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan shall ensure that public
facilities and equipment required to service the project are in place concurrent with
site development.
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Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.10-1a and 5.10-1b would
reduce significant impacts on SFD service to a less-than-significant level
because the payment of development fees and the provisions of the project’s
Public Facilities Finance Plan would ensure the project will contribute the
necessary funding for necessary fire and medical emergency facilities and
equipment. These mitigation measures would be consistent with General Plan
policies PHS 2.1.3, PHS 2.1.4, PHS 2.1.5, PHS 2.1.1, and North Natomas
Community Plan Policy NN.LU 1.4 regarding the provision and financing of public
facilities concurrent with development. (Draft EIR page 5.10-18)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact 5.10-2: Increase the need for police protection services
Implementation of the project at build-out would increase the demand for law
enforcement services that could result in the need for improvements to facilities
and equipment. This would be a potentially significant impact.
The following mitigation measures have been adopted to address this
impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.10-1a: Payment of fees
The project applicant shall pay the necessary project-specific fire service impact
fees associated with fire protection services which will be established in the
Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan.
Mitigation Measure 5.10-1b: Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan
The Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan shall include all necessary
public facility improvements (e.g., fire, law enforcement, water, wastewater, parks,
roadways, and libraries) intended to solely serve the PUD as well as its fair-share
contribution to public facilities that serve the North Natomas Community Plan area
as identified in the North Natomas Nexus Study and Finance Plan 2008 Update.
The Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Finance Plan shall ensure that public
facilities and equipment required to service the project are in place concurrent with
site development.
Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures 5.10-1a and 5.10-1b would
reduce significant impacts on law enforcement services to a less-thansignificant level because the payment of development fees and the provisions of
the project’s Public Facilities Finance Plan would ensure the project will
contribute to the North Natomas Police Station. These mitigation measures
would be consistent with General Plan policies PHS 1.1.2, PHS 1.1.4, and PHS
1.1.8, North Natomas Community Plan policies NN.LU 1.4 and NN.PHS 1.2
regarding the provision and financing of public facilities concurrent with
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development. (Draft EIR page 5.10-18)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.

Impact Category: Transportation and Circulation
Impact 5.11-1: Construction-related impacts
During construction of the project, construction activities and temporary
construction vehicle traffic would increase traffic congestion and disruptions in
the area. Depending on the timing and intensity of such activities, this could
result in substantial congestion and disruption in excess of City standards.
Impacts would be significant.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.11-1: Implement construction traffic management plan
Before the commencement of construction, the applicant shall prepare a
construction traffic management plan to the satisfaction of the City’s Traffic Engineer
and subject to review by all affected agencies. The plan shall ensure that acceptable
operating conditions on roadways are maintained. At a minimum, the plan shall
include:






Description of trucks including: number and size of trucks per day, expected
arrival / departure times, truck circulation patterns. Truck routes will be limited
to using Del Paso Road and Elkhorn Boulevard to access and depart the
project.
Description of staging area including: location, maximum number of trucks
simultaneously permitted in staging area, use of traffic control personnel,
specific signage.
Description of street closures and/or bicycle and pedestrian facility closures
including: duration, warning and posted signage, safe and efficient access
routes for emergency vehicles, and use of manual traffic control.
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Description of access plan including: provisions for safe vehicular, pedestrian,
and bicycle travel, minimum distance from any open trench, special signage,
and private vehicle accesses.
Provisions for parking for construction workers.

The traffic management plan shall address all means to minimize temporary
impacts from roadway and travel lane disruptions. Adequate emergency response
access shall be maintained throughout development of the project. Where the
project work area encroaches on a public ROW and reduces the existing
pedestrian path of travel to less than 48 inches wide, alternate pedestrian routing
shall be provided during construction activities. Additionally, access to all nearby
parcels shall be maintained during construction activities.
Finding: With implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.11-1, appropriate signage
and access would be provided so as to maintain the flow of traffic in the vicinity of
the project area and avoid truck traffic from utilizing local residential roadways.
As a result, this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. (Draft
EIR page 5.11-42)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact 5.11-2: Intersection operations
The addition of project-related traffic would increase delay at local intersections.
Study intersections would meet level of service standards with the exception of
the Sorento Road / Del Paso Road intersection. This is considered a significant
impact.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.11-2: Intersection improvements
The project developer shall implement the following intersection improvement:


Install a traffic signal at the intersection of Sorento Road / Del Paso Road.
This intersection meets the peak hour traffic signal warrant during the a.m.
peak hour. This improvement shall be incorporated in the project’s public
facilities financing plan and installed before deficient operation of the
intersection.

Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.11-2 would reduce the delay
associated with project generated traffic at the intersection of Sorento Road / Del
Paso Road in the a.m. peak hour from 188.7 seconds (LOS F) to 16.9 seconds
(LOS B), thus, resulting in an acceptable LOS. The installation of the intersection
improvements are not expected to result in significant biological resources as none
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exist in this area (see Draft EIR Section 5.3, “Biological Resources”). Roadway
improvements would be required to implement construction water quality control
measures consistent with City requirements associated with the City’s Phase I
NPDES permit for stormwater municipal discharges to surface waters. Therefore,
this impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. (Draft EIR pages
5.11-42 through 5.11-45)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact 5.11-7: Demand for transit services
The project would not conflict with existing or planned transit services. However,
the project would not provide direct access to transit. This is considered a
significant impact.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.11-7: Transit service improvements
The project developer shall join the North Natomas Transportation Management
Association and will coordinate on feasible measures to provide transit
information and services to project residents that is phased with development
and transit demand. The project developer will provide proof of compliance with
this mitigation measure with each small lot subdivision map submittal.
Finding: Mitigation Measure 5.11-7 would result in the provision of feasible
transit information and services to project residents consistent with General Plan
Policy M 3.1.12. This mitigation would reduce the impact of the project on the
demand for transit to a less-than-significant level. (Draft EIR pages 5.11-51 and
5.11-52)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
Impact Category: Urban Design and Visual Resources
Impact 5.12-2: Day-time glare and nighttime lighting
Development of the project area would result in the introduction of buildings and
facilities that may create lighting and glare on adjoining areas. This impact would
be significant.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
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Mitigation Measure 5.12-2: Light fixture design
Outdoor lighting for community parks/sports facilities shall be designed to be
turned off when not in use where security and safety is not a concern. This
requirement shall be included in lighting plans submitted to the City as part of the
improvement plans. Light fixtures for sports fields that are planned to be lighted
shall be directed away from residential areas and roadways to reduce light
spillover and glare. Light fixtures shall be designed to limit illumination to the
sports fields and shall demonstrate that the illumination of adjacent residential
properties will not exceed 1.0 foot-candles. These lighting requirements will be
included in the Panhandle PUD Guidelines.
Finding: Implementation of the above mitigation measure would require that
sport facility lighting be designed in minimize its operation and avoid lighting and
glare impacts. Compliance with mitigation measure 5.12-2 in combination with
the outdoor lighting restrictions for parking areas provided in Section 17.608.040
of the City Planning and Development Code (avoidance of spillover lighting)
would ensure that this impact is mitigated to a less-than-significant level. (Draft
EIR pages 5.12-13 and 5.12-14 and Final EIR page 4-14)
With implementation of the mitigation measure, this impact is reduced to a
less-than-significant level.
C.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts.

The following significant and potentially significant environmental impacts
of the Project, including cumulative impacts, are unavoidable and cannot be
mitigated in a manner that would substantially lessen the significant impact.
Notwithstanding disclosure of these impacts, the City Council elects to approve
the Project due to overriding considerations as set forth below in Section E, the
statement of overriding considerations.
Impact Category: Air Quality
Impact 5.2-2: Long-term operational emissions of air pollutants
Implementation of the project would result in long-term operational emissions of
ROG, NOX, and PM10 that exceed SMAQMD’s thresholds of significance (65
lb/day for ROG, 65 lb/day for NOX, 80 lb/day and 14.6 tons/year for PM10).
Therefore, operation-generated emissions could conflict with the air quality
planning efforts and contribute substantially to the nonattainment status of
Sacramento County with respect to ozone and PM10. This impact would be
significant.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
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Mitigation Measure 5.2-2: Implement provisions of the Air Quality Mitigation
Plan to reduce operational emissions
Implementation of the following measure requires compliance with the project’s
AQMP, which would reduce the project’s operational ozone precursors by 35
percent in comparison to the unmitigated project.
The final Panhandle PUD master parcel map shall include the following reduction
measures, which are detailed within the AQMP (Appendix A of the Final EIR), as
conditions of approval:


Incorporate traffic calming measures














Removal of pedestrian barriers
Inclusion of sidewalks, a minimum of 5 feet wide, on all internal streets
(with the exception of alleys if applicable)
Inclusion of designated pedestrian routes to existing external pedestrian
facilities and streets

Incorporate walkable design elements by:




Reduce speeds at project intersections by including marked intersections,
count-down signal timers, median islands, curb extensions, traffic circles,
and other available methods

Incorporate pedestrian network through:




Design project roads to reduce motor vehicle speed through the use of on
street parking, planter strips, rumble strips, and other available methods.

providing connections to all roadways, bicycle paths, and pedestrian
facilities touching the project boundaries
providing at least 36 intersections per square mile

Participate in permanent trip reduction program through membership in a
transportation management association
Participate in SMAQMD’s operational offset program for the purpose of
reducing ROG, NOX, and PM emissions that would involve the funding of the
replacement of existing wood-burning devices in the region.

In addition to the conditions of approval required by this mitigation measure, the
following text shall also be included in the Panhandle PUD:
“All amendments to the Panhandle PUD Guidelines with the potential to result in
a change in ozone precursor emissions shall include an analysis which
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quantifies, to the extent practicable, the effect of the proposed Panhandle PUD
Guidelines on ozone precursor emissions. The amendment shall not increase
total ozone precursor emissions above what was considered in the AQMP for the
entire project area and shall achieve the original 35 percent reduction in total
overall project emissions. If the amendment would require a change in the AQMP
to meet that requirement, then the proponent of the Panhandle PUD shall consult
with SMAQMD on the revised analysis and shall prepare a revised AQMP for
approval by the City, in consultation with SMAQMD.”
Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 requires the project to
comply with all provisions included in the AQMP. This mitigation would be
consistent with the 15 percent reduction provisions of General Plan Policy ER
6.1.3. Achievement of the 35 percent reduction in ozone precursors relies on the
project’s participation in an operational offset program that would involve the
funding of the replacement of existing wood-burning devices in the region that
would be managed by SMAQMD. This offset program would need to provide
verifiable, quantifiable, and permanent emissions reductions equal to the mass
emissions generated by the project to satisfy CEQA mitigation requirements. A
one-time fee shall be paid to SMAQMD that is equivalent to the amount of ozone
precursors (ROG and NOX) that exceed the 35 percent reduction target for the
project. The fee would be established by SMAQMD and based on the current
price per ton to offset emissions plus any administrative fees.
With the incorporation of all measures included in Mitigation Measures 5.2-2, and
thus the AQMP, the project would achieve an overall reduction in emissions
when compared to the unmitigated emissions scenario of 35 percent. Further, the
implementation of the ROG and NOX offsite mitigation measure would result in a
net reduction of PM10 and PM2.5 emissions. Incorporation of all mitigation
included in the AQMP would represent all available and feasible mitigation that
the project could implement. However, even with a total project reduction of 35
percent, operational emissions of ROG and NOX would continue to exceed
SMAQMD thresholds of significance.
Thus, although the project may reduce operational emissions to the extent
feasible, long-term emission reductions cannot be quantified or verified, and the
possibility remains that emissions may not be reduced to a less than significant
level into perpetuity. Project operations may contribute to the nonattainment status
of the region and may conflict with the California ambient air quality standards
(CAAQS) and national ambient air quality standards (NAAQS). (Draft EIR pages
5.2-16 through 5.2-20 and Final EIR Appendix A)
For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.
Impact 5.2-7: Long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and
precursors
Operation of the project would result in long-term increases in criteria air
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pollutants and ozone precursors from stationary, area, and mobile sources (i.e.,
VMT). Operational emissions would exceed SMAQMD thresholds of significance
and therefore result in a cumulatively considerable contribution to regional air
quality and may conflict with regional air quality planning efforts to improve air
quality. All feasible mitigation has been incorporated into the project as described
in the AQMP prepared for the project. However, given the uncertainty in the
ability of mitigation to continue to reduce operational emissions into perpetuity,
the project’s contribution to this impact would be cumulatively considerable.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.2-2: Implement provisions of the Air Quality Mitigation
Plan to reduce operational emissions
Implementation of the following measure requires compliance with the project’s
AQMP, which would reduce the project’s operational ozone precursors by 35
percent in comparison to the unmitigated project.
The final Panhandle PUD master parcel map shall include the following reduction
measures, which are detailed within the AQMP (Appendix A of the Final EIR), as
conditions of approval:


Incorporate traffic calming measures






Reduce speeds at project intersections by including marked intersections,
count-down signal timers, median islands, curb extensions, traffic circles,
and other available methods

Incorporate pedestrian network through:







Design project roads to reduce motor vehicle speed through the use of on
street parking, planter strips, rumble strips, and other available methods.

Removal of pedestrian barriers
Inclusion of sidewalks, a minimum of 5 feet wide, on all internal streets
(with the exception of alleys if applicable)
Inclusion of designated pedestrian routes to existing external pedestrian
facilities and streets

Incorporate walkable design elements by:




providing connections to all roadways, bicycle paths, and pedestrian
facilities touching the project boundaries
providing at least 36 intersections per square mile
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Participate in permanent trip reduction program through membership in a
transportation management association
Participate in SMAQMD’s operational offset program for the purpose of
reducing ROG, NOX, and PM emissions that would involve the funding of the
replacement of existing wood-burning devices in the region.

In addition to the conditions of approval required by this mitigation measure, the
following text shall also be included in the Panhandle PUD:
“All amendments to the Panhandle PUD Guidelines with the potential to result in
a change in ozone precursor emissions shall include an analysis which
quantifies, to the extent practicable, the effect of the proposed Panhandle PUD
Guidelines on ozone precursor emissions. The amendment shall not increase
total ozone precursor emissions above what was considered in the AQMP for the
entire project area and shall achieve the original 35 percent reduction in total
overall project emissions. If the amendment would require a change in the AQMP
to meet that requirement, then the proponent of the Panhandle PUD shall consult
with SMAQMD on the revised analysis and shall prepare a revised AQMP for
approval by the City, in consultation with SMAQMD.”
Finding: Incorporation of all mitigation included in the AQMP (Mitigation
Measure 5.2-2) would represent all available and feasible mitigation that the
project could implement. However, and as discussed under Impact 5.2-2 above,
the SMAQMD offset program is still under development and long-term emission
reduction success and enforcement is unknown at this time. Thus, although the
project would reduce operational emissions to the extent feasible, long-term
emission reductions cannot be quantified or verified, and the possibility remains
that emissions may not be reduced to a less than significant level into perpetuity.
Project operations may contribute to the nonattainment status of the region and
may conflict with CAAQS and NAAQS. (Draft pages 5.2-27 and 5.2-28 and Final
EIR Appendix A)
For these reasons, project’s contribution to cumulative operational air
quality impacts is considered cumulatively considerable and significant
and unavoidable.
Impact Category: Noise
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Impact 5.9-1: Short-term construction noise impacts
Short-term construction-generated noise levels could result in a substantial
increase in ambient noise levels at future on-site and existing off-site sensitive
land uses that could generate substantial and exceed applicable noise
standards. Thus, this would be a significant impact.

The following mitigation measures have been adopted to address this
impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.9-1a: Implement construction-noise reduction
measures
To minimize noise levels during construction activities, the City shall require the
project developer and their construction contractors to comply with the following
measures during all construction work:










All construction equipment and equipment staging areas shall be located as far
as feasible from nearby noise-sensitive land uses.
All construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with
noise-reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in
accordance with manufacturer’s recommendations. Equipment engine shrouds
shall be closed during equipment operation.
Individual operations and techniques shall be replaced with quieter procedures
(e.g., using welding instead of riveting, mixing concrete off-site instead of onsite) where feasible and consistent with building codes and other applicable
laws and regulations.
Construction activities shall comply with the requirements of the City of
Sacramento Municipal Code.
To the maximum extent feasible, construction activity shall take place within the
City of Sacramento construction noise exemption timeframes (i.e., 7:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00
p.m. Sunday).
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Mitigation Measure 5.9-1b: Implement construction-noise reduction
measures during noise-sensitive time periods
For all construction activity that would take place outside of the City of Sacramento
construction noise exemption timeframes (i.e., 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday
through Saturday, and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Sunday), and that is
anticipated to generate more than 50 Leq or 70 Lmax at 50 feet, the City shall require
the project developer and their construction contractors to comply with the
following measures:










Consistent with Section 8.68.080, Exemptions, of the City of Sacramento Code,
obtain an exemption to Article II Noise Standards for nighttime construction.
Exemption applications for work to be performed during the hours not exempt
by Section 8.68.080 shall be approved by the City’s director of building
inspections and shall not exceed three days. Application for this exemption
may be made in conjunction with the application for work permit or during the
construction process.
Implement noticing to adjacent landowners and implement conditions included
in the exemption, if approved by the City’s director of building inspections.
Install temporary noise curtains as close as feasible to the boundary of the
construction site blocking the direct line of sight between the source of noise
and the nearest noise-sensitive receptor(s). Temporary noise curtains shall
consist of durable, flexible composite material featuring a noise barrier layer
bounded to sound-absorptive material on one side. The noise barrier layer shall
consist of rugged, impervious, material with a surface weight of at least one
pound per square foot.
Noise-reducing enclosures and techniques shall be used around stationary
noise-generating equipment (e.g., concrete mixers, generators, compressors).
Operate heavy-duty construction equipment at the lowest operating power
possible.

Finding: Implementation of mitigation measures 5.9-1a and 5.9-1b would provide
substantial reductions in day and nighttime construction noise levels by ensuring
proper equipment use; locating equipment away from sensitive land uses; and
requiring the use of enclosures, shields, and noise curtains. These mitigation
measures are consistent with City General Plan Policy EC 3.1.10 that require the
minimization of construction on nearby sensitive receptors. However, construction
activities could occur immediately adjacent to existing residential uses to the west
and east of the project area (within 50 feet), as well as on-site residences that are
constructed and inhabited before other portions of the project are complete.
Although, noise reduction would be achieved with implementation of mitigation
measures 5.9-1a and 5.9-1b, reductions of up to 38 dBA would be required during
some of the more intensive nighttime construction (e.g., during the most intense
construction periods, and during roadway construction and improvement projects),
Page 70 of 91

to comply with the City and County nighttime standards of 50 Leq and 70 Lmax.
Reductions of this magnitude are not expected to be achieved under all
circumstances with implementation of mitigation measures 5.9-1a and 5.9-1b. No
other feasible mitigation is available. (Draft EIR pages 5.9-19 through 5.9-21)
For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.
Impact 5.9-2: Exposure of existing sensitive receptors to excessive traffic
noise levels and/or substantial increases in traffic noise
Implementation of the project could expose existing sensitive receptors to
substantial increases in transportation noise levels that exceed the City and
County of Sacramento noise standards, and result in project-generated
transportation noise levels that exceed City and County of Sacramento allowable
noise increment standards. Therefore, this impact would be significant.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.9-2: Reduce noise exposure to existing sensitive
receptors from project-generated traffic.
The project developer shall in coordination with the City implement the following
measures to reduce the effect of noise levels generated by on-site stationary noise
sources:


Construct outdoor sound barriers at the following locations:




Between the segment of Del Paso Road from Sorento Road to Carey
Road, and the ground level receptors directly north of this segment of
roadway.
Between the segment of Sorento Road from Del Paso Road to East Levee
Road, and the ground level receptors directly east of this segment of
roadway.

The applicant in coordination with the City shall offer the owners of all the
residences with addresses along this roadway segment the installation of a
sound barrier along the property line of their affected residential properties. At
a minimum, the sound barriers shall be just tall enough to break the line of
sight between vehicles traveling along this segment of roadway and the
existing sensitive receptors to the east of the roadway. The sound barriers
shall be constructed of solid material (e.g., wood, brick, adobe, an earthen
berm, boulders, or combination thereof). The reflectivity of each sound barrier
shall be minimized to ensure that traffic noise reflected off the barrier does not
contribute to an exceedance of applicable noise standards at other off-site
receptors. The level of sound reflection from a barrier can be minimized with a
textured or absorptive surface or with vegetation on or next to the barrier. All
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barriers shall blend into the overall landscape and have an aesthetically
pleasing appearance that agrees with the character of the surrounding area,
and not become the dominant visual element of the area. The owners of the
affected properties may choose to refuse this offer; however, the offer shall
be made available to subsequent owners of the property if change of
ownership occurs before project construction is complete. If an existing owner
refuses these measures, a deed notice must be included with any future sale
of the property to comply with California state real estate law, which requires
that sellers of real property disclose “any fact materially affecting the value
and desirability of the property” (California Civil Code, Section 1102.1[a]) and
shall indicate that the applicant agrees to install a sound barrier, as described
above.


The majority of residences along the east side of the segment of Sorento
Road from Del Paso Road to East Levee Road have ingress and egress
points (driveways) along the roadway of concern, thus, preventing continuous
sounds barriers from being constructed. Therefore, in addition to the sound
barriers described above, the applicant in coordination with the City shall offer
the owners of all the residences with driveways along this roadway segment
the installation of solid driveway gates to provide additional noise attenuation
where sound barriers are not able to be constructed. The driveway gates
must be constructed of solid material (e.g., wood, metal, or combination
thereof) and designed to ensure maximum noise attenuation. The owners of
the affected properties may choose to refuse this offer; however, the offer
shall be made available to subsequent owners of the property if change of
ownership occurs before project construction is complete. If an existing owner
refuses these measures, a deed notice must be included with any future sale
of the property to comply with California state real estate law, which requires
that sellers of real property disclose “any fact materially affecting the value
and desirability of the property” (California Civil Code, Section 1102.1[a]) and
shall indicate that the applicant agrees to install a driveway gate, as described
above.

Because a sound wall already exists along Del Paso Road on the roadway
segments that would experience an exceedance of the City exterior noise
compatibility standards, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified.
Finding: As identified in Mitigation Measure 5.9-2, the construction of a sound
barrier that is just tall enough to break the line of sight between vehicles traveling
on a roadway and ground level receptors results in at least 5 dBA of noise
reduction and can achieve an approximate 1 dBA additional reduction for each 2
feet of height above where the sound barrier breaks the line of sight (with a
maximum theoretical total reduction of 20 dBA). Thus, construction of the sound
barrier as detailed in Mitigation Measure 5.9-2 would ensure that the exterior
incremental noise increases along Del Paso Road from Sorento Road to Carey
Road as a result of project-generated traffic noise would not exceed the City of
Sacramento allowable noise increment standard (1 dBA). Additionally, Mitigation
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Measure 5.9-2 includes the provision of landscaping and a barrier design
consistent with the character of the surrounding area to avoid aesthetic impacts
for views along the roadway segments to which it applies.
The implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.9-2 would reduce noise levels at the
sensitive receptors adjacent to, and east of Sorento Road between Del Paso
Road and East Levee Road. However, it cannot be ensured that Mitigation
Measure 5.9-2 would reduce the incremental noise increase to below the City of
Sacramento allowable noise increment standard (8 dBA) as it would require
noise barriers within the front yards of residences that may elect not to participate
in the mitigation.
Additionally, exterior noise levels at existing noise-sensitive residences along the
roadway segment of Del Paso Road from Gateway Park Boulevard to Black
Rock Drive, along which sounds barriers already exist, could only be remediated
by relocating roadways, providing additional buffer zones, etc., but in the case of
the project, this would not be feasible. Thus, as a result of the project, existing
sensitive land uses (i.e., residences located along Del Paso Road from Gateway
Park Boulevard to Black Rock Drive, and along Sorento Road from Del Paso
Road to East Levee Road) could be exposed to exterior noise levels that exceed
applicable City of Sacramento noise standards. (Draft EIR pages 5.9-22 through
5.9-25)
For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.
Impact 5.9-5: Cumulative construction noise impacts
Project construction-noise could result in a cumulatively considerable contribution
to significant cumulative noise impacts if it were to occur concurrently with future
construction activities located at nearby development. This cumulative impact
would be significant and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively
considerable.
The following mitigation measures have been adopted to address this
impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.9-1a: Implement construction-noise reduction
measures
To minimize noise levels during construction activities, the City shall require the
project developer and their construction contractors to comply with the following
measures during all construction work:




All construction equipment and equipment staging areas shall be located as far
as feasible from nearby noise-sensitive land uses.
All construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with
noise-reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in
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accordance with manufacturer’s recommendations. Equipment engine shrouds
shall be closed during equipment operation.






Individual operations and techniques shall be replaced with quieter procedures
(e.g., using welding instead of riveting, mixing concrete off-site instead of onsite) where feasible and consistent with building codes and other applicable
laws and regulations.
Construction activities shall comply with the requirements of the City of
Sacramento Municipal Code.
To the maximum extent feasible, construction activity shall take place within the
City of Sacramento construction noise exemption timeframes (i.e., 7:00 a.m.
and 6:00 p.m., Monday through Saturday, and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00
p.m. Sunday).

Mitigation Measure 5.9-1b: Implement construction-noise reduction
measures during noise-sensitive time periods
For all construction activity that would take place outside of the City of Sacramento
construction noise exemption timeframes (i.e., 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m., Monday
through Saturday, and between 9:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. Sunday), and that is
anticipated to generate more than 50 Leq or 70 Lmax at 50 feet, the City shall require
the project developer and their construction contractors to comply with the
following measures:








Consistent with Section 8.68.080, Exemptions, of the City of Sacramento Code,
obtain an exemption to Article II Noise Standards for nighttime construction.
Exemption applications for work to be performed during the hours not exempt
by Section 8.68.080 shall be approved by the City’s director of building
inspections and shall not exceed three days. Application for this exemption
may be made in conjunction with the application for work permit or during the
construction process.
Implement noticing to adjacent landowners and implement conditions included
in the exemption, if approved by the City’s director of building inspections.
Install temporary noise curtains as close as feasible to the boundary of the
construction site blocking the direct line of sight between the source of noise
and the nearest noise-sensitive receptor(s). Temporary noise curtains shall
consist of durable, flexible composite material featuring a noise barrier layer
bounded to sound-absorptive material on one side. The noise barrier layer shall
consist of rugged, impervious, material with a surface weight of at least one
pound per square foot.
Noise-reducing enclosures and techniques shall be used around stationary
noise-generating equipment (e.g., concrete mixers, generators, compressors).
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Operate heavy-duty construction equipment at the lowest operating power
possible.

Finding: Implementation of Mitigation Measures in 5.9-1a and 5.9-1b, would
include a variety of construction-noise reduction measures; however, these
measures would not be sufficient to avoid significant construction noise impacts
associated with the project. (Draft EIR page 5.9-30)
For these reasons, the incremental contribution of the project to this
significant cumulative impact would remain cumulatively considerable and
significant and unavoidable.
Impact 5.9-6: Cumulative traffic noise
Cumulative noise levels could be affected by additional buildout of surrounding
land uses and increases in vehicular traffic on affected roadways, thus resulting
in a significant cumulative impact. Cumulative no project traffic noise levels in
conjunction with project-generated traffic could result in additional traffic-related
noise on surrounding roadways which could contribute to a cumulative trafficnoise condition. This cumulative impact would be significant and the project’s
contribution would be cumulatively considerable.
The following mitigation measure has been adopted to address this impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.9-2: Reduce noise exposure to existing sensitive
receptors from project-generated traffic.
The project developer shall in coordination with the City implement the following
measures to reduce the effect of noise levels generated by on-site stationary noise
sources:


Construct outdoor sound barriers at the following locations:




Between the segment of Del Paso Road from Sorento Road to Carey
Road, and the ground level receptors directly north of this segment of
roadway.
Between the segment of Sorento Road from Del Paso Road to East Levee
Road, and the ground level receptors directly east of this segment of
roadway.

The applicant in coordination with the City shall offer the owners of all the
residences with addresses along this roadway segment the installation of a
sound barrier along the property line of their affected residential properties. At
a minimum, the sound barriers shall be just tall enough to break the line of
sight between vehicles traveling along this segment of roadway and the
existing sensitive receptors to the east of the roadway. The sound barriers
shall be constructed of solid material (e.g., wood, brick, adobe, an earthen
berm, boulders, or combination thereof). The reflectivity of each sound barrier
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shall be minimized to ensure that traffic noise reflected off the barrier does not
contribute to an exceedance of applicable noise standards at other off-site
receptors. The level of sound reflection from a barrier can be minimized with a
textured or absorptive surface or with vegetation on or next to the barrier. All
barriers shall blend into the overall landscape and have an aesthetically
pleasing appearance that agrees with the character of the surrounding area,
and not become the dominant visual element of the area. The owners of the
affected properties may choose to refuse this offer; however, the offer shall
be made available to subsequent owners of the property if change of
ownership occurs before project construction is complete. If an existing owner
refuses these measures, a deed notice must be included with any future sale
of the property to comply with California state real estate law, which requires
that sellers of real property disclose “any fact materially affecting the value
and desirability of the property” (California Civil Code, Section 1102.1[a]) and
shall indicate that the applicant agrees to install a sound barrier, as described
above.


The majority of residences along the east side of the segment of Sorento
Road from Del Paso Road to East Levee Road have ingress and egress
points (driveways) along the roadway of concern, thus, preventing continuous
sounds barriers from being constructed. Therefore, in addition to the sound
barriers described above, the applicant in coordination with the City shall offer
the owners of all the residences with driveways along this roadway segment
the installation of solid driveway gates to provide additional noise attenuation
where sound barriers are not able to be constructed. The driveway gates
must be constructed of solid material (e.g., wood, metal, or combination
thereof) and designed to ensure maximum noise attenuation. The owners of
the affected properties may choose to refuse this offer; however, the offer
shall be made available to subsequent owners of the property if change of
ownership occurs before project construction is complete. If an existing owner
refuses these measures, a deed notice must be included with any future sale
of the property to comply with California state real estate law, which requires
that sellers of real property disclose “any fact materially affecting the value
and desirability of the property” (California Civil Code, Section 1102.1[a]) and
shall indicate that the applicant agrees to install a driveway gate, as described
above.

Because a sound wall already exists along Del Paso Road on the roadway
segments that would experience an exceedance of the City exterior noise
compatibility standards, no feasible mitigation measures have been identified.
Finding: As described under the findings for Impact 5.2-2, implementation of
Mitigation Measure 5.9-2 would reduce noise levels at the sensitive receptors
adjacent to, and east of Sorento Road between Del Paso Road and East Levee
Road. However, it cannot be ensured that Mitigation Measure 5.9-2 would reduce
the incremental noise increase to below the City of Sacramento allowable noise
increment standard (5 dBA) in cumulative condition. (Draft EIR pages 5.9-30
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through 5.9-32)
For these reasons, the incremental contribution of the project to this
significant cumulative impact would remain cumulatively considerable and
significant and unavoidable.

Impact Category: Transportation and Circulation
Impact 5.11-3: Roadway segment operations
The addition of project-related traffic would increase delay at along study area
roadway segments. The increase in delay the following roadway segments within
the study area would level of service standards for the City and Sacramento
County (Draft EIR Table 5.11-16). This is considered a significant impact.





Elkhorn Boulevard – SR 99 to Marysville Boulevard
Regency Park Circle – North of Club Center Drive
Danbrook Drive – South of Club Center Drive
Sorento Road – North of Del Paso Road

The following mitigation measures have been adopted to address this
impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.11-3a: Roadway segment improvement
The project developer shall implement the following improvements:


Elkhorn Boulevard – SR 99 to Marysville Boulevard – Widen to four lanes. This
improvement will be incorporated in the project’s public facilities financing plan
for fair-share contribution and in place before deficient operation.

Mitigation Measure 5.11-3b: Development of a neighborhood traffic
management plan
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The project developer shall prepare neighborhood traffic management plans for
the following roadway segments for review and approval by the City:




Regency Park Circle – North of Club Center Drive
Danbrook Drive – South of Club Center Drive
Sorento Road – North of Del Paso Road

The neighborhood traffic management plans shall be implemented to address the
impacts of increased traffic volumes on this street. The plans shall be developed in
accordance with City practices, including the involvement of the neighborhood.
The plans will focus on travel speed and safe pedestrian crossings, and may
include elements such as chokers, pedestrian islands, curb extensions, and speed
humps.
Finding: Mitigation Measure 5.11-3a would reduce the impact of project
generated traffic along Elkhorn Boulevard in the study area to an acceptable
level of service (LOS A and B) and volume-to-capacity ratio increase (see Draft
EIR Table 5.11-17). The North Natomas Nexus Study and Finance Plan 2008
Update identifies the widening of Elkhorn Boulevard to six lanes within the City,
but does not address improvements beyond city limits to Marysville Boulevard.
The environmental impacts of widening of Elkhorn Boulevard from a two-lane to
a four- to six-lane facility were programmatically evaluated as part of the City of
Sacramento 2035 General Plan implementation in the City of Sacramento 2035
General Plan Update Master EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.11.3a would result in an acceptable
LOS and would reduce the impact on Elkhorn Boulevard to a less-thansignificant level.
Mitigation Measure 5.11-3b includes the implementation of neighborhood traffic
management plans for the segments along Regency Park Circle, Danbrook
Drive, and Sorento Road experiencing deficient operations consistent with
General Plan Policy M 4.3.2 on the provision of traffic calming measures.
However, the traffic volume reductions associated with these plans are uncertain.
Widening of these roadways is considered infeasible as it would require right-ofway acquisition from adjoining residential areas and would conflict with General
Plan policies that promote pedestrian and bicycle usage (policies M 1.2.1, M
2.1.3, M 4.2.2, and M 4.3.2). Additionally, no mitigation measure has been
identified for the deficient roadway segment along Barros Drive. The
intersections along this roadway segment would function at an acceptable level
of service without the need for further widening. In accordance with General Plan
policies to promote non-automotive modes of travel, no widening of Barros Drive
is proposed. No alternative or feasible mitigation measure in accordance with
General Plan Policy M 1.2.2 has been identified. (Draft EIR pages 5.11-45
through 5.11-49)
For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.
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Impact 5.11-11: Cumulative roadway segment operations
The project’s incremental increase in traffic to study roadway segments, in
combination with traffic from cumulative development, would result in deficient
level of service operations for the following intersections (Draft EIR Table
5.11-22). Overall, cumulative impacts to roadway segment operations would
be significant and the project’s contribution would be cumulatively
considerable.







Elkhorn Boulevard – Sageview Drive to East Levee Road
Regency Park Circle – North of Club Center Drive
Danbrook Drive – South of Club Center Drive
Sorento Road – North of Del Paso Road
Barros Drive – Sorento Road to Club Center Drive
Mayfield Street – West of Club Center Drive

The following mitigation measures have been adopted to address this
impact:
Mitigation Measure 5.11-3b: Development of a neighborhood traffic
management plan
The project developer shall prepare neighborhood traffic management plans for
the following roadway segments for review and approval by the City:




Regency Park Circle – North of Club Center Drive
Danbrook Drive – South of Club Center Drive
Sorento Road – North of Del Paso Road

The neighborhood traffic management plans shall be implemented to address the
impacts of increased traffic volumes on this street. The plans shall be developed in
accordance with City practices, including the involvement of the neighborhood.
The plans will focus on travel speed and safe pedestrian crossings, and may
include elements such as chokers, pedestrian islands, curb extensions, and speed
humps.
Mitigation Measure 5.11-11: Cumulative roadway segment improvements to
Elkhorn Boulevard
The project developer shall implement the following measures within the within the
study area:


Elkhorn Boulevard – Sageview Drive to East Levee Road – Widen to six lanes.
This improvement will be incorporated in the project’s public facilities financing
plan for fair-share contribution and in place before deficient operation.
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Finding: Mitigation Measure 5.11-11 would reduce the impact of project
generated traffic along Elkhorn Boulevard in the study area to an acceptable LOS
(LOS B) and would decrease the volume-to-capacity ratio (Draft EIR Table 5.1126). The environmental impacts of widening of Elkhorn Boulevard from a two-lane
to a four- to six-lane facility was programmatically evaluated as part of the City of
Sacramento 2035 General Plan implementation in the City of Sacramento 2035
General Plan Update Master EIR.
Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.11-11 would offset the project’s
contribution to this cumulative impact by improving Elkhorn Boulevard’s
LOS operation and result in a less than cumulatively considerable impact.
As identified in under the findings for Impact 5.11-3, implementation of Mitigation
Measure 5.11-3b would propose the implementation of neighborhood traffic
management plans for the segments along Regency Park Circle, Danbrook
Drive, and Sorento Road experiencing deficient operations consistent with
General Plan Policy M 4.3.2 on the provision of traffic calming measures.
However, the traffic volume reductions associated with these plans are uncertain.
Widening of these roadways are considered infeasible as it would require rightof-way acquisition from adjoining residential areas and would conflict with
General Plan policies that promote pedestrian and bicycle usage (policies M
1.2.1, M 2.1.3, M 4.2.2, and M 4.3.2). No mitigation measure has been identified
for the deficient roadway segment along Barros Drive and Mayfield Street. The
intersections along these roadway segments would function at an acceptable
level of service without the need for further widening. In accordance with General
Plan policies to promote non-automotive modes of travel, no widening of Barros
Drive and Mayfield Street is proposed. No alternative or feasible mitigation
measure in accordance with General Plan Policy M 1.2.2 has been identified.
Thus, there is no feasible mitigation available to offset the level of service
impacts to Regency Park Circle, Danbrook Drive, Sorento Road, Barros Drive,
and Mayfield Street. (Draft EIR pages 5.11-70 and 5.11-71)
For these reasons, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related
to deficient operation of these roadways is considered cumulatively
considerable and significant and unavoidable.
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Impact Category: Urban Design and Visual Resources
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Impact 5.12-1: Degradation of visual character
The visual character surrounding the project area consists of suburban uses that
transition to rural residential and agricultural conditions. The project would
convert the visual open space character of project area to suburban uses and
would further expand suburban development conditions east of existing North
Natomas Community that would substantially alter public views. Because of the
size of project area and its location along the northern boundary of the City, the
change in visual character would be considered a significant impact.
Finding: Because of the scale and location of the project, there is no feasible
mitigation available to address aesthetic resource impacts associated with the
conversion of open space and agricultural land to suburban development.
Although design, architectural, development, and landscaping standards are
included to ensure that suburban development on the project site remains within
certain aesthetic guidelines and consistent with applicable General Plan policies,
there is no mechanism to allow implementation of the project while avoiding the
conversion of the local viewshed from open space and agricultural uses to
suburban development. (see Draft EIR pages 4.12-12 and 4.12-13)
For these reasons, the impact remains significant and unavoidable.
Impact 5.12-3: Cumulative visual resource impacts
The project would convert the visual open space character of project area to
suburban uses and would further extend suburban development conditions east
of existing North Natomas Community. This would contribute to the cumulative
conversion of open space and agricultural areas in the Sacramento metropolitan
area. Overall, cumulative impacts to visual character would be significant and the
project’s contribution would be cumulatively considerable.
Finding: Because of the scale and location of the project, there is no feasible
mitigation available to offset the aesthetic resource impacts associated with the
conversion of open space and agricultural lands to suburban development. (see
Draft EIR pages 4.12-14 and 4.12-15)
For these reasons, the project’s contribution to cumulative impacts related
to the regional loss of the open space and agricultural lands is considered
cumulatively considerable and significant and unavoidable.
D.

Project Alternatives.

The City Council has considered the Project alternatives presented and
analyzed in the Final EIR and presented during the comment period and public
hearing process. Some of these alternatives have the potential to avoid or
reduce certain significant or potentially significant environmental impacts, as set
forth below. The City Council finds, based on specific economic, legal, social,
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technological, or other considerations, that these alternatives are infeasible.
Based on the impacts identified in the Final EIR and other reasons summarized
below, and as supported by substantial evidence in the record, the City Council
finds that approval and implementation of the Project as proposed is the most
desirable, feasible, and appropriate action and hereby rejects the other
alternatives and other combinations and/or variations of alternatives as infeasible
based on consideration of the relevant factors set forth in State CEQA Guidelines
Section 15126.6, subdivision (f). (See also State CEQA Guidelines, Section
15091, subd. [a][3].) Each alternative and the facts supporting the finding of
infeasibility of each alternative are set forth below.
Alternatives Considered and Dismissed from Further Consideration
Off-site alternatives are generally evaluated in an environmental document to
avoid, lessen, or eliminate the significant impacts of a project by considering the
proposed development in an entirely different location. To be feasible,
development of off-site locations must be able to fulfill the project purpose and
meet most of the project’s basic objectives. The main objectives of the Panhandle
project are to incorporate into the City, an area that is currently located in the City’s
SOI, and to develop the project area according to the visions of the City General
Plan and the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP). Both these documents
have identified the project area as developing with a mix of suburban uses. The
Panhandle Planned Unit Development (PUD) component of the project proposes a
mix of single-family residential units, along with public/quasi-public uses. Locating
the Panhandle PUD elsewhere within the City may not allow for the same mix of
residential densities and public uses.
An off-site alternative was not considered in Final EIR for the following reasons:








The development of the project area is consistent with the goals of the
General Plan and North Natomas Community Plan for this area of the North
Natomas community.
There are no un-entitled land areas within the North Natomas Community
Plan area of sufficient size to accommodate the project.
Areas outside the City of Sacramento are outside the jurisdiction of the City to
approve entitlements and, therefore, are not considered feasible alternatives.
An off-site alternative would not meet the basic objectives of the Project.
(Draft EIR pages 7-6 and 7-7)
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Summary of Alternatives Considered
The State CEQA Guidelines require analysis of a range of reasonable alternatives
to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of
the project’s basic objectives and avoid or substantially lessen any of the
significant effects of the project (State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6[a]). The
range of potentially feasible alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule
of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to
permit a reasoned choice. The potential feasibility of an alternative may be
determined based on a variety of factors, including economic viability, availability
of infrastructure, and other plans or regulatory limitations. The alternatives to the
Project evaluated in the Final EIR are:








Alternative 1: No Project-No Development Alternative, which the project
area is not annexed to the City and no changes to Sacramento County
General Plan land use designations or zoning would occur.
Alternative 2: Reduced Development Footprint Alternative, which would
modify the project design concentrating the proposed residential development
potential south of the East Natomas Education Complex. The Krumenacher
Ranch site and certain land areas east of the on-site powerlines would be
designated as open space and parks.
Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity Alternative, which would designate the
Krumenacher Ranch site as open space and parks and would reduce the
residential development potential and would not connect to Sorento Road.
Alternative 4: Complete Annexation of Sphere of Influence Alternative

The City Council rejects the alternatives set forth in the Final EIR and
summarized below because the City Council finds that there is substantial
evidence, including evidence of economic, legal, social, technological, and other
considerations described below that make infeasible such alternatives. In making
these determinations, the City Council is aware that CEQA defines “feasibility” to
mean “capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a
reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social,
legal, and technological factors.” The City Council is also aware that under CEQA
case law the concept of “feasibility” encompasses (i) the question of whether a
particular alternative promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project
and (ii) the question of whether an alternative is “desirable” from a policy
standpoint to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of
the relevant economic, environmental, social, legal, and technological factors.
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Alternative 1: No Project – No Development Alternative
Description
Under the No Project-No Development Alternative, the proposed annexation
would not take place, the Panhandle PUD project would not be built, and the
project area would remain under Sacramento County’s jurisdiction. The County’s
General Plan land use designation would remain as Agricultural Cropland.
Under County zoning regulations, only one residential unit could be constructed
per vacant parcel in the project area (project would retain its zoning of Agriculture
80 acres), thereby resulting in the potential for a total of eight residential units in
the project area (one existing [Krumenacher Ranch site] plus seven new
residential units for each of the existing parcels). It is assumed that the East
Natomas Education Complex site would be completed as approved under this
alternative.
Relationship to Project Objectives
The No Project-No Development Alternative would not meet any of the project
objectives.
Facts in Support of Finding of Infeasibility
The No Project-No Development Alternative would not implement the City of
Sacramento 2035 General Plan land use policies. The No Project Alternative
would not establish an appropriate land use mix to implement the project area’s
PD land use designation is consistent with goals LU 1.1, 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, and
2.7 and associated policies that support growth through orderly and well-planned
development (e.g., establishment of neighborhoods organized per a gridded
street system, pedestrian-friendly streets, and landscaped areas to promote
walkability). (Draft EIR pages 4-16 and 4-17)
The No Project-No Development Alternative also would not implement the North
Natomas Community land use polices. This alternative would not establish a
schematic plan or guidelines for the development of the area (Policy NNLU 1.1),
or establish housing diversity, including housing options to attract move-up home
buyers who wish to move to, or remain in, the Natomas area (policies NNLU 1.9
and NNLU 1.13). (Draft EIR page 4-17)
Alternative 1 therefore is infeasible and is rejected as such.
Alternative 2: Reduced Development Footprint Alternative
Description
Under Alternative 2, the Reduced Development Footprint Alternative, the same
general extent of residential, parks, and school development would occur on the
site. However, the land plan would be modified to designate the Krumenacher
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Ranch site and Panhandle PUD Village 13 as “Parks/Open Space” and would be
zoned “Agriculture-Open Space” to ensure the long-term preservation of the
current agricultural and open space condition of this area. The residential
development potential these areas (i.e., Krumenacher Ranch and Village 13)
would be transferred to the southern portion of the project area (Panhandle PUD
Villages 1 and 2) and these village areas would be designated as “Suburban
Neighborhood High Density.” This would result in 1,138 multifamily dwelling units.
All other aspects of the project’s land plan and roadway system design would
remain the same (Draft EIR Exhibit 7-2). Table 2 provides a summary of land uses
under this alternative.

Table 2

Alternative 2: Reduced Development Footprint Alternative Land Use Summary
Land Use

Net Acreage

Dwelling Unit Potential

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density - Village

59.3

500

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density – Estate

94.4

488

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density - Traditional

72.9

534

Suburban Neighborhood High Density

40.6

1,138

Residential Total

267.2

2,660

Suburban Center

9.7

Parks/Open Space

153.7

Ninos Parkway

20.1

High School/Middle School (East Natomas Education Complex)

60.4

Elementary School

10.0

Detention Basin

13.4

Major Collector and Residential Streets

54.9

Total

589.4

2,660

Relationship to Project Objectives
The Reduced Development Footprint Alternative would meet some project
objectives, but would not meet the following key project objective as it would
establish high density residential land uses adjacent to the existing single family
residential communities in North Natomas Community Plan area:
Create a community that makes efficient use of land while offering
residential housing densities that transition from urban densities of the
existing North Natomas Community to the west to the existing large-lot
and rural densities to the east.
Facts in Support of Finding of Infeasibility
This alternative would reduce identified significant biological resource and visual
impacts by permanently preserving the vernal pool and swale habitat conditions
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in the northwestern corner of the project area and the Krumenacher Ranch site
buildings. This site design would provide additional visual buffering from views
along Elkhorn Boulevard. However, this alternative would be inconsistent with the
project objective of offering residential housing densities that transition from
urban densities of the existing North Natomas Community.
Alternative 2 therefore is infeasible and is rejected as such.
Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity Alternative
Description
Under Alternative 3, the Reduced Intensity Alternative, the residential
development potential would be reduced by 1,606 dwelling units. The land plan
would be modified to designate the Krumenacher Ranch site and Panhandle
PUD Villages 6, 7, 13, and 14 as “Parks/Open Space” and would be zoned
“Agriculture-Open Space” to ensure the long-term preservation of the current
agricultural and open space condition of this area. The project roadway network
would be modified to eliminate connection to Sorento Road. All other aspects of
the project’s land plan and roadway system design would remain the same (Draft
EIR Exhibit 7-3). Table 3 provides a summary of land uses under this alternative.
Table 3

Alternative 3: Reduced Intensity Alternative Land Use Summary
Land Use

Net Acreage

Dwelling Unit Potential

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density - Village

59.3

500

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density – Estate

20.2

100

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density - Traditional

113.5

454

Residential Total

193.0

1,054

Suburban Center

9.7

Parks/Open Space

227.9

Ninos Parkway

20.1

High School/Middle School (East Natomas Education Complex)

60.4

Elementary School

10.0

Detention Basin

13.4

Major Collector and Residential Streets

54.9

Total

589.4

1,054

This alternative would avoid or reduce identified significant biological resource
and visual impacts by preserving the vernal pool and swale habitat conditions in
the northwestern corner of the project area and providing visual buffering from
views along Elkhorn Boulevard. The elimination of roadway connection to
Sorento Road is intended to eliminate significant project traffic noise impacts to
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existing residences that front onto Sorento Road. The reduction in residential
units may reduce some traffic impacts identified in the Final EIR.
Relationship to Project Objectives
The Reduced Intensity Alternative would meet some of the project objectives but
would substantially impede implementation of the City’s mixed income housing
policies and would restrict growth that could be displaced to areas outside the
North Natomas Community Plan.
Facts in Support of Finding of Infeasibility
This alternative would avoid or reduce identified significant biological resource
and visual impacts by preserving the vernal pool and swale habitat conditions in
the northwestern corner of the project area and providing visual buffering from
views along Elkhorn Boulevard. The elimination of roadway connection to
Sorento Road is intended to eliminate significant project traffic noise impacts to
existing residences that front onto Sorento Road. The reduction in residential
units would reduce some traffic impacts.
However, this alternative would reduce the site’s housing potential by 1,606
dwelling units, which would substantially increase the backbone infrastructure
and public facility costs per unit from $32,9861 to $52,013. This cost increase
would impact the ability for the project to provide a variety of housing types and
implement the project’s mixed income housing strategy as identified under General
Plan policies H-1.2.2, H-1.3.4, H-1.3.5, and H-2.2.7. The Reduced Intensity
Alternative would restrict the growth potential of the Panhandle PUD area that
could displace growth to areas outside of North Natomas Community Plan area.
Displaced growth could result in increased vehicle miles traveled (VMT), air
quality, and greenhouse gas emissions, among other environmental impacts.
Alternative 3 therefore is infeasible and is rejected as such.
Alternative 4: Complete Annexation of Sphere of Influence Alternative
Description
Complete Annexation of Sphere of Influence Alternative would expand the
proposed annexation to include the southern area of the SOI (835.3 acres, the
“Pan”) for total annexation area of 1,424.7 acres. No development is proposed in
the southern portion of the SOI as part of this alternative, and required City
rezoning of the southern portion would retain existing Sacramento County
allowed land uses (e.g., light industrial and commercial related uses). The
annexation would involve the reorganization of public service and utility
provisions and the detachment of the area from existing service districts for the
SOI:

The 2017 Panhandle Finance Plan identifies the Panhandle PUD backbone infrastructure and
public facilities costs would be $54,822,180.
1
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detachment from Rio Linda Elverta Recreation and Parks District (RLERPD)
(parks and recreation services);
detachment from Natomas Fire Protection District (fire protection and
emergency services);
detachment from Sacramento County Water Maintenance District Zone 41
(retail water services);
detachment from Sacramento County Water Utility and Sacramento County
Water Agency Zone 12 (drainage services in southern portion of SOI only);
detachment from Sacramento County Water Agency Zone 13 (water supply
and drainage services);
detachment from Sacramento County Service Area No. 1 (street lighting
maintenance); and
detachment from County Service Area No. 10 (enhanced transportation
services).

All other aspects of the project would remain the same as proposed.
Relationship to Project Objectives
The Complete Annexation of Sphere of Influence Alternative would meet the
project objectives.
Facts in Support of Finding of Infeasibility
The Complete Annexation of Sphere of Influence Alternative would have the
same project environmental impacts associated with the annexation,
construction, and development of the Panhandle PUD and its project area. Thus,
this alternative provides no environmental benefits over the Project. Further, as
identified in the April 6, 2010 City of Sacramento Staff Report for the Panhandle
Tax-Exchange Agreement, annexation of the “Pan” to the City is not feasible for
the following reasons:






The Rio Linda Elverta Recreation and Park District (District) obtains over 25
percent of its total tax revenues from the “Pan,” yet has no service costs in
the area as no park facilities or residents are in the “Pan.” Annexation of this
area could cause a significant revenue reduction with no attendant cost
savings.
Sacramento County would lose approximately $3 million per year in sales tax
from annexation of the “Pan.”
The City identified deferred maintenance for the “Pan” related to roadways,
storm drainage facilities, water distribution system that would cost
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approximately $10.6 million. These improvement costs could be applied to
property owners in the “Pan.”


A majority of property owners in the “Pan” have expressed their opposition to
any future annexation.

The City of Sacramento has confirmed these feasibility determinations related to
the potential annexation of the “Pan” in its September 9, 2016 correspondence to
Sacramento LAFCo.
Alternative 4 therefore is infeasible and is rejected as such.
E.

Statement of Overriding Considerations:

The Final EIR finds that even with implementation of all feasible mitigation
measures and consideration of project alternatives, the project will have the
following significant and unavoidable impacts:











Impact 5.2-2: Long-term operational emissions of air pollutants
Impact 5.2-7: Long-term operational emissions of criteria air pollutants and
precursors
Impact 5.9-1: Short-term construction noise impacts
Impact 5.9-2: Exposure of existing sensitive receptors to excessive traffic
noise level and/or substantial in traffic noise
Impact 5.9-5: Cumulative construction noise impacts
Impact 5.9-6: Cumulative traffic noise
Impact 5.11-3: Roadway segment operations
Impact 5.11-11: Cumulative roadway segment operations
Impact 5.12-1: Degradation of visual character
Impact 5.12-3: Cumulative visual resource impacts

The City has adopted all feasible mitigation measures with respect to these
impacts, which further lessen the impacts but would not reduce them below a
level of significance.
The primary purpose of CEQA is to fully inform the decision-makers and the
public as to the environmental effects of a proposed project and to include
feasible mitigation measures and alternatives to reduce any such adverse effects
below a level of significance. CEQA recognizes and authorizes the approval of
projects where not all adverse impacts can be fully lessened or avoided. Before
such a project can be approved, the public agency must consider and adopt a
“statement of overriding considerations” pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections
15043 and 15093. The agency’s statement of overriding considerations must
explain and justify the agency’s conclusion to approve such a project, setting
forth the proposed project’s general social, economic, policy, or other public
benefits which support the agency’s informed conclusion to approve the project.

Page 90 of 91

Any one of the reasons for approval cited below is sufficient to justify the
approval of the Project. Thus, even if a court were to conclude that not every
reason is supported by substantial evidence, the City Council would stand by its
determination that each individual reason is sufficient. The substantial evidence
supporting the various benefits can be found in the preceding findings, and the
documents found in the Record of Proceedings. The City Council finds that the
Project meets all the stated project objectives, justifying its approval and
implementation, notwithstanding the fact that not all environmental impacts were
fully reduced below a level of significance:






The Project would implement the Planned Development designation under
the North Natomas Community Plan through the establishment of the
Planned Unit Development that provides housing for the wide range of
residents including upscale housing through lower densities and additional
amenities would complete the vision of the North Natomas Community Plan
area. This would be consistent with North Natomas Community Plan policies
NN.LU 1.1, NN.LU 1.7, and NN.LU 1.13.
Consistent with General Plan goals 2.1, 2.3, 2.4, 2.5, 2.7, and their
implementing policies, the Project would establish a variety of residential
densities and includes neighborhoods (14 villages) organized per a gridded
street system, pedestrian-friendly streets, and landscaped areas to promote
walkability. The Project establishes “Traditional” lot densities primarily along
the western project boundary consistent with residential uses and densities in
the adjacent North Natomas neighborhoods. Lower density “Estate” lots are
proposed primarily in the eastern portion of the Project that transition project
residential densities to complement the rural residential character of the
Valley View Acres community to the east of the Project. This neighborhood
design would also meet policy provisions under goals 4.1 and 4.5 by
providing a mix of residential types, while transitioning densities to match
existing development to the west and east of the project area
The Project provides new pedestrian and bike facilities that will interconnect
with existing North Natomas Community neighborhoods to the west and the
Valley View Acres community to the east consistent with City of Sacramento
Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018 –
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
July 3, 2018
AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
FOR THE PANHANDLE ANNEXATION PROJECT ON PROPERTY LOCATED IN NORTH
NATOMAS, BETWEEN ELKHORN BOULEVARD, DEL PASO ROAD, AND SORENTO
ROAD
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1
This Ordinance incorporates, and by this reference makes part hereof, that certain
Development Agreement, by and between the City of Sacramento and Twin Rivers Unified
School District (the “landowner”), a copy of which is attached.
SECTION 2
The City Council finds the following:
A.

The agreement is consistent with the General Plan and the goals, policies, standards
and objectives of the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP).

B.

The project should be encouraged in order to meet important economic, social,
environmental or planning goals of the NNCP.

C.

The project would be unlikely to proceed in the manner proposed in the absence of a
development agreement.

D.

The landowner will incur substantial costs in order to provide public improvements,
facilities or services from which the general public will benefit.

E.

The landowner will participate in all programs established and/or required under the
General Plan and the NNCP and all of its approving resolutions (including any mitigation
monitoring plan), and has agreed to financial participation required under the Panhandle
Planned Unit Development Public Facilities Finance Plan and its implementation
measures, all of which will accrue to the benefit of the public.

F.

The development agreement is consistent with the form specified in Resolution No. 94494, updated to reflect the 2035 General Plan and site-specific needs.

G.

The landowner has made commitments to a high standard of quality and has agreed to
all applicable land use and development regulations.

H.

The local flood management agency has made adequate progress (as defined in
California Government Code section 65007) on the construction of a flood protection

system that will result in flood protection equal to or greater than the urban level of flood
protection in urban or urbanizing areas or the national Federal Emergency Management
Agency standard of flood protection in nonurbanized areas for property located within a
flood hazard zone, intended to be protected by the system.
SECTION 3
The attached Development Agreement is hereby approved, and the Mayor is authorized to
execute the Development Agreement on behalf of the City of Sacramento after the effective
date of this Ordinance.
Exhibits
 Exhibit A: Development Agreement

ORDINANCE NO. 2018 –
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
July 3, 2018
AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
FOR THE PANHANDLE ANNEXATION PROJECT ON PROPERTY LOCATED IN NORTH
NATOMAS, BETWEEN ELKHORN BOULEVARD, DEL PASO ROAD, AND SORENTO
ROAD
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1


This Ordinance incorporates, and by this reference makes part hereof, that certain
Development Agreement, by and between the City of Sacramento and BENNETT
NORTH NATOMAS LLC, DECOU NORTH NATOMAS LLC (the “landowner”), a copy of
which is attached.

SECTION 2
The City Council finds the following:
A.

The agreement is consistent with the General Plan and the goals, policies, standards
and objectives of the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP).

B.

The project should be encouraged in order to meet important economic, social,
environmental or planning goals of the NNCP.

C.

The project would be unlikely to proceed in the manner proposed in the absence of a
development agreement.

D.

The landowner will incur substantial costs in order to provide public improvements,
facilities or services from which the general public will benefit.

E.

The landowner will participate in all programs established and/or required under the
General Plan and the NNCP and all of its approving resolutions (including any mitigation
monitoring plan), and has agreed to financial participation required under the Panhandle
Planned Unit Development Public Facilities Finance Plan and its implementation
measures, all of which will accrue to the benefit of the public.

F.

The development agreement is consistent with the form specified in Resolution No. 94494, updated to reflect the 2035 General Plan and site-specific needs.

G.

The landowner has made commitments to a high standard of quality and has agreed to
all applicable land use and development regulations.

H.

The local flood management agency has made adequate progress (as defined in
California Government Code section 65007) on the construction of a flood protection
system that will result in flood protection equal to or greater than the urban level of flood
protection in urban or urbanizing areas or the national Federal Emergency Management
Agency standard of flood protection in nonurbanized areas for property located within a
flood hazard zone, intended to be protected by the system.

SECTION 3
The attached Development Agreement is hereby approved, and the Mayor is authorized to
execute the Development Agreement on behalf of the City of Sacramento after the effective
date of this Ordinance.
Exhibits
 Exhibit A: Development Agreement

ORDINANCE NO. 2018 –
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
July 3, 2018
AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
FOR THE PANHANDLE ANNEXATION PROJECT ON PROPERTY LOCATED IN NORTH
NATOMAS, BETWEEN ELKHORN BOULEVARD, DEL PASO ROAD, AND SORENTO
ROAD
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1
This Ordinance incorporates, and by this reference makes part hereof, that certain
Development Agreement, by and between the City of Sacramento and Moontide LLC (the
“landowner”), a copy of which is attached.
SECTION 2
The City Council finds the following:
A.

The agreement is consistent with the General Plan and the goals, policies, standards
and objectives of the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP).

B.

The project should be encouraged in order to meet important economic, social,
environmental or planning goals of the NNCP.

C.

The project would be unlikely to proceed in the manner proposed in the absence of a
development agreement.

D.

The landowner will incur substantial costs in order to provide public improvements,
facilities or services from which the general public will benefit.

E.

The landowner will participate in all programs established and/or required under the
General Plan and the NNCP and all of its approving resolutions (including any mitigation
monitoring plan), and has agreed to financial participation required under the Panhandle
Planned Unit Development Public Facilities Finance Plan and its implementation
measures, all of which will accrue to the benefit of the public.

F.

The development agreement is consistent with the form specified in Resolution No. 94494, updated to reflect the 2035 General Plan and site-specific needs.

G.

The landowner has made commitments to a high standard of quality and has agreed to
all applicable land use and development regulations.

H.

The local flood management agency has made adequate progress (as defined in
California Government Code section 65007) on the construction of a flood protection
system that will result in flood protection equal to or greater than the urban level of flood
protection in urban or urbanizing areas or the national Federal Emergency Management
Agency standard of flood protection in nonurbanized areas for property located within a
flood hazard zone, intended to be protected by the system.

SECTION 3
The attached Development Agreement is hereby approved, and the Mayor is authorized to
execute the Development Agreement on behalf of the City of Sacramento after the effective
date of this Ordinance.
Exhibits
 Exhibit A: Development Agreement

ORDINANCE NO. 2018 –
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
July 3, 2018
AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
FOR THE PANHANDLE ANNEXATION PROJECT ON PROPERTY LOCATED IN NORTH
NATOMAS, BETWEEN ELKHORN BOULEVARD, DEL PASO ROAD, AND SORENTO
ROAD
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1
This Ordinance incorporates, and by this reference makes part hereof, that certain
Development Agreement, by and between the City of Sacramento and Carl Brothers, trustee of
Ernest G Brother 1993 Revocable Trust (the “landowner”), a copy of which is attached.
SECTION 2
The City Council finds the following:
A.

The agreement is consistent with the General Plan and the goals, policies, standards
and objectives of the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP).

B.

The project should be encouraged in order to meet important economic, social,
environmental or planning goals of the NNCP.

C.

The project would be unlikely to proceed in the manner proposed in the absence of a
development agreement.

D.

The landowner will incur substantial costs in order to provide public improvements,
facilities or services from which the general public will benefit.

E.

The landowner will participate in all programs established and/or required under the
General Plan and the NNCP and all of its approving resolutions (including any mitigation
monitoring plan), and has agreed to financial participation required under the Panhandle
Planned Unit Development Public Facilities Finance Plan and its implementation
measures, all of which will accrue to the benefit of the public.

F.

The development agreement is consistent with the form specified in Resolution No. 94494, updated to reflect the 2035 General Plan and site-specific needs.

G.

The landowner has made commitments to a high standard of quality and has agreed to
all applicable land use and development regulations.

H.

The local flood management agency has made adequate progress (as defined in
California Government Code section 65007) on the construction of a flood protection

system that will result in flood protection equal to or greater than the urban level of flood
protection in urban or urbanizing areas or the national Federal Emergency Management
Agency standard of flood protection in nonurbanized areas for property located within a
flood hazard zone, intended to be protected by the system.
SECTION 3
The attached Development Agreement is hereby approved, and the Mayor is authorized to
execute the Development Agreement on behalf of the City of Sacramento after the effective
date of this Ordinance.
Exhibits
 Exhibit A: Development Agreement

ORDINANCE NO. 2018 –
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
July 3, 2018
AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
FOR THE PANHANDLE ANNEXATION PROJECT ON PROPERTY LOCATED IN NORTH
NATOMAS, BETWEEN ELKHORN BOULEVARD, DEL PASO ROAD, AND SORENTO
ROAD
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1
This Ordinance incorporates, and by this reference makes part hereof, that certain
Development Agreement, by and between the City of Sacramento and Tasso Peter Cononelos
(the “landowner”), a copy of which is attached.
SECTION 2
The City Council finds the following:
A.

The agreement is consistent with the General Plan and the goals, policies, standards
and objectives of the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP).

B.

The project should be encouraged in order to meet important economic, social,
environmental or planning goals of the NNCP.

C.

The project would be unlikely to proceed in the manner proposed in the absence of a
development agreement.

D.

The landowner will incur substantial costs in order to provide public improvements,
facilities or services from which the general public will benefit.

E.

The landowner will participate in all programs established and/or required under the
General Plan and the NNCP and all of its approving resolutions (including any mitigation
monitoring plan), and has agreed to financial participation required under the Panhandle
Planned Unit Development Public Facilities Finance Plan and its implementation
measures, all of which will accrue to the benefit of the public.

F.

The development agreement is consistent with the form specified in Resolution No. 94494, updated to reflect the 2035 General Plan and site-specific needs.

G.

The landowner has made commitments to a high standard of quality and has agreed to
all applicable land use and development regulations.

H.

The local flood management agency has made adequate progress (as defined in
California Government Code section 65007) on the construction of a flood protection

system that will result in flood protection equal to or greater than the urban level of flood
protection in urban or urbanizing areas or the national Federal Emergency Management
Agency standard of flood protection in nonurbanized areas for property located within a
flood hazard zone, intended to be protected by the system.
SECTION 3
The attached Development Agreement is hereby approved, and the Mayor is authorized to
execute the Development Agreement on behalf of the City of Sacramento after the effective
date of this Ordinance.
Exhibits
 Exhibit A: Development Agreement

ORDINANCE NO. 2018 –
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
July 3, 2018
AN ORDINANCE RELATING TO THE APPROVAL OF A DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
FOR THE PANHANDLE ANNEXATION PROJECT ON PROPERTY LOCATED IN NORTH
NATOMAS, BETWEEN ELKHORN BOULEVARD, DEL PASO ROAD AND SORENTO ROAD
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1
This Ordinance incorporates, and by this reference makes part hereof, that certain
Development Agreement, by and between the City of Sacramento and Beachfields, LLC, a
copy of which is attached.
SECTION 2
The City Council enacts this ordinance against the following background:
A.

The agreement is consistent with the city general plan and the goals, policies, standards
and objectives of the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP).

B.

The project should be encouraged in order to meet important economic, social,
environmental or planning goals of the NNCP.

C.

The project would be unlikely to proceed in the manner proposed in the absence of a
Development Agreement.

D.

The landowner will incur substantial costs in order to provide public improvements,
facilities or services from which the general public will benefit.

E.

The landowner will participate in all programs established and/or required under the
general plan and the NNCP and all of its approving resolutions (including any mitigation
monitoring plan), and has agreed to financial participation required under any applicable
financing plan and its implementation measures, all of which will accrue to the benefit of
the public.

F.

The form of the development agreement is as specified in Ordinance No. 95-012.

G.

The local flood management agency has made adequate progress (as defined in
California Government Code section 65007) on the construction of a flood protection
system that will result in flood protection equal to or greater than the urban level of flood
protection in urban or urbanizing areas or the national Federal Emergency Management
Agency standard of flood protection in nonurbanized areas for property located within a
flood hazard zone, intended to be protected by the system.

SECTION 3
The attached Development Agreement is hereby approved, and the Mayor is authorized to
execute the Development Agreement on behalf of the City of Sacramento after the effective
date of this Ordinance. This approval and authorization is based upon the California
Environmental Quality Act Exemption which is the subject of a separate resolution adopted by
City Council prior to or concurrent with the adoption of this Ordinance.
SECTION 4
Consistent with City Council Resolution 94-494, the Exhibits to the Development Agreement as
they appear in Exhibit A to this Ordinance may be modified by City, in cooperation with
Landowner, after City Council approval and execution by the Parties, and prior to recordation,
of the Development Agreement, in order to conform to the final City Council approval of the
Project.
Exhibits
Exhibit A: Development Agreement

Here is one copy of the Draft Development Agreement for the Panhandle Annexation project. The
terms of this Development Agreement will be the same for all six (6) property owners with exception
to owner name(s) and property legal description(s).

Exhibit A
No Fee Required: Recording benefits the
City of Sacramento, a government entity.
RECORDING REQUESTED BY
AND WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:
City Clerk
City of Sacramento
915 I Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECORDER’S USE ONLY
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
BY AND BETWEEN
THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO
AND
BEACHFIELDS LLC
This Development Agreement (hereinafter “Agreement”) is made and entered into this ___ day
of _____________, 2018, by and between the CITY OF SACRAMENTO, a municipal corporation
(hereinafter the “CITY”), and BEACHFIELDS LLC (hereinafter the “LANDOWNER”).
RECITALS
A.

To strengthen the public planning process, encourage private participation in comprehensive
planning and reduce the economic risks of development, the Legislature of the State of
California adopted section 65864 et seq. of the Government Code which authorizes any city,
county, or city and county to enter into a development agreement with an applicant for a
development project, in order to establish certain rights and obligations of the parties relative
to the Property.

B. LANDOWNER owns a legal or equitable interest in those certain parcels of real property
(hereinafter the “Property”), described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated herein by
this reference, which are located within the CITY. The Property consists of lands designated as
Assessor Parcels Nos. 225-0050-022-0000; 225-0060-021-0000; LANDOWNER seeks to develop
the Property consistent with CITY’s General Plan, the 1994 North Natomas Community Plan and
the Planning and Development Code (Sacramento City Code title 17) as they exist on the Effective
Date.
C.

The City Council on May 3, 1994, after making specific findings and adopting a Statement of
Overriding Considerations, approved the 1994 North Natomas Community Plan by Resolution
No. 94-259 (hereinafter the “NNCP”).

D.

The City Council on March 3, 2015, after a duly noticed public hearing, (1) certified the Master
EIR for the Sacramento 2035 General Plan by Resolution No. 2015-0060; and (2) adopted the
2035 General Plan, which includes the North Natomas Community Plan Area, by Resolution
No. 2015-0061 (hereinafter the “General Plan”). The uses allowed under the General Plan,
NNCP, and the applicable ordinances provide for a balanced mix of residential housing and
employment opportunities as well as provide for the protection of major open-space and
recreational resources.
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E.

The City Council on July 3, 2018, after a duly noticed public hearing, approved the Panhandle
Finance Plan to provide a plan for the financing of the Infrastructure and public improvements
needed to successfully implement the NNCP over time.

F.

CITY and LANDOWNER desire to enter into a development agreement pursuant to the
provisions of Government Code section 65865 et seq. in order to provide for the orderly
development of the Property, in accordance with the goals set forth in Government Code
section 65865, the General Plan and the NNCP.

G.

The coordinated and orderly development of the Property, and LANDOWNER’s commitment
to the implementation of the Panhandle Finance Plan in order to assure the timely and
properly-phased construction of all required Infrastructure and facilities, are essential to the
proper implementation of the General Plan and the NNCP.

H.

LANDOWNER desires to facilitate implementation of the General Plan, the NNCP and the
Panhandle Finance Plan, and LANDOWNER therefore agrees to develop the Property in a
manner consistent with the policies of the General Plan, the NNCP, the Panhandle Finance
Plan and the Special Conditions, provided that LANDOWNER is assured that no subsequent
changes in the General Plan, the NNCP, the Panhandle Finance Plan, the Zoning Ordinance or
the Special Conditions shall apply to the Property during the term of this Agreement.

I.

The City Council, on March 7, 1995, adopted the Procedural Ordinance, by which CITY will,
inter alia, consider, adopt, amend and subsequently review the development agreements by
and between CITY and a given landowner.

J.

Development of the Property, in accordance with the conditions of this Development
Agreement, will provide orderly growth and development of the Property in accordance with
the requirements, policies, goals, standards, and objectives of the General Plan and the NNCP.
At the same time, it will assure that LANDOWNER is committed to funding its appropriate
share of the cost of Infrastructure and other facilities which are the subject of the Panhandle
Finance Plan, and that the funding for acquisition and construction of those facilities will be
available to CITY as and when required under the Infrastructure phasing program.

K.

This Agreement is voluntarily entered into by LANDOWNER in order to assure the
implementation of the General Plan, the NNCP and the Panhandle Finance Plan, and is made
in consideration of the rights conferred and the procedures specified herein for the
development of the Property. This Agreement is voluntarily entered into by CITY in the
exercise of its legislative discretion in order to assure the implementation of the General Plan,
the NNCP, and the Panhandle Finance Plan and in consideration of the agreements and
undertakings of LANDOWNER hereunder. But for LANDOWNER’s contribution to and
-2-
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participation in programs to mitigate the impacts of the development of the Property and the
cumulative impacts of development in the NNCP area, and to the implementation of the
Panhandle Financing Plan, the CITY would not approve development of the Property.
L.

The authority for this Agreement is contained in the City Charter of CITY, the Procedural
Ordinance, other applicable CITY ordinances, resolutions and procedures and Government
Code section 65864 et seq.

M.

CITY and LANDOWNER have taken all actions mandated by and have fulfilled all requirements
set forth in the Procedural Ordinance for the adoption of this Agreement by the City Council.

N.

The City Council has reviewed and approved this Agreement. It finds that this Agreement is
consistent with the General Plan, the NNCP, the Panhandle Finance Plan, and all other
applicable CITY ordinances, rules and regulations. The implementation of this Agreement is in
the best interest of CITY and the health, safety and welfare of its residents. The environmental
impacts of the development contemplated herein were adequately considered in the
environmental documentation prepared by CITY and adoption of the ordinance and approval
of this Agreement complies in all respects with the California Environmental Quality Act.
AGREEMENT

NOW, THEREFORE, in further consideration of the above recitals, all of which are expressly
incorporated into this Agreement, and the mutual promises and covenants of the parties contained in
this Agreement, and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which is
hereby acknowledged, the parties agree as follows:
I. DEFINITIONS
The terms set forth below, unless the context otherwise requires, shall have the meanings
prescribed, for purposes of this Agreement.
•

Adopting Ordinance: the ordinance pursuant to which the City Council approves this Agreement.

•

Allocation Procedures: those procedures set forth in section 5.H. of this Agreement, whereunder
the various uses and densities are distributed to and among the various parcels, or portions of
them, comprising the Property.

•

Annual Review: the process, and procedures therefor, whereby CITY reviews, pursuant to
Government Code section 65865.1, the nature and extent of compliance by LANDOWNER with all
-3-
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of the terms and conditions of this Agreement, which process and procedures are as specified in
the Procedural Ordinance, and in section 17 of this Agreement.
•

Assessment: a special assessment levied on real property within the North Natomas Community
Plan area, for the purpose of financing Infrastructure and/or public facilities, or maintenance
thereof, in accordance with the California Streets and Highways Code, the California Government
Code, and/or the Sacramento City Code.

•

Assessment District Policy Manual: the document entitled “City of Sacramento Policy and
Procedures for Use of Special Assessment and Mello-Roos Community Facilities District Financing
for Infrastructure and Public Facilities,” as adopted by the City Council on June 29, 1993
(Resolution 93-381), as said document may be amended from time to time.

•

Assignee: a third Person executing an Assumption Agreement prepared in accordance with the
format prescribed in Exhibit D.

•

Assignment: the sale or other transfer by LANDOWNER of all or part of its right, title and interest
in the Property and in this Agreement to another Person, in accordance with the terms and
conditions of this Agreement.

•

Assumption Agreement: the agreement prescribed in Exhibit D, whereby an Assignee undertakes
to perform all obligations, and other terms and conditions of this Agreement, as a condition of
release of the Assignee’s predecessor in interest from the responsibility for performance of such
obligations and other terms and conditions, with respect to the portion of the Property assigned
to the Assignee.

•

CEQA: the California Environmental Quality Act, set forth at California Public Resources Code
section 21000 et seq., as amended from time to time.

•

CITY: the City of Sacramento.

•

City Agency: the Redevelopment Agency of the City of Sacramento, and the Housing Agency of
the City of Sacramento.

•

City Council: the Council of the City of Sacramento.

•

Panhandle Drainage Study: the drainage system modeling report for Natomas Panhandle,
prepared by MacKay and Somps for the Panhandle owner’s group, The Hodgson Company and
accepted by the City of Sacramento, as it may be amended from time to time.
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•

Comprehensive Flood Management Plan: that plan required to be prepared, and to be adopted
by the City Council, pursuant to the CITY’s floodplain policy adopted by Resolution No. 93-696.

•

Dedication: the transfer of real property, or a defined interest therein, to CITY or another public
agency, free of all encumbrances and other matters affecting the title except as may otherwise be
agreed to by CITY or such other public agency, and at no cost to CITY or such other public agency.

•

Deed of Trust: a real property security device whereby the debtor (trustor) conveys title to real
property to a trustee as security for a debt owed to the creditor (beneficiary).

•

Default: a failure of performance, or unreasonable delay in performance, by either party to this
Agreement, of any of its terms, conditions, obligations or covenants. Default shall include, but not
be limited to failure to comply with all provisions of the Panhandle Finance Plan and/or failure to
pay any fee, tax or assessment enacted pursuant to that Plan.

•

Development: the use(s) to which the Property will be put, the buildings and improvements to be
constructed on it, and the construction activities incident thereto, together with the process of
obtaining all required land use entitlements.

•

Development Agreement: this Agreement.

•

Development Plan: LANDOWNER’s plan for development of the Property, as set forth in Exhibit B.
Where LANDOWNER, at the time of execution of this Agreement, does not propose a specific
development project, the Development Plan shall be deemed to be development consistent with
the Land Use and Development Regulations.

•

Drainage Agreement: the agreement between LANDOWNER and CITY for the construction of the
Drainage System, in a form acceptable to the CITY Department of Utilities.

•

Drainage System: that drainage system set forth in the Panhandle Drainage Study, as that study
may exist from time to time.

•

Drainage Shed Area: the individual drainage shed area identified in the Panhandle Drainage
Study.

•

Effective Date: the date on which this Agreement has been approved by the City Council.

•

General Plan: the General Plan of the City of Sacramento, as adopted by the City Council on
March 3, 2015, as said plan may be amended from time to time.
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•

Habitat Conservation Plan: that plan, which must be adopted and implemented by the City
Council, pursuant to which measures are taken to implement the provisions of the federal and
state Endangered Species Acts, and pursuant to which incidental take permits will be issued to the
City of Sacramento, to Landowner, or to others under said Acts.

•

Infrastructure: all public facilities and improvements needed to serve urban development, as
identified in the NNCP and the Panhandle Finance Plan, or in subdivision maps, parcel maps, or as
may otherwise be constructed and conveyed to CITY or another public agency, including but not
limited to street and freeway improvements, drainage improvements, sanitary sewer
improvements and water storage and transmission facilities.

•

Interim Drainage: temporary surface water drainage to be provided to the Panhandle area by RD1000, and/or any phase of the Drainage System, and/or any drainage project resulting in the
removal of land within the Panhandle Finance Plan Area from a 100-year floodplain, pursuant to a
plan approved by that agency and the City Council for the initial phase of development within
Panhandle, until such time as the Drainage System is constructed and operational, all pursuant to
the RD-1000 Agreement.

•

Irrevocable Offer of Dedication: an unconditional and irrevocable offer by LANDOWNER to
transfer real property to CITY in accordance with the provisions of the NNLAP and/or any
condition of any land use entitlement applicable to the Property, in the form specified in Exhibit
G.

•

Land Use and Development Regulations: the General Plan, the North Natomas Community Plan,
the CITY’s Subdivision Map Act Ordinance, and Zoning Ordinances, together with any other CITY
ordinance, or resolutions, rules, regulations and official policies as they exist on the Effective
Date, which govern or regulate land use and/or development in the North Natomas Community
Plan area.

•

Lender: a Person (or a successor in interest to such person) who has advanced funds to, or who is
otherwise owed money by a debtor, where the obligation is embodied in a promissory note or
other evidence of indebtedness, and where such note or other evidence of indebtedness is
secured by a Mortgage or Deed of Trust.

•

Mortgage: a contract by which the mortgagor (debtor) as owner hypothecates or pledges real
property, or otherwise grants a security interest therein to a Lender (mortgagee), to secure
performance under a promissory note or other evidence of indebtedness, and where the holder
of the mortgage is granted a power of sale.
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•

North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP): the Community Plan for development of the North
Natomas area, as adopted by the City Council on May 3, 1994, as said plan exists on the Effective
Date. The NNCP includes, without limitation, a Land Use Diagram and Policy Statements.

•

Panhandle Finance Plan: the plan, as it may be amended from time to time, which establishes
methods for financing required maintenance, operations, Infrastructure and public facilities
through a combination of land transfers, dedications, contributions, fees, assessment districts,
community facilities districts, and other measures, and as more particularly described in Exhibit E1.

•

Panhandle Finance Plan Area: the lands within the area covered by the Panhandle Finance Plan,
and which are obligated thereby, as that area may exist from time to time.

•

Parties: the City of Sacramento and LANDOWNER.

•

Person: any person, firm, association, organization, partnership, business trust, corporation or
company.

•

Planning and Development Code: the Planning and Development Code of the City of Sacramento,
as that Code exists on the Effective Date.

•

Procedural Ordinance: Ordinance No. 95-012, adopted by the City Council on March 7, 1995, and
which sets forth procedures for execution, approval, implementation, amendment, and related
matters, with respect to development agreements for lands within the NNCP area.

•

Project: part or all of the elements set forth in LANDOWNER’s Development Plan.

•

Project Review: CITY’s actions in reviewing any project proposed by LANDOWNER with respect to
the Property, including but not limited to review of all required land use entitlement applications.

•

Property: the real property owned by LANDOWNER, as set forth in Exhibit A.

•

Protest Waiver: the agreement set forth in Exhibit F, executed by LANDOWNER pursuant to this
Agreement, or in connection with the conditions of any required entitlement.

•

Purchaser: an assignee.

•

Reconfiguration: the reconfiguration, adjustment or alteration of property lines through parcel or
subdivision mapping, or lot line adjustment.
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•

RD-1000 Agreement: any agreement which governs the terms and conditions under which
Interim Drainage, if applicable, will be provided to the Property.

•

Reimbursement: the reimbursement of monies to a Person who has advanced funds for
Infrastructure required for development of the Property, or who has advanced funding for
Infrastructure or other improvements which are required by the NNCP, the Panhandle Finance
Plan, or other document, and which have benefit to land beyond the Property, in accordance with
a reimbursement agreement approved by CITY. Any such agreement will be limited to the portion
of the funding advanced which is in excess of the allocable share of the cost of the Infrastructure
or improvement attributable to the Property.

•

Reimbursable Infrastructure Costs: those costs paid by LANDOWNER, and which are identified as
reimbursable pursuant to CITY’s Assessment District Policy Manual [as defined in section 8.D.(1)
of this Agreement].

•

Special Conditions: those conditions, terms and requirements specified in Exhibit C.

•

Special Permit: any discretionary permit required pursuant to the Land Use and Development
Regulations, and issued by CITY for development of the Property, upon proper application
therefor by LANDOWNER.

•

Term: the length of this Agreement in terms of time, as specified in section 3, or as that time may
be extended pursuant to any applicable provision of this Agreement.

•

Transfer: an assignment.

•

Transferee: an assignee.

•

Zoning: the division of the City of Sacramento into districts, and the application of zoning
regulations thereto, which include (without limitation) regulation of the height or bulk of
buildings (structural and architectural design) and the use to which the land and buildings within
prescribed districts may be put, all as specified in the Zoning Ordinance.
II. TERMS AND CONDITIONS OF AGREEMENT

1.

Property Description and Binding Covenants. The Property is that certain real property owned
by LANDOWNER and described in Exhibit “A.” The burdens of this Agreement shall be binding
upon, and the benefits of this Agreement shall inure to the benefit of, the parties and, subject
to section 4 below, to their successors-in-interest.
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2.

Interests of Landowner. LANDOWNER represents that LANDOWNER owns a legal or equitable
interest in the Property and that all other Persons holding legal or equitable interests in the
Property, including [Name] (the Lender), have executed and are bound by this Agreement.

3.

Term.
A.

Initial Term. The term of this Agreement shall commence on the Effective Date and shall
extend for a period of fifteen (15) years thereafter, unless it is sooner terminated or
modified by the mutual consent of the parties. Annexation. The obligations and
commitments of the Parties set forth in this Agreement are contingent upon the
annexation of all or a portion of the Property into the jurisdictional limits of the City.
Pursuant to Government Code section 65865 this Agreement shall not become operative
unless and until the proceedings annexing the property to the CITY are completed. CITY
shall cooperate with the Sacramento County Local Agency Formation Commission in
expediting the annexation process to facilitate annexation of the Property as soon as
feasible following the Effective Date.

B.

Renewal Options. Subject to the provisions of this subsection, LANDOWNER shall have
the right to renew this Agreement on its same terms and conditions, taking into account
any amendments hereto mutually agreed upon after the Effective Date. The term of this
Agreement shall mean and include the initial term, plus any renewal periods. The specific
conditions for exercise of the renewal options are as follows:
(1)

On the Exercise Date, LANDOWNER shall not be in default in any material respect
under this Agreement, including any amendments hereto. For purposes of this
subsection, “Exercise Date” shall mean the date that LANDOWNER or
LANDOWNER’s successor in interest gives written notice of intention to exercise the
option to renew this Agreement, in accordance with the provisions of section 20
hereof.

(2)

The option to renew shall be exercisable by giving CITY written notice of
LANDOWNER’s intention to exercise the option on or before the Exercise Date,
which notice shall be given not later than one hundred eighty (180) days prior to
expiration of the initial term or any renewal term.

(3)

LANDOWNER shall be limited to three (3) renewal periods of five (5) years each; the
parties specifically intend that under no circumstances shall the term of this
Agreement extend beyond thirty (30) years, unless this Agreement is amended in
accordance with the procedures set forth herein for Agreement amendments.
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4.

Assignment. LANDOWNER shall have the right to sell, assign, or transfer its interests under this
Agreement as part of a contemporaneous and related sale, assignment or transfer of its
interests in the Property, or any portion thereof, without the consent of CITY; provided,
however, that LANDOWNER shall notify CITY of such sale, assignment or transfer by providing
written notice thereof to CITY in the manner provided in this Agreement. LANDOWNER shall
remain obligated to perform all terms and conditions of this Agreement, unless such purchaser,
assignee or transferee, to the satisfaction of and in a form acceptable to the City Attorney,
executes and delivers to CITY an express agreement to assume all of the obligations and other
terms and conditions of this Agreement with respect to the Property or such portion thereof
sold, assigned or transferred. The execution of such an assumption agreement shall relieve
LANDOWNER of the obligations expressly assumed only if (a) LANDOWNER is not in default
under this Agreement at the time of the assignment or transfer; and (b) LANDOWNER has
provided CITY with notice of said assignment or transfer in the manner provided hereunder.
Any such assumption agreement with respect to LANDOWNER’s obligations under this
Agreement shall be deemed to be to the satisfaction of the City Attorney if executed in the
form of the Assignment and Assumption Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit “D” and
incorporated herein by this reference, or such other form as shall be proposed by LANDOWNER
and approved by the City Attorney prior to the effective date of the assignment.
Any purchaser, assignee, or transferee shall be obligated and bound by the terms and
conditions of this Agreement, and shall be the beneficiary thereof and a party thereto, only
with respect to the Property, or such portion thereof, sold, assigned, or transferred to it. Any
such purchaser, assignee, or transferee shall observe and fully perform all of the duties and
obligations of LANDOWNER under this Agreement, as such duties and obligations pertain to the
portion of the Property sold, assigned, or transferred.

5.

Development of the Property.
A.

Permitted Uses and Development Standards. Subject to the Special Conditions set forth
in Exhibit C, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference (herein the
“Special Conditions”), any reserved discretionary approvals specified in this Agreement,
and all other terms and conditions of this Agreement, LANDOWNER may develop the
Property in accordance with and subject to the terms and conditions specified in the Land
Use and Development Regulations in effect on the Effective Date, or, where applicable,
the Development Plan, as set forth in Exhibit B, attached hereto and incorporated herein
by this reference. Specifically, the permitted uses, density or intensity of use, height or
size of buildings and provisions for reservation and dedication of land for public purposes
shall be as set forth in the Development Plan.

B.

Discretional Approvals.
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(1)

Project Review. Development of the Property is subject to all required discretionary
approvals. In reviewing and approving applications for special permits and other
discretionary approvals, CITY may exercise Project Review and may attach such
conditions and requirements as are consistent with the policies, goals, standards
and objectives of the General Plan, the NNCP and the Panhandle Finance Plan, and
as may be necessary to comply with all applicable legal requirements and policies of
CITY pertaining to such reserved discretionary approvals.

(2)

Rezoning of the Property. Upon proper and complete application by LANDOWNER,
CITY agrees to rezone the Property in accordance with the provisions of the NNCP in
effect on the Effective Date.

C.

Development Timing. This Agreement contains no requirement that LANDOWNER must
initiate or complete development of any phase of the development of the Property or any
portion thereof within any period of time set by CITY. It is the intention of this provision
that LANDOWNER be able to develop the Property in accordance with LANDOWNER’s
own schedule; provided, however, that to the extent that phasing is required by the
NNCP, or by the Special Conditions, such provisions shall govern. No future modification
of the Sacramento City Code or any ordinance or regulation which limits the rate of
development over time shall be applicable to the Property. However, nothing herein
shall be construed to relieve LANDOWNER from any time conditions in any permit or
subdivision map approval or to excuse the timely completion of any act which is required
to be completed within a time period set by any applicable code or permit provisions.

D.

Special Conditions. Development of the Property shall be subject to the Special
Conditions, as specified in Exhibit C.

E.

Land Use and Development Regulations.
(1)

Subject to the Special Conditions specified in Exhibit C, development of the
Property shall be subject to the Land Use and Development Regulations applicable
to such development on the Effective Date.

(2)

Except as otherwise provided in this Agreement, to the extent any future changes in
Land Use and Development Regulations adopted by CITY purport to be applicable to
the Property but are inconsistent with the terms and conditions of this Agreement,
including subsection 5E(1) above, the terms and conditions of this Agreement shall
prevail, unless the parties or their successors in interest mutually agree to amend or
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modify this Agreement in accordance with the provisions for modification
hereinafter set forth.
(3)

To the extent that any future changes in the Land Use and Development
Regulations adopted by CITY are applicable to the Property and are not inconsistent
with the terms and conditions of this Agreement or are otherwise made applicable
by other provisions of this Agreement, such future changes shall be applicable to
the Property.

(4)

Nothing in this Agreement shall preclude the application to development of the
Property of changes in the Land Use and Development Regulations, the terms of
which are specifically mandated by changes in state or federal laws or regulations.
In the event state or federal laws or regulations enacted after the effective date of
this Agreement or action by any governmental jurisdiction other than CITY prevent
or preclude compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement or require
changes in permits, maps or plans approved hereunder by CITY, this Agreement
shall be modified, extended or suspended as may be necessary to comply with such
state or federal laws or regulations or the regulations of such other governmental
jurisdiction.

(5)

To the extent that any actions of federal or state agencies (or actions of regional
and local agencies, including CITY, required by federal or state agencies or actions
of CITY taken in good faith in order to prevent adverse impacts upon CITY by state
or federal actions) have the effect of preventing, delaying or modifying
development of the NNCP area or any area therein, CITY shall not in any manner be
liable for such prevention, delay or modification of said development. Such actions
may include, but are not limited to, flood plain or wetlands designations and actions
of CITY or regional agencies as a result thereof and the imposition of air quality
measures or sanctions and actions of CITY or regional and local agencies as a result
thereof. In such a situation, CITY’s actions shall not be arbitrary or capricious, and
the parties shall meet and endeavor to achieve solutions which preserve the
integrity of the NNCP, while to the extent feasible allow development of the
Property in the manner contemplated by this Agreement.

(6)

Nothing herein shall be construed to limit the authority of CITY to enact
amendments to the Land Use and Development Regulations, or enact other
ordinances or resolutions, which have the legal effect of protecting persons or
property from conditions which create a health, safety or physical risk.

(7)

Building codes, ordinances and regulations relating to construction standards or
permits shall apply as of the time of grant of each applicable construction permit.
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(8)

No modification of CITY’s ordinances, resolutions, policies, rules or regulations
adopted after the Effective Date, which purport to limit the rate of development
over time or to govern the sequence of development of land within the NNCP area,
shall apply to the Property. The provisions of this subsection apply to modifications
adopted or imposed by the City Council, or through the initiative or referendum
process; provided, however, nothing in this subsection shall limit the ability of CITY
to act in accordance with the provisions of subsections 5E(4), 5E(5) and 5E(6) of this
Agreement.

F.

CITY Review of Applications. Consistent with the standards set forth in section 15 of this
Agreement, nothing contained in this Agreement shall preclude CITY from its right and
responsibility to review applications for entitlements submitted by LANDOWNER in accordance
with its normal and usual procedures and practices, as they may exist at the time the
application is accepted as complete, or is otherwise deemed complete by operation of law.

G.

Extension of Entitlements. Pursuant to Government Code section 66452.6 all vesting tentative
subdivision maps, master parcel tentative maps, parcel maps, subdivision tentative maps,
planned unit development permits, special permits, or any other maps, rezonings or land use
entitlements of potentially limited duration previously, contemporaneously or subsequently
approved for the Property subject to this Development Agreement, shall be valid for a
minimum term equal to the full term of this Agreement (including the initial term, and any
renewal period resulting from exercise by LANDOWNER of the options provided for in section 3
hereof), or for a period of thirty-six (36) months, whichever is longer, but in no event for a
shorter period than the maximum period of time permitted by the Subdivision Map Act or
Government Code for such land use entitlements. The provisions of section 25 of this
Agreement relating to estoppel certificates shall apply to any request made by LANDOWNER to
CITY with respect to the life of any entitlement covered by this subsection. Nothing in this
section shall be construed to, or operate to extend the term of this Agreement.

H.

Allocation Procedures for Building Square Footage. Procedures for allocating the uses or
densities approved for the Property among the various parcels and/or portions thereof, and for
resolution of any disputes regarding such allocations, shall be as follows:
(1)

Allocation. Unless otherwise identified in the Development Plan, which is attached as
Exhibit B to this Agreement, the allocation of building square footage shall be as
identified in subsequent entitlements for the Property, including but not limited to parcel
maps, subdivision maps, PUD schematic plans and development guidelines. The
appropriate entitlement to address the allocation of building square footage shall be
determined by City. Allocations for residential development shall be determined in the
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subdivision mapping process, unless CITY determines that some other method is
appropriate under the circumstances.
(2)

6.

Dispute Resolution. Where a dispute exists between LANDOWNER, and/or any successor
or successors in interest, with respect to any matter involving allocation of building
square footage for or on the Property, such dispute shall be resolved by arbitration,
utilizing the commercial arbitration procedures of the American Arbitration Association,
or some other alternative dispute resolution procedure mutually agreed upon by the
parties involved in the dispute. In no case shall CITY be a party to such dispute, or to the
dispute resolution procedures. All of the provisions of this Agreement relating to
indemnification and defense of CITY, and payment of CITY costs, shall apply to all disputes
relating directly or indirectly to allocation.

Fees, Charges, Assessments and Taxes.
A.

City Fees. All applications for CITY approvals, permits and entitlements shall be subject to
the application fees, processing fees, mitigation fees and other development fees within
the control of the CITY that are in force and effect as of the date that the application or
other request for approval is filed.

B.

Levies Imposed by Other Jurisdictions. LANDOWNER shall be responsible for:
(1)

all fees, charges, assessments, special taxes or levies of any sort imposed by any
other state or local agency, including but not limited to the Sacramento Area Flood
Control Agency, in the future as a charge for mitigation measures imposed for the
purpose of mitigation of environmental impacts associated with the provision of
flood control improvements and measures for the NNCP area;

(2)

all fees, charges, assessments, special taxes or levies of any sort associated with the
financing of the construction and implementation of said flood control
improvements and measures;

(3)

all special benefit assessments, special taxes or levies of any sort associated with
construction of or maintenance of public improvements, where the Property is
located within a district formed for that purpose by any agency other than CITY;

(4)

any fees or other charges required by RD-1000 to be paid to it in implementation of
the RD-1000 Agreement; and

(5)

ad valorem real estate taxes, and utility fees.
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In the event that any of the fees, charges, assessments, special taxes or levies covered by
this subsection B are imposed by or with the assistance of CITY, LANDOWNER shall
nevertheless be responsible therefor. Nothing in this Agreement shall be construed to
limit LANDOWNER’s right to protest, in accordance with applicable provisions of law: the
formation of any district included within the provisions of this subsection or to protest
the amount of any assessment levied by or on behalf of such district on the Property or
any portion thereof; or to protest the nature and amount of any tax, fee, assessment or
charge imposed pursuant to this subsection.
C.

Implementation of the Panhandle Finance Plan. The Panhandle Finance Plan establishes
a method for financing of required Infrastructure and public facilities through a
combination of land transfers, dedications and contributions, fees, assessment districts,
community facilities districts and other sources, so that the land within the Panhandle
Finance Plan Area pays for its share of the cost of such Infrastructure and facilities. The
plan also recognizes that there is a regional cost associated with certain portions of
Infrastructure and facilities, and that that share will ultimately have to be paid from other
sources, even though developers within the area, including LANDOWNER, acknowledge
that they may have to participate in funding regional costs on a fair share basis.
LANDOWNER shall participate in the Panhandle Finance Plan, as made applicable to the
development of the Property, and shall faithfully and timely comply with each and every
provision thereof, including but not limited to assessments, special taxes, and other
development fees and exactions set forth therein. Without limiting the foregoing,
applications for special permits, subdivision maps or other land use entitlements and
building permits may be made subject to LANDOWNER’s participation in and compliance
with the plan. Failure to so participate shall be an event of default to which the default
provisions of this Agreement and the Procedural Ordinance shall apply. For purposes of
this Agreement “participate” and “participation” shall mean payment of all monies
required by virtue of the Panhandle Finance Plan, and performance of all obligations
imposed thereby.

D.

LANDOWNER’s Waivers. LANDOWNER hereby agrees to the provisions of Exhibit F,
which (without limitation) contains a comprehensive waiver of protest rights with respect
to CITY’s establishment and implementation of development and impact fees; CITY’s
actions in forming assessment districts and community facilities districts, and in levying
assessments and taxes pursuant thereto; and CITY’s actions in implementing any
provision of the Panhandle Finance Plan. As set forth in Exhibit F, LANDOWNER reserves
the right to protest the actual amount of the fee, assessment or tax levy, or other CITY
charge imposed on or allocated to the Property pursuant to the Finance Plan.
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7.

Reconfiguration of Parcels. LANDOWNER shall have the right to file applications with CITY for
subdivision, lot line adjustment, or for master parcelization of all or part of the Property, for the
purpose of reconfiguration of the Property. Such applications shall be processed and
determined in accordance with the provisions of section 5, and all other applicable provisions
of this Agreement. Where reconfiguration requires a Special Permit, or a P.U.D. designation, or
other entitlement applicable to the Property or portion thereof which is subject to the
application, CITY reserves the right to require such entitlements as a condition of granting the
application.

8.

Infrastructure.
A.

Construction by CITY. To the extent that funds are available to CITY pursuant to the
Panhandle Finance Plan, and to the extent that any required real property has been
transferred to CITY, or has been obtained by CITY through its power of eminent domain,
which CITY agrees to utilize, where required, and subject to LANDOWNER’s compliance
with the terms of this Agreement and all of the terms and conditions of any entitlement
applicable to the Property, CITY agrees to use its best efforts to bring about the
construction of the Infrastructure required to implement the Development Plan (Exhibit
B). Provided, however, that CITY’s obligations hereunder shall be limited to those items
of Infrastructure which, under the Panhandle Finance Plan, are to be constructed by CITY
or under CITY’s direction and control; where Infrastructure is to be constructed by
LANDOWNER, either pursuant to conditions of approval or otherwise, the provisions of
this subsection shall not apply.

B.

Construction by LANDOWNER. When required by conditions of approval, and in
accordance with CITY specifications and standards in effect as of the date of construction,
LANDOWNER shall diligently construct Infrastructure required for implementation of the
Development Plan (Exhibit B). LANDOWNER shall further comply with all required
funding requirements specified in the Panhandle Finance Plan.

C.

Drainage Infrastructure. As of the Effective Date, it is contemplated that permanent
drainage for the Property, and the entire Panhandle Finance Plan Area, will be provided
by the Drainage System. Landowner shall execute a Drainage Agreement with the CITY
for the construction of the Drainage System, in a form acceptable to the CITY Department
of Utilities, prior to final master parcel map. Construction of the Drainage System will
require dedication of land, and funding for the required improvements, all on a timely
basis and in accordance with the Panhandle Finance Plan, (or such other arrangement
which has been implemented by CITY), together with the Drainage Agreement, or as
specified in the Special Conditions. In recognition of the need for retention of flexibility
and CITY discretion with respect to decisions relating to the ultimate solution to drainage
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for the NNCP area, and the need for unconditional provision of financing by LANDOWNER
and other owners of land in the Panhandle Finance Plan Area through the mechanisms
specified in the Panhandle Finance Plan, the parties agree as follows:

D.

(1)

Establishment of Financing Mechanisms. CITY shall, as soon as feasible following
the adoption of the Panhandle Finance Plan by the City Council, establish public
financing mechanisms as identified in the Panhandle Finance Plan, applicable to
lands within the NNCP area which will benefit from the Drainage System.

(2)

Issuance of Bonds. Decisions as to whether to issue bonds pursuant to such
financing mechanisms, and the timing and manner of issuance thereof, shall be
within the sole and exclusive discretion of CITY; provided, however, that CITY shall
exercise its discretion in a good faith manner, so as to provide for timely
construction of Infrastructure in order not to stop or slow development.

(3)

Linkage of Development to Completion of Drainage System. CITY has established a
performance standard that requires that the Drainage System be completed and in
operation no later than the phase of the project identified in the Drainage
Agreement.

Infrastructure Financing Proceedings.
(1) LANDOWNER-Initiated Proceedings. In the event that LANDOWNER desires to
initiate proceedings for the formation of an assessment district, community facilities
district, or other similar form of improvement financing mechanism to fund the
construction of Infrastructure required by conditions of approval or otherwise,
LANDOWNER shall file an application with CITY for that purpose in accordance with CITY’s
Assessment District Policy Manual, as same may be amended from time to time, or such
other policy document as may after the Effective Date be adopted by the City Council as a
substitute therefor. CITY agrees to diligently process any such application, provided that
such application:
(a)

is complete and is accompanied by payment of CITY fees applicable on the
date of filing of the application;

(b)

otherwise complies with the Land Use and Development Regulations and
applicable law, as it exists on the date of the application, including but not
limited to the Assessment District Policy Manual;

(c)

is consistent with CITY’s policies and procedures;
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(d)

provides for a value to lien ratio and other financial terms that are reasonably
acceptable to CITY;

(e)

provides for all funding requirements established by CITY for the purpose of
payment of the costs of outside consultants needed, in CITY’s sole discretion;
and

(f)

provides that the specific consultants (e.g., bond counsel, financial advisors,
underwriters, or other consultants as may be necessary under the
circumstances) shall be selected by CITY in its sole discretion.

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, CITY agrees that upon
request made by LANDOWNER, CITY will consider making exceptions to the
Assessment District Policy Manual, to allow for alternative methods of financing
where such alternatives are contemplated by the Panhandle Finance Plan, including
any amendments thereto. Provided, however, that CITY reserves its discretion to
condition use of any such alternatives on satisfaction of performance preconditions
(including but not limited to drainage capacity), and to consider underwriting
considerations and criteria, together with the manner in which such alternatives
further the overall implementation of the Panhandle Finance Plan. Further, CITY
may in its reasonable discretion deny any such request upon grounds, including but
not limited to consistency of application of its policies and the potential for
establishing negative precedent.

E.

(2)

Proceedings Initiated by CITY. In the event that pursuant to the Panhandle Finance
Plan, CITY in its discretion determines that a particular financing mechanism,
including but not limited to an assessment district, a community facilities district, a
fee district, a development fees procedure, or any similar mechanism, is required in
order to implement the Panhandle Finance Plan, LANDOWNER’s participation
obligations set forth hereunder (including but not limited to Exhibit C), in the
Panhandle Finance Plan, or in any condition of approval, shall apply.

(3)

Maintenance Districts. LANDOWNER may, following the procedures specified in
subsection 8D(1) above, request that CITY establish one or more maintenance
districts for the purpose of financing the maintenance of landscaping or other
public improvements, whereunder lands benefitting from the improvements and
their maintenance are assessed for a proportionate share of the maintenance cost.

Reimbursement to LANDOWNER.
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(1)

From Financing Proceeds. Subject to Chapter 4 of the Panhandle Finance Plan,
where LANDOWNER has provided advance funding for public Infrastructure
required by the Panhandle Finance Plan or has constructed such Infrastructure
under the direction and control of CITY, LANDOWNER shall be reimbursed for
Reimbursable Infrastructure Costs at such time as CITY has established a permanent
financing mechanism in the form of an assessment district, community facilities
district, or other similar mechanism through which permanent public financing for
such improvements is established. Those items qualifying as Reimbursable
Infrastructure Costs shall be determined pursuant to CITY policies in existence at
the time of establishment of the permanent financing mechanism. CITY agrees to
entertain reasonable requests from LANDOWNER for exceptions to such policies;
provided, however, that CITY may, in its reasonable discretion, deny any such
request upon grounds, including but not limited to consistency of application of its
policies and the potential for establishing negative precedent. Nothing in this
Agreement shall authorize reimbursement of any cost which, in the opinion of
CITY’s bond counsel, is not permissible for purposes of establishing or retaining tax
free status of any bonds issued, or contemplated to be issued by CITY.

(2)

Reimbursement From Others Benefitted. In any case where CITY requires or
permits LANDOWNER to plan, design, construct, or fund the planning, design or
construction of improvements required for development by the Panhandle Finance
Plan, in excess of or beyond those required for development of the Property, or,
where required by the Panhandle Finance Plan, to make dedications, provide
mitigation or incur costs in connection with public improvements or the planning of
the Panhandle Finance Plan Area in excess of or beyond those required for
development of the Property, and the provisions of the preceding subsection do not
apply, CITY shall utilize its best efforts to require that all other Persons benefitted
by the improvements shall reimburse (through fee districts, agreements, conditions
of approval, or otherwise) LANDOWNER for such Person’s proportionate share of
such costs as determined in accordance with the Panhandle Finance Plan, or by
CITY. For purposes of this Agreement, the term “in excess of or beyond those
required for development of the Property” shall mean requirements which exceed
LANDOWNER’s fair proportionate share, as determined in accordance with the
provisions of the Panhandle Finance Plan and any associated documents or studies.
Such reimbursement shall be subject to the limitations specified in the preceding
paragraph (including those provisions relating to consideration by CITY of
exceptions to its policies), relating to CITY policy and Reimbursable Infrastructure
Costs. Reimbursement shall be limited to that amount which exceeds
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LANDOWNER’s appropriate share of the cost, determined in accordance with
principles established in the Panhandle Finance Plan, and any associated documents
or studies.
(3)

9.

Reimbursement of Planning, Engineering and Staff Costs. In accordance with the
provisions of the Panhandle Finance Plan, and as soon as feasible following City
Council adoption of the said Plan, CITY shall enact a fee ordinance which imposes a
fee upon Panhandle Finance Plan Area landowners, including LANDOWNER, to pay
the planning, engineering, staff and related costs (including but not limited to CITY
staff and related costs), as specified in the Panhandle Finance Plan, and which
relate to development of the Panhandle Finance Plan Area, the Finance Plan, the
general form of the Development Agreement, the Comprehensive Drainage Plan,
and all related documents. The fee shall be spread across lands within the
Panhandle Finance Plan Area in the same fashion as the public facilities fees. Credits
shall be given to those landowners who have paid some or all of their share of the
said costs, for the amounts so paid. The fee shall be payable prior to issuance of the
first discretionary entitlement for the land as to which an application has been filed
with CITY.

LANDOWNER Obligations.
A.

Transfer of Land to CITY. As set forth elsewhere in this Agreement, LANDOWNER has
agreed to transfer lands needed for Infrastructure or public facilities to CITY, or to such
other public agency as is appropriate. Set forth in Exhibit H, attached hereto and
incorporated herein by this reference, is a map depicting the currently contemplated
approximate location and amount of land which LANDOWNER will be required to transfer
to CITY, together with a categorical listing of the types of Infrastructure and public
facilities which are covered by the terms of this subsection. LANDOWNER shall transfer
the said required lands to CITY, utilizing the Irrevocable Offer of Dedication form set forth
in Exhibit G, attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference, at such time as is:
(1)

required pursuant to a condition or term of any entitlement for use or development
of the Property; or

(2)

requested by CITY, where LANDOWNER has not applied for an entitlement for use
or development of the Property, but the land is needed, in CITY’s sole discretion, for
purposes of construction of Infrastructure or public facilities.

In the event that, at the time of the required transfer to CITY, the location of, or the
quantity of land required for the Infrastructure or public facilities has changed from that
depicted on Exhibit H, to such a significant degree or extent that the location or quantity
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is inconsistent with both the NNCP as it exists on the effective date of this Agreement,
and the Panhandle Finance Plan, the parties shall meet and negotiate, and in good faith
endeavor to reach agreement on any amendments to this Agreement needed to allow
development of the Property in a reasonable manner, taking into account the changes in
Infrastructure and public facilities. If agreement is reached between the parties, the
procedures specified herein and in the Procedural Ordinance shall apply to amendments
to this Agreement. If agreement is not reached, either party shall have the right to
terminate this Agreement by providing the other party sixty (60) days notice.
B.

Development Timing. LANDOWNER shall have no obligation to initiate or commence
development of any particular phase of the Property within any period of time.

C.

Transportation Management Association. Notwithstanding anything herein to the
contrary, LANDOWNER shall form a transportation management association that
encompasses all of the Property and imposes an annual fee assessment to fund the
association’s operations and services. Formation of the association and the initiation of
proceedings to establish a community facilities assessment district or similar benefit
assessment district to fund the association operations and services shall occur prior to
approval of the first final map or issuance of the first building permit, and the protest
waiver set out in Exhibit K shall apply to the creation of that district. The transportation
management association shall be charged with the obligation to implement
transportation system management measures to achieve a reduction in vehicular trips by
employees and residents within the Project. The transportation management association
articles of incorporation, bylaws, fee assessment, annual budget and transportation
system management measures shall be subject to CITY approval. The transportation
system management measures funded by the association may include paying for a
portion of the net operating costs for the light rail system and other transit services
provided by the Sacramento Regional Transit District that serve the Property.
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10.

Litigation/Indemnification.
A.

Challenge to Agreement or Entitlements.
(1)

(2)

In the event of any action instituted by a third party challenging the validity of any
portion of this Agreement, including but not limited to, the proceedings taken for
its approval (including the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(“CEQA”) or any other act undertaken by the parties hereto in furtherance of this
Agreement or its terms, or any action instituted by a third party challenging the
validity of any of the entitlements specified herein (including CEQA challenges), the
parties agree to cooperate in the defense of the action. In all such litigation
brought to contest the validity of this Agreement or such entitlements, the
following shall apply:
(a)

City may, in its sole discretion, either defend such litigation or tender its
defense to LANDOWNER.

(b)

In the event that CITY determines to defend the action itself, LANDOWNER
shall be entitled, subject to court approval, to join in or intervene in the action
on its own behalf, or to advocate in favor of validity of this Agreement or any
challenged entitlement. In such a case, each party shall bear its own attorney
fees and costs.

(c)

In the event that CITY determines to tender the defense of the action to
LANDOWNER, LANDOWNER shall defend the action on its behalf and on
behalf of CITY, and shall bear all attorney fees and costs associated with such
defense from and after the date of the tender. Provided, however, that CITY
may at any time after the tender elect to assume representation of itself; in
that event, from and after the date CITY gives notice of its election to do so,
CITY shall be responsible for its own attorney fees and costs incurred
thereafter.

If, in such litigation, a final judgment or other final order is issued by the court
which has the effect of invalidating or rendering ineffective, in whole or in part, any
provision of this Agreement or the Agreement itself, or any entitlement issued
during the term of this Agreement and pursuant to its terms, the following shall
apply:
(a)

if the judgment or order includes a provision for attorney fees and/or costs of
the successful party or parties, LANDOWNER shall pay the entire cost thereof,
without right of offset, contribution or indemnity from CITY, irrespective of
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anything to the contrary in the judgment or order. Provided, however, that if
the litigation relates entirely, solely and exclusively to a challenge to the
NNCP in general, or to the Panhandle Finance Plan in general, separate and
apart from this Agreement or any entitlement relating to the Property, and if
LANDOWNER is named or becomes a party in such litigation, LANDOWNER
and CITY shall bear the cost of the successful party’s attorney fees and/or
costs in the manner specified in the court’s judgment.

B.

11.

(b)

CITY and LANDOWNER shall meet and endeavor, in good faith, to attempt to
reach agreement on any amendments needed to allow development of the
Property to proceed in a reasonable manner, taking into account the terms
and conditions of the court’s judgment or order. If agreement is reached, the
procedures for amending this Agreement as specified herein, and in the
Procedural Ordinance, shall apply. If agreement is not reached, either party
shall have the right to terminate this Agreement by giving the other party
sixty days’ notice of termination.

(c)

In the event that amendment is not required, and the court’s judgment or
order requires CITY to engage in other or further proceedings, CITY agrees to
comply with the terms of the judgment or order expeditiously.

Indemnification. LANDOWNER agrees to defend and indemnify CITY, its elective and
appointive boards, commissions, officers, agents and employees against any liability for
damage or claims for damage for personal injury, including death, or property damage,
arising out of or relating in any way to actions or activities to develop the Property,
undertaken by LANDOWNER or LANDOWNER’s contractors, subcontractors, agents or
employees.

Effect of Subsequent Laws.
A.

Laws of Other Agencies.
(1)

If any public agency, other than CITY, adopts any new law, regulation, ordinance or
imposes any new condition (herein referred to collectively as “the New Law”) after
the date of this Agreement, which prevents or precludes either the CITY or
LANDOWNER, or both, from complying with one or more provisions of this
Agreement, then immediately following the enactment of the New Law the parties
shall meet and confer in good faith to determine whether the New Law applies to
the Property, and whether suitable amendments to this Agreement can be made, in

- 23 North Natomas Development Agreement
Form Revised 9/12/17 . (Template revised for site specific needs consistent with City Council Resolution No. 94-494 [jch 4/5/18])

FOR CITY CLERK USE ONLY
Ordinance No. ______________________
City Agreement No. ______________________

Date Adopted: ______________________

order to maintain LANDOWNER’s right to develop the Property in a reasonable
manner pursuant to Exhibit B.

B.

12.

(2)

In the event that the parties, after having engaged in good faith negotiations, are
unable to agree on such amendments, the parties shall consider whether
suspension of the term of this Agreement is appropriate, and if so, what the terms
and conditions of any such suspension should be. In the event that the parties,
after having engaged in good faith negotiations are unable to agree on the
suspension issues, either party shall have the right to terminate this Agreement by
giving the other party sixty (60) days’ written notice of termination.

(3)

LANDOWNER or CITY shall have the right to institute litigation relating to the New
Law, and raise any issues relating to its validity. If such litigation is filed, this
Agreement shall remain in full force and effect until final judgment is issued.
Provided, however, that if any action that CITY would take in furtherance of this
Agreement would be rendered invalid, facially or otherwise, by the New Law, CITY
shall not be required to undertake such action until the litigation is resolved, or the
New Law is otherwise determined invalid, inapplicable, or is repealed. In the event
that such judgment invalidates the New Law, or determines that it does not affect
the validity of this Agreement, this Agreement shall remain in full force and effect,
and its term shall be extended by the amount of time between the effective date of
the New Law, and the effective date of the judgment. In the event that such
judgment determines that the validity of this Agreement is, directly or indirectly
affected by the New Law, the provisions of subsections 11A(1) and 11A(2) above
shall apply.

Laws Passed by CITY. Subject to the provisions of section 5 of this Agreement, neither
the CITY nor any CITY Agency shall enact any initiative, ordinance, policy, resolution,
general plan amendment or other measure that relates to the density or intensity of
development on the Property, or the rate, timing or sequencing of the development or
the construction on the Property on all or any part thereof, or that is otherwise in conflict,
either directly or indirectly, with this Agreement.

Enforced Delay; Extension of Times of Performance. In addition to other specific provisions of
this Agreement, performance by either party hereunder shall not be deemed in default where
delay or inability to perform is due to war, insurrection, strikes, walkouts, riots, floods,
earthquakes, fires, casualties, acts of God, enactment of conflicting state or federal laws or
regulations, new or supplementary environmental laws or regulations, litigation instituted by
third parties challenging the validity of this Agreement or any of the vested entitlements
described in section 5 of this Agreement. Upon request of either party to the other, a written
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extension of time for such cause shall be granted for the period of the enforced delay, or longer
as may be mutually agreed upon.
13.

14.

Legal Actions; Applicable Law; Attorney Fees.
A.

Legal Actions. In addition to any other rights or remedies, either party may institute legal
action to cure, correct, or remedy any default by any other party to this Agreement, to
enforce any covenant or agreement herein, or to enjoin any threatened or attempted
violation hereunder. Notwithstanding any other provision of law, or of this Agreement, in
no event shall LANDOWNER or CITY, its officers, agents or employees be liable in damages
for any breach, default or violation of this Agreement, it being specifically understood and
agreed that the parties’ sole legal remedy for a breach, default or violation of this
Agreement shall be a legal action in mandamus, specific performance or other injunctive
or declaratory relief to enforce the provisions of this Agreement.

B.

Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be construed and enforced in accordance with the
laws of the State of California. LANDOWNER agrees and acknowledges that CITY has
approved and entered into this Agreement in the sole exercise of its legislative discretion
and that the standard of review of the validity and meaning of this Agreement shall be
that accorded legislative acts of CITY.

C.

Attorney Fees. In any arbitration, quasi-judicial, administrative or judicial proceeding
(including appeals), brought by either party hereto to enforce or interpret any covenant
or any of such party’s rights or remedies under this Agreement, including any action for
declaratory or equitable relief, the prevailing party shall be entitled to reasonable
attorneys’ fees and all costs, expenses and disbursements in connection with such action,
including the costs of reasonable investigation, preparation and professional or expert
consultation, which sums may be included in any judgment or decree entered in such
action in favor of the prevailing party. For purposes of this section, and any other portion
of this Agreement relating to attorney fees, reasonable attorneys fees of the City
Attorney’s Office shall be based on comparable fees of private attorneys practicing in
Sacramento County.

Amendment of Agreement. This Agreement may be amended from time to time only by the
mutual written consent of the parties, in accordance with the provisions of Government Code
sections 65867 and 65868. In addition, all of the provisions of the Procedural Ordinance
relating to the need for amendment, and the manner thereof, shall apply. Upon request of a
party, this Agreement shall be amended to include the terms and conditions of any
discretionary entitlement granted with respect to the Property after the Effective Date.
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15.

CITY’s Good Faith in Processing. Subject to the provisions of section 5B hereof, and
LANDOWNER’s compliance with each and every term and condition of this Agreement and all of
its exhibits, CITY agrees that it will accept in good faith for processing, review, and action, all
complete applications for master parcel maps, zoning, planned unit development designation,
planned unit development guidelines, schematic plans, special permits, building permits, parcel
maps, subdivision maps, or other entitlements for use of the Property in accordance with the
General Plan, the NNCP and this Agreement.
CITY shall inform the LANDOWNER, upon request, of the necessary submission requirements
for each application for a permit or other entitlement for use in advance, and shall review said
application and shall schedule the application for expeditious review by the appropriate
authority.

16.

Default, Remedies, Termination.
A.

General Provisions. Subject to any extensions of time by mutual consent of the parties,
and subject to the cure provisions set forth herein, any failure or unreasonable delay by
either party to perform any material term or provision of this Agreement shall constitute
a default.
(1)

LANDOWNER Default. In addition to any other remedy specified herein, in the
event that notice of default has been given in accordance with this section, wherein
a default by LANDOWNER is alleged, CITY shall not be obligated to issue any
building permit, or grant any entitlement as to which an application has been filed.

(2)

CITY Default. In addition to any other remedy specified herein, in the event that
notice of default has been given in accordance with this section, wherein a default
by CITY is alleged, any resulting delays in LANDOWNER’s performance caused by
CITY’s default shall not constitute a LANDOWNER default, or be grounds for
termination or cancellation of this Agreement.

(3)

Successors in Interest. Where the Property, following the Effective Date, has been
lawfully conveyed in whole or in part to one or more successors in interest, in such
a manner as to invoke the provisions of section 4 of this Agreement, and one or
more of such successors in interest is in default with respect to the portion of the
Property owned by it, neither LANDOWNER nor any other non-defaulting successor
in interest shall be liable for the default, if the provisions of section 4 have been
complied with, and in accordance with the terms and conditions of that section.
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17.

B.

Cure of Default. In the event of an alleged default or breach of any terms or conditions of
this Agreement, the party alleging such default or breach shall give the other party notice
in writing specifying the nature of the alleged default and the manner in which said
default may be satisfactorily cured and a reasonable period of time in which to cure, that
shall in no event be less than thirty (30) days. During any such period, the party charged
shall not be considered in default for purposes of termination or institution of legal
proceedings.

C.

Remedies After Expiration of Cure Period. After notice and expiration of the thirty (30)
day period, if the alleged default has not been cured in the manner set forth in the notice,
the other party may at its option:
(1)

institute legal proceedings to obtain appropriate judicial relief, including but not
limited to mandamus, specific performance, injunctive relief, or termination of this
Agreement; or

(2)

give the other party notice of intent to terminate this Agreement pursuant to
Government Code section 65868 and the Procedural Ordinance. In the event that
such notice is given, CITY shall schedule the matter for public hearing before the
City Council to review the matter and make specific written findings regarding the
alleged default. Where LANDOWNER is the party alleged to be in default,
LANDOWNER shall be afforded a reasonable opportunity to respond to all
allegations of default at such public hearing. CITY shall provide LANDOWNER at
least thirty (30) days prior written notice of such public hearing, as well as provide
LANDOWNER copies of all CITY staff reports prepared in connection therewith at
least five (5) days prior to the hearing.

Annual Review.
A.

General Provisions. In accordance with Government Code section 65865.1, and the
Procedural Ordinance, CITY shall, at least every twelve (12) months during the Term of
this Agreement, review the extent of good faith compliance by LANDOWNER with the
terms of this Agreement. Failure of CITY to conduct an annual review shall not constitute
a waiver by CITY or LANDOWNER of the right to conduct future annual review or to
otherwise enforce the provisions of this Agreement, nor shall a party have or assert any
defense to such enforcement by reason of any such failure. The failure of CITY to
undertake such review, shall not, in itself, invalidate the terms of this Agreement or
excuse any party hereto from performing its obligations under this Agreement.
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B.

Scope of Review. The annual review shall be limited in scope to compliance with the
terms and conditions of this Agreement.

C.

Proceedings. The procedures specified in the Procedural Ordinance for conduct of the
annual review by the City Manager, and by the City Council, shall apply to each annual
review of this Agreement. At least ten (10) days prior to the commencement of any
annual review, CITY shall deliver to LANDOWNER a copy of any public staff reports and
other documents to be used or relied upon in conducting the review. LANDOWNER shall
be permitted an opportunity to respond to CITY’s evaluation of LANDOWNER’s
performance by written and oral testimony at the public hearing to be held before the
City Council, if LANDOWNER so elects.
At the conclusion of the annual review, CITY shall make written findings and
determinations on the basis of substantial evidence, as to whether or not LANDOWNER or
its successors have complied in good faith with the terms and conditions of this
Agreement.

D.

18.

Failure of Compliance. Any determination of failure of compliance shall be subject to the
notice requirements and cure periods set forth in section 16 of this Agreement. If
termination is proposed, it shall apply solely with respect to that portion of the Property
(if less than all) affected by the failure to show good faith compliance. If modification of
the Development Agreement is proposed, the modification shall pertain solely to the
provisions hereof as applicable to that portion of the Property (if less than all) affected by
the condition that has prompted the proposed modification.

Termination upon Completion of Development.
A.

General Provisions. This Agreement shall terminate as to each parcel of property
contained within the Property when that parcel of property has been fully developed and
all of LANDOWNER’S obligations in connection therewith are satisfied, as reasonably
determined by CITY. CITY shall, upon written request made by LANDOWNER to CITY’s
Department of Planning and Development, determine if the Agreement has terminated,
with respect to any parcel, and shall not unreasonably withhold termination as to that
parcel if LANDOWNER’S obligations therewith are satisfied. CITY shall be entitled to
receive payment of a fee commensurate with the cost of processing the request and
making such a determination, including but not limited to CITY’s administrative and legal
expenses. Upon termination of this Agreement, CITY shall upon LANDOWNER’s request
record a notice of such termination in a form satisfactory to the City Attorney that the
Agreement has been terminated. The aforesaid notice may specify, and LANDOWNER
agrees, that termination shall not affect in any manner any continuing obligation to pay
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any item specified by this Agreement, by the Panhandle Financing Plan or any of the
measures implementing said plan, and shall have the effect as set forth in section 18C.
B.

Multi-family and Single Family Residential Projects. This Agreement shall automatically
terminate and be of no further force and effect as to any single family residence or multifamily building, and the lot or parcel upon which said residence or building is located,
when it has been approved by CITY for occupancy.

C.

Effect of Termination On Landowner Obligations. Termination of this Agreement as to
the Property or any portion thereof shall not affect any of the LANDOWNER’s obligations
to comply with CITY’s General Plan, the NNCP, and all entitlements issued for the
Property, nor shall it affect any other covenants of this Agreement specified in this
Agreement to continue after the termination of this Agreement, including but not limited
to those specified in sections 6 and 10 and subsection 13C.

19.

No Joint Venture, Partnership, or Other Relationship. Nothing contained in this Agreement or
in any other document executed in connection with this Agreement shall be construed as
creating a joint venture or partnership between CITY and LANDOWNER. No relationship exists
as between LANDOWNER and CITY other than that of a governmental entity regulating the
development of private property, and the owners of such private property.

20.

Notices. All notices required or provided for under this Agreement shall be in writing and
delivered in person or sent by certified mail, postage prepaid, return receipt requested, to the
principal offices of the CITY and LANDOWNER or LANDOWNER’s assigns and successors, and to
Lender, if applicable. Notice shall be effective on the date delivered in person, or the date
when received if such notice was mailed to the address of the other party as indicated below:
Notice to the CITY:

City of Sacramento
915 I Street
Sacramento, California, 95814
ATTN: City Manager

Notice to the LANDOWNER:

_____________________________
_____________________________
_____________________________
_____________________________
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with copies to:
_____________________________
_____________________________
_____________________________
_____________________________
Notice to Lender:

_____________________________
_____________________________
_____________________________
_____________________________

Any party may change the address to which notices are to be mailed by giving written notice of
such changed address to each other party in the manner provided herein.
21.

Severability. If any provision of this Agreement is held invalid, void or unenforceable but the
remainder of the Agreement can be enforced without failure of material consideration to any
party, then this Agreement shall not be affected and it shall remain in full force and effect,
unless amended or modified by mutual consent of the parties, utilizing the procedures specified
herein and the Procedural Ordinance. Provided, however, that if such holding affects a material
provision of this Agreement, LANDOWNER shall have the right in its sole discretion to terminate
this Agreement upon providing written notice of such termination to CITY; provided further,
however, that in the event LANDOWNER so elects to terminate, such election shall not affect in
any manner the terms and conditions of any entitlement theretofore granted by CITY with
respect to the Property, or any portion thereof.

22.

Recording. The City Clerk shall cause a copy of this Agreement to be recorded with the
Sacramento County Recorder no later than ten (10) days following execution of this Agreement
by CITY, which execution will take place no sooner than the effective date of the ordinance
approving this Agreement.

23.

Reimbursement to CITY. LANDOWNER agrees to reimburse the CITY for reasonable and actual
expenses incurred by CITY that relate directly to CITY’S review, consideration and execution of
this Agreement. Such expenses include but are not limited to recording fees, publishing fees
and any special meeting costs, staff time (including review by the City Attorney), and notice
costs. Such expenses shall be paid by LANDOWNER within thirty (30) days of receipt of a
detailed written statement of such expenses.
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24.

Provisions Relating to Lenders.
A.

B.

Lender Rights and Obligations.
(1)

Prior to Lender Possession. No Lender shall have any obligation or duty under this
Agreement to construct or complete the construction of improvements, or to
guarantee such construction or completion, and shall not be obligated to pay any
fees or charges which are liabilities of LANDOWNER or LANDOWNER’s successors in
interest, but shall otherwise be bound by all of the terms and conditions of this
Agreement, which pertains to the Property or such portion thereof in which it holds
an interest. Nothing in this section shall be construed to grant to a Lender rights
beyond those of LANDOWNER hereunder, or to limit any remedy CITY has
hereunder in the event of default by LANDOWNER, including but not limited to
termination and/or refusal to grant entitlements with respect to the Property.

(2)

Lender in Possession. A Lender who comes into possession of the Property, or any
portion thereof, pursuant to foreclosure of a mortgage or deed of trust, or a deed in
lieu of foreclosure, shall not be obligated to pay any fees or charges which are
obligations of LANDOWNER, and which remain unpaid as of the date such Lender
takes possession of the Property or portion thereof. Provided, however, that a
Lender shall not be eligible to apply for or receive entitlements with respect to the
Property, or otherwise be entitled to develop the Property or devote the Property
to any uses or to construct any improvements thereon other than the development
contemplated or authorized by this Agreement and subject to all of the terms and
conditions hereof, including payment of all fees (delinquent, current and accruing in
the future) and charges, and assumption of all obligations of LANDOWNER
hereunder; provided, further, that no Lender, or successor thereof, shall be entitled
to the rights and benefits of the LANDOWNER hereunder or entitled to enforce the
provisions of this Agreement against CITY unless and until such Lender or successor
thereof qualifies as a recognized assignee under the provisions of section 4 of this
Agreement.

Notice of LANDOWNER’s Default Hereunder. If CITY receives notice from a Lender
requesting a copy of any notice of default given LANDOWNER hereunder and specifying
the address for service thereof, then CITY shall deliver to such Lender, concurrently with
service thereon to LANDOWNER, any notice given to LANDOWNER with respect to any
claim by CITY that LANDOWNER has committed a default, and if CITY makes a
determination of non-compliance, CITY shall likewise serve notice of such non-compliance
on such Lender concurrently with service thereof on LANDOWNER.
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C.

Lender’s Right to Cure. Each Lender shall have the right (but not the obligation) during
the same period of time available to LANDOWNER to cure or remedy, on behalf of
LANDOWNER, the default claimed or the areas of non-compliance set forth in CITY’s
notice. Such action shall not entitle a Lender to develop the property or otherwise
partake of any benefits of this Agreement unless such Lender shall assume and perform
all obligations of LANDOWNER hereunder.

D.

Other Notices Given By City. A copy of all notices given by CITY pursuant to the terms of
this Agreement shall be sent to Lender at the address provided in section 20 hereof.

25.

Estoppel Certificate. Either party may, at any time, and from time to time, deliver written
notice to the other party requesting such other party to certify in writing that, to the knowledge
of the certifying party, (i) this Development Agreement is in full force and effect and a binding
obligation of the parties, (ii) this Development Agreement has not been amended or modified
either orally or in writing, or if so amended, identifying the amendments, and (iii) the
requesting party is not in default in the performance of its obligations under this Development
Agreement, or if in default, describing therein the nature and amount of any such defaults. A
party receiving a request hereunder shall execute and return such estoppel certificate, or give a
written detailed response explaining why it will not do so, within thirty (30) days following the
receipt of each such request. Each party acknowledges that such an estoppel certificate may be
relied upon by third parties acting in good faith. A certificate provided by CITY establishing the
status of this Agreement with respect to the Property or any portion thereof shall be in
recordable form and may be recorded at the expense of the recording party.

26.

Construction. All parties have had the opportunity to be represented by legal counsel of their
own choice in the preparation of this Development Agreement and no presumption or rule that
“an ambiguity shall be construed against a drafting party” shall apply to the interpretation or
enforcement of any provision hereof. Captions on sections and subsections are provided for
convenience only and shall not be deemed to limit, amend or affect the meaning of the
provision to which they pertain.

27.

Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in any number of counterparts and shall be
deemed duly executed when each of the parties has executed such a counterpart.

28.

Time. Time is of the essence of each and every provision hereof.

29.

Limitation of Actions. No court action shall be filed by a party to this Agreement on the ground
of default or breach of its terms unless such action is filed within one hundred eighty (180) days
from the date of discovery by the aggrieved party of the facts underlying the claim of breach or
default.
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30.

No Third Parties Benefitted. No Person who is not a qualified successor or assign of a party
hereto pursuant to section 4 of this Agreement, or who has not become a party by duly
adopted amendment hereof may claim the benefit of any provision of this Agreement.

31.

Effect of Agreement upon Title to Property. In accordance with the provisions of Government
Code section 65868.5, from and after the time of recordation of this Agreement, the
Agreement shall impart such notice thereof to all persons as is afforded by the recording laws
of the State of California. The burdens of this Agreement shall be binding upon, and the
benefits of this Agreement shall inure to, all successors in interest to the parties to this
Agreement.

32.

Covenant of Good Faith. CITY and LANDOWNER agree that each of them shall at all times act in
good faith in order to carry out the terms of this Agreement.

33.

Exhibits: The following are the exhibits to this Agreement:
A
B
C
D
E
F
G
H

Legal Description of the Property
Landowner’s Development Plan
Special Conditions
Assignment and Assumption Agreement
Text intentionally omitted
Protest Waiver Form
Irrevocable Offer of Dedication Form
Map and Categorical Listing of Land and Infrastructure

34.

Entire Agreement. This Agreement, together with its Exhibits A to H, inclusive, constitutes the
entire agreement between the parties with respect to the subject matter of this Agreement.
This Agreement is specifically intended by the parties hereto to supersede all prior
development agreements, if any, for the Property which may exist between CITY and
LANDOWNER. The provisions of subsection 10B of this Agreement, relating to indemnification
and defense of CITY, its officers, employees and agents, shall be applicable to any claim
whatsoever against CITY, its officers, employees and agents, arising out of or in any way relating
to any prior development agreement relating to the Property.

35.

City Attorney Costs. Landowner shall pay to the City of Sacramento the sum of $1,500.00 as
and for reimbursement of the costs of the City Attorney in preparation and processing of this
Agreement.
››› Signature Page Follows ‹‹‹
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the CITY and LANDOWNER have executed this Development Agreement
as of the date first set forth above.
CITY OF SACRAMENTO

BEACHFIELDS LLC

By:

By:

________________________________
[Name]
[Title]
Date: _____________, 20[ ]

________________________________
Signature

________________________________
Print Name

________________________________
Title

Date: _____________, 20[ ]
By:

________________________________
Signature

________________________________
Print Name

________________________________
Title

Date: _____________, 20[ ]

Attest
Sacramento City Clerk

Approved as to Form
[Name]

By:

By:

________________________________
Signature

________________________________
[Name]
Attorneys for [Name]

Approved as to Form
Sacramento City Attorney
By:

________________________________
Signature

(ATTACH APPROPRIATE ACKNOWLEDGMENT)
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EXECUTION PAGE FOR LENDER

[Name + nature of entity] (herein “LENDER”) owns an equitable interest in the Property described
in Exhibit “A” of this Agreement as the beneficiary of that certain deed of trust and assignment of rents
dated [date] and recorded on [date], as Instrument [#], in Book [#], Page [#], Official Records,
Sacramento County, California.
LENDER hereby executes this Agreement and agrees to be bound by the terms and condition
hereof, subject to the limitations set forth in section 24 hereof.
LENDER requests that it be provided with copies of all notices mailed to LANDOWNER pursuant
to the terms of this Agreement and that said copies be addressed as follows:
________________________
________________________
________________________
Attn: ___________________
Dated: ____________, 20[ ]

LENDER:

________________________________
Signature

By: _____________________________
Its: ____________________________

(ATTACH APPROPRIATE ACKNOWLEDGMENT)
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EXHIBIT A
DESCRIPTION OF LANDOWNER’S PROPERTY

SEE ATTACHED

NOTE:

UPON RECORDATION OF FINAL MASTER PARCEL MAP, THIS EXHIBIT A WILL BE REPLACED BY
THE SAID MAP, WITHOUT NEED FOR AMENDMENT OF THIS AGREEMENT.
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Exhibit A: Description of Landowner’s Property
APN: 225-0050-022-0000 & 225-0060-021
LOTS 88, 92, 93, 97 AND 98 AS SHOWN ON THE OFFICIAL "MAP OF NATOMAS EAST SIDE
SUBDIVISION", FILED IN THE OFFICE OF THE COUNTY RECORDER OF SACRAMENTO COUNTY,
JANUARY 18, 1924, IN BOOK 17 OF MAPS, MAP NO. 34.
EXCEPTING THEREFROM THE FOREGOING PROPERTY AN UNDIVIDED ONE-HALF (1/2)
INTEREST IN AND TO ALL MINERALS, MINERAL DEPOSITS, OIL, GAS AND OTHER HYDROCARBON
SUBSTANCES OF EVERY KIND AND CHARACTER CONTAINED IN OR UPON SAID PREMISES, TOGETHER
WITH THE CONTINUING RIGHT OF ENTRY FOR THE FULL ENJOYMENT OF SAID RIGHTS SO EXCEPTED
AND RESERVED; INCLUDING DEVELOPMENT WORK, BORING OF WELLS, MAKING OF EXCAVATIONS,
INSTALLATION, MAINTENANCE, AND OPERATION OF PIPE LINES, STORAGE TANKS AND OTHER
REQUISITS STRUCTURES AND REMOVAL OF SAID SUBSTANCES SO EXCEPTED AND RESERVED BY ALL
USUAL, CONVENIENT AND NECESSARY MEANS, BUT SUBJECT TO THE OBLIGATION TO MAKE JUST
COMPENSATION FOR ANY INJURY OR DAMAGE TO GROWING CROPS OR OTHER IMPROVEMENTS ON
SAID PREMISES OCCASIONED BY THE EXERCISE OF ANY OF SAID RIGHTS SO EXCEPTED AND RESERVED,
WHICH MINERAL RIGHTS SO SAVED, EXCEPTED AND RESERVED SHALL TERMINATE AND END IN THE
EVENT THAT ON OR PRIOR TO NOVEMBER 30, 1961, THERE SHALL NOT HAVE BEEN DISCOVERED ON
THE PREMISES IN COMMERCIAL QUANTITIES ANY OF THE SUBSTANCES SO EXCEPTED AND RESERVED,
AS CONTAINED IN THE DEED DATED MAY 1, 1954, RECORDED MAY 4, 1954, IN BOOK 2597 OF
OFFICIAL RECORDS, PAGE 585, EXECUTED BY BURNIE B. CHAMBERLAIN AND MYRTLE I.
CHAMBERLAIN, HIS WIFE, TO ANTHONY G. RICHTER AND DORIS K . RICHTER, HIS WIFE.
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EXHIBIT B
LANDOWNER’S DEVELOPMENT PLAN

Intentionally Omitted
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EXHIBIT C
SPECIAL CONDITIONS
I.

PURPOSE AND INTENT

The definitions applicable to the body of the Agreement shall apply to this Exhibit C.
In order to achieve its objectives, and in order to obtain from each LANDOWNER and developer, all
required contributions, fees, land transfers, agreements, and other mechanisms required to
implement its terms, the NNCP provides that all rezoning and development shall occur through the
planned unit development process. Development agreements should be entered into with
LANDOWNERS whenever feasible under the circumstances.
Under no circumstances can development of the Property proceed without satisfaction of the
conditions specified in this exhibit. These Special Conditions shall constitute binding and legally
enforceable obligations of LANDOWNER and its successors and assigns, and binding and legally
enforceable requirements and conditions for the development of the Property, in addition to other
obligations, requirements and conditions imposed during the rezoning, special permit, subdivision
map and other land use entitlement processes.
II.

LANDOWNERS’ OBLIGATIONS
A.

Mitigation Monitoring; Habitat Conservation Plan.
1.

Mitigation Monitoring. When required in order to obtain entitlements,
LANDOWNER shall execute a mitigation monitoring agreement, and such other
agreements as may be necessary in CITY’s judgment in order to implement any
mitigation measure relating to the NNCP and any mitigation monitoring plans
applicable to the Property, and shall fully cooperate with CITY in implementing any
mitigation monitoring plan adopted as part of the approval process for
development of the Property.

2.

Habitat Conservation Plan.
a.

In the event that a Habitat Conservation Plan has been adopted by CITY,
LANDOWNER shall be obligated to undertake and exercise one of the
following options:
(i)

participate in that Plan by payment of the fees applicable to
LANDOWNER and/or the Property or provide required proportionate
land dedications, at the time specified in the Plan for payment of fees or
dedication of required proportionate lands; or
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b.

B.

(ii)

obtain and present to CITY a duly issued, executed and effective
incidental take permit issued by federal and state agencies charged with
implementation of the provisions of federal and state Endangered
Species Acts, which would allow development of the Property; or

(iii)

obtain and present to CITY a duly issued, executed, and effective form
of document from said federal and state agencies that development of
the Property may proceed without the need for an incidental take
permit; or

(iv)

participate in such other plan or program which has been approved by
said federal and state agencies; or

(v)

take any other action required by CITY in its sole discretion, relating to
satisfaction of all applicable laws, including but not limited to CEQA and
the federal and state Endangered Species Acts, where none of the
provisions of subsections (i), (ii), (iii) or (iv) are applicable.

The Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan Fee is payable by Landowner at
the time of and as a condition of issuance of a grading or building permit. The
fee is, at the time of execution of this Agreement, the sum of $21,841 per
acre of the Property subject to the grading or building permit if the land is
dedicated or the sum of $33,091 per acre of the Property subject to the
grading or building permit if the land is not dedicated. In addition to the
payment of that sum, Landowner shall be subject to the provisions of any
“catch-up fee” ordinance, resolution, rule or regulation in effect at the time of
issuance of the grading or building permit. The requirement specified in this
subsection 2b shall be included in each entitlement issued with respect to the
Property. Landowner understands and agrees that the provisions of
Government Code sections 66000 through 66025, as those sections are
amended, renumbered or reconstituted, shall not apply to the fees covered
by this subsection 2b.

Agreements with Other Agencies. As required by CITY, LANDOWNER shall enter into
agreements with other affected agencies, including but not limited to:
1.

Appropriate sanitation districts, including but not limited to Sacramento County
Regional Sanitation District, for provision of facilities, payment of fees and charges,
and payment (if applicable) of any proportionate share of penalties imposed by the
Environmental Protection Agency; and

2.

Reclamation District 1000, if in CITY’s sole and exclusive discretion and judgment
such an agreement is in fact required, or any other agreement which is required in
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CITY’s sole and exclusive discretion and judgment for the implementation of Interim
Drainage or the Drainage Plan.
C.

Drainage Agreement. LANDOWNER shall enter into an agreement with CITY, satisfactory
to the City Attorney, which provides that LANDOWNER shall finance all costs associated
with the Infrastructure required for development of all of the undeveloped lands within
said Drainage Shed Area. The Drainage Agreement shall additionally provide for
reimbursement in accordance with the terms of this Agreement, and the Panhandle
Finance Plan, for LANDOWNER’s payment of Infrastructure costs in excess of or beyond
those required for development of the Property, as that term is defined in Section 8 of
this Agreement. As a further alternative, CITY may impose a Drainage Shed Area
assessment district for purposes of financing the required Infrastructure. The provisions
of subsection 6D of this Agreement shall apply in such a case.

D.

Stormwater Quality Compliance: the project is required to comply with the latest post
construction stormwater quality requirements by incorporating applicable source control
measures, treatment control measures, and low impact development measures as
specified in the 2018 Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento Region, as
may be amended or superseded. A private maintenance agreement is required for all
proposed on-site treatment control and low impact development measures. In addition,
the project shall provide a financing mechanism acceptable to the Department of Utilities
for the maintenance of the on-site stormwater quality measures (e.g. create a
maintenance district, annex into an existing landscape maintenance district, etc.).

E.

Mixed Income Housing Requirements. If and to the extent that the Property is subject to
approval of a mixed income strategy under planning and development code chapter
17.712, the strategy is attached to this Exhibit C as Exhibit C-1, and incorporated herein
by this reference. The requirements specified in the strategy shall be implemented by
LANDOWNER.

F.

Transportation-Related Improvements
The following is a list of transportation improvements to be constructed and/or financed
as part of the Panhandle Development:
Signalized Intersections. The project is required to construct new signals at the following
intersections:
• Del Paso Road and Club Center Drive
• Del Paso Road and Sorento Road
• Modify existing signal at Del Paso Road and National Drive to add a fourth leg
Bicycle and pedestrian trail frontage improvements along Del Paso Road and Sorento
Road as described in the PUD Guidelines and the Tentative Master Parcel Map. The
required frontage improvements along Del Paso Road and Sorento Road shall be
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constructed as part of the project with each phased Final Map. The City will determine
what improvements are needed with each phased Final Map. The improvements shall be
consistent with the PUD Guidelines and the conditions of approval for the Tentative
Master Parcel Map. Maintenance of the bicycle and pedestrian improvements from the
right of way to the back of curb shall be financed through the community facilities
assessment district.
Sotnip Trail, from Sorento Road to Kenmar Road. The Developer shall contribute
$300,000 paid on a per unit basis of the first 50% of building permits for a Class I bike
trail. This amount will be escalated based on the Finance Plan cost adjustment
methodology.
Ninos Parkway Extension
LANDOWNER shall dedicate in fee the land encumbered by the Western Area Power
Authority (WAPA) and Sacramento Municipal Utility District (SMUD) utility easement, a
50 foot wide corridor, to City at no cost and with no parkland dedication credit. The
irrevocable offer of dedication shall be placed on LANDOWNER’s final subdivision or
parcel map.
At the time LANDOWNER undertakes infrastructure improvements required for
development of the subdivision, LANDOWNER shall improve the easement area to
include a 12 ft. paved multi-purpose bicycle and pedestrian trail, with 2 ft. of
decomposed granite on each side of the trail, drought tolerant and native plant
landscaping, irrigation, lighting, and related improvements all consistent with the design
of the existing Ninos Parkway, the PUD Guidelines, and the restrictions in the WAPA and
SMUD easement. LANDOWNER’s Ninos Parkway improvement shall be at
LANDOWNER’s sole cost and with no park impact fee credit.
Prior to initiation of construction of the Ninos Parkway extension, LANDOWNER shall
enter into a parkway improvement agreement with CITY to insure that the design of the
trail and corridor improvements comply with City’s design standards, PUD Guidelines,
public works requirements as may be applicable, the restrictions in the WAPA and SMUD
easement, and other matters. City will accept the land dedication after completion of the
parkway improvement work, but only when there is a continuous trail connection. Until
there is a Ninos Parkway trail connection to the trail improvement on LANDOWNER’s
property to allow for City’s acceptance, LANDOWNER shall be liable at its sole cost to
prevent public access and maintain the improvements.
The costs for maintenance of the Ninos Parkway within the Panhandle area will be
included in the maintenance assessment district formed to include maintenance of City
Panhandle parks. The City anticipates contracting with the home owners association
(HOA) established by LANDOWNER for maintenance of the Ninos Parkway within the
Panhandle area, which will allow either for imposition of a standby assessment for the
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parkway maintenance cost or payment of the tax assessment proceeds to the HOA for
that work. Assumption of maintenance of the Ninos Parkway trail by City or the HOA will
not occur until after City accepts LANDOWNER’s land dedication and improvements.
III.

CONDITIONS OF DEVELOPMENT; SPECIAL FINDINGS REQUIRED
A.

In addition to other findings and conditions as may be deemed applicable, no special
permit, subdivision map or other land use entitlement for the Property shall be approved
unless the approving body either: (1) makes the following findings; or (2) expressly
waives such findings, in whole or in part, as not applicable to the Property and stating the
reasons therefor with such waiver and the reasons therefor appear in the record or
document of approval. These findings are:
1.

The approval of the proposed project is consistent with the policies, goals,
standards and objectives of the NNCP and other relevant factors and circumstances,
including but not limited to:
a.

The adequacy of the required interim and permanent Infrastructure needed
to support the project planned for the Property;

b.

The extent of participation required of LANDOWNER under the Panhandle
Finance Plan has been secured;

c.

The extent to which LANDOWNER has complied with the provisions of the
Policy.

2.

The Panhandle Finance Plan has been adopted by the City Council.

3.

All transfers of land, owned by or under the control of LANDOWNER, which are
necessary for public purposes, have been transferred to CITY or to the appropriate
public agency. For this purpose, a transfer will be deemed to occur upon delivery to
CITY of an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication in form and manner approved by the City
Department of Public Works and the City Attorney. These dedications include, but
are not limited to streets, utilities, drainage facilities and public transit.

4.

LANDOWNER has, where applicable, demonstrated that the proposed project as
designed meets or exceeds the jobs to housing ratio of the NNCP, either actually or
through the medium of the Housing Trust Fund, or through assisting housing starts
in North Sacramento, or a combination thereof.

5.

LANDOWNER has entered into all agreements required pursuant to sections IIA, IIB,
and II.C above.
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6.

B.

Appropriate environmental review of the proposed project has been completed,
and any suggested mitigation measures resulting therefrom have been included in
the approval of the project to the extent feasible.

In the event that any of the special findings required herein cannot be made and are not
waived, approval may nevertheless be given to the proposed project if all of the following
conditions can be satisfied with respect to each such special finding not made:
1.

Practicable and feasible requirements or mitigation measures can be imposed upon
the project, the implementation of which would allow such special finding to be
made;

2.

The applicant has agreed to be bound (through written agreement satisfactory to
the City Attorney) by and to implement such requirements or mitigation measures,
and has posted such security for compliance therewith as may be required by the
City Manager; and

3.

It is in the public interest and consistent with the policies, goals, standards and
objectives of the Community Plan for the project to be approved with such
requirements and mitigation measures.
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Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy
The Panhandle Planned Unit Development (Panhandle) is a mixed use community located at the easterly
edge of the North Natomas Community Plan. This plan is comprised of 1,662 single family residential
units, 18 acres of parks, 36 acres of parkways and open space and an elementary school site. The
Panhandle will be incorporated into the North Natomas Community Plan area.
The City of Sacramento Mixed Income Housing Program requires projects of more than 100 gross acres
to “demonstrate how the project will provide housing for a variety of incomes and family types
consistent with the housing element.”
The Panhandle PUD will address the mixed income housing ordinance through a combination of
payment of housing impact fees (approximately $7.7 million) and the construction of 16 regulated
affordable homes as described below.
A total of 16 regulated affordable homes will be constructed within Villages 4, 5, 10 and 11 (Villages) of
Panhandle. These regulated affordable homes shall be the same or similar to other market rate homes
(i.e., comparable design, size and materials) in each of the Villages. Building permits may not be issued
for more than 75 percent of the market rate homes within each Village prior to the issuance of building
permits for 100 percent of the regulated affordable homes. The location of the regulated affordable
home will not be adjacent to or across from another regulated affordable home, but otherwise may be
located anywhere in each Village. Each subdivision located within Villages 4, 5, 10 and 11 will be
responsible for its portion, and not less than four regulated affordable homes will be constructed within
each respective Village.
By providing these 16 regulated affordable homes, Panhandle will receive a housing impact fee credit
totaling approximately $1.6 million and SHRA will waive its 30-year monitoring fee. A 30-year regulatory
agreement for each of the 16 regulated affordable homes will be recorded at the sale of each home.
Panhandle will pay a housing impact fee for the non-regulated, estate and traditional homes, located in
Villages 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13 and 14.
City of Sacramento Mixed Income Housing Ordinance
In subsections 17.712.030(B) and 17.712.030(B)(1) of the Mixed Income Housing Ordinance, the
affordable housing requirements indicate:
If the residential project exceeds 100 gross acres in size, the owner shall pay a housing
impact fee on all newly constructed market rate dwelling units pursuant to section
17.712.050, and obtain city council approval of a mixed income housing strategy that
demonstrates how the project provides housing for a variety of incomes and family

types consistent with the housing element policy. The planning director shall review the
proposed mixed income housing strategy in consultation with the executive director of
SHRA. The planning director shall recommend approval, modification, or denial of the
proposed mixed income housing strategy in conjunction with the development project’s
earliest planning approvals, consistent with the provisions of section 17.808.260. The
city council and planning and design commission shall consider the amount of regulated
affordable housing in the vicinity. The mixed income housing strategy may provide for fee
credits for land dedication to SHRA, construction of affordable dwelling units, or other
mechanisms that lead to the provision of affordable housing.

North Natomas Community Plan
The North Natomas Community Plan calls for “Neighborhoods (that) will provide a balance of different
housing densities with a variety of housing types, lot sizes, and affordability to serve a broad spectrum
of residents.” The Panhandle will meet the City’s Mixed Income Housing Program by providing a
diversity of housing and will be implementing the housing principles espoused by the North Natomas
Community Plan.
Panhandle PUD
The stated housing goals of the Panhandle are:
•

Provide a variety of housing opportunities that will complement the existing North Natomas

Community Plan Community.
•

Provide diversity and “move-up” housing opportunities which incorporate high-quality design

materials that will retain property values over time.
•

Create a community that makes efficient use of land while offering residential housing densities

that transition from suburban densities of the existing North Natomas Community to the west to the
existing large-lot and rural densities to the east.
•

Provide large suburban home sites adjacent to Sorento Road to transition from the existing

suburban densities west of the Plan Area to the existing rural densities to the east of the Plan Area. The
Panhandle Planned Unit Development (PUD) Schematic Plan is consistent with the City’s General Plan
and in accordance with the Sacramento City Code.
The PUD Schematic Plan is comprised of predominantly single-family residential development to be
implemented through provision of various single-family lot sizes and product types to accommodate
various income levels and lifestyle options within the Plan Area. (General Plan designation Suburban
Neighborhood Low Density SNLD; Zoning designation R-1 and R-1A). The PUD further defines the
development intentions by establishing specific land use designations in the Plan Area that allow specific

residential density ranges and lot sizes (SNLD-E “Estate Lots”, SNLD-T “Traditional Lots”, and SNLD-V
“Village Lots”).
The Panhandle project plans three categories of lot sizes:
•
•
•

Estate lots (6000 – 14,500 sq. ft.),
Traditional lots (4500 – 7500 sq. ft.)
Village lots (3000 – 6000 sq. ft.).

House sizes will generally be in the following range:
•
Estate (2500 sq. ft. – 3500 sq. ft.)
•
Traditional (1800 – 2500 sq. ft.)
•
Village (1200 – 1600 sq. ft.).
General range of home prices (2018 estimate):
•
Estate lot homes ($500k – $750k);
•
Traditional lot homes ($400k - $550k);
•
Village lot homes ($350k - $450k).
Based on the most current data available the North Natomas Community Plan has approximately 200
acres of land available for multi-family housing which equates to about 4,000 multi-family apartment
units. There is also substantial land available for affordable housing immediately adjacent or very close
to the Panhandle.
Currently there is considerable diversity of housing in the North Natomas area but very little “move up”
housing which can be generally defined as larger homes on larger lots. Data provided by local real
estate sources indicate there is a significant demand for these larger homes. These homes would
typically be four and five bedrooms with larger backyards. Currently there is a limited amount of these
size homes and lots in the North Natomas area. There is also a significant demand for the less expensive
smaller homes on smaller lots, particularly in light of the project’s location close to downtown and major
freeways. The Panhandle PUD addresses this need for diversity by providing a significant variety of lot
sizes, house sizes and home prices.
By providing this housing diversity as well as contributing significant funds to support affordable housing
the Panhandle implements the goals for the Panhandle PUD, the North Natomas Community Plan and
the City of Housing Mixed Income Housing ordinance.

Attachments:
1 - 2035 General Plan Housing Element Policies
2 - Panhandle PUD Schematic Map

Panhandle - Housing Element
The Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy (MIHS) implements the City’s Housing Element in a
variety of ways. The overall approach of the Panhandle is to provide a wide variety of housing
types, payment of housing impact fees (approximately $7.7 million) and construction of
affordable units. This will implement the following provisions of the City Housing Element:
1. Diversity of housing types and construction of more affordable units:
o

o

Goal H-1.2: Housing Diversity. Provide a variety of quality housing types to
encourage neighborhood stability. This goal is specifically advanced via adherence to
the following policies:
•

Policy H-1.2.1: Variety of Housing. The City shall encourage the development
and revitalization of neighborhoods that include a variety of housing tenure,
size and types, such as second units, carriage homes, lofts, live-work spaces,
cottages, and manufactured / modular housing.

•

Policy H-1.2.2: Compatibility with Single Family Neighborhoods. The City
shall encourage a variety of housing types and sizes to diversify, yet
maintain compatibility with, single family neighborhoods.

•

Policy H-1.2.4: Mix of Uses. The City shall actively support and encourage
mixed use retail, employment, and residential development around existing
and future transit stations, centers and corridors.

Goal H-1.3: Balanced Communities. Promote racial, economic, and demographic
integration in new and existing neighborhoods. This goal is specifically advanced
via adherence to the following policies:
•

Policy H-1.3.2: Economic Integration. The City shall consider the economic
integration of neighborhoods when financing new multifamily affordable
housing projects.

•

Policy H-1.3.4: A Range of Housing Opportunities. The City shall encourage
a range of housing opportunities for all segments of the community.

•

Policy H-1.3.5: Housing Type Distribution. The City shall promote an
equitable distribution of housing types for all income groups throughout
the city and promote mixed income neighborhoods rather than creating
concentrations of below market rate housing in certain areas.
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o

Goal H-2.2: Development. Assist in creating housing to meet current and future
needs. The project shall utilize financial tools made available by the city pursuant to the
following policies:
•

Policy H-2.2.3: Offsetting Development Costs for Affordable Housing. The city
shall defer fees to Certificate of Occupancy to help offset development costs
for affordable housing and will offer other financial incentives including, but
not limited to, water development fee waivers and sewer credits.

•

Policy H-2.2.4: Funding for Affordable Housing. The City shall pursue and
maximize the use of all appropriate state, federal, local and private funding
for the development, preservation, and rehabilitation of housing affordable
for extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income households, while
maintaining economic competitiveness in the region.

•

Policy H-2.2.5: Review and Reduce Fees for Affordable Housing. The City shall
work with affordable housing developers as well as other agencies and
districts to review and reduce applicable processing and development impact
fees for very low and low income housing units.

2. Moderate Income Workforce Housing: Moderate income housing is facilitated by Panhandle’s
design elements including the wide variety of lot sizes, home product types, and a walkable and
bikable environment. The development of moderate income housing is supportive of the
following City of Sacramento Housing Element Goals and Policies:
o

o

Goal H-1.2: Housing Diversity. Provide a variety of quality housing types to
encourage neighborhood stability. This goal is specifically advanced via adherence
to the following policies:
•

Policy H-1.2.1: Variety of Housing. The City shall encourage the
development and revitalization of neighborhoods that include a variety of
housing tenure, size and types, such as second units, carriage homes, lofts,
live-work spaces, cottages, and manufactured / modular housing.

•

Policy H-1.2.2: Compatibility with Single Family Neighborhoods. The City
shall encourage a variety of housing types and sizes to diversity, yet
maintain compatibility with, single family neighborhoods.

•

Policy H-1.2.4: Mix of Uses. The City shall actively support and encourage
mixed use retail, employment, and residential development around existing
and future transit stations, centers and corridors.

Goal H-1.3: Balanced Communities. Promote racial, economic, and demographic
integration in new and existing neighborhoods. This goal is specifically advanced via
adherence to the following policies:
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•

Policy H-1.3.1: Social Equity. The City shall encourage economic and racial
integration, fair housing opportunity, and the elimination of discrimination.

•

Policy H-1.3.2: Economic Integration. The City shall consider the economic
integration of neighborhoods when financing new multifamily affordable
housing projects.

•

Policy H-1.3.4: A Range of Housing Opportunities. The City shall encourage a
range of housing opportunities for all segments of the community.

•

Policy H-1.3.5: Housing Type Distribution. The City shall promote an equitable
distribution of housing types for all income groups throughout the city and
promote mixed income neighborhoods rather than creating concentrations of
low market rate housing in certain areas.

3. Product type variation and innovation: The diversity and flexibility of the Panhandle design (see
PUD guidelines) encourage product type variation supportive of the following City of Sacramento
Housing Element Goals and Policies:
o

o

Goal H-1.2: Housing Diversity. Provide a variety of quality housing types to encourage
neighborhood stability. This goal is specifically advanced via adherence to the following
policies:
•

Policy H-1.2.1: Variety of Housing. The City shall encourage the development and
revitalization of neighborhoods that include a variety of housing tenure, size and
types, such as second units, carriage homes, lofts, live-work spaces, cottages, and
manufactured / modular housing.

•

Policy H-1.2.2: Compatibility with Single Family Neighborhoods. The City shall
encourage a variety of housing types and sizes to diversify, yet maintain
compatibility with, single family neighborhoods.

•

Policy H-1.2.4: Mix of Uses. The City shall actively support and encourage mixed
use retail, employment, and residential development around existing and future
transit stations, centers and corridors.

Goal H-1.3: Balanced Communities. Promote racial, economic, and demographic
integration in new and existing neighborhoods. This goal is specifically advanced via
adherence to the following policies:
•

Policy H-1.3.4: A Range of Housing Opportunities. The City shall encourage a range
of housing opportunities for all segments of the community.

•

Policy H-1.3.5: Housing Type Distribution. The City shall promote an equitable
distribution of housing types for all income groups throughout the city and
promote mixed income neighborhoods rather than creating concentrations of
below market rate housing in certain areas.
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4. Workforce ownership
Due to the high cost of construction, in order to meet housing demand for households approaching the
region’s median household income, additional considerations are necessary. This housing segment
benefits the middle class and this middle income stratum of the market has been the underserved.
Construction of housing that is attainable for households at or near the median income is consistent
with a variety of goals and policies spelled out in the City of Sacramento Housing Element.
o

Goal H-6: Homeownership. Provide ownership opportunities and preserve housing for
Sacramento’s modest income workers

In order to accommodate this need, the Panhandle will provide the following benefits to reduce the cost
for workforce housing:
•

A significant portion of the project will be comprised of smaller and more affordable units with
designs that can reduce the individual unit cost of development providing an opportunity for
affordable alternatives to the more traditional suburban development.

•

Access to amenities: Close proximity to parks and other recreational opportunities as well as
schools located within the project area (high school, middle school and elementary school)
reduce transportation and related housing costs which contribute to the desirability of the
community.

5. Sustainability
Sustainability and green development is listed as a theme and priority program of the City Housing
Element, listed as Goal H-1.1 in the City Housing Element. It is also applicable to the Panhandle’s vision.
The project’s location in proximity to downtown and major employment centers provides the
opportunity to create a community with reduced impacts on the environment compared to other
similarly sized communities. The project has a more sustainable land plan design as well as encouraging
energy efficient construction techniques. The Panhandle encourages walking and biking through its
two on-site trails as well as two large parks located within the project. The plan design will reduce
reliance on cars, reduce energy consumption and contribute to a healthier lifestyle.

o

Goal H-1.1: Sustainable Communities. Develop and rehabilitate housing
and neighborhoods to be environmentally sustainable. This goal is advanced via
adherence to the following policy:
•

Policy H-1.1.1: Sustainable Housing Practices. The City shall promote
sustainable housing practices that incorporate a “whole system” approach to
siting, designing and constructing housing that is integrated into the building
site, consume less energy, water and other resources, and are healthier, safer,
more comfortable, and durable.
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The Panhandle development includes the following features:
•

A design that encourages walking and biking which can reduce transportation costs, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and improve the efficiency and livability of the environment. The
Panhandle projects has two separate bike/pedestrian trails and two large parks located within
the community that provide opportunity for a healthier lifestyle. In addition, these bike and
pedestrian trails directly connect to adjacent trails providing greater connectivity to adjoining
neighborhoods and retail centers which will reduce reliance on auto travel.

•

Amenities in close proximity, including parks, trails, schools, and opportunities for social and
community interaction.

The features above result in a potentially significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions compared to
comparable sized developments. Affordability is improved by reductions in transportation costs and
improvements in energy efficiency. Additional financial benefits achieved include reduced health care
costs, higher property values and greater productivity.
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Attachment 2: Panhandle PUD Schematic Map

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3
PD
(PD/A)
24.1 ± AC. (GR)
24.1 ± AC. (NET)

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

PD
(PD/A)
87.3 ± AC. (GR)
83.3 ± AC. (NET)

Planned
Development 2

ELKHORN BLVD.

I-5

SORENTO RD.

11.6± AC. (GR)
11.6 ± AC. (NET)

NATOMAS BLVD.

US-99

PD
(PD/A)

PROJECT
SITE

Domino Avenue

DEL PASO RD.

DEL PASO RD.

LIMITS OF THE
PANHANDLE PUD AREA

. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
LVD
B
A

N

ARE

I-80

&
99
US-

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

0

I-8

EL

12.2 ± AC. (GR)
12.2 ± AC. (NET)

UX
TR

I-5

Village 13

65.5 ± AC. (GR)
60.4 ± AC. (NET)

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

.
RD

NORTH
Open Space 4
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS-PUD)
13.0 ± AC. (GR)
12.3 ± AC. (NET)

Faletto Avenue
Fa
le

tto

Av

e.

Detention Basin

E.

Open Space
(PR/A-OS-PUD)
13.6 ± AC. (GR)
13.4± AC. (NET)

"
17.6 ± AC. (GR)
16.4 ± AC. (NET)

e

Rd

.

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

"G

SNLD-V
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

ve

Village 14

Str
ee
t

Village 11

Le

23.3 ± AC. (GR)
21.2 ± AC. (NET)

Village 12
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
13.0 ± AC. (GR)
11.3 ± AC. (NET)

Street "F"

Park 4

SNLD-E
(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

SNLD-V
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
14.6± AC. (GR)
13.3 ± AC. (NET)

Street "E"

20.8 ± AC. (GR)
20.2 ± AC. (NET)

Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Cadman Ct.

Village 7

Park 2
Quimby
(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Village 9
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

SNLD-E
(SNLD/R1-PUD)
47.0 ± AC. (GR)
38.9 ± AC. (NET)

12.3 ± AC. (GR)
10.5 ± AC. (NET)

30.0 ± AC. (GR)
26.1± AC. (NET)

Av

e.

Open Space 3
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS-PUD)

ll

we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

6.9 ± AC. (GR)
6.5 ± AC. (NET)

Club Center Dr.

Village 10
Street "D"

Village 8

Sorento Road

Club Center Dr.

SNLD-V
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
19.8 ± AC. (GR)
18.6 ± AC. (NET)

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-V
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Bar

ros

r.
nter D

Units

88.0±
162.2±
66.4±
11.7±
65.5±
18.0±
8.9±
27.1±
13.6±
123.0±
5.0±
0.0±

75.7±
148.4±
60.5±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
8.0±
24.6±
13.4±
119.0±
5.0±
48.9±

340±
869±
453±

589.4±

589.4±

1,662± DU

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Driv
e

Village 6

Ce
Club

Acres (G) Acres (N)

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-V = Village (7.5 du/ac average net density)

4.1 ± AC. (GR)
3.1 ± AC. (NET)

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

PUD Land Use*

4.6 ± AC. (GR)
4.1 ± AC. (NET)

Village 5

Village 3

LAND USE SUMMARY

Barros Drive

SNLD-E
(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

36.4 ± AC. (GR)
34.3 ± AC. (NET)

20.2 ± AC. (GR)
16.6 ± AC. (NET)

Village 4
Mayfield St.

Mayfield St.

2.0 ± AC. (GR)
1.5 ± AC. (NET)

Elementary School

Park 1

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Quimby
(PR/A-OS-PUD)

11.7 ± AC. (GR)
10.0 ± AC. (NET)

Street "C"

Street "B"

rive)
(National D

SNLD-V
Park 3
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD) Ninos Parkway
14.4 ± AC. (GR)
(PR/A-OS-PUD)
12.2 ± AC. (NET)

5.7± AC. (GR)
5.0 ± AC. (NET)

21.4 ± AC. (GR)
19.9 ± AC. (NET)

Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS-PUD)
5.4 ± AC. (GR)
5.1 ± AC. (NET)

Village 2
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
25.9± AC. (GR)
22.7 ± AC. (NET)

Street "C"

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Open Space 1

(National Drive)

Village 1

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Del Paso Road

PUD SCHEMATIC PLAN

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

June 01, 2018

EXHIBIT D
ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT
THIS ASSIGNMENT AND ASSUMPTION AGREEMENT (herein “this Agreement”) is entered into
this ____ day of ___________, 20[ ], by and between _________________ (herein “LANDOWNER”)
and _________________ (herein “ASSIGNEE”).
RECITALS
A.

LANDOWNER has entered into a Development Agreement (herein “the Development
Agreement”) dated __________________, with the City of Sacramento, pursuant to which
LANDOWNER agreed to develop certain property more particularly described in the
Development Agreement (herein “the Property”) in the North Natomas Community Plan Area
subject to certain conditions and obligations set forth in the Development Agreement.

B.

LANDOWNER has assigned its interests under the Development Agreement to ASSIGNEE under
a written agreement dated __________________, as to that portion of the Property identified
and incorporated herein by this reference (herein the “Assigned Parcel(s)”).

C.

ASSIGNEE desires to assume all of LANDOWNER’s rights and obligations and other terms and
conditions under the Development Agreement with respect to the Assigned Parcel(s).
AGREEMENTS

NOW, THEREFORE, LANDOWNER AND ASSIGNEE HEREBY AGREE AS FOLLOWS:
1.

ASSIGNEE hereby assumes all of the burdens and obligations of LANDOWNER under the
Development Agreement, and agrees to observe and fully perform all of the duties and
obligations of LANDOWNER under the Development Agreement, and to be subject to all of the
terms and conditions thereof, with respect to the Assigned Parcel(s), it being the express
intention of both LANDOWNER and ASSIGNEE that, upon the execution of this Agreement,
ASSIGNEE shall become substituted for LANDOWNER as the “LANDOWNER” under the
Development Agreement with respect to the Assigned Parcel(s).

2.

ASSIGNEE understands and agrees that this Agreement is subject to section 4 of the
Development Agreement. Section 4 reads as follows:
Assignment. LANDOWNER shall have the right to sell, assign, or transfer its
interests under this Agreement as part of a contemporaneous and related sale,
assignment or transfer of its interests in the Property, or any portion thereof,
without the consent of CITY; provided, however, that LANDOWNER shall notify
CITY of such sale, assignment or transfer by providing written notice thereof to
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CITY in the manner provided in this Agreement. LANDOWNER shall remain
obligated to perform all terms and conditions of this Agreement, unless such
purchaser, assignee or transferee, to the satisfaction of and in a form acceptable
to the City Attorney, executes and delivers to CITY an express agreement to
assume all of the obligations and other terms and conditions of this Agreement
with respect to the Property or such portion thereof sold, assigned or
transferred. The execution of such an assumption agreement shall relieve
LANDOWNER of the obligations expressly assumed only if (a) LANDOWNER is not
in default under this Agreement at the time of the assignment or transfer; and
(b) LANDOWNER has provided CITY with notice of said assignment or transfer in
the manner provided hereunder. Any such assumption agreement with respect
to LANDOWNER’s obligations under this Agreement shall be deemed to be to the
satisfaction of the City Attorney if executed in the form of the Assignment and
Assumption Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit “D” and incorporated herein
by this reference, or such other form as shall be proposed by LANDOWNER and
approved by the City Attorney prior to the effective date of the assignment.
Any purchaser, assignee, or transferee shall be obligated and bound by the terms
and conditions of this Agreement, and shall be the beneficiary thereof and a
party thereto, only with respect to the Property, or such portion thereof, sold,
assigned, or transferred to it. Any such purchaser, assignee, or transferee shall
observe and fully perform all of the duties and obligations of LANDOWNER under
this Agreement, as such duties and obligations pertain to the portion of the
Property sold, assigned, or transferred.
4.

At the request of the City, ASSIGNEE agrees to enter into a separate development agreement
with respect to the Assigned Parcel(s).

5.

All of the covenants, terms and conditions set forth herein shall be binding upon and shall inure
to the benefit of the parties hereto and to their respective heirs, successors and assigns.

6.

ASSIGNEE agrees that it has read, and has sought and received all required legal and other
expert consultation with regard to the Development Agreement, and fully understands all of its
terms and conditions. ASSIGNEE further agrees that: (i) LANDOWNER has furnished ASSIGNEE
with a copy of the North Natomas Community Plan, the Comprehensive Drainage Plan, the
Panhandle Finance Plan, the RD-1000 Agreement (where applicable), the Habitat Conservation
Plan, and all other documents and materials containing or relating to terms and conditions of
development in the NNCP area; (ii) ASSIGNEE has read and understands all of the terms and
conditions of said documents and materials; and (iii) with such knowledge and understanding,
which includes the nature and extent of the fees, taxes, assessments and other financial
mechanisms and obligations inherent in such documents and materials, nevertheless has
voluntarily, freely and knowingly assumed and agreed to perform all of obligations and
requirements, and be bound by all of the provisions of such documents and materials.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this Agreement as of the date and
year first above written.

By: ______________________________
“ASSIGNEE”
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1.

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

This Public Facilities Finance Plan (Finance Plan or PFFP) establishes the strategy to finance the
Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities (as defined herein) required to serve the proposed
land uses in the Panhandle Planned Unit Development (PUD) project (Project). The Project
consists of approximately 589 acres of primarily vacant land located north of Del Paso Road,
south of Elkhorn Boulevard, west of Sorento Road/East Levee Road, and east of the developed
neighborhoods known as Natomas Park and Regency Park. The Project is in the North Natomas
Community Plan Area (NNCP), which was adopted by the City of Sacramento (City) in 1994.
As part of the adoption of the NNCP, a North Natomas Financing Plan (NNFP) was prepared to
identify the costs and funding sources required for development of the NNCP. Because of its
delayed timing of development, the Project was excluded from the boundaries of the NNFP,
although it was considered for eventual annexation.

Project Background and Land Use
A prior application for the Project was submitted in 2006; however, because of the economic
downturn and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ actions to decertify the levee system protecting
the Natomas Basin, the Project did not proceed at that time. Project Applicants have submitted
revised plans for development of the Panhandle PUD. This Finance Plan updates and replaces the
2007 Panhandle Planned Unit Development Public Facilities Finance Plan (2007 Finance Plan),
based on revised land use plans, updated technical studies, and refined City/Applicant objectives.
The Project area is located entirely within the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). As shown on
Table 1-1, the Project as proposed contains 1,662 suburban neighborhood low-density
residential units, including 340 estate units with an average density of 4.5 units per acre,
869 traditional units with an average density of 6 units per acre, and 453 village units with an
average density of 7.5 units per acre. The Project area also includes public facilities such as
parks, an elementary school site, a high school/middle school site, open space, a detention
basin, and roadways.

Purpose of the Finance Plan
The Finance Plan identifies all backbone infrastructure improvements, public facilities, and
associated administrative costs needed to serve the proposed land uses. Because of the delayed
timing of development of the Project, a significant portion of the NNFP infrastructure and public
facilities already have been constructed. Therefore, instead of annexing into the NNFP, this
Finance Plan proposes a separate set of funding mechanisms that will work in conjunction with
the NNFP funding strategy.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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DRAFT
Table 1-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Land Use Summary

Land Use

Residential - Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential SNLD

2

Other Land Uses
Elementary School
Middle School/High School
Park - Quimby
Ninos Parkway [2]
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (non-participant)
Major Roads
Collector and Residential Streets [1]
Subtotal Other Land Uses
Total Land Uses

Units per
Acre

Gross
Acres

Net
Acres [1]

Dwelling
Units

4.5
5.9
7.5

88.0
162.2
66.4
316.6

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

340
869
453
1,662

-

11.7
65.5
18.0
36.0
13.6
123.0
5.0
0.0
272.8

10.0
60.4
15.5
32.6
13.4
119.0
5.0
49.6
305.5

-

589.4

589.4

1,662
lu

Source: MacKay & Somps.
[1] Net acres reflect exclusion of collector and residential streets, accounted for in a separate line item.
[2] Includes the 12' Powerline Trail within the WAPA Corridor (Ninos Parkway).
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The Finance Plan, which will be adopted by the City, ensures the infrastructure and public
facilities necessary to serve the Project are constructed and describes the costs and financing
mechanisms that will be used to construct these improvements in a timely manner. The Finance
Plan is designed to achieve the following goals:



Identify ways to finance construction of public infrastructure and facilities through public and
private financing.



Use existing City, Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD), Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District (Regional San), and Special District fee programs to the extent possible.



Establish Project-specific fees to fund all or a portion of major backbone infrastructure and
other public facilities not included in existing fee programs.



Make maximum use of “pay as you go” mechanisms.



Make appropriate use of municipal debt–financing mechanisms.



Build in flexibility to respond to market conditions.



Provide developer funding for appropriate facilities.

Summary
Overview of Financing Strategy
Buildout of the Project will require construction of roadway, sewer, water, drainage, and a
variety of other public facilities. Cost estimates for required backbone infrastructure and other
public facilities have been derived from a combination of available engineering data provided by
MacKay & Somps Engineers, as well as by using data from the City, Economic & Planning
Systems, Inc. (EPS), and other sources (see Appendix B for detailed cost estimates).
Table 1-2 summarizes the total cost of backbone infrastructure and other public facilities
required to serve the Project. At buildout, backbone and other public facilities are estimated to
cost approximately $63.9 million (2018$). This figure does not include the costs of in-tract and
other subdivision-specific improvements, which is anticipated to be financed privately. The
detailed tables that describe each of these infrastructure items are included in the cost estimates
prepared by MacKay & Somps in November 2017 (see Appendix B of this report).
Table 1-3 shows the financing sources used to fund backbone infrastructure and other public
facilities for the Project. As shown, the major infrastructure required for development to proceed
in the Project is anticipated to be funded through a combination of public and private financing.
Fees (i.e., City, Sacramento County [County], Other Agencies, or Plan Area fees) will be used to
fund required facilities when possible. The City and Other Agencies serving the Project have
established development impact fee programs to fund a portion of the road, sewer, water, park,
and schools facilities. For most of the backbone infrastructure, the developer will construct the
facilities and may be reimbursed through Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) bond
proceeds and receive appropriate fee credits.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)

3

P:\162000\162130 Panhandle Finance Plan\Reports\162130 PRDraft Financing Plan R4 05-2018.docx

DRAFT
Table 1-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities Cost Summary (2018$)

Item

Amount

Backbone Infrastructure
Roadways
On-Site Roadways
Off-Site Roadways
Subtotal Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage [1]
Potable Water
Subtotal Backbone Infrastructure

$12,053,000
$468,000
$12,521,000
$1,034,000
$13,055,000
$2,694,000
$29,304,000

Public Facilities
Neighborhood and Community Parks - Quimby [2]
Trails [3]
Ninos Parkway (Landscaping) [4]
Regional Park Land Acquisition [5]
Transit [5]
Fire Facilities [5]
Community Center [5]
Library [5]
Schools [2]
Subtotal Public Facilities

$5,617,560
$1,425,100
$4,297,500
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150
$34,548,076

Total Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities Cost

$63,852,076
cost sum

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017); City of Sacramento.
[1] Includes land acquisition.
[2] Assumes cost is equal to fee revenue generated by Panhandle PUD
development. See Table C-1 for detail.
[3] Includes the cost for the 12' Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail with
decomposed granite shoulders within Ninos Parkway and Sotnip trail.
Excludes the landscape area adjacent to the 12' trail and any remaining
open space and landscaping within the WAPA Corridor.
[4] Includes the Ninos Parkway 20' landscape area adjacent to the 12' Powerline
Trail in the WAPA Corridor as well as remaining open space and landscaping
within the WAPA Corridor (including areas adjacent to parks). Excludes the
cost of the 12' Powerline Class I Bike Trail within the WAPA Corridor.
[5] Panhandle cost obligation calculated assuming applicable North Natomas
development impact fees apply to Panhandle development.

Prepared by EPS 5/2/2018
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Table 1-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Project Requirements and Funding at Buildout (2018$)

Estimated Project Requirements and Funding
Developer Funding via Construction and Fee Payments

Item

Estimated
Improvement
Costs

Eligible
for Land
Secured
Financing

Backbone Infrastructure
Roadways
On-Site Roadways
Off-Site Roadways
Subtotal Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Potable Water
Subtotal Backbone Infrastructure

$12,053,000
$468,000
$12,521,000
$1,034,000
$13,055,000
$2,694,000
$29,304,000

X
X

Public Facilities
Neighborhood and Community Parks - Quimby [4]
Trails [5]
Ninos Parkway (Landscaping) [6]
Regional Park Land Acquisition [4] [7]
Transit [4] [7]
Fire Facilities [4] [7]
Community Center [4] [7]
Library [4] [7]
Schools [4]
Subtotal Public Facilities

$5,617,560
$1,425,100
$4,297,500
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150
$34,548,076

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Total Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities Cost

$63,852,076

X
X
X

Plan AreaBased Funding
Panhandle
Special Financing
District
Program [1]

City Fees
Transportation
Development
Impact Fee
(TDIF) [2]

Park
Impact
Fees

Other Fee Programs

Water

School
Mitigation
Fees

SASD

Subtotal
Plan Area
and Fee
Payments

Other Funding Sources
Regional,
Offsite
State, and
Private
Future
Federal/
Developer
Reimb.
Other [3]
Funding

Total

$12,053,000
$354,000
$12,407,000
$276,000
$13,055,000
$0
$25,738,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$2,694,000
$2,694,000

$0
$758,000
$758,000

$0
$0

$12,053,000
$354,000
$12,407,000
$1,034,000
$13,055,000
$2,694,000
$29,190,000

$114,000 [8]
$114,000
- [9]
$114,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$12,053,000
$468,000
$12,521,000
$1,034,000
$13,055,000
$2,694,000
$29,304,000

$0
$825,100
$0
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$0
$11,117,866

$5,617,560
$5,617,560

$0

$0

$0

$12,915,150
$12,915,150

$5,617,560
$825,100
$0
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150
$29,650,576

$600,000 [10]
$600,000

$0
- $4,297,500
$0 $4,297,500

$5,617,560
$1,425,100
$4,297,500
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150
$34,548,076

$36,855,866

$5,617,560

$0

$2,694,000

$758,000

$12,915,150

$58,840,576

$714,000

$0

$63,852,076

$4,297,500

s/u

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017); City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]
[5]

Special Financing District may be private developer capital, Mello-Roos Community Facilities District, Plan Area Fee Program, Benefit Assessment District, or other infrastructure charge.
The Project will be eligible for TDIF credits against the TDIF alternative modes set-aside for the Project's trails bikeway network.
"Other" funding may include grant or other sources of revenue such as capital campaigns by user groups.
Assumes cost is equal to fee revenue generated by Panhandle PUD development. See Table C-1 for detail.
Includes the cost for the 12' Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail with decomposed granite shoulders within Ninos Parkway and Sotnip trail. Excludes the landscape area adjacent to the 12' trail and any remaining open space and landscaping within
the WAPA Corridor. The cost for the WAPA Corridor Trail and Panhandle's share of the Sotnip Trail will be funded through the Panhandle Special Financing District Program. The remainder of the Sotnip Trail will be funded by other benefitting properties.
[6] Includes the Ninos Parkway 20' landscape area adjacent to the 12' Powerline Trail in the WAPA Corridor as well as remaining open space and landscaping within the WAPA Corridor (including areas adjacent to parks). Excludes the cost of the 12' Powerline
Class I bike trail within the WAPA Corridor. The cost will be funded privately as each property owner has a relatively equal share of the trail and landscape cost and will construct their own portion of the parkway.
[7] Panhandle cost obligation calculated assuming applicable North Natomas development impact fees apply to Panhandle development.
[8] To the extent that development of the Krumenacher Ranch property proceeds, that property will reimburse Panhandle PUD constructing entities (or other funding parties) for the portion of the costs for off-site roadway improvements that benefit the site.
[9] As shown on Table 3-4, to the extent that the Krumenacher Ranch property proceeds, the property will reimburse the Project approximately $316,000 for drainage land acquistion if it utilizes the basin. The offsite reimbursement for drainage is currently excluded
from this table because it is uncertain if Krumenacher Ranch will proceed and if Krumenacher Ranch does proceed, it is uncertain how the drainage system will be configured. In the event that Krumenacher Ranch does proceed and utilize the Panhandle detention
basin, the City will require them pay their proportionate share of the land acquisition cost.
[10] Panhandle's share of the Sotnip Trail will be funded through the Panhandle Special Financing District Program. The remainder of the Sotnip Trail will be funded by other benefitting properties.

Prepared by EPS 5/9/2018
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The Panhandle Public Facilities Fee (Panhandle Impact Fee Program, Panhandle Fee Program, or
Panhandle Impact Fee) may be used to fund the remaining backbone costs and other public
facilities serving the Project not funded through existing financing mechanisms. If such a fee
program is not used, the cost of any public facilities not funded through existing fees or through
bond financing may be paid for by the Project developer(s) through a private cost-sharing
agreement or other funding approaches.
Because the Project borders the area comprising the NNCP, several public facilities, such as
transit, fire, library, community center, etc., whose costs have been included already in the
NNFP, will benefit the residents and employees of the Project. Therefore, development in the
Project will pay special Plan Area fees based on the NNFP for these facilities.
Bond financing likely will be needed to help fund those items required during the early years of
development in the Project, as well as at other strategic times when development impact fees or
other proposed public funding is not able to fund in a timely fashion the necessary facilities
required for new development. Debt financing, however, will be limited to prudent levels and
shall be consistent with State of California (State) and City guidelines.
School facilities will be funded through school mitigation fees and possibly through other funding
sources, including the State School Building Program or local general obligation (GO) bonds.
It is expected that costs will change over time. As described in Chapter 8, if costs or land uses
change significantly in either direction, or if other funding becomes available, the Panhandle Fee
Program will need to be updated accordingly. Chapter 8 also describes the annual fee inflation
adjustment methodology for the Panhandle Fee Program.

Financing Strategy Implementation
The strategy of the Finance Plan is to do as follows:



Fully fund or construct all backbone infrastructure and other public facilities needed to serve
the entire Project.



Use, when available, existing City and other agency fee programs to fund backbone
infrastructure and other public facilities.



Create the Panhandle Impact Fee Program for facilities not funded through other public
financing mechanisms or private funding sources.



Identify future beneficiaries of Panhandle infrastructure and establish appropriate funding
mechanisms.



Phase backbone infrastructure and other public facility improvements to ensure they are
constructed when necessary for new development and when funds are available to construct
such public improvements.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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Permit the use of land-secured bond debt financing programs to provide up-front financing
for necessary backbone infrastructure and other public facilities when other funding sources
are unavailable to provide sufficient funds concurrent with development demands.



Ensure financing mechanisms are flexible to accommodate different combinations of
infrastructure timing and funding requirements.

Following the City’s approval of the Finance Plan, the City will administer implementation of the
Finance Plan, which is anticipated to include the following actions:



When appropriate, update relevant existing fee programs (such as the Transportation
Development Impact Fee (TDIF), Parks Improvement Fee (PIF) or citywide water
development fee) to include Project land uses, facilities, or revenue contributions.



Implement the Panhandle Impact Fee Program.



Form Mello-Roos CFD for infrastructure.



Form Mello-Roos CFD for streetscapes, park and open space, and utilities maintenance and
other services.



Annex to the North Natomas Transportation Management Association (TMA) or other TMA.

The Finance Plan will need to be updated periodically to account for changes in land use,
infrastructure project or cost information, or funding sources. Changes in the Finance Plan
should be re-evaluated within the context of the overall financing strategy to ensure required
funding is available when needed.

Organization of the Report
In addition to this introduction and summary chapter, the Finance Plan contains the following
information:



Chapter 2 summarizes the proposed land uses.



Chapter 3 identifies the backbone infrastructure and other public facility costs.



Chapter 4 identifies the infrastructure financing strategy and likely funding sources.



Chapter 5 described the Panhandle Impact Fee Program.



Chapter 6 evaluates the financial feasibility of the Finance Plan.



Chapter 7 identifies the services and ongoing operation and maintenance cost funding
sources.



Chapter 8 outlines implementation of the Finance Plan.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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2.

LAND USE

Land Use Assumptions
The 589.4-acre Project is located at the eastern edge of the NNCP, generally bounded by Elkhorn
Boulevard to the north, Del Paso Road to the south, Sorento Road/East Levee Road to the east,
and the developed neighborhoods of Natomas Park and Regency Park to the west.
Comprising several properties owned by separate parties and entities, which are anticipated to
develop as multiple individual subdivisions, the Project site is located on primarily vacant land in
the unincorporated County, within the City’s SOI. High-voltage power lines run in a north-south
direction along the eastern part of the property, within a 250-foot powerline easement known as
the Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) corridor, within which the plan calls for an open
space/trail facility called Ninos Parkway. The Project area is designated Planned Development
(PD) under the adopted City 2035 General Plan.
Current entitlements propose annexation of the Project area into the City, associated General
Plan amendments, rezoning, and establishment of the Panhandle PUD. In total, the land-use
program allows for 1,662 suburban neighborhood low-density single-family residential units on
316.6 gross acres.1 An additional 123.0 gross acres located immediately south of Elkhorn
Boulevard (Krumenacher Ranch) are designated as planned development but are controlled by a
nonparticipating property owner, and land use entitlements are not being proposed for that area.
As such, Krumenacher Ranch is not included in the proposed Panhandle PUD, but is included in
the Project area and annexation application. The remaining 150.0 gross acres are reserved for
public facilities such as parks, an elementary school site, a high school/middle school site, open
space, a detention basin, and roadways.
Map 2-1 shows the regional location of the Project. Map 2-2 shows the land use diagram of the
Project, which is summarized in Table 1-1 in Chapter 1. The Project is planned to develop as
entirely low- and medium-density residential units featuring several unit types and densities.

1

Gross developable acreage is the total area identified on the PUD diagram for each land use. The
net acreage used in this analysis excludes minor roadway and other public right-of-ways inside each
subdivision, which will be dedicated as the subdivisions are created.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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Elkhorn Boulevard

Map 2-2
Panhandle PUD Schematic Plan
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SNLD-E
(SNLD/R1)

Barros Drive

2.0 ± AC. (GR)
1.5 ± AC. (NET)

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Park 1

Quimby
(PR/A-OS)

(SNLD/R1-A)

11.7 ± AC. (GR)
10.0 ± AC. (NET)

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Park 3

Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)

Street "B"

5.7± AC. (GR)
5.0 ± AC. (NET)

PUD SCHEMATIC PLAN

Open Space 1
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)

PANHANDLE

5.4 ± AC. (GR)
5.1 ± AC. (NET)

25.9± AC. (GR)
22.7 ± AC. (NET)

(National Drive)

Village 2

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

Street "C"

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

21.4 ± AC. (GR)
19.9 ± AC. (NET)

Units

88.0±
162.2±
66.4±
11.7±
65.5±
18.0±
8.9±
27.1±
13.6±
123.0±
5.0±
0.0±

)
(National Drive

SNLD-V
(SNLD/R1-A)

Village 1

Acres (G) Acres (N)

20.2 ± AC. (GR)
16.6 ± AC. (NET)

14.4 ± AC. (GR)
12.2 ± AC. (NET)

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

= Pedestrian Connection Only

4.1 ± AC. (GR)
3.1 ± AC. (NET)

Barr

Zoning

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-V = Village (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Open Space 2

19.8 ± AC. (GR)
18.6 ± AC. (NET)

General Plan

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-V
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

TOTALS

4.6 ± AC. (GR)
4.1 ± AC. (NET)

Village 5

PUD Land Use*

City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road
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January 30, 2018

3.

INFRASTRUCTURE FACILITY COSTS

Buildout of the Project will require construction of roadway, sewer, water, and drainage
infrastructure, as well as a variety of other public facilities.
The infrastructure and public facility requirements summarized in this chapter are based on the
infrastructure master plans for the Panhandle PUD, the mitigation measures set forth in the
Panhandle PUD Draft EIR, and the NNFP improvements benefitting Panhandle development. The
Finance Plan identifies those infrastructure and public facility requirements that benefit the
Panhandle PUD and are needed to satisfy EIR mitigation requirements, including the following
improvements:














On- and Off-Site Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Potable Water
Neighborhood and Community Parks
Trails
Ninos Parkway
Regional Park Land Acquisition
Transit
Fire Facilities
Community Center
Library
School Facilities

This chapter discusses all of the required infrastructure and public facilities and provides the
estimated costs (in 2018$) associated with each category. Cost estimates for the required
backbone infrastructure and public facilities were developed by MacKay & Somps, EPS, and the
City.
Table 1-2 in Chapter 1 summarizes the estimated costs (in 2018$) of backbone infrastructure
and other public facilities required for the Project. At buildout, backbone infrastructure and other
public facility costs will total approximately $63.9 million (in 2018$). As discussed earlier in this
report, a variety of financing sources will be used to fund required backbone infrastructure and
other public facilities. Detailed cost estimates for each infrastructure and public facility category
are contained in Appendix B of this report.

Definitions of Backbone Infrastructure and Public
Facilities
The term backbone infrastructure often is used to describe all publicly owned facilities. This
Finance Plan will use the following definitions to more precisely define these terms:

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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Backbone Infrastructure: This term includes most of the essential public service-based
items that are underground or on the surface. It includes roads, water, sewer, drainage,
recycled water, levees, erosion control, and dry utilities. Backbone infrastructure is sized to
serve numerous individual development projects in the Project and in some cases serves the
broader region’s development areas.



Public Facilities: This term includes parks, schools, libraries, fire stations and equipment,
police facilities and equipment, public buildings, and open space. This group of items
provides amenities to the Project (park facilities and libraries) or houses employees providing
services to the area (police, fire, public administration).



Facilities: This term is used in the Finance Plan to generically include a combination of
Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities, when a precise breakdown is not required.



Subdivision improvements include in-tract improvements (roads, sewer, water, drainage,
recycled water, erosion control, and dry utilities) that are in or adjacent to individual
subdivision projects. These improvements are funded privately, and the costs of these
improvements are not estimated in the Finance Plan.



Roadway Frontage improvements include outside travel lanes, bike lanes, curb, gutter,
sidewalks, sound wall, and landscape corridors bordering a subdivision. Generally, the center
lanes and medians of a multilane roadway are considered backbone infrastructure, while
roadway frontage provides access to the adjacent development and is considered a
subdivision improvement. However, in certain cases a roadway fronting public property may
be included as a backbone infrastructure cost to the extent that it is adjacent to public uses
or traversing a public right-of-way that benefits multiple individual subdivision projects.

Infrastructure Phasing
Some backbone infrastructure and public facilities will need to be installed at the outset of
development of the Project, before any homes are constructed. Any remaining infrastructure
items are to be built before certain timing triggers, which will be determined by the City and
identified in the Development Agreement (DA).

Infrastructure Facilities, Facility Costs, and Phasing
Roadways
Project development will generate vehicular trips in and outside of the Project, which result in
the need for additional roadway capacity to maintain adequate levels of service. The proposed
roadway system comprises major arterials, collectors, and residential streets that work together
to provide convenient and safe access to all areas in the Project and adequate off-site access to
proposed development in the Project.
Roadway center lanes and medians for multilane facilities generally are considered backbone
infrastructure and therefore are included in the Finance Plan. Construction of roadway frontage
(outside travel lanes, bike lanes, curb, gutter, sidewalk, sound walls, and landscape corridors)
generally is considered the obligation of adjacent development. However, where a roadway
abuts or traverses a public facility or right-of-way (e.g., WAPA Corridor or detention basin),

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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those frontage facilities are providing access to or through that facility and offer planwide
benefits. Roadway frontage adjacent to public facilities and rights-of-way that is not otherwise
funded or reimbursed via other mechanisms therefore is included in the Finance Plan. Roadway
frontage adjacent to schools and parks is excluded because construction of frontage facilities will
be considered as part of the acquisition cost for those facilities.
As depicted in Map 3-1, on-site roadways included in the Finance Plan include the following
facilities:



Del Paso Road—median and travel lane on south side; frontage improvements along north
side.



Street G—eastern portion adjacent to the WAPA corridor.



Faletto Avenue—southern portion adjacent to the detention basin.



Club Central Drive—northern portion adjacent to the detention basin.



Street F—full section through the WAPA corridor.



Club Center Drive—full section through the WAPA corridor.



Club Center Drive—western portion adjacent to the WAPA corridor, excluding portion of
WAPA corridor adjacent to Park 2.



Street C—Full section in the WAPA corridor, excluding the frontage adjacent to Park 1.



Sorento Road—frontage improvements and fencing along Sorento Road along west side.

In addition, costs associated with traffic signals on major facilities, as well as traffic circles on
Club Center and National Drives, are included in the Finance Plan. Entry monumentations at
National Drive and Del Paso Road and at Club Center Drive and Del Paso Road are also included
in the Finance Plan.
Off-site roadway requirements include contributions to Elkhorn Boulevard from State Route 99 to
the eastern limit of the Project. The City provided estimates of the Project’s fair share
contribution to four specified Elkhorn Boulevard segments. The Project would contribute to the
first segment of Elkhorn Boulevard from State Route 99 to East Commerce Way to accommodate
the additional traffic coming off the freeway onto Elkhorn Boulevard. The Project would
contribute to the next three segments of Elkhorn Boulevard: East Commerce Way to Natomas
Boulevard, Natomas Boulevard to the city limit, and the city limit to the eastern limit of the
Project.
MacKay & Somps provided on-site roadway improvement cost estimates for major roadways and
roadway frontage facilities described above. The City provided the roadway improvement cost
estimate for off-site roadway facilities based on the Panhandle PUD’s anticipated contribution to
Elkhorn Boulevard trips, based on traffic analysis prepared by DKS Associates.
As shown on Table 3-1, the total estimated on-site roadway costs are approximately
$12.5 million, while off-site contributions total approximately $468,000.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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DRAFT
Table 3-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Backbone Roadway Facilities Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Item

Roadway

Amount

On-Site Roadway Costs [1]
Roadway Segments
Del Paso Median and Travel Lane (South Side)
Del Paso Frontage Improvements (North Side)
Sorento Road Horse Fence (West Side)
Sorento Road Frontage Improvements (West Side)
Street "C"/Faletto Avenue
Street "C"
Club Center Drive - Full (Segment 4 and 6)
Club Center Drive - Half (Segment 5)
Street "F"
Club Center Drive/Street "G"
Subtotal Roadway Segments (Rounded)
Entry Monumentation
National Drive at Del Paso Road
Club Center Drive at Del Paso Road
Subtotal Entry Monumentation (Rounded)

$1,337,900
$1,084,000
$184,000
$630,000
$1,093,400
$1,049,600
$1,149,800
$690,000
$297,300
$1,084,400
$8,600,000
$74,750
$74,750
$150,000

Traffic Signals
Del Paso Road/National Drive
Del Paso Road/Club Center Drive
Del Paso Road/Sorento Road
Subtotal Traffic Signals (Rounded)

$500,800
$690,700
$690,700
$1,882,000

Traffic Circles
Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "C"
Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "G"
Traffic Circle - National Drive
Subtotal Traffic Circles (Rounded)

$473,600
$473,600
$473,600
$1,421,000

Total On-Site Roadway Costs (Rounded)

$12,053,000

Off-Site Roadway Cost (Elkhorn Boulevard)
Elkhorn Blvd. Segment - State Route 99 to East Commerce
Elkhorn Blvd. Segment - East Commerce Way to Natomas Blvd.
Elkhorn Blvd. Segment - Natomas Blvd. to City Limit East
Elkhorn Blvd. Segment - City Limit East to Panhandle Limit East
Total Off-Site Roadway Cost (Rounded)
Total Roadway Costs (Rounded)

$24,000
$242,000
$125,000
$77,000
$468,000
$12,521,000
roads

Source: MacKay & Somps (August 24, 2017 and November 29, 2017); City of Sacramento.
[1] Includes engineering and contingency.
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Sanitary Sewer
SASD will serve the Project with sanitary sewer collection and treatment. The Finance Plan
includes backbone sanitary sewer improvements needed to convey sanitary sewer flows to the
Upper Northwest Interceptor. Existing off-site collector and trunk sewer pipelines stubbed to the
Project’s western boundary are sufficient to accommodate sanitary sewer flows generated by the
Project, and therefore no off-site improvements will be required to accommodate Panhandle
development. On-site backbone sewer improvements consist of trunk lines sized 15 inches and
greater, as well as associated manholes sized 48 inches and greater.
Sanitary sewer improvement cost estimates total approximately $1.0 million, as shown on
Table 3-2. Sanitary sewer improvement costs are based on the assumption of construction
concurrent with road improvements; cost estimates therefore exclude pavement removal and
replacement, roadway, and erosion control–related items.
This Finance Plan is based on the assumption the Project is eligible for SASD reimbursements for
credits for sanitary sewer trunk improvements.

Drainage
Backbone storm drain infrastructure serving the Project is designed to meet City design criteria.
In addition, because the Project is located in the Natomas Basin, the storm drainage system is
designed to modify peak flows such that they do not exceed Reclamation District 1000 postdevelopment runoff criteria.
Stormwater flows generated in the Project generally will drain from east to west to a proposed
detention basin and then will be pumped to existing trunk line facilities located in Club Center
Drive. The detention basin is designed to accommodate the Project’s flood control and
stormwater quality treatment requirements.
The backbone storm drain system includes a network of backbone storm drain lines, expansion
of an existing detention basin owned by Twin Rivers Joint Unified School District, and associated
outfall structures and pumps. The Finance Plan also includes acquisition of approximately
6.7 acres of land needed to expand the existing detention basin. MacKay & Somps provided
drainage system improvement cost estimates, which total approximately $13.1 million, as shown
on Table 3-3.
Based on the City drainage system design criteria and state regulatory requirements, the
Project’s drainage system must be constructed to accommodate existing condition flows from the
Krumenacher Ranch project. In the event the Krumenacher Ranch project develops at a later
date, additional improvements may be required to accommodate additional flows generated by
that development activity. These improvements may be effected independent of the Panhandle
drainage system or via expansion of and upgrades to Panhandle drainage facilities. The
Krumenacher Ranch property will be responsible for drainage system improvements needed to
accommodate that site’s developed condition, including any upgrades to the Panhandle drainage
system (e.g., expansion of the detention basin).

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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DRAFT
Table 3-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Sanitary Sewer Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Item

Sewer

Amount

SASD
Credits/
Reimbursements

Net
Amount

[2]
Sanitary Sewer Costs
Trunk Sanitary Sewer [1] [2]
15" Trunk Sewer Line
18" Trunk Sewer Line
21" Trunk Sewer Line
48" Trunk Sewer Manhole
60" Trunk Sewer Manhole
Subtotal Trunk Sanitary Sewer (Rounded)
15% Contingency
Subtotal with Contingency
30% Engineering and Management
Total Trunk Sanitary Sewer
Total Sanitary Sewer Costs (Rounded)

$153,600
$286,200
$118,800
$104,000
$28,500
$691,000
$104,000
$795,000
$239,000
$1,034,000

($114,726)
($227,497)
($97,603)
($49,725)
($17,667)
($507,000)
($76,000)
($583,000)
($175,000)
($758,000)

$38,874
$58,703
$21,197
$54,275
$10,833
$184,000
$28,000
$212,000
$64,000
$276,000

$1,034,000

($758,000)

$276,000
sewer

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017).
[1] Trunk sewer assumes construction concurrent with road improvements, excludes pavement
removal and replacement, roadway and erosion control related items.
[2] Eligible for SASD reimbursements/credits for trunk sanitary sewer facilities. Reimbursement/credit
amount based on MacKay & Somps preliminary estimate.
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DRAFT
Table 3-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Storm Drainage Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Drainage

Item

Amount

Storm Drainage Costs [1]
Storm Drain System [2]
24" Storm Drain
27" Storm Drain
30" Storm Drain
42" Storm Drain
48" Storm Drain
60" Storm Drain
66" Storm Drain
72" Storm Drain
78" Storm Drain
78" Storm Drain Outfall
Subtotal Storm Drain System (Rounded)
15% Contingency
Subtotal with Contingency
30% Engineering and Management
Total Storm Drain System (Rounded) [3]

$132,600
$67,900
$35,300
$75,100
$217,000
$230,000
$189,800
$1,595,800
$3,080,000
$60,000
$5,684,000
$853,000
$6,536,500
$1,961,000
$8,498,000

Detention Basin
Detention Pond - Excavation
Detention Pond - Finish Grading
Pump Station Outlet Structure
Pump Station Inlet Structure
Pump Station
Weir Erosion Protection - Rip Rap 1' Deep
Detention Pond - Maintenance Path
Metal Access Gate
12 Concrete Access Ramp
6" Concrete Spillway
Geotextiles
Rip Rap/Cobble Rock Protection at Outfall Structure
Hydroseed/Landscaping
Detention Pond - Fencing
Detention Pond - Fencing: Tubular Steel (Housing)
Detention Pond - Landscaping (25% coverage & trees)
Subtotal Detention Basin (Rounded)
15% Contingency
Subtotal with Contingency
30% Engineering and Management
Total Detention Basin (Rounded) [4]

$444,500
$44,400
$15,000
$20,000
$500,000
$19,100
$59,400
$5,000
$22,100
$28,800
$88,800
$1,800
$32,800
$33,000
$28,900
$584,300
$1,928,000
$289,000
$2,216,900
$665,000
$2,882,000

Subtotal Storm Drainage Costs

11,380,000

Land Acquisition (6.7 acres) [5]

$1,675,000

Total Storm Drainage Costs (Rounded)

$13,055,000
drain

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017).
[1] Not eligible for reimbursements from the City of Sacramento or any
other public agency fee program.
[2] Storm drain assumes construction concurrent with road improvements,
and excludes pavement removal and replacement.
[3] Storm drain system includes the components listed above because
each segment of pipe is required for a complete functioning system.
[4] The school has already acquired the land and excavated their portion of
the basin (6.9 acres). Dirtwork and above quantities are based on basin
expansion and completion.
[5] Based on $250,000 per acre from MacKay & Somps.
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To the extent Krumenacher Ranch development uses the Panhandle detention basin, expanding
drainage capacity within its planned footprint, Krumenacher Ranch should fund their fair share of
land acquisition costs associated with the detention basin facility. Should Krumenacher Ranch
development proceed and use the Panhandle detention basin facility, the City will condition that
project to reimburse Panhandle property owners, based on the calculations presented in
Table 3-4 and subject to inflation adjustments. In addition, to the extent that Krumenacher
Ranch ties into or otherwise uses Panhandle drainage facilities, the City may consider updates to
this Finance Plan to reflect revised cost participation and allocation with consideration to the
Krumenacher property.
Regional Drainage Improvements
This Finance Plan assumes the Project will fulfill its obligation to regional drainage improvements
through the payment of Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) and Reclamation
District 100 fees and assessments.

Water
The City will provide water service to the Project upon its connection to the existing water supply
and distribution network. Existing water distribution facilities near the Project include facilities
located along Faletto Avenue, Club Center Drive, Aimwell Avenue, Mayfield Street, and Del Paso
Road. The City determines placement of new water distribution facilities as development plans are
formulated. Provision of water service to the Project land uses will require the construction of
onsite water transmission and distribution facilities. No offsite improvements will be required to
provide water service to the Project.
Transmission mains used to convey large volumes of water from the treatment plants to selected
points throughout the distribution system are generally considered backbone infrastructure while
distribution facilities are typically considered subdivision infrastructure. This Finance Plan
therefore includes the onsite 18-inch and 24-inch transmission lines that will connect to City
facilities for the delivery of water to Project land uses.
Transmission line improvement costs are based on assumed construction concurrent with road
improvements; the cost estimate therefore excludes pavement removal and replacement and
utility conflict resolution. MacKay & Somps provided water improvement cost estimates, which
total approximately $2.7 million, as shown on Table 3-5. The Finance Plan is based on the
assumption that these costs will be eligible for credits and/or reimbursements from the City’s
water development impact fee program, up to the full cost of the improvements.

Community and Neighborhood Parks
The Project is required to provide a total of 15.7 acres of community and neighborhood park
facilities, based on the City’s current Quimby ordinance obligations, as shown on Table 3-6. The
Project is meeting this demand by providing two park facilities, for a total of approximately
15.6 acres. The total park acres provided will be refined as individual final maps are processed.
Preliminary cost estimates for development of the parks facilities are based on the park impact
fee revenue generated by the Project. Shown in Table 3-7, the total cost for all park facilities is
estimated at $5.6 million.
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DRAFT
Table 3-4
Panhandle Finance Plan
Krumenacher Ranch Drainage Cost - Offsite Future Reimbursement [1]

Item

Formula

Amount

Total Acres [1]

a

648.4

Krumenacher Ranch Acres [1]

b

122.3

c=b/a

19%

Krumenacher Ranch as a Percent of Total
Project Land Acquisition Cost

d

Krumenacher Ranch Drainage Cost
Land Acquisition
Total Krumenacher Ranch Drainage Cost

e=d*c

$1,675,000
$316,000
$316,000
offsite

Source: MacKay & Somps.
[1] In the event that Krumenacher Ranch proceeds and uses the Panhandle detention
basin, the City will seek reimbursement from Krumenacher Ranch to pay for their fair
share of the land acquisition cost for the detention basin.
[2] Acreage from the Drainage System Modeling Report for Natomas Panhandle
(September 23, 2016), prepared by MacKay & Somps.
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Table 3-5
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Potable Water Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Item

Water

Amount

Net
Amount

Credits [2]

Water Costs
Transmission Main [1]
18" Water Transmission Main
24" Water Transmission Main
Subtotal Water Transmission Main (Rounded)
15% Contingency
Subtotal with Contingency
30% Engineering and Management
Total Water Transmission Main (Rounded)
Total Water Costs (Rounded)

$128,000
$1,674,000
$1,802,000
$270,000
$2,072,000
$622,000
$2,694,000

-

$128,000
$1,674,000
$1,802,000
$270,000
$2,072,000
$622,000
$2,694,000

$2,694,000

($2,694,000)

$0
water

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017).
[1] Transmission main construction costs assume construction concurrent with road improvements.
Excludes pavement removal and replacement and utility conflict resolution.
[2] Water credits will be applied against the City of Sacramento 1" water meter fee paid at building
permit by Panhandle development up to the credit amount shown.
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Table 3-6
Panhandle Finance Plan
Quimby Park Requirement

Quimby
Factor [1]

Land Use

Acres Required
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Total Acres Required

0.0095
0.0095
0.0095

Net Acres Provided (Excluding Ninos Parkway) [3]
Difference

Units

Acres [2]

340
869
453
1,662

3.21
8.21
4.28
15.71
15.59
(0.12)
quimby

Source: City of Sacramento.
[1] Based on the Quimby factor for low density residential from the Panhandle Annexation and Planned Unit
Development Project Environmental Impact Report prepared by Ascent Environmental, Inc. (June 2017).
[2] May differ from land use plan or MacKay & Somps because of rounding.
[3] Net acres provided are from MacKay & Somps and do not match Table 1-1 due to rounding.
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Table 3-7
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Other Public Facilities Costs (2018$)

Item
Units

Total
1,662

Public Facilities Cost per Unit
Neighborhood and Community Parks [1]
Regional Park Land Acquisition [2]
Transit [2]
Fire Facilities [2]
Community Center [2]
Library [2]
Schools [1]
Total Public Facilities Cost
Neighborhood and Community Parks [1]
Regional Park Land Acquisition [2]
Transit [2]
Fire Facilities [2]
Community Center [2]
Library [2]
Schools [1]

$5,617,560
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150

Estates (E)

Residential
Traditional (T)

340

869

453

$3,380
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$8,700

$3,380
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$7,830

$3,380
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$6,960

$1,149,200
$742,220
$181,900
$184,620
$707,200
$289,680
$2,958,000

$2,937,220
$1,897,027
$464,915
$471,867
$1,807,520
$740,388
$6,804,270

$1,531,140
$988,899
$242,355
$245,979
$942,240
$385,956
$3,152,880

Village (V)

pf costs

Source: City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1] Assumes cost is equal to fee revenue generated by Panhandle PUD development.
[2] Calculated based on North Natomas development impact fees, current as of February 2018.
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Regional Park Facilities
In addition to the Quimby parks, the Project will contribute to the development of regional park
facilities located in the NNCP Area. The Project will contribute an equivalent payment to that of
development projects in the NNFP for the acquisition of the North Natomas regional park. These
payments will help fund regional park development costs, including payment of the Natomas
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan fees associated with the regional park.

Open Space and Trails
The Finance Plan includes the cost of Ninos Parkway landscaping, construction of the Powerline
Trail facility, and Panhandle’s contribution to the Sotnip Trail, which are discussed in more detail
below.
Ninos Parkway

Ninos Parkway is a 20.1-acre open space parkway located in the WAPA corridor that traverses
the length of the Project. Ninos Parkway is envisioned as an integrated system of open spaces,
recreational facilities, community gardens, and parks connected by a Class 1 bicycle and
pedestrian trail—the Powerline Trail (also known as the WAPA Corridor Trail).
Landscaping costs for Ninos Parkway include the 20-foot landscape area adjacent to the
Powerline Trail and open space in the WAPA corridor, as well as approximately 8 acres of
neighborhood park space located in the WAPA corridor. The park space in Ninos Parkway is not
included in the Quimby calculation and is not eligible for PIF funding because of WAPA easement
constraints. Ninos Parkway costs are estimated by MacKay & Somps and the City. The total cost
of Ninos Parkway is estimated to be $4.3 million, as shown on Table 3-8. Note that this
estimate excludes the cost of the Powerline Trail facility, which is discussed in the next section.
Trails

The Project includes two separate Class 1 bike trails: the Powerline Trail and the Sotnip Trail.
The Powerline Trail is a 12-foot paved trail with a 2-foot decomposed granite shoulders and
10-foot landscape corridors that extends the entire north-south length of the Project in Ninos
Parkway. As shown on Table 3-8, the estimated cost of the Powerline trail is approximately
$525,000.
The Finance Plan also includes the Project’s share of construction costs for the Sotnip Trail
facility, a 1,200-foot-long 12-foot Class 1 trail between Sorento Road and Kenmar Road, needed
to provide bicycle and pedestrian connectivity to the City’s existing trail network. The total cost
of the Sotnip Trail is $900,000. Panhandle's contribution is $300,000; the remaining $600,000
will be funded by other benefitting properties or other funding sources. The Project’s share of
the Sotnip Trail is funded by the Panhandle Fee Program. According to the Project conditions of
approval, the $300,000 contribution for the Sotnip Trail will be paid on a per-unit basis by the
first 50 percent of permits. This Finance Plan allocates the total cost on a planwide basis to
equalize costs across all benefitting Panhandle land uses.
As estimated by MacKay & Somps and the City, the total cost of trails is estimated to be
$1.4 million, as shown on Table 3-8.
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DRAFT
Table 3-8
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Ninos Parkway/Trails Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Item

Ninos Parkway/
Trails

Amount

Ninos Parkway [1]
20' Landscape Area Adjacent to 12' Trail
Open Space in WAPA Corridor
Park Space in WAPA Corridor - Landscape/Turf
Park Space in WAPA Corridor - Minimal Landscape/Natural
Total Ninos Parkway

$1,602,700
$134,400
$695,500
$1,864,900
$4,297,500

Trails
Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail [1] [2]
Sotnip Trail [3]
Subtotal Trails

$525,100
$900,000
$1,425,100

Total Ninos Parkway/Trails

$5,722,600
trails

Source: MacKay & Somps; City of Sacramento.
[1] Includes contingency and engineering.
[2] Includes 12' Powerline Trail with decomposed granite shoulders within the
WAPA Corridor.
[3] Assumes a 1,200-foot-long trail between Sorento Road and Kenmar Road.
The total cost of the Sotnip Trail is $900,000. Panhandle's contribution is
$300,000 with the remaining $600,000 being funded by other benefitting properties.
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TDIF Credits

The City of Sacramento TDIF includes funding for improvements accommodating alternative
transportation modes, including the bicycle and pedestrian network. Because the Powerline Trail
and Sotnip Trail are part of the City’s bicycle and pedestrian networks, construction and financial
participation in funding these facilities are credible against the alternative modes potion of the
TDIF program. Through construction of the Powerline Trail and Sotnip Trail funding contribution,
Panhandle development will fulfill their obligations to fund improvements accommodating
alternative transportation modes. As a result, Panhandle development will be eligible for a credit
against the Citywide TDIF, in the full amount of the alternative modes component of the fee.
The Powerline Trail and Sotnip Trail construction cost and funding contribution, which will be
approximately $825,100, will be funded by Panhandle, with a portion of the construction cost
being offset by the TDIF credit. As shown on Table A-7 in Appendix A, the maximum TDIF
credits generated by Panhandle development for the alternative modes component of the TDIF is
approximately $619,800. Table A-8 shows the resulting TDIF rates by land use category.

Transit Facilities
The Project will contribute to the funding of transit facilities based on the same methodology and
costs as were used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The Project’s cost responsibility for transit
facilities is estimated based on the costs used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The fee amount
associated with transit facilities are estimated at approximately $889,000, as shown in
Table 3-7.

Fire Facilities
The Project will contribute to the funding of fire facilities based on the same methodology and
costs as were used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The Project’s cost responsibility for fire
facilities is estimated based on the costs used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The fee amount
associated with fire facilities are estimated at approximately $902,000, as shown in Table 3-7.

Community Center Facilities
The Project will be required to share in the funding of community center facilities at the same
rate as development in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The cost is estimated based on the costs
used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The fee amount associated with Community Center facilities
for the Project is estimated at $3.5 million, as shown in Table 3-7.

Library Facilities
The Project will contribute to the funding of library facilities based on the same methodology and
costs as were used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The Project’s cost responsibility for library
facilities is estimated based on the costs used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The fee amount
associated with library facilities is estimated at approximately $1.4 million, as shown in
Table 3-8.
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Schools
The Project is located in the Twin Rivers Unified School District (TRUSD) and Robla School
District (RSD), and students in the Project are anticipated to ultimately attend the proposed
elementary school and middle school/high school that will be constructed in the Project.
Payment of the existing Senate Bill 50 Level 1 school impact fee fulfills the Project’s obligation
for school facility construction.
Table 3-7 shows the estimated cost for schools is approximately $12.9 million, which is based
on the assumption the cost is equal to fee revenue generated by the Project.
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4.

INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING STRATEGY AND
FUNDING SOURCES

This chapter outlines the Project’s financing strategy and describes how a combination of funding
sources will be used to fund the backbone infrastructure and other public facilities required to
serve the Project.

Financing Strategy and Funding Sources Overview
The backbone infrastructure and public facilities required to serve development at the Project will
be funded using a combination of public and private funding sources. Specific requirements for
developer construction of backbone infrastructure and public facilities will be defined in tentative
map conditions and DA requirements.
Initially, developers will construct and privately finance the construction costs for most of the
backbone infrastructure (roads, sewer, water, drainage) needed at the outset of development.
Developers also are anticipated to construct and privately finance the construction cost of parks,
open space, and trail facilities. In addition, the financing strategy includes formation of one or
more land-secured bond financing districts (e.g., Mello-Roos CFD or Assessment District), which
may fund a portion of the total backbone infrastructure and other public facility costs needed at
the outset of development.
For these developer-constructed improvements, the developers also will receive credits or
reimbursements from the appropriate existing or new fee programs (including the Panhandle
Impact Fee Program discussed in this chapter) depending on credit/reimbursement eligibility and
policy requirements of the appropriate agency.
For most of the remaining Public Facilities, the Project’s developers will pay applicable existing
and new development impact fees. The Panhandle Impact Fee Program will fund Panhandle
public facility obligations such as transit, regional park land acquisition, open space
corridor/trails, fire, community centers, and library.

Detailed Sources of Funding
The following sections detail the currently available sources identified to fund Project Facilities:




Existing City and Other Agency Fee Programs.
Panhandle Impact Fee Program.
Other Funding Sources.

Table 1-3 (on page 5) shows the proposed funding source for each public facility at buildout.
Under this funding strategy, approximately $22.0 million will be funded through existing
development impact fees, approximately $36.9 million will be funded by the proposed Panhandle
Impact Fee, and approximately $5.0 million will be funded from other funding sources.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)

28

P:\162000\162130 Panhandle Finance Plan\Reports\162130 PRDraft Financing Plan R4 05-2018.docx

Panhandle Planned Unit Development Public Facilities Finance Plan
Public Review Draft Report May 2018

Existing City and Other Agency Fee Programs
Specific building projects will be subject to all applicable City and other agency development
impact fees in place at the time of acceptance of the building permit application. Revenues
generated by certain specific fee programs will be available to directly fund backbone
infrastructure and public facilities identified in this Finance Plan. Fee program revenues
generated by the following fee programs may be available to partially or fully fund Facilities
required for Project development and therefore are included in the Finance Plan and estimated in
Table C-1 in Appendix C:





Citywide Park Impact Fee.
Citywide Water System Development Fee.
SASD Development Impact Fee.
TRUSD and RSD School Mitigation Fee.

The sections below offer additional detail regarding fee programs that may provide partial or full
funding for backbone infrastructure and public facilities.
Citywide PIF

In February 2017, the City adopted an update to the citywide PIF. All new residential and
nonresidential development in the City is subject to the PIF, which funds park improvements in
the Community Plan Area in which a project is located. In addition, the updated PIF includes a
new fee component that funds citywide park facilities (e.g., regional parks, community centers,
aquatic centers, etc.). This Finance Plan is based on the assumption Panhandle development will
fulfill all Quimby park improvement obligations through payment of the PIF.
Citywide Water System Development Fee

The City charges a citywide fee on all new connections to the water system to fund water
treatment and transmission facilities to provide water to customers in the City. Water
development fees are estimated to fund the $2.7 million in backbone water infrastructure costs,
which may take the form of impact fee credits or reimbursements.
SASD Impact Fee

SASD levies a development impact fee to fund sewer capacity, infrastructure, and associated
costs. Approximately $758,000 of backbone sewer infrastructure is anticipated to be funded by
SASD impact fees, which may take the form of impact fee credits and reimbursements for
developer-constructed infrastructure.
School District Impact Fees

State law allows school districts to impose fees on new residential and nonresidential
development. Level I fees are capped by law, and that cap amount is split between elementary
and high school districts. If school districts meet certain criteria, they may impose Level II fees
on residential development. Level II fees are not capped but follow a strict formula set forth in
the law. The Project pays the current Level 1 fees for TRUSD and RSD, which will satisfy
Panhandle’s funding obligation for school facilities.
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Other Existing Development Impact Fee Programs and Charges

The Project will be subject to other City, County, and Other Agency development impact fee
programs that are not anticipated to fund Project-related backbone infrastructure and public
facilities. These fees are identified in Table C-1 in Appendix C.

Proposed Panhandle Impact Fee Program
Detailed further in Chapter 5, the proposed Panhandle Impact Fee will fund those backbone
infrastructure and public facilities costs that are not funded by existing fee programs or other
funding sources identified in the section to follow. Facilities included in the Panhandle Impact
Fee include those facilities with planwide benefits (i.e., serve multiple individual subdivisions),
the costs of which should be distributed amongst Panhandle land uses and ownership interests.
The Panhandle Impact Fee Program will be a City-implemented, plan area-specific development
impact fee program applicable only to new Panhandle development. Potential infrastructure and
public facilities to be funded by this fee are roadway, sewer, drainage, water, regional park land
acquisition, open space corridor/trails, transit, fire, community center, and library.
Integration with the NNFP
One of the central purposes of the Panhandle Impact Fee Program is to maintain equity and
fairness between the Project development and development in the rest of the NNCP area through
financial participation in common benefitting public improvements. Because the Project public
facility obligation will be financed via a mechanism separate from the NNFP, certain policies that
apply in the NNFP also should apply to the Panhandle PFFP. Panhandle PUD will therefore pay
the same rate as the NNCP area for regional park land acquisition, transit, fire, community
center, and library. This rate will be adjusted periodically in concert with updates to the NNFP.
Panhandle Impact Fee Program revenue retained by the City for public facilities such as regional
park land acquisition, transit, fire, community center, and library will be used by the City for the
construction of North Natomas public facilities included in the NNFP or for reimbursement to
North Natomas developers if the City has collected adequate revenue to construct the public
facilities in the NNFP.

Other Funding Sources
Other funding sources anticipated to fund a portion of required backbone infrastructure and
public facilities include reimbursement from adjacent development and private developer
funding.
Other Development Projects

The Project will participate in funding of facilities whose benefit is shared by other neighboring
development projects. Specifically, certain off-site roadway contributions ultimately will benefit
the Krumenacher property to the north of the Panhandle PUD. Table 1-3 in Chapter 1 shows
the off-site future reimbursements anticipated for construction or funding of infrastructure
benefitting future development on this site.
Furthermore, the Sotnip Trail benefits other development projects. Panhandle's cost contribution
is $300,000 with the remaining $600,000 being funded by other benefitting properties.
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Drainage Improvements
As discussed at length in Chapter 3, it is unclear at this time if Krumenacher Ranch will develop,
and if they do develop, it is unclear how their drainage system will be configured. As shown on
Table 3-4 in Chapter 3, to the extent development of the Krumenacher Ranch property
proceeds and uses the Panhandle detention basin, that property should reimburse the Panhandle
PUD for the portion of the detention basin land acquisition costs that benefit the property. The
City may consider future updates to the Panhandle Impact Fee Program should Krumenacher
Ranch tie into the Panhandle drainage system.
Private Developer Funding

Certain facilities will be the responsibility of individual project developers to fund. Specifically,
Ninos Parkway landscaping may be funded by a combination of private developer cash, equity, or
private debt financing. The developers also will have sole responsibility for funding and
constructing in-tract infrastructure and most frontage improvements.

Land-Secured Financing
This Finance Plan includes the potential use of land-secured financing for a portion of Backbone
Infrastructure and Public Facilities costs. Although this Finance Plan identifies sources of funding
for all the included Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities, major Facility oversizing and
substantial up-front capital outlays may be required for certain projects. Land-secured financing,
in the form of either a Mello-Roos CFD or an Assessment District, may be used to provide debt
financing for some of these oversized Facilities:



Mello-Roos CFD. The Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 enables public agencies
to form CFDs and levy a special tax on property owners in those CFDs. These special taxes
may be used to pay debt service on CFD bonds or to finance public improvements directly on
a pay-as-you-go (PAYGO) basis.



Assessment Districts. California statutes give local governments the authority to levy
several special assessments for specific public improvements such as streets, storm drains,
sewers, streetlights, curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. The agency creates a special Assessment
District that defines both the area to benefit from the improvements and the properties that
will pay for the improvements.

A CFD is the most likely form of land-secured financing to be used to mitigate up-front costs of
construction or acquisition of backbone infrastructure and public facilities in the Project, and it is
anticipated that Project developers may elect to form a CFD on all or a portion of the Project.
The proceeds from a CFD bond sale can be used for direct funding of improvements, to acquire
facilities constructed by the developer, to reimburse developers for advance-funding
improvements, or to pay certain development fees. The annual special tax can be used toward
bond debt service or to build or reimburse for infrastructure as needed. The proceeds of the
Mello-Roos special tax can be used for direct funding of facilities or to service bond debt.
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Tables 4-1 and 4-2 show a preliminary estimate of Mello-Roos CFD bonding capacity of the
Project, based on assumptions regarding tax rates, reserve fund requirements, and interest
rates. Based on current assumptions, the Project is estimated to have capacity to bond for
approximately $32.9 million, of which $26.9 million is available to fund Project infrastructure
costs. Actual tax rates and related bond capacity will be established at the time of formation of
the CFD. Table 4-3 shows an overall estimated value to lien ratio of 20:1 at buildout.

Phasing and the Financing Strategy
Phasing of public facility construction is an important component of the overall financing
strategy. The ability to sequence public facilities will depend on the type of facility and the pace
of new development. When possible, construction of public facilities will be sequenced over time
as needed to serve new development. The sequencing of public facility costs will help ensure
that adequate monies are available from the various financing sources to fund the public facility
improvements.
Completion of backbone infrastructure and other public facilities will be phased to serve logical
increments of development, based on the demand for such facilities as the Project builds out.
The timing and amount of development in each increment will depend on many factors, such as
market demand. In the normal course of the development approval process, the City will
condition the Project’s tentative map(s) with backbone infrastructure and other public facility
requirements.
The Finance Plan is designed to be flexible enough to accommodate faster or slower growth of
Project development in response to the market for housing and nonresidential development.
The developers of the Project will be responsible for advance funding and constructing all of the
backbone infrastructure and public facilities needed to serve the Project, unless the City and
Project proponents agree otherwise to City construction of specific improvements. Subject to the
City’s fee credit and reimbursement policies, some or all of this private funding will be
reimbursed to the landowners/developers over time as the City is able to issue public debt
through the CFD, issue credits due for landowner/developer proportionate share of fees, and
collect fees from other developers that will provide reimbursements. The time frame for
reimbursement is unknown and could be a considerable period of time depending on market
conditions and the actual absorption of the development projects. There is no guarantee the
initial developers will be fully reimbursed for the costs to oversize facilities for later development
projects.
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Table 4-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Bond Sizing (2018$)

Item

Assumptions

Estimated
Bond Sizing

Maximum Special Taxes Available for Debt Service
Estimated Annual Maximum Special Taxes
Less Estimated Administration Costs
Less Delinquency Coverage
Adjustment for Rounding
Estimated Gross Debt Service (Rounded)

4.00%
10.00%

$2,493,000
($100,000)
($249,000)
$6,000
$2,150,000

Bond Proceeds and Bond Size
Total Bond Size
Adjustment for Rounding
Total Bond Size (Rounded)
Increase for Annual Escalation [1]
Total Bond Size (Rounded)

$27,364,000
$36,000
$27,400,000
$5,480,000
$32,880,000

Estimated Bond Proceeds
Rounded Bond Size
Less Capitalized Interest
Less Bond Reserve Fund
Less Issuance Cost
Estimated Bond Proceeds

12 months
1-yr. debt service
5.00%

Assumptions [2]
Interest Rate
Term
Annual Escalation

$32,880,000
($2,219,000)
($2,150,000)
($1,644,000)
$26,867,000

6.75%
30 years
2%
est bond

Source: EPS.
[1] Assumes special taxes are escalated 2.0% annually for 30 years, which increases total
bond size by approximately 20%.
[2] Estimated bond sizing based on conservative assumptions. The interest rate will be
determined at the time of the bond sale. This analysis is based on an assumed bond
term of 30 years.
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DRAFT
Table 4-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Bond Proceeds (2018$)

Item

Formula

Units

Prelim.
Max. Special
Tax Rate

A

B

Maximum Special Tax
Amount
% of Total

C = A *B

D = C / Total

Bond Size [1]
Amount
Per Unit/Acre

E= D x total bond

F=E/A

Max Tax

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses
Total

$1,500
$1,500
$1,500

G = D x bond

H=G/A

proceeds

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

Bond Proceeds
Amount
Per Unit

per unit

$510,000
$1,303,500
$679,500
$2,493,000

20.46%
52.29%
27.26%
100.00%

$6,726,354
$17,191,769
$8,961,877
$32,880,000

$2,493,000

100.00%

$32,880,000

$19,783
$19,783
$19,783

per unit

$5,496,258
$14,047,788
$7,322,955
$26,867,000

$16,165
$16,165
$16,165

$26,867,000

34

proceeds

Source: EPS.
[1] Assumes special taxes are escalated 2.0% annually for 30 years, which increases total Bond Size by approximately 20%.
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Table 4-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Project Buildout Value-to-Lien Ratio (2018$)

Item

Amount

Estimated Project Buildout Value
Estimated Bond Size

$661,975,000
$32,880,000

Estimated Buildout Value-to-Lien Ratio

20:1
VTL
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5.

PANHANDLE IMPACT FEE PROGRAM

This Finance Plan proposes adoption of a new plan area fee program (i.e., Panhandle Impact Fee
Program) to fund Project backbone infrastructure and public facilities. The proposed Panhandle
Impact Fee Program is designed to fund construction of Backbone Infrastructure improvements
and Public Facilities necessary to accommodate new residents generated by Plan Area
development after taking into consideration a variety of other funding sources for the
improvements.

Panhandle Impact Fee Program
The proposed Panhandle Impact Fee Program will be required to fund the cost of Backbone
Infrastructure and Public Facilities that are needed in the Project to accommodate planned
development but that are not funded by existing fee programs or other sources of revenue.
Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities to be included in the proposed Panhandle Impact
Fee Program include the following improvements:












Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Drainage Land Acquisition
Sotnip Trail (Panhandle cost contribution)
Powerline Corridor Class I Bike Trail (WAPA Corridor)
Regional Park Land Acquisition
Transit
Fire Facilities
Community Center
Library

Panhandle Impact Fee Program Cost Allocation
To ensure developed land uses will fund their pro-rata share of Backbone Infrastructure and
Public Facilities, the cost of such improvements is allocated across all land uses, based on the
relative need for the improvements generated by each land use as measured by equivalent
dwelling unit (EDU) factors and/or other measure of benefit such as developable acres.
The purpose of allocating certain improvement costs among the various land uses is to provide
an equitable method of funding required infrastructure. The key to apportioning the cost of
improvements to different land uses is the assumption that the demands placed on Backbone
Infrastructure improvements are related to land use type and that such demands can be stated
in relative terms for all particular land uses. It is by relating demand for facilities to land use
types that a reasonable nexus, or relationship, can be established to apportion each land use’s
“fair share” costs.
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An EDU is a common use factor that enables the allocation of improvement costs among
residential and nonresidential land uses. An EDU is defined as the amount of facility use for each
land use relative to a single-family unit.
Table 5-1 shows a summary of the total cost and the basis on which costs are allocated for each
type of Facility to be included in the proposed Panhandle Fee Program. These cost allocation
factors calculate the relative need by land use for each facility type based on a measurement of
demand generated. For example, roadway improvements are allocated on an EDU basis based
on the relative vehicle trips generated per residential unit.
Cost Allocation Methodology

The methodology for allocating costs needed to accommodate new land uses is summarized
below:
1. Determine the total cost of new backbone infrastructure required to serve the new residents
in the Plan Area.
2. Determine the net cost of infrastructure to be funded by the Panhandle Impact Fee Program
after accounting for other financing sources, such as citywide sources, State and federal
sources, development impact fees, and other plan areas.
3. Determine the amount of development in the Plan Area that will need to be served by new
backbone infrastructure.
4. For each infrastructure improvement needed to accommodate new Panhandle development:
a. Determine the appropriate cost allocation factor by which to allocate to different land
uses the cost of the infrastructure needed to serve new development.
b. Apply the appropriate cost allocation factor to each land use type to determine the
allocation of costs to each land use category.
c.

Divide the total cost allocated to each land use zoning category by the number of
dwelling units for residential land uses to determine the cost per dwelling unit.

5. Add an administration component to fund the administration, oversight, implementation, and
updates to the Panhandle Fee Program.
Appendix A shows how the Facilities costs were allocated to each new land use using EDU
factors as described above.
Additional administrative costs associated with completing and periodically updating the
proposed Panhandle Impact Fee Program is equal to 3 percent of the Panhandle Impact Fee for
each benefiting land use category.
Table 5-1 shows the preliminary cost allocations, on a per-unit basis, for Backbone
Infrastructure and Public Facilities improvements.
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Table 5-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Panhandle Special Financing District Program Fee (2018$)

Item

Reference

Units

Total Fee
Revenue

Estates (E)

1,662

Residential
Traditional (T)

340

Village (V)

869

453

38

Backbone Infrastructure
Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Drainage Land Acquisition
Subtotal Backbone Infrastructure

Table A-1
Table A-2
Table A-3
Table A-4

$12,407,000
$276,000
$11,380,000
$1,675,000
$25,738,000

$7,465
$166
$8,925
$1,314
$17,869

$7,465
$166
$6,813
$1,003
$15,447

$7,465
$166
$5,353
$788
$13,773

Public Facilities
Sotnip Trail [1]
Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail
Regional Park Land Acquisition
Transit
Fire Facilities
Community Center
Library
Subtotal Public Facilities

Table A-5
Table A-6
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]

$300,000
$525,100
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$11,117,866

$181
$316
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$6,689

$181
$316
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$6,689

$181
$316
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$6,689

$36,855,866

$24,559

$22,136

$20,462

$1,105,676

$737

$664

$614

$37,961,542

$25,296

$22,800

$21,076

per unit

Total
Administration (3%)
Total with Administration

per unit

per unit

sfd

Source: City of Sacramento; MacKay and Somps; EPS.
[1] According to the Project conditions of approval, the $300,000 contribution for the Sotnip Trail will be paid on a per-unit basis
by the first 50 percent of permits. This Finance Plan allocates the total cost on a planwide basis to equalize costs across
all benefitting Panhandle land uses.
[2] Calculated based on North Natomas development impact fees.
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Panhandle Impact Fee Program Implementation
The cost allocation methodology described above will provide the basis for establishing the
Panhandle Impact Fee Program. Updated nexus studies will finalize the cost allocation formulas
and provide the necessary findings to update the fee program. Both the Finance Plan and the
nexus studies will be updated periodically as more updated costs, funding, and land use data are
available. Owners of developing parcels will be required to fund their share of facility costs
through the fee program or through alternative funding sources.
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6.

FEASIBILITY OF THE FINANCE PLAN

This chapter reviews issues associated to the compatibility of the Finance Plan with the NNFP and
the overall financial feasibility of the Finance Plan. The financial feasibility is addressed by
reviewing a total infrastructure burden analysis, as well as bond issuance guidelines, to ensure
the financing districts will meet the required financial tests.

Comparison Analysis with NNFP
Although the Project originally was envisioned by the City to annex into the NNFP, the City
determined, because of delayed timing of development of the Project and because a major
portion of development in North Natomas already has occurred, it would be prudent from a
financing standpoint to keep the two development areas separate. Instead of annexation of the
Project into the NNFP, the Finance Plan proposes funding mechanisms that work in conjunction
with the NNFP funding strategy.
Shared benefits from infrastructure and public facilities, however, should be funded in an
equitable fashion. In other words, the Project should pay its fair share for items funded by the
NNFP that benefit both projects.
For most public facilities, including, transit, fire, community center, and library, the Project will
pay a public facilities fee equal to that of development in the NNFP. This revenue will be used for
construction of facilities that benefit both areas.
For parks facilities, development at the Project will be required to pay a regional park land
acquisition fee at the same rate as charged in North Natomas. Because the land for the regional
park has been acquired, this fee revenue is anticipated to be used to pay for development of the
regional park. In addition, development in the Project will construct its own park facilities, which
include two parks.
Table 6-1 shows the total estimated cost of major infrastructure and public facilities at the
Project as compared to that of development in the NNFP. As shown on Table 6-1, excluding the
costs for drainage improvements, the Project developers would pay approximately $14,300 per
low-density single-family unit, while developers in the NNFP pay $10,800 per comparable unit.
The Panhandle Impact Fee includes costs for drainage and drainage land acquisition, while the
North Natomas drainage facilities are funded through a CFD. Therefore, the drainage component
of the Panhandle Impact Fee was excluded for comparison purposes.

Description of Static Feasibility Analyses
This analysis includes the following static methods for evaluating the financial feasibility of the
proposed Project:


.

Total Infrastructure Cost Burden of Major Infrastructure.
Total Taxes and Assessments as a Percentage of Sales Price.
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Table 6-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Panhandle/North Natomas Comparison Public Facilities/Fees

Low-Density Residential
Panhandle
North
(Traditional Unit)
Natomas

Facility Type

PFF-Funded Facilities [1]
Roadway, Signals, Bridges & Freeway [2]

$7,465

$1,947

-

$2,454

$7,465

$4,401

$166

-

$7,816

-

-

-

Fire Facilities

$543

$543

Library Facilities

$852

$852

-

-

$2,080

$2,080

Transit

$535

$535

Bikeways, Trails, and Shuttles

$496

$211

$19,953

$8,622

$2,183

$2,183

Total

$22,136

$10,805

Total Excluding Drainage

$14,321

$10,805

Freeway and Roadway Landscaping
Subtotal Roadway/Freeway
Sewer
Drainage [3]
Water

Police Facilities
Community Center

Subtotal PFF
Regional Parks

fee comp

[1] Planning/Studies costs were excluded from this analysis.
[2] The cost estimates for Panhandle's roadway includes some landscaping
adjacent to a roadway corridor.
[3] Includes the Panhandle cost for drainage and drainage land acquisition for
the Traditional residential unit land use category. North Natomas drainage
facilities are funded through a CFD.
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Each of these methods is based on a static financial feasibility evaluation. To be considered
financially feasible, the Project should meet each of the static feasibility tests.
It is important to note that these feasibility metrics, described in further detail below, should be
considered initial diagnostics, offering a general indicator of whether or not a project is likely to
meet financial feasibility criteria or whether measures should be taken to improve viability, either
through a reduction in cost burdens, identification of other funding sources, or other approaches.
None of the indicators, by themselves, should be considered absolute determinations regarding
Project feasibility.

Total Infrastructure Cost Burden
It is common for developers of major development projects to advance fund and carry
infrastructure costs for some time frame. The impact of the land developer’s cost burden
depends on several factors, including the time frame for the reimbursements and the extent to
which full reimbursement is received, either through public funding programs or through
adjustments in land sales prices.
The purpose of the total infrastructure cost burden of backbone infrastructure feasibility test is to
assess the financial feasibility of the Project, given all current and proposed fees and the
additional burden of Project-specific infrastructure costs. As such, this feasibility test assesses
the additional fee burden on residential dwelling units associated with the proposed
infrastructure improvements.
The total infrastructure cost burden of major infrastructure feasibility test provides a
performance indicator of a project’s feasibility For each residential land use the total cost burden
per dwelling unit is calculated as a percent of the finished sales price. Project feasibility is
evaluated based on the following general guidelines or benchmarks:



Burdens below 15 percent generally are considered financially feasible.



Burdens between 15 and 20 percent may be feasible depending on the specific circumstances
of the project.



Burdens above 20 percent suggest a project may not be financially feasible unless other
components of the project pro forma are particularly advantageous to the developer, thus
allowing the project to bear unusually high infrastructure costs.2

These static feasibility benchmarks are based on EPS’s experience conducting financial feasibility
analyses for numerous projects throughout the Sacramento Region and Central Valley over the
last 3 decades. This feasibility diagnostic is merely a tool that can be used—along with other
tools—as a general measure of financial feasibility. This measure should not automatically be
taken to mean that if one land use type exceeds the threshold, the project definitely is infeasible.

2

Such other components may include extraordinarily low land basis (e.g., land has been in the family
for a long time, land acquired during severe real estate market downturn, etc.), development phasing
(e.g., fast early absorption ahead of a major infrastructure cost such as a new water treatment plant),
or low or no environmental mitigation requirements (e.g., through avoidance or on-site preservation).
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In certain circumstances, there are ways in which a development project can mitigate against a
high cost burden. In addition, the infrastructure costs will be fine-tuned and possibly reduced as
engineering studies are completed closer to actual construction.
As shown in Table 6-2, the total cost of infrastructure and public facilities accounts for between
approximately 18.5 percent and 19.5 percent of the estimated sales price of residential units in
the Project. Infrastructure cost burdens of this magnitude are at the upper range of feasibility
targets, but may be feasible depending of the specific project circumstances. This diagnostic
indicates that other factors such as the magnitude of advance funding requirements,
reimbursement timeframes, and development absorption would factor into Project feasibility.
The infrastructure cost burden could change for several reasons, including a re-allocation of costs
among land uses and cost reductions resulting from fine-tuning the estimates as engineering
studies are completed and the Project becomes closer to implementation. The cost burden
estimates will be further refined as the Project is implemented.

Taxes and Assessments Feasibility Analysis
The measurement of Total Taxes and Assessments as a Percentage of Sales Price often is
referred to as the “two-percent test.” This metric is yet another measure of the financial
feasibility of a project evaluated by land developers, builders, and municipal governments. The
Total Taxes and Assessments as a Percentage of Sales Price is a general rule for the feasibility of
proposed annual special taxes and assessments. In general, if the sum of property taxes, other
ad valorem taxes, and all annual special taxes and assessments is less than 2 percent of the
average finished home sales price, then the burden of annual taxes and assessments is
considered financially feasible. In the Sacramento Region, jurisdictions and developers typically
target total taxes and assessments at levels no greater than approximately 1.6 percent to
1.8 percent of the finished home sales price.
Table 6-3 shows the estimated taxes and assessments as a percentage of home sales prices for
three different proposed Project land uses. The total annual amount includes the following taxes
and assessments:





Property taxes.
Other general ad valorem taxes (e.g., school/other GO bonds).
Services taxes and assessments.
Infrastructure CFD taxes (proposed in this Finance Plan).

Development in Panhandle is subject to participation in several special districts for services and
ongoing maintenance with proposed and established rates as specified in Table 6-3. When
combined with the potential implementation of an infrastructure special tax of $1,500 per unit,
which is commensurate with other projects in the region, total special taxes and assessments for
Panhandle would be at the higher end of the feasibility range, ranging from 1.75 percent to
1.83 percent. While the Project special tax and assessment burden generally remains within
feasible ranges after the addition of the Project Infrastructure CFD, capacity for additional CFD
special taxes is limited. The special taxes and assessments may affect the Project’s
competitiveness relative to other similar positioned projects.
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Table 6-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Infrastructure Cost Burden

Residential
Traditional (T)

Estates (E)

Item

Assumptions
Net Acres
Number of Units
Unit Size/Bldg. Sq. Ft.
Garage Square Feet
Units per Acre
Building Valuation

75.7
340
2,500
500
4.5
$303,940

Current as of

Processing Fees
Administrative Processing Fee
Building Permit
Plan Review Fee
Planning Review Fee
Planning Inspection Fee
Public Works Fee Deposit
City Business Operations Tax
Seismic/Strong Motion
General Plan Recovery Fee
Green Building/CBSC Fee
Technology Surcharge
Residential Construction Tax (Assumes 3 Bedrooms)
Fire Inspection Fee
Fire Review Fee
Subtotal Processing Fees

Compact (C)

147.7
869
2,250
500
5.9
$275,778

60.5
453
2,000
450
7.5
$245,384

Oct-17

Oct-17

Oct-17

per unit

per unit

per unit

$152
$2,125
$892
$134
$565
$300
$122
$40
$608
$12
$241
$385
$0
$140
$5,716

$152
$1,980
$832
$125
$565
$300
$110
$36
$552
$11
$225
$385
$0
$140
$5,412

$152
$1,824
$766
$115
$565
$300
$98
$32
$491
$10
$207
$385
$0
$140
$5,085

City Development Impact Fees
Adjusted Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) [1]
Traffic (Construction Excise Tax)
Water Development Fee [2]
Water Easement Tap Installation Fee
Water Meter Installation
Residential Construction Water Use Fee
Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC)
Park Impact Fee
Neighborhood and Community Parks
Citywide Parks/Facilities
Habitat/Greenbelt Preservation
Mixed Income Housing Ordinance/Housing Trust Fund
Subtotal City Development Impact Fees

$1,071
$1,400
$2,976
$1,540
$523
$137
$70

$1,071
$1,269
$2,976
$1,540
$523
$137
$70

$1,071
$1,129
$2,976
$1,540
$523
$137
$70

$3,380
$1,720
$7,036
$6,695
$26,547

$3,380
$1,720
$5,371
$6,026
$24,082

$3,380
$1,720
$4,220
$5,356
$22,122

Other Agency Fees
Twin Rivers and Robla Elementary School District Fees
SAFCA DIF
Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA)
Air Quality Mitigation Fee
SASD (Expansion)
Regional SAN (New)
Subtotal Other Agency Fees

$8,700
$5,150
$1,242
$485
$3,950
$5,827
$25,355

$7,830
$4,635
$1,242
$485
$3,016
$5,827
$23,035

$6,960
$4,120
$1,242
$485
$2,370
$5,827
$21,004

Subtotal Fees

$57,617

$52,530

$48,211

Panhandle SFD Fee [3]

$24,559

$22,136

$20,462

$737

$664

$614

$82,913

$75,330

$69,287

$425,000

$400,000

$375,000

19.5%

18.8%

18.5%

Panhandle SFD Administration Fee (3%)
Total Fees

Sales Price per Unit/Building Value per Sq. Ft. [4]
Infrastructure Burden Costs as a % of Sales Price [5]

burden

Source: City of Sacramento; various public agencies; EPS.
[1] See Table A-7 and Table A-8 for more information regarding TDIF credits and the adjusted TDIF fee.
[2] Assumes a 1-inch meter for residential.
[3] See Table 5-1 for detailed Panhandle SFD fee information.
[4] Residential values based on Gregory Group research.
[5] Typically, infrastructure burden costs as a percent of sales price needs to be between 15% to 20% to be considered
feasible based on EPS's infrastructure financing experience.
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Table 6-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Test of 2% Sales Price - Residential Market-Rate Units

Item

Assumption

Assumptions
Acres (net)
Number of Units
Unit Square Feet

Estates (E)
TRA 083-001

Residential
Traditional (T)
TRA 059-155
TRA 083-001

Compact (C)
TRA 059-155 TRA 083-001

75.7
340
2,500

44.7
263
2,250

103.0
606
2,250

16.4
123
2,000

44.1
330
2,000

$425,000

$400,000

$400,000

$375,000

$375,000

$4,180
$275
$60
$156
$496
$0
$0
$0
$5,167

$3,930
$259
$56
$146
$0
$46
$208
$67
$4,714

$3,930
$259
$56
$146
$467
$0
$0
$0
$4,859

$3,680
$243
$53
$137
$0
$43
$195
$63
$4,415

$3,680
$243
$53
$137
$438
$0
$0
$0
$4,551

Estimated Special Annual Taxes/Assessments
SAFCA Consolidated Capital Assessment District
SAFCA AD No.1 - O&M Assessment
SAFCA Natomas Basin Local Assessment District
City of Sacramento Library Services Tax
City of Sacramento AD L & L
North Natomas TMA CFD 99-01 [2]
Reclamation District No. 1000
Total Estimated Special Annual Taxes/Assessments

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

Estimated Panhandle Services CFD [3]

$392

$388

$388

$384

$384

Estimated Panhandle Infrastructure CFD

$1,500

$1,500

$1,500

$1,500

$1,500

Total Annual Taxes and Assessments

$7,476

$7,018

$7,163

$6,716

$6,852

Taxes & Assessments as % of Sales Price [4]

1.76%

1.75%

1.79%

1.79%

1.83%

Finished Unit Selling Price

Property Taxes
General Property Tax [1]
Grant JT High GOB
Los Rios College GOB
Twin Rivers Unified GOB
Robla Elementary GOB
Twin Rivers Elementary GOB 12
Rio Linda Elementary GOB
North Sacramento Elementary GOB
Total Ad Valorem Taxes Range

1.0000%
0.0648%
0.0141%
0.0366%
0.1167%
0.0115%
0.0521%
0.0168%

45

two percent

Source: Sacramento County; City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1] Includes homeowners' property tax exemption of $7,000.
[2] As shonw on Table D-7, North Natomas TMA provided estimated annual cost to serve Panhandle, including Krumenacher Ranch. The annual cost per unit is estimated by
distributing this cost over Panhandle PUD units because it is uncertain if Krumenacher Ranch will proceed.
[3] Based on an estimated services CFD for streetscapes, parks and open space, and utilities. See Appendix D for more detailed information.
[4] Although the State guideline is 2%, this analysis uses a target range of 1.7%-1.8% for evaluating feasibility, to allow for additional taxes and assessments as needed
(e.g. future school district GO bond).
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7.

FINANCING SOURCES FOR SERVICES AND ONGOING
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

This chapter includes additional information regarding funding sources that will be used to fund
annual services and ongoing operation and maintenance costs. “Services” refers to general
government or other services, such as law enforcement protection, that will be provided by
public agencies. Operation and maintenance costs refer to the costs to operate and maintain
backbone infrastructure and other public facilities.
Once backbone infrastructure and other public facilities are completed, they will be dedicated to
or acquired by public agencies. These public agencies will be responsible for operating and
maintaining the facilities. The Finance Plan provides estimates of the operations and
maintenance costs.
Development in the Project will be required to participate in a series of special financing districts
to fund public services and the maintenance and operation of the public improvements.
Participation in these districts will be determined by the City or the special districts no later than
the filing of final maps. The City or existing assessment districts will have funding responsibility
for most items. However, if a funding shortfall is deemed to exist, a Mello-Roos CFD, Community
Services District, Lighting and Landscaping District, or some other funding mechanism will be
established.
The applicant, the City, and the North Natomas TMA are in discussions regarding support for TMA
programs. The Finance Plan includes a placeholder amount based on the estimated amount to
provide services to the Project divided by the total number of units in the Project. Panhandle
may annex into the North Natomas TMA CFD 99–01 or form a separate CFD for TMA services.
The Project may form a services CFD for the operations and maintenance of streetscapes, parks
and open space, and utilities. Appendix D includes the detailed cost estimates and allocation
methodology for the potential Panhandle services CFD. If the Project forms a Homeowners’
Association (HOA), some of the operations and maintenance costs currently assumed in the CFD
may be included in a HOA fee instead.
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8.

IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation of the Finance Plan ensures that new development will construct facilities to
meet the service-level specification set out in the Project and will pay its fair share of the cost of
backbone infrastructure and other public facilities required to serve the Project area. The City
will implement the Finance Plan, which may include the following actions:



Update relevant existing fee programs to include Project land uses and facilities when
appropriate.



Implement the Panhandle Impact Fee Program.



Establish reimbursement policies and parameters. Reimbursements will be controlled by
reimbursement agreements between the City and the developers. The time frame for
reimbursements will be limited through the terms of the reimbursement agreement.



Form a CFD to help finance the construction of infrastructure and public facilities, and
administer subsequent bond sales and tax collection.



Form a services CFD to fund maintenance of streetscapes, parks and open space, and
utilities.



Annex into an existing TMA, or create a new TMA for the Project.



Account for fee payments, fee credits, or reimbursements.



Update annual inflation, and periodically update and adjust the fee program as new
infrastructure cost, land use, and revenue information become available.



Coordinate closely with all appropriate City departments and other service providers to
implement the Finance Plan.



Work with property owners and the development community during the Project’s buildout to
resolve specific infrastructure construction responsibility and financing issues that may arise
as part of the individual land development application process.

Fee Amount
As documented in previous chapters, the Panhandle Impact Fee estimates provided in this
Finance Plan are based on the best facility improvement cost estimates, administrative cost
estimates, and land use information available at this time. If costs change significantly, if the
type or amount of new development changes, if other assumptions significantly change, or if
other funding becomes available (as a result of legislative action on State and local government
finance, for example), the Panhandle Impact Fee Program should be updated accordingly.
After the fees presented in this report are established, the City will conduct annual and other
periodic reviews of facility improvement costs and other assumptions used as the basis of this
Finance Plan. Based on these reviews, the City may make necessary adjustments to the fee
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program through subsequent fee program updates. The costs and fee adjustment process is
discussed below under “Fee Program Updates.”
The cost estimates presented in this report are in constant 2018 dollars. The City automatically
may adjust the costs and fees each year as outlined in this chapter.
The Panhandle Impact Fee will be implemented in accordance with Government Code
Section 66000 (if applicable) and City Code Chapter 18.56. Any City ordinances and resolutions
required for implementation of the Panhandle Impact Fee will be an integral and controlling part
of the policies and procedures authorized for the Panhandle Impact Fee. If there are any
inconsistencies or contradictions between the implementing ordinance and resolution(s) and the
Finance Plan, the ordinance/resolution(s) shall prevail. Table 5-1 in Chapter 5 shows the fee
rates identified in this Finance Plan for the residential land uses.

Administration Fee Component
An administrative fee will be collected to fund the administration, oversight, implementation, and
updates of the Fee Program, including administration of any credit and reimbursement
agreements. The administration fee will include adequate funding to cover all City costs.
While the administration fee is required to cover actual costs of administering the program on an
annual basis, this fee component also must collect adequate funding to cover periodic updates to
the program that are above and beyond annual monitoring and maintenance. To account for
these circumstances, it is recommended the administration fee be established as a percentage
(3 percent) of the Panhandle Impact Fee.

Reimbursements and Fee Credits
Under the City’s capital improvement policy, the City and individual developers may agree to
have developers build or advance-fund certain facilities contained in the Capital Improvement
Program (CIP). The facilities advance-funded or built may be part of the fee program or funded
by non-fee revenues. In the case of such an agreement, developers should receive a
reimbursement or fee credit based on the terms of the agreement. Infrastructure projects that
are the financial responsibility of the developer (i.e., designated as private capital) are not
subject to reimbursement or fee credits.
For instance, if a developer constructs and funds the extension of a roadway contained in the fee
program, then the developer would be eligible for a reimbursement or fee credit up to the
amount of funding that was to be included in the fee program. In such an instance, the City and
the developer would come to agreement before construction of the improvement to determine
the amount, timing, and manner of repayment of the advance funding: fee credit or
reimbursement. The City will establish a set of procedures to manage reimbursement/credit
agreements. The procedures could include forms of any agreement and accounting procedures
to manage the reimbursement/credit program.

Fee Program Updates
The fees presented in this report are based on the best available cost estimates and land use
information at this time. If costs or land uses change significantly in either direction, or if other
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funding becomes available, the fees will be updated accordingly. Most updates to the
development impact fees and costs will occur automatically and annually in accordance with the
procedure below. As also provided below, systematic updates will occur periodically to access the
need for more, or fewer, facilities, and the appropriateness of the nexus relationships as both
need and land uses evolve.
Annual adjustments to costs and funding sources will be made using either a cost benchmarking
methodology (Benchmark Change) or application of an inflation index or a combination thereof,
as described in the specific procedures outlined below.

Procedure for Adjusting the Public Facilities Fee and Revising the Inventory of
Remaining Infrastructure to be Financed by that Fee
When amending the Panhandle Finance Plan, the City shall set the amount of the Public Facilities
Fee by using the estimated cost of the facilities to be financed, determined in accordance with
the following procedure:

1. Definitions.
a. “Aggregate Costs” means the cost to construct remaining PAF Eligible Facilities.
b. “CalTrans Index” means the Quarterly California Highway Construction Cost Index (Price
Index for Selected Highway Construction Items) published by the California Department
of Transportation, Division of Engineering Services—Office Engineer.
c.

“CPI Index” means the San Francisco Consumer Price Index (CPI) for all urban
consumers.

d. “ENR Index” means the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index for San
Francisco.
e. “Finance Plan” means the Panhandle Finance Plan, as amended.
f.

“Funding Requirement” means the amount of the PAF that must be generated from
remaining development so that the City will have adequate funding (A) to construct the
PAF Facilities remaining to be completed and (B) to administer the PAF program. It is
calculated as follows: first, calculate the aggregate cost to complete the remaining PAF
Facilities and to pay the administrative component of the PAF as required by the Finance
Plan; second, from the result add the amount of outstanding PAF credits; and third,
subtract the PAF revenues then available to complete the remaining PAF facilities.
Funding Requirement = (current Aggregate Costs and Administration) +
(credits owed) – (revenue on hand)

g. “PAF” means the Plan Area Fee established by Sacramento City Code for the Panhandle
Finance Plan.
h. “PAF Credits” means the outstanding fee credits or reimbursements owed for developer
constructed or advance-funded PAF Eligible Facilities.
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i.

“PAF Eligible Facility” means a public improvement or segment of a public improvement
that is identified in the original Panhandle Finance Plan.

j.

“PAF Funding Obligation” means the maximum funding obligation of the PAF for a given
year.

k. “PAF Share” means the portion of a PAF Eligible Facility’s cost that is funded, in whole or
part, by the PAF.

2. Annual PAF Adjustment for PAF Eligible Facilities.
a. Each July 1, the City will adjust the PAF in accordance with the difference between
(1) the Funding Requirement for the current year; and (2) the funding that would be
available, if the then-existing PAF were applied to remaining development.
b. Example of Annual PAF Adjustment for PAF Eligible Facilities:

Hypothetical: Percentage Cost Changes

3.26%
6.00%

As of April 1, 2019

Costs Comparison
Aggregate Costs and Administration as of April 1, 2019 (Est.) (2018$)
Aggregate Costs and Administration as of April 1, 2019 (2019$) [1]
Escalation Factor

Credits Owed
Credits Owed (2018$)
Credits Owed (2019$) [2]

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$51,628,500

$47,000,000

$53,000,000

3.26%

-6.00%

6.00%

$5,810,744

$5,810,744

$5,810,744

$6,000,000

$6,000,000

$6,000,000

$51,628,500

$47,000,000

$53,000,000

$6,000,000

$6,000,000

$6,000,000

($7,500,000)

($7,500,000)

($7,500,000)

Funding Requirement Calculation
Aggregate Costs and Administration (2019$)
Plus: Credits Owed (2019$) [2]
Less: Cash on Hand, April 1, 2019
2019 Funding Requirement

$50,128,500

Existing Fee Calculation
Revenue From Remaining Development [3]
Existing Fees Based on 2018 Fees

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,128,500

$45,500,000

$51,500,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$45,500,000

$51,500,000

Hypothetical Fee Change ( Effective July 1, 2019)
2019 Funding Requirement
Existing Fees Based on 2018 Fees
Fee Change ($)
Fee Change (%)

$128,500

($4,500,000)

0.26%

$1,500,000

-9.00%

3.00%

[1] Based on the adjustment procedures described in Sections 3 and 4 below.
[2] Credits owed are escalated annually based on the year over year change to the PAF
aggregate cost.
[3] Reflects future fee revenue from all development (applying unadjusted fee rates to all
remaining development), including development that is eligible for future fee credits.
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3. Adjustments to Aggregate Costs: Remaining Roadways, Sewer, Drainage, Trails,
and Parkway facilities.
a. Adjustment by Index.
1. Except as specified in Subsection 3(b) and Sections 4 and 5 below, for all PAF Eligible
Facilities, the cost adjustment to remaining PAF Eligible Facilities is the greater of the
following (but in no event less than zero percent in net aggregate):
A. The ENR Index; or
B. The CalTrans Index 3-year moving average.
2. Index measurement.
A. ENR Index: Year-over-year change as of each March.
B. CalTrans Index: 12-quarter average through quarter 1 of the current year over
12-quarter average through quarter 1 of the prior year.
3. Precision. All calculations will be carried out to three decimal places.
b. Adjustment by Benchmarking.
1. Before April 1 of each calendar year, a third-party professional engineering consultant
who is under contract to the City will estimate the cost to construct all PAF Eligible
Facilities subject to this subsection 3(b). The cost estimate will anticipate cost
changes to the July 1 of the calendar year in which the estimate is made and will
include a minimum 15% construction contingency. The cost estimate plus an
additional contingency (not to exceed an amount equal to 15% of the cost estimate)
is the “Draft Benchmark Estimate” of Aggregate Costs for the year.
2. Panhandle land owners shall have the right, assignable only with the written consent
of the City at the City’s sole discretion, to hire an independent third-party engineer to
validate the cost estimates reflected in the “Draft Benchmark Estimate”. The City and
Landowner agree to work in good faith to resolve differences, if any, in the engineer’s
estimates. The agreed upon cost estimate shall be the “Benchmark Estimate.”
3. If the percentage change between the Aggregate Costs for the then-current year and
the Aggregate Costs for the same set of PAF Eligible Facilities for the immediately
preceding year differ by an amount equal to, or more than, plus or minus 5% in
aggregate from the percentage change determined by index in accordance with
Subsection 3(a) above, then the City will use the then-current year’s Benchmark
Estimate of Aggregate Costs to determine the Funding Requirement.
c.

Comprehensive Review and Nexus Study. The City will perform a comprehensive review
and nexus study for the PAF at least every three years unless the City determines that
prevailing market conditions do not justify doing so (e.g., if development is lacking or the
remaining development is limited).

d. Sample cost adjustments for roadways, sewer, drainage, trails, and parkway facilities:
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Sample #1

Sample #2

Benchmarking increase of 4%

Benchmarking increase of 4.5%

ENR Index increase of 2%

ENR Index increase of 1%

CalTrans Index increase of 3.1%

CalTrans Index decrease of 1%

Change in Aggregate Costs: plus 3.1%

Change in Aggregate Costs: plus 1%

Sample #3

Sample #4

Benchmarking decrease of 4%

Benchmarking decrease of 5%

ENR Index decrease of 0.5%

ENR increase of 0.5%

CalTrans Index decrease of 1%

Cal Trans Index decrease of 1%

Change in Aggregate Costs: 0%

Change in Aggregate Costs: minus 5%

Sample #5
Benchmarking increase of 6%
ENR Index increase of 1%
CalTrans Index decrease of 1%
Change in Aggregate Costs: plus 6%

4. Adjustments to Aggregate Costs: Fire, Community Center, Library, Regional Park
Land, and Drainage Land Acquisition.
The fire, community center, library, and regional park land cost are calculated assuming the
applicable North Natomas development impact fees applied to Panhandle development. The
drainage land acquisition cost was estimated by MacKay & Somps in November 2017. For
fire, community center, library, regional park land, and drainage land, the portion of the cost
for each that is funded by the PAF will not exceed that established in the original Panhandle
Finance Plan, except as follows: the City will adjust the remaining cost of fire, community
center, library, regional park land, and drainage land by using the change in the CPI Index
from March to March, effective each July 1, in accordance with the North Natomas Nexus
Study.

5. Adjustment to the Transit Fee.
The transit costs are calculated assuming the transit North Natomas development impact fee
applied to Panhandle development. The transit component of the Panhandle Fee Program will
be adjusted by the annual percentage change in ENR CCI Index for San Francisco (March to
March), effective each July 1, in accordance with the North Natomas Nexus Study.
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6. Adjustment to Outstanding PAF Credits.
Effective July 1 of each year, outstanding PAF credits are adjusted annually based on the
same adjustment factor applied to the PAF Aggregate Costs.

7. PAF Funding Obligation; Change in list of Facilities being funded with PAF.
a. The Finance Plan shows not just the estimated cost of each PAF Eligible Facility but also
the PAF Share for the PAF Eligible Facility. Each year, after adjusting costs in accordance
with sections 1 through 4 above, the City shall determine the aggregate PAF share for all
PAF Eligible Facilities, and that aggregate amount will be the PAF Funding Obligation for
that year.
b. Each year, the City may revise the PAF Share for each PAF Eligible Facility and shall give
Landowner 30-days’ prior written notice of any revision that will result in a Removed PAF
Facility (defined below), as follows:
1. If a PAF Eligible Facility is removed from the Panhandle Finance Plan because it will no
longer be funded by the PAF (a “Removed PAF Facility”), then the City may allocate
the Removed PAF Facility’s PAF Share (determined in accordance with subsection
3(b)(1) above) to another PAF Eligible Facility on the list. Public improvements not
identified in the Panhandle Finance Plan may not be funded with the PAF.
2. The City may not require, as a condition for approving the Landowner’s request for
land-use entitlements on all or part of the Property, that the Landowner or any other
signatory to a Panhandle Development Agreement construct all or part of a Removed
PAF Facility. This limitation does not apply if the Landowner requests and receives a
change in the then-existing zoning on all or part of the Property and the City
determines that the change creates a need for construction of a Removed PAF
Facility.
3. If the City has previously required the Landowner to build a PAF Eligible Facility as a
condition of approval for a land-use entitlement granted to the Landowner, then the
City may not subsequently remove the PAF Eligible Facility from the list of remaining
PAF Eligible Facilities and thereby deny the Landowner the opportunity to obtain
reimbursement from the PAF program.

8. Scope of PAF Eligible Facilities.
The scope of each PAF Eligible Facility is as described in the Finance Plan, as amended, and
may not be revised except as required to comply with federal or state law. With respect to
public roadways and streets, the scope is to be based on the City’s street-design standards
for lands within the Panhandle area.

9. Adequate Funding for PAF Eligible Facilities.
The City may not cite, as a reason for increasing the amount of the PAF Funding Obligation,
the loss of potential funding from sources identified in the original Panhandle Finance Plan as
Non-PAF Funding Sources, such as federal funding, state funding, regional funding, grants,
gifts, contributions, fees, reimbursements, the City’s general fund, the City’s Major Street
Construction Tax, or private funds.
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Table A-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Transportation Improvements

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses

Cost Allocation:
Transportation

Units

Trip
Demand
Factor
[1]

Total
Trips

Percentage
of Total
Trips

Distribution
Total
Cost

337
860
449
1,646

20.5%
52.3%
27.3%
100.0%

$2,538,135
$6,487,174
$3,381,691
$12,407,000

1,646

100.0%

$12,407,000

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

Total

0.99
0.99
0.99

Cost per
Unit

per unit

$7,465
$7,465
$7,465

trans alloc

Source: DKS Associates; City of Sacramento Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Nexus Study; EPS.
[1] Trip Demand Factor from City of Sacramento TDIF Nexus Study.
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Table A-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Sewer

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses
Total

Cost Allocation:
Sewer

Units

Net
Acres

EDU
Factor
[1]

Total
EDUs

Percentage
of Total
EDUs

Distribution
of Total
Costs

340
869
453
1,662

20.5%
52.3%
27.3%
100.0%

$56,462
$144,310
$75,227
$276,000

1,662

100.0%

$276,000

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9
283.9

1.00
1.00
1.00

Cost per
Unit

per unit

$166
$166
$166

sewer alloc

Source: MacKay and Somps; EPS.
[1] EDU factors based on factors used in the 2016 Revised Preliminary Water Study Evaluation for the Panhandle Development, prepared by MacKay and Somps.
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Table A-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Drainage (Excluding Land Acquisition)

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses
Total

Units

Cost Allocation:
Drainage

Net
Acres

Percentage
of Total
Acres

Distribution
of Total
Costs

Cost per
Unit

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

26.7%
52.0%
21.3%
100.0%

$3,034,399
$5,920,486
$2,425,114
$11,380,000

283.9

100.0%

$11,380,000

$8,925
$6,813
$5,353

drain alloc

Source: MacKay & Somps.
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Table A-4
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Drainage Land Acquisition

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses
Total

Cost Allocation:
Drainage Land Acquisition

Units

Net
Acres

Percentage
of Total
Acres

Distribution
of Total
Costs

Cost per
Unit

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

26.7%
52.0%
21.3%
100.0%

$446,627
$871,425
$356,948
$1,675,000

283.9

100.0%

$1,675,000

$1,314
$1,003
$788

land acq alloc

Source: MacKay & Somps.
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Table A-5
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Sotnip Trail [1] [2]

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses

Cost Allocation:
Sotnip Trail

Units [2]

Persons
Served
[3]

Percentage
of Total
Persons
Served

Distribution
of Total
Costs

Cost per
Unit

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

Total

1,013
2,590
1,350
4,953

20.5%
52.3%
27.3%
100.0%

$61,372
$156,859
$81,769
$300,000

4,953

100.0%

$300,000

$181
$181
$181

trail alloc

Source: MacKay and Somps; City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1] Includes the Panhandle cost contribution for the Sotnip Trail.
[2] According to the Project conditions of approval, the $300,000 contribution for the Sotnip Trail will be paid on a per-unit
basis by the first 50 percent of permits. This Finance Plan allocates the total cost on a planwide basis to equalize
costs across all benefitting Panhandle land uses.
[3] Based on 2.98 persons per household from the City of Sacramento.
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Table A-6
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail [1]

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses

Units

Persons
Served
[2]

Cost Allocation:
Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail

Percentage
of Total
Persons
Served

Distribution
of Total
Costs

Cost per
Unit

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

Total

1,013
2,590
1,350
4,953

20.5%
52.3%
27.3%
100.0%

$107,421
$274,556
$143,123
$525,100

4,953

100.0%

$525,100

$316
$316
$316

wapa alloc

Source: MacKay and Somps; City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1] Includes the cost for the 12' Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail with decomposed granite shoulders within
Ninos Parkway.
[2] Based on 2.98 persons per household from the City of Sacramento.
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Table A-7
Panhandle Finance Plan
TDIF Credits

Land Use

Formula

Total

Total Units

A

1,662

Alternative Modes Component of TDIF

B

$373

Total Maximum TDIF Credits

Total Trail Cost [1]

C=A*B

$619,839

D

$825,100
TDIF

Source: City of Sacramento; MacKay & Somps; EPS.
[1] Includes $300,000 for the Sotnip Trail contribution and $525,100 for the 12'
Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I bike trail.
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Table A-8
Panhandle Finance Plan
Panhandle TDIF Fee

Land Use

Panhandle TDIF Rates
(Including Credits)

Trip
Demand
Factor [1]

TDIF Costs by Component
Project
Specific
Programmatic
Alternative
Roadways
Modes
Grid 3.0

Subtotal
TDIF Costs

Plus
Administration

Total
Base Fee

3%

Cost per Trip Demand Factor

$1,547

Less Credit per Trip Demand Factor [2]
Net Cost per Trip Demand Factor

Residential Land Use Categories
Single-Family/Duplex Dwelling
Multi-Unit Dwelling
Nonresidential Land Use Categories
Retail
Office
Hospital
Schools [3]
Primary
Secondary
Colleges and Universities
Church/Assembly
Industrial
Warehouse

$0
1.00

per unit

0.99
0.57
per 1,000 sq. ft.

$1,547

$377
($377)
$0

$203
$0
$203

$2,127
($377)
$1,751

Transit
Center
Adjustment

Transit
Center Fee

40%

$64
($11)
$53

$2,191
($388)
$1,803

($876)
$155
($721)

$1,315
($233)
$1,082

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- per unit ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

$1,532
$880

$0
$0

$201
$116

$1,733
$996

$52
$30

$1,785
$1,026

($714)
($410)

$1,071
$616

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ per sq. ft. ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1.49
1.47
1.41
0.55
0.55
0.55
0.55

$2.30
$2.27
$2.18
$0.85
$0.85
$0.85
$0.85

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.30
$0.30
$0.29
$0.11
$0.11
$0.11
$0.11

$2.60
$2.57
$2.47
$0.96
$0.96
$0.96
$0.96

$0.08
$0.08
$0.07
$0.03
$0.03
$0.03
$0.03

$2.68
$2.65
$2.54
$0.99
$0.99
$0.99
$0.99

($1.07)
($1.06)
($1.02)
($0.40)
($0.40)
($0.40)
($0.40)

$1.61
$1.59
$1.52
$0.59
$0.59
$0.59
$0.59

0.31
1.01
0.48

$0.48
$1.56
$0.74

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.06
$0.20
$0.10

$0.54
$1.76
$0.84

$0.02
$0.05
$0.03

$0.56
$1.81
$0.87

($0.22)
($0.72)
($0.35)

$0.34
$1.09
$0.52

$2,303

$0

$303

$2,606

$78

$2,684

($1,074)

$1,610

per pump

Gas Station

1.49
per room

Hotel/Motel

0.41

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- per room ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

$632

$0

$83

$715

$21

$736

($295)

$441
PTDIF

[1] Trip Demand Factor from City of Sacramento TDIF Nexus Study.
[2] See Table A-7.
[3] Includes Primary, Secondary, and Colleges and Universities.
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FINANCE PLAN
COST ESTIMATE
Panhandle

FOR

The Hodgson Company
within the
City of Sacramento, California
November 29, 2017

A-E
Summary of Total Costs
SECTION

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

A

Roadway Segments, Signals, and Traffic Circles

$

10,005,000

B

Sanitary Sewer

$

1,034,000

C

Storm Drain

$

12,720,000

D

Potable Water

$

2,694,000

E

Trails

$

4,823,000

$

31,276,000

Total

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 11-29-17.xls

TOTAL

DRAFT

A-1
Roadway Index
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

A-1.1

Del Paso Frontage

$

1,337,900

A-1.2

Street "C"/Faletto Avenue

$

1,093,400

A-1.3

Street "C"

$

1,049,600

A-1.4

Club Center Drive

$

1,149,800

A-1.5

Club Center Drive

$

690,000

A-1.6

Street "F"

$

297,300

A-1.7

Club Center Drive/Street "G"

$

1,084,400

$

6,702,000

Roadway Segments Total

SHEET

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

A-2.1

Del Paso Road/National Drive

$

500,800

A-2.2

Del Paso Road/Club Center Drive

$

690,700

A-2.3

Del Paso Road/Sorento Road

$

690,700

$

1,882,000

Signalization Total

SHEET

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

A-3.1

Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "C"

$

473,600

A-3.2

Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "G"

$

473,600

A-3.3

Traffic Circle - National Drive

$

473,600

$

1,421,000

Traffic Circles Total
* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

A-1

DRAFT

ROADWAY
SEGMENTS

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

PROJECT BOUNDARY

Domino Avenue

LEGEND
A-1.1
A-1.2
A-1.3
A-1.4
A-1.5
A-1.6
A-1.7

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
Fa
le

tto

Av

e.

Detention Basin

E.

Le
ve
e

Rd

.

Str
ee
t"

G"

Village 14

Village 11

Village 12

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

I-5

Village 7

Park 2

SORENTO RD.

Cadman Ct.

NATOMAS BLVD.

Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

US-99

Village 10

Sorento Road

ELKHORN BLVD.

Village 8

PROJECT
SITE

Village 9

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

ll

we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.

BLV

Open Space 2

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

.

e
Av

DEL PASO RD.

I-80
US-

Village 4

&
99

Club

rive

r Dr.

e
Cent

Village 6

D.

os
D

Village 3

0
I-8

LR
XE

NORTH

U
TR

I-5

Open Space 1
Barr

Barros Drive

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
A-1

27141.000
5/12/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

ROADWAY INDEX

ROADWAY SEGMENTS
SEGMENT

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

DESCRIPTION

Del Paso Road
National Drive
National Drive
Club Center Drive
Club Center Drive
Club Center Drive
Street 'F'
Club Center Drive
Faletto Avenue
Street 'G'

SECTION

A-1.1
A-1.2
A-1.3
A-1.4
A-1.5
A-1.4
A-1.6
A-1.7
A-1.2
A-1.7

QUANTITY

PARTIAL
HALF
FULL
FULL
HALF
FULL
FULL
HALF
HALF
HALF

Note: Engineering and Contingency with section costs
Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

513
701
1,381
1,769
885
1,769
1,239
775
701
775

COST (Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,337,900
483,600
1,049,600
513,000
690,000
636,800
297,300
193,600
609,800
890,800

$

6,702,400

TOTAL ROADWAY SEGMENTS ESTIMATED COST $

6,702,000

SUBTOTAL

2610
690
760
290
780
360
240
250
870
1150

UNIT

DRAFT

A-1.1

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

1

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
1
A-1.1
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

PARTIAL HALF STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

2.07 $
0.5 $

37.26
5.50

$

42.76

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

0 $

-

$

-

$
$
$
$
$

46.80
52.00
40.00

$

138.80

$
$
$
$
$

66.00
-

$

66.00

$

74.27

$

74.27

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (6" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (16" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.90
4.00
6.00
22.00
20.00

12
13
0
0
2

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

42.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0
0
11
0
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

48.27

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

370.10

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

370.10
370.10
370.10
370.10
370.10
370.10

$
$
$
$
$
$

11.10
5.55
44.41
5.55
9.25
48.11

$

123.98

$

7.40

$

7.40

$

11.10

$

11.10

GRAND TOTAL $

513

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

2.0% $

370.10

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

321.83

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Varies based on street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

370.10

DRAFT

A-1.2

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

9
Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 8

Sorento Road

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Barros Drive

Village 6

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Park 1

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

2

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
2
A-1.2
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTION
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.56 $
0.5 $

28.08
5.50

$

33.58

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

55.90
49.00
30.00
22.00
-

$

156.90

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
48.00
-

$

138.00

$

103.04

$

103.04

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (4" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (8" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

2.60
2.00
6.00
22.00
20.00

21.5
24.5
5
1
0

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
0
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

66.98

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

513.50

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50

$
$
$
$
$
$

15.41
7.70
61.62
7.70
12.84
66.76

$

172.02

$

-

$

-

$

15.41

$

15.41

GRAND TOTAL $

701

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

513.50

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

446.52

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

513.50

DRAFT
9
A-1.2
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTION
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.56 $
0.5 $

28.08
5.50

$

33.58

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

55.90
49.00
30.00
22.00
-

$

156.90

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
48.00
-

$

138.00

$

103.04

$

103.04

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (4" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (8" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

2.60
2.00
6.00
22.00
20.00

21.5
24.5
5
1
0

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
0
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

66.98

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

513.50

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50

$
$
$
$
$
$

15.41
7.70
61.62
7.70
12.84
66.76

$

172.02

$

-

$

-

$

15.41

$

15.41

GRAND TOTAL $

701

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

513.50

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

446.52

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

513.50

DRAFT

A-1.3

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-T

3

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
3
A-1.3
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

FULL STREET SECTION
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

3.11 $
1 $

55.98
11.00

$

66.98

1 $

30.00

$

30.00

$
$
$
$
$

111.80
88.00
60.00
44.00
-

$

303.80

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
96.00
-

$

276.00

$

203.03

$

203.03

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (4" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (8" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

2.60
2.00
6.00
22.00
20.00

43
44
10
2
0

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

1
1
0
12
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

131.97

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

1,011.79

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,011.79
1,011.79
1,011.79
1,011.79
1,011.79
1,011.79

$
$
$
$
$
$

30.35
15.18
121.41
15.18
25.29
131.53

$

338.95

$

-

$

-

$

30.35

$

30.35

GRAND TOTAL $

1,381

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

1,011.79

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

879.81

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

1,011.79

DRAFT

A-1.4

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED
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Amazon Avenue
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ve
e
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.

G"
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ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

Sorento Road

Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"
Cadman Ct.

D.

Park 4

LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

4

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Village 6

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Acres (G) Acres (N)

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

LR

Village 10

E
UX

Village 8

0
I-8

NORTH

TR

I-5

6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
4
A-1.4
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

FULL STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

4.17 $
1 $

75.06
11.00

$

86.06

1 $

30.00

$

30.00

$
$
$
$
$

139.75
125.00
60.00
44.00
40.00

$

408.75

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
66.00
96.00
-

$

342.00

$

260.04

$

260.04

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

43
50
10
2
2

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

1
1
11
12
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

169.03

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

1,295.88

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88

$
$
$
$
$
$

38.88
19.44
155.51
19.44
32.40
168.46

$

434.12

$

-

$

-

$

38.88

$

38.88

GRAND TOTAL $

1,769

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

1,295.88

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

1,126.85

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

1,295.88

DRAFT
6
A-1.4
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

FULL STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

4.17 $
1 $

75.06
11.00

$

86.06

1 $

30.00

$

30.00

$
$
$
$
$

139.75
125.00
60.00
44.00
40.00

$

408.75

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
66.00
96.00
-

$

342.00

$

260.04

$

260.04

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

43
50
10
2
2

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

1
1
11
12
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

169.03

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

1,295.88

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88

$
$
$
$
$
$

38.88
19.44
155.51
19.44
32.40
168.46

$

434.12

$

-

$

-

$

38.88

$

38.88

GRAND TOTAL $

1,769

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

1,295.88

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

1,126.85

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

1,295.88
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A-1.5
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FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED
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let
to
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US-99
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US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
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I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

5

e.
Av

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
5
A-1.5
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

2.09 $
0.5 $

37.62
5.50

$

43.12

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

69.88
62.50
30.00
22.00
20.00

$

204.38

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
33.00
48.00
-

$

171.00

$

130.05

$

130.05

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

21.5
25
5
1
1

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
5.5
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

84.53

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

648.08

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

648.08
648.08
648.08
648.08
648.08
648.08

$
$
$
$
$
$

19.44
9.72
77.77
9.72
16.20
84.25

$

217.11

$

-

$

-

$

19.44

$

19.44

GRAND TOTAL $

885

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

648.08

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

563.54

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

648.08

DRAFT

A-1.6
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Park 2
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e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.
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Mayfield St.
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SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
7
A-1.6
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

FULL STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.52 $
1 $

27.36
11.00

$

38.36

1 $

30.00

$

30.00

$
$
$
$
$

81.25
77.50
60.00
44.00
-

$

262.75

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
96.00
-

$

276.00

$

182.13

$

182.13

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (4" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (6" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

25
31
10
2
0

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

1
1
0
12
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

118.39

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

907.63

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

907.63
907.63
907.63
907.63
907.63
907.63

$
$
$
$
$
$

27.23
13.61
108.92
13.61
22.69
117.99

$

304.06

$

-

$

-

$

27.23

$

27.23

GRAND TOTAL $

1,239

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

907.63

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

789.24

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

907.63
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LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
8
A-1.7
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.33 $
0.5 $

23.94
5.50

$

29.44

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

47.13
45.00
30.00
22.00
20.00

$

164.13

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
33.00
48.00
-

$

171.00

$

113.87

$

113.87

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

14.5
18
5
1
1

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
5.5
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

74.02

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

567.45

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45

$
$
$
$
$
$

17.02
8.51
68.09
8.51
14.19
73.77

$

190.10

$

-

$

-

$

17.02

$

17.02

GRAND TOTAL $

775

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

567.45

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

493.43

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

567.45

DRAFT
10
A-1.7
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.33 $
0.5 $

23.94
5.50

$

29.44

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

47.13
45.00
30.00
22.00
20.00

$

164.13

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
33.00
48.00
-

$

171.00

$

113.87

$

113.87

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

14.5
18
5
1
1

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
5.5
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

74.02

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

567.45

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45

$
$
$
$
$
$

17.02
8.51
68.09
8.51
14.19
73.77

$

190.10

$

-

$

-

$

17.02

$

17.02

GRAND TOTAL $

775

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

567.45

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

493.43

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

567.45

DRAFT

A-2
Traffic Signals
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

TOTAL COST
(rounded)

PROJECT NAME

A-2.1

Del Paso Road/National Drive

$

500,800

A-2.2

Del Paso Road/Club Center Drive

$

690,700

A-2.3

Del Paso Road/Sorento Road

$

690,700

$

1,882,000

Traffic Signals Total

NOTES:

1. The amount is only the cost for the signalization. Roadway widening and improvements will happen
with Del Paso Road, National Drive, Club Center Drive Improvements

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

A-2

TRAFFIC
SIGNALS

DRAFT

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

A-2.2

A-2.1

A-2.3

April 18, 2017

DRAFT

A-2.1
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

COLLEC

Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Cost Estimate

DEL PASO ROAD

1

ITEM DESCRIPTION
SIGNALIZATION
6x6x2x2
Signal
F&I Poles (sizes vary)
F&I - Pedestrian Heads,
F&I - Pedestrian Push button w/ audible signal
F&I - Signal Heads
F&I - Detector Loops (vehicle and bike)
F&I - New Pull Boxes
F&I Conduit
F&I Wiring
F&I - 'Street Lights 165 Watt
Service Point
F&I - Mast-Arm-Mounted Illuminated Street Name Signs
F&I - Emergency Vehicle Pre-Emptions System
Concrete Flatwork Controller Pad
Start-up, Test

UNIT

LS

PRICE

$

250,000.00

QUANTITY

COST

1 $
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

250,000.00
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

Intersection signal exists as interim condition. Some modifications and additions would
be required to complete fully functioning ultimate condition intersection. Amount for
upgrade included in above pricing.

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 SIGNALIZATION
2

$

250,000.00

$

75,000.00

$

75,000.00

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
3

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

4

%

15.0%

$

48,750.00

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

373,750.00

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
0.0%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

373,750.00
373,750.00
373,750.00
373,750.00
373,750.00
373,750.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
5

$
$
$
$
$
$

11,212.50
44,850.00
5,606.25
9,343.75
48,587.50

$

119,600.00

$

7,475.00

$

7,475.00

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

2% $

373,750.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 UTILITIES
6

325,000.00

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 6 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

%

0.0% $

373,750.00

$

-

$

-

GRAND TOTAL $

500,825

DRAFT

A-2.2
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

COLLEC

Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Cost Estimate

INTX
HERE
DEL PASO ROAD

1

ITEM DESCRIPTION
SIGNALIZATION
6x6x2
Signal
F&I Poles (sizes vary)
F&I - Pedestrian Heads,
F&I - Pedestrian Push button w/ audible signal
F&I - Signal Heads
F&I - Detector Loops (vehicle and bike)
F&I - New Pull Boxes
F&I Conduit
F&I Wiring
F&I - 'Street Lights 165 Watt
Service Point
F&I - Mast-Arm-Mounted Illuminated Street Name Signs
F&I - Emergency Vehicle Pre-Emptions System
Concrete Flatwork Controller Pad
Start-up, Test

UNIT

LS

PRICE

$

350,000.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 SIGNALIZATION
2

QUANTITY

COST

1 $
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

350,000.00
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

$

350,000.00

$

105,000.00

$

105,000.00

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
3

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

4

%

15.0%

$

68,250.00

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

523,250.00

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
0.0%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
5

$
$
$
$
$
$

15,697.50
62,790.00
7,848.75
13,081.25
68,022.50

$

167,440.00

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0% $

523,250.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 UTILITIES
6

455,000.00

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 6 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

%

0.0% $

523,250.00

GRAND TOTAL $

690,690

DRAFT

A-2.3
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

COLLEC

Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Cost Estimate

DEL PASO ROAD

1

ITEM DESCRIPTION
SIGNALIZATION
6x6x2
Signal
F&I Poles (sizes vary)
F&I - Pedestrian Heads,
F&I - Pedestrian Push button w/ audible signal
F&I - Signal Heads
F&I - Detector Loops (vehicle and bike)
F&I - New Pull Boxes
F&I Conduit
F&I Wiring
F&I - 'Street Lights 165 Watt
Service Point
F&I - Mast-Arm-Mounted Illuminated Street Name Signs
F&I - Emergency Vehicle Pre-Emptions System
Concrete Flatwork Controller Pad
Start-up, Test

UNIT

LS

PRICE

$

350,000.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 SIGNALIZATION
2

QUANTITY

COST

1 $
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

350,000.00
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

$

350,000.00

$

105,000.00

$

105,000.00

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
3

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

4

%

15.0%

$

68,250.00

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

523,250.00

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
0.0%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
5

$
$
$
$
$
$

15,697.50
62,790.00
7,848.75
13,081.25
68,022.50

$

167,440.00

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0% $

523,250.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 UTILITIES
6

455,000.00

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 6 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

%

0.0% $

523,250.00

GRAND TOTAL $

690,690

DRAFT

A-3
Traffic Circles
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

TOTAL COST
(rounded)

PROJECT NAME

A-3.1

Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "C"

$

473,600

A-3.2

Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "G"

$

473,600

A-3.3

Traffic Circle - National Drive

$

473,600

$

1,421,000

Traffic Circles Total

NOTES:

1. Rush River Road in Sacramento was used as example to develop components and quantities

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

A-3

DRAFT
TRAFFIC
CIRCLES

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

A-3.2
LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

A-3.1

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

A-3.3

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT

A-3.1
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

Traffic Circle
Club Center Drive/Street "C"

Project Description:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
5.50

770 $
325 $

13,860.00
1,787.50

$

15,647.50

325 $

9,750.00

$

9,750.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

23,725.00
23,000.00
19,000.00
9,600.00
14,400.00
7,040.00
16,600.00

$

113,365.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
8' WIDE CONCRETE APRON
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
PEDESTRIAN RAMPS
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB
TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT

SF
SF
SF
SF
EA
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
10.00
6.00
1,800.00
22.00
20.00

7300
9200
1900
1600
8
320
830

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
4

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE
6' PRIVACY WALL W/ PILASTERS

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
5.00
5.00
172.00

325
245
6550
1500
0
0

$
$
$
$
$
$

9,750.00
36,750.00
39,300.00
7,500.00
-

$

93,300.00

$

69,618.75

$

69,618.75

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

301,681.25

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS

6

%

30.0%

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS
CONTINGENCY

CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

45,252.19

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

346,933.44

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

$
$
$
$
$
$

10,408.00
5,204.00
41,632.01
5,204.00
8,673.34
45,101.35

$

116,222.70

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

COST

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Varies based on street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

346,933.44

$

10,408.00

$

10,408.00

GRAND TOTAL $

473,564

DRAFT

A-3.2
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

Traffic Circle
Club Center Drive/Street "G"

Project Description:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
5.50

770 $
325 $

13,860.00
1,787.50

$

15,647.50

325 $

9,750.00

$

9,750.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

23,725.00
23,000.00
19,000.00
9,600.00
14,400.00
7,040.00
16,600.00

$

113,365.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
8' WIDE CONCRETE APRON
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
PEDESTRIAN RAMPS
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB
TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT

SF
SF
SF
SF
EA
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
10.00
6.00
1,800.00
22.00
20.00

7300
9200
1900
1600
8
320
830

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
4

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE
6' PRIVACY WALL W/ PILASTERS

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
5.00
5.00
172.00

325
245
6550
1500
0
0

$
$
$
$
$
$

9,750.00
36,750.00
39,300.00
7,500.00
-

$

93,300.00

$

69,618.75

$

69,618.75

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

301,681.25

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS

6

%

30.0%

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS
CONTINGENCY

CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

45,252.19

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

346,933.44

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

$
$
$
$
$
$

10,408.00
5,204.00
41,632.01
5,204.00
8,673.34
45,101.35

$

116,222.70

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

COST

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Varies based on street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

346,933.44

$

10,408.00

$

10,408.00

GRAND TOTAL $

473,564

DRAFT

A-3.3
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

Traffic Circle
National Drive

Project Description:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
5.50

770 $
325 $

13,860.00
1,787.50

$

15,647.50

325 $

9,750.00

$

9,750.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

23,725.00
23,000.00
19,000.00
9,600.00
14,400.00
7,040.00
16,600.00

$

113,365.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
8' WIDE CONCRETE APRON
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
PEDESTRIAN RAMPS
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB
TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT

SF
SF
SF
SF
EA
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
10.00
6.00
1,800.00
22.00
20.00

7300
9200
1900
1600
8
320
830

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
4

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE
6' PRIVACY WALL W/ PILASTERS

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
5.00
5.00
172.00

325
245
6550
1500
0
0

$
$
$
$
$
$

9,750.00
36,750.00
39,300.00
7,500.00
-

$

93,300.00

$

69,618.75

$

69,618.75

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

301,681.25

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS

6

%

30.0%

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS
CONTINGENCY

CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

45,252.19

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

346,933.44

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

$
$
$
$
$
$

10,408.00
5,204.00
41,632.01
5,204.00
8,673.34
45,101.35

$

116,222.70

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

COST

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Varies based on street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

346,933.44

$

10,408.00

$

10,408.00

GRAND TOTAL $

473,564

DRAFT

B-1
Sanitary Sewer Index
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

B-1.1

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

Trunk Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer Total

$

1,034,000

$

1,034,000

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

B-1

TRUNK
SANITARY
SEWER

DRAFT

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"

15" SS

Village 14

Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10

18" SS

Cadman Ct.

Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

21" SS

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
27141.000
05/12/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

B-1.1

SANITARY SEWER INDEX

TRUNK SANITARY SEWER
ITEM

1
2
3
4
5

DESCRIPTION

15" trunk sewer line
18" trunk sewer line
21" trunk sewer line
48" trunk sewer manhole
60" trunk sewer manhole

DEPTH
(Feet)

14
14
15' - 17'
14' - 17'
14' - 17'

QUANTITY

1,280
2,120
720
13
3

UNIT

L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
EA.
EA.

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$

120
135
165
8,000
9,500

COST (Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$

153,600
286,200
118,800
104,000
28,500

$
$
$

691,000
104,000
239,000

TOTAL TRUNK SEWER ESTIMATED COST $

1,034,000

SUBTOTAL
15% CONTINGENCY
30% ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

FUNDING SOURCES:
1. Eligible for SASD reimbursements/credit.
Preliminary figure equal to $500K +/NOTES:
1. Trunk sewer assumes construction concurrent with road improvements: excludes pavement removal and
replacement, roadway and erosion control related items.

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

C-1
Storm Drain Index
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

C-1.1

Storm Drain System

$

8,498,000

C-1.2

Detention Basin Expansion

$

4,222,000

$

12,720,000

Onsite Public Frontage Total

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 11-29-17.xls

C-1

DRAFT
STORM DRAIN
SYSTEM

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

LEGEND

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

78" SD
72" SD
66" SD
60" SD
48" SD
42" SD
30" SD
27" SD
24" SD

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

78" OUTFALL
STRUCTURES
.

ee
t"

G"

Village 14

Str

Village 11

Village 12

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

DEL PASO RD.

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
C-1.1

27141.000
5/12/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

STORM DRAIN INDEX

Storm Drain System
ITEM

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

DESCRIPTION

24" Storm Drain
27" Storm Drain
30" Storm Drain
42" Storm Drain
48" Storm Drain
60" Storm Drain
66" Storm Drain
72" Storm Drain
78" Storm Drain
78" Storm Drain Outfall

QUANTITY

2,040
970
470
790
2,170
1,150
690
4,910
8,800
2

LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
EA

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

65.00
70.00
75.00
95.00
100.00
200.00
275.00
325.00
350.00
30,000.00

COST (Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

132,600
67,900
35,300
75,100
217,000
230,000
189,800
1,595,800
3,080,000
60,000

SUBTOTAL
$
15% CONTINGENCY
$
30% ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $

5,684,000
853,000
1,961,000

$

8,498,000

TOTAL

Notes:

UNIT

1. Storm drain assumes construction concurrent with road improvements,
and excludes pavement removal and replacement.
2. Storm drain system includes the components listed above because each segment of pipe is required for a
complete functioning system.
3. Storm Drain System is not reimbursable by City of Sacramento

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

DRAFT

DETENTION
BASIN
EXPANSION

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

PROJECT BOUNDARY

Domino Avenue

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED
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Middle School

Amazon Avenue
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ee
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Str

Village 11

Le
ve
e

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

EXISTING
BASIN - LAND
OWNED BY
TWIN RIVERS

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"
Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

Park 4

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

LR

Village 10

Aimwell Ave.

E
UX

Village 8

0
I-8

NORTH

TR

I-5

LAND
ACQUISITION

PUMPS

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Barr
os

Village 3

Park

Driv

e

r.
nter D

Ce
Club

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

SNLD-C

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

C-1.2

27141.000
11/29/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

STORM DRAIN INDEX

Detention Basin Expansion
ITEM

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

DESCRIPTION

Detention Pond - Excavation
Detention Pond - Finish Grading
Pump Station Outlet Structure
Pump Station Inlet Structure
Pump Station
Weir Erosion Protection - Rip Rap 1' deep
Detention Pond - Maint. Path (6" ab @ 12')
Metal access gate
12 Concrete access ramp
6" Concrete Spillway
Geotextiles
Rip Rap/Cobble Rock Protection at Outfall Str. (2)
Hydroseed
Detention Pond - Fencing: Post & Cable
Detention Pond - Fencing: tubular steel (housing)
Detention Pond - Landscaping (25% coverage & trees)

Real-Estate Acquisition

QUANTITY

88,900
444,170
1
1
1
425
39,600
1
2,760
3,600
444,170
41
328,000
3,300
850
116,850

UNIT

c.y.
s.f.
l.s.
l.s.
l.s.
tons
s.f.
e.a.
s.f.
s.f.
s.f.
tons
s.f.
l.f.
l.f.
s.f.

UNIT PRICE

$5.00
$0.10
$15,000
$20,000
$500,000
$45
$1.50
$5,000.00
$8.00
$8.00
$0.20
$45.00
$0.10
$10
$34
$5

COST (Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

444,500
44,400
15,000
20,000
500,000
19,100
59,400
5,000
22,100
28,800
88,800
1,800
32,800
33,000
28,900
584,300

SUBTOTAL
15% CONTINGENCY
30% ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

$
$
$

1,928,000
289,000
665,000

CONSTRUCTION TOTAL

$

2,882,000

6.7

acres

Total Cost

$200,000.00

$1,340,000

$

4,222,000

Notes:
1. School has already acquired the land and excavated their portion of the basin (6.9 acres). Dirtwork and above quantities

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

DRAFT

D-1
Potable Water Index
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

D-1.1

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

Transmission Main
Potable Water Total

$

2,694,000

$

2,694,000

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

D-1

WATER
TRANSMISSION
MAIN

DRAFT

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

Village 14

G"

18" TM

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 8

Sorento Road

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

24" TM

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
27141.000
5/12/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

D-1.1

POTABLE WATER INDEX

TRANSMISSION MAIN
ITEM

1
2

DESCRIPTION

18" Water transmission main
24" Water transmission main

QUANTITY

950
9,300

UNIT

UNIT

l.f.
l.f.

$
$

135
180

$
$

128,000
1,674,000

$
SUBTOTAL
$
15% CONTINGENCY
30% ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $

1,802,000
270,000
622,000

TOTAL TRANSMISSION MAIN ESTIMATED COST $

2,694,000

REIMBURSEMENT SOURCES:
1. Reimbursement available, applied as water meter credits.
NOTES
1. Transmission main costs include fittings and valves at 500' spacing.
2. T-Main construction costs assume construction concurrent with road improvements: excludes pavement removal
and replacement, utility conflict resolution.

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

COST
(Rounded)

PRICE

27141.000
11/29/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

E-1

WAPA CORRIDOR TRAIL INDEX

POWERLINE CORRIDOR CLASS I BIKE TRAIL
ITEM

1
2
3
4
5

DESCRIPTION

QUANTITY

12' Trail with DG shoulders
20' Landscape Area

l.f.
s.f
a.c.
s.f
s.f

$
$
$
$
$

67
6.92
7,039
6.92
6.92

525,100
1,602,700
134,400
695,500
1,864,900

$

4,823,000

TOTAL WAPA CORRIDOR WITH TRAIL ESTIMATED COST $

4,823,000

SUBTOTAL

NOTES

Landscape items and unit prices above include contingency and engineering. Base price is $5/sf

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

COST
(Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$

Open Space In WAPA Corridor
Park Space in WAPA Corridor - Landscape/turf
Park Space in WAPA Corridor - Minimal Landscape/Natural

7,800
231,600
19.1
100,500
269,500

UNIT
PRICE

UNIT

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3
PD
(PD/A)
24.1 ± AC. (GR)
24.1 ± AC. (NET)

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

PD
(PD/A)
87.3 ± AC. (GR)
83.3 ± AC. (NET)

Planned
Development 2

ELKHORN BLVD.

I-5

SORENTO RD.

NATOMAS BLVD.

US-99

PD
(PD/A)
11.6± AC. (GR)
11.6 ± AC. (NET)

PROJECT
SITE

Domino Avenue

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

9
US9&

(SNLD/R1-A)

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)
12.2 ± AC. (GR)
12.2 ± AC. (NET)

0

I-8

.
RD

NORTH

EL
UX
TR

I-5

Village 13

65.5 ± AC. (GR)
60.4 ± AC. (NET)

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.

BLV

I-80

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

DEL PASO RD.

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

Open Space 4
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)
13.0 ± AC. (GR)
12.3 ± AC. (NET)

Faletto Avenue
Fa
le

tto

Av

e.

Detention Basin

E.

Open Space
(PR/A-OS)
13.6 ± AC. (GR)
13.4± AC. (NET)

Le
ve
e

Rd

.

G"

Village 14
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

Str
ee
t"

Village 11
SNLD-C
(SNLD/R1-A)
17.6 ± AC. (GR)
16.4 ± AC. (NET)

23.3 ± AC. (GR)
21.2 ± AC. (NET)

Village 12

NINOS TRAIL

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)
13.0 ± AC. (GR)
11.3 ± AC. (NET)

NINOS TRAIL LANDSCAPING

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

OPEN SPACE (NATURAL)
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)

Club Center Dr.

6.9 ± AC. (GR)
6.5 ± AC. (NET)

Cadman Ct.

Quimby
(PR/A-OS)

Village 9
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

PARK: LANDSCAPE/TURF

Village 7

Park 2
12.3 ± AC. (GR)
10.5 ± AC. (NET)

30.0 ± AC. (GR)
26.1± AC. (NET)

PARK: MINIMAL LANDSCAPE/NATURAL

Sorento Road

Park 4

14.6± AC. (GR)
13.3 ± AC. (NET)

Street "E"

Village 10
SNLD-C
(SNLD/R1-A)

Street "D"

Village 8
SNLD-E
(SNLD/R1)
20.8 ± AC. (GR)
20.2 ± AC. (NET)

SNLD-E
(SNLD/R1)
47.0 ± AC. (GR)
38.9 ± AC. (NET)

.

e
Av

Open Space 3
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)

ll

we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

4.6 ± AC. (GR)
4.1 ± AC. (NET)

Village 5
SNLD-C
(SNLD/R1-A)

Open Space 2

19.8 ± AC. (GR)
18.6 ± AC. (NET)

Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)
4.1 ± AC. (GR)
3.1 ± AC. (NET)

Barr

os
D

Village 3
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

Club

rive

r Dr.

e
Cent

Village 6

Barros Drive

SNLD-E
(SNLD/R1)

36.4 ± AC. (GR)
34.3 ± AC. (NET)

20.2 ± AC. (GR)
16.6 ± AC. (NET)

Village 4

Street "B"

2.0 ± AC. (GR)
1.5 ± AC. (NET)

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Park 1
Quimby
(PR/A-OS)

(SNLD/R1-A)
11.7 ± AC. (GR)
10.0 ± AC. (NET)

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Park 3
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)

)
(National Drive

SNLD-C
(SNLD/R1-A)
14.4 ± AC. (GR)
12.2 ± AC. (NET)

5.7± AC. (GR)
5.0 ± AC. (NET)

Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)
5.4 ± AC. (GR)
5.1 ± AC. (NET)

Village 2
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)
25.9± AC. (GR)
22.7 ± AC. (NET)

(National Drive)

21.4 ± AC. (GR)
19.9 ± AC. (NET)

Open Space 1

Street "C"

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

Del Paso Road

PUD SCHEMATIC PLAN

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

October 18, 2017

TRAIL
Panhandle Finance Plan - Trails

Date:

11/29/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

7,800 LF
Trails Cross Section Index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

EARTHWORK
CLEAR AND GRUB
TRAIL ROUGH GRADING

SF
CY

$
$

0.09
5.00

16 $
0.15 $

1.47
0.75

$

2.22

12 $
12 $
4 $

23.40
18.00
6.00

$

47.40

1 $
0 $

0.20
-

$

0.20

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

49.82

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

PAVEMENT
ASPHALT CONCRETE (3" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE (6" AB)
DECOMPOSED GRANITE

SF
SF
SF

$
$
$

1.95
1.50
1.50

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 PAVEMENT
3

MISCELLANEOUS
SIGNAGE/STRIPING
NATIVE LANDSCAPING/IRRIGATION

LF
SF

$
$

0.20
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 3 MISCELLANEOUS
4

CONTINGENCY

CONTINGENCY

5

%

15.0%

$

7.47

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

57.30

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
PLAN CHECK/INSPECTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
MISC
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%

5.0%
5.0%
2.5%
5.0%
2.5%

$
$
$
$
$

57.30
57.30
57.30
57.30
57.30

$
$
$
$
$

2.86
2.86
1.43
2.86
1.43

$

10.03

GRAND TOTAL $

67

OPEN SPACE at CORRIDOR
Panhandle Finance Plan - Trails

Date:

11/29/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

19.1 AC
Preliminary Per Acre Cost Estimate

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

EARTHWORK
CLEAR AND GRUB
ROUGH GRADING

AC
CY

$
$

4,000.00
3.00

1 $
403 $

4,000.00
1,209.00

$

5,209.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

PAVEMENT
ASPHALT CONCRETE (3" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE (6" AB)
DECOMPOSED GRANITE

SF
SF
SF

$
$
$

1.95
1.50
1.50

0 $
0 $
0 $

-

$

-

0 $
0 $

-

$

-

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 PAVEMENT
3

MISCELLANEOUS
SIGNAGE/STRIPING
NATIVE LANDSCAPING/IRRIGATION

LF
SF

$
$

0.20
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 3 MISCELLANEOUS
4

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

5

%

15.0%

5,209.00

$

781.35

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

5,990.35

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
PLAN CHECK/INSPECTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
MISC
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%

5.0%
5.0%
2.5%
5.0%
2.5%

$
$
$
$
$

5,990.35
5,990.35
5,990.35
5,990.35
5,990.35

$
$
$
$
$

299.52
299.52
149.76
299.52
149.76

$

1,048.31

GRAND TOTAL $

7,039

SUPPLEMENTAL FINANCE PLAN
REPORT
Panhandle

FOR

The Hodgson Company
within the
City of Sacramento, California
Aug 24, 2017

A-H
Table of Contents
PROJECT NAME

SECTION

A

Landscape

B

Right of Way Amenities - 5' Sidewalk

C

Sound Wall and Horse Fence

D

Trail

E

Basin

F

Entry Monumentation

G

Cost summary for additional items

H

Assumptions

I

Exhibits

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

A-1
Landscape Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

PROJECT ITEM

TOTAL QUANTITY (SF)*

A-1.1a

Sorento Road Landscape

20,500

A-1.2

Right of Way Landscape (back of curb to back of walk)

54,300

A-1.3

Del Paso Road Landscape

23,500

Ninos Parkway Landscape

78,500

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

A-1

B-1
Right of Way Amenities Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

B-1.1

PROJECT ITEM

5' Wide Sidewalk

TOTAL QUANTITY (SF)*

35,200

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

B-1

C-1
Sound Wall and Fence Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

PROJECT ITEM

TOTAL QUANTITY*

UNITS

A-1.1

Sorento Road Horse Fence

3,200

LF

C-1.1

Del Paso Road Soundwall

2,700

LF

C-1.1

Del Paso Road Pilasters

20

EA

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

C-1

D-1
Trail Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

PROJECT ITEM

TOTAL QUANTITY (SF)*

A-1.1.a

12' Wide Trail (Sorento Road) (PCC)

48,000

A-1.3

12' Wide Trail (Del Paso Road) (PCC)

31,300

A-1.4

12' Wide Bike Trail (Ninos Parkway) (AC Paving)

94,200

A-1.4

2 - 2' DG Wide Shoulders (along Ninos Parkway Bike Trail)

31,400

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

D-1

E-1
Basin Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

E-1.1

PROJECT ITEM

Basin (Area between 10-year and 100-year Flood Plains)

TOTAL QUANTITY (SF)*

70,500

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

E-1

F-1
Entry Monumentation
Summary of Total Quantities
PROJECT ITEM

TOTAL QUANTITY (EA)

National Drive at Del Paso Road

1

Club Center Drive at Del Paso Road

1

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

F-1

G-1
Supplemental Finance Plan Report
Summary of Additional Costs
Landscape

TOTAL QUANTITY

UNIT COST

TOTAL COST**

Sorento Road Landscape

20,500

SF

$8.00

$

164,000

Del Paso Road Landscape (18' Wide)

23,500

SF

$8.00

$

188,000

Additional Ninos Parkway Landscape

59,000

SF

$8.00

$

472,000

Subtotal

$

824,000

15% Contingency

$

123,600

Landscape Total

$

948,000

Fence/Soundwall

TOTAL QUANTITY

Sorento Road Horse Fence

3,200

Del Paso Road Soundwall

UNIT

UNIT COST

$

160,000

$

175

$

472,500

$

1,600

$

32,000

Subtotal

$

664,500

15% Contingency

$

99,675

Fence/Soundwall Total

$

764,000

Trail/Bike Path

LF

$

2,700

LF

20

EA

TOTAL COST**

50

Del Paso Road Pilasters

TOTAL QUANTITY

UNIT

UNIT COST

TOTAL COST**

12' Wide PCC Trail (Sorento Road)

48,000

SF

$

8

$

384,000

12' Wide PCC Trail (Del Paso Road)

31,300

SF

$

8

$

250,400

Subtotal

$

634,400

15% Contingency

$

95,160

Trails/Bike Path Total

$

730,000

Entry Monumentation

*

UNIT

TOTAL QUANTITY

UNIT

UNIT COST

TOTAL COST**

National Drive at Del Paso Road

1

EA

$ 65,000

$

65,000

Club Center Drive at Del Paso Road

1

EA

$ 65,000

$

65,000

Subtotal

$

130,000

15% Contingency

$

19,500

Entry Monumentation Total

$

150,000

All items listed here were not associated with
costs from the Panhandle Financing Plan dated
May 12, 2017 and therefore are incorporated
here.

** Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

cost summary

H-1
Assumptions

Assumptions

Items appearing in section G were not part of the Panhandle Financing Plan dated May 12, 2017 and
are accounted for in this document.
Sorento Road does not include masonry wall. Wall assumed to be completed by individual Villages

Sorento Road horse fencing is equal to the entire street length. Coverage is assumed at 50% and the
listed linear footage reflects that.
Pilasters have spacing of 140' O.C.

Portland Concrete Cement Trails at Del Paso Road and Sorento Road have no decomposed granite
shoulder. Price includes a 6" AB base

Del Paso Road landscape is equal to 30' width less the 12' wide PCC trail. Plant density is assumed at
50% and the listed square footage reflects that.

Sorento Road landscape is equal to 25' width less the 12' wide PCC trail. Plant density is assumed at
25% and the listed square footage reflects that.

Ninos Bike Trail landscape at the powerline corridor landscape is equal to 20' width and includes the 2'
wide D.G. shoulder (each side, for a total of 36'). Plant density is assumed at 25% and the listed square
footage reflects that.
Landscape in R/W is assumed between back of curb and front of walk
"WAPA Corridor Landscape" is the same thing "Ninos Parkway Landscape"

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

assumptions

A-1.1.a: SORENTO
ROAD LANDSCAPE
AREAS, HORSE
FENCE, AND 12' TRAIL

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Planned
Development 2

I-5

PROJECT BOUNDARY

Domino Avenue

SORENTO RD.

NATOMAS BLVD.

US-99

ELKHORN BLVD.

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

PROJECT
SITE

DEL PASO RD.
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Table C-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Fee Revenue at Buildout (2018$)

Item

Total
Revenue

Residential
Traditional

Estates

Village

340

869

453

$252,624
$3,269,678
$1,373,265
$205,990
$939,030
$498,600
$181,660
$59,039
$908,298
$18,166
$371,435
$639,870
$0
$232,680
$8,950,335

$51,680
$722,440
$303,425
$45,514
$192,100
$102,000
$41,336
$13,434
$206,679
$4,134
$82,069
$130,900
$0
$47,600
$1,943,311

$132,088
$1,720,851
$722,757
$108,414
$490,985
$260,700
$95,860
$31,155
$479,301
$9,586
$195,489
$334,565
$0
$121,660
$4,703,411

$68,856
$826,387
$347,082
$52,062
$255,945
$135,900
$44,463
$14,451
$222,317
$4,446
$93,878
$174,405
$0
$63,420
$2,303,613

Number of Units

Fee Revenue
Processing Fees
Administrative Processing Fee
Building Permit
Plan Review Fee
Planning Review Fee
Planning Inspection Fee
Public Works Fee Deposit
City Business Operations Tax
Seismic/Strong Motion
General Plan Recovery Fee
Green Building/CBSC Fee
Technology Surcharge
Residential Construction Tax (Assumes 3 Bedrooms)
Fire Inspection Fee
Fire Review Fee
Subtotal Processing Fees
City Development Impact Fees
Adjusted Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) [1]
Traffic (Construction Excise Tax)
Water Development Fee
Water Easement Tap Installation Fee
Water Meter Installation
Residential Construction Water Use Fee
Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC)
Park Impact Fee
Neighborhood and Community Parks
Citywide Parks/Facilities
Subtotal Park Impact Fee
Habitat/Greenbelt Preservation
Mixed Income Housing Ordinance/Housing Trust Fund
Subtotal City Development Impact Fees

$1,780,002
$2,090,622
$4,945,613
$2,559,480
$869,226
$227,694
$116,340

$364,140
$475,967
$1,011,738
$523,600
$177,820
$46,580
$23,800

$930,699
$1,103,058
$2,585,883
$1,338,260
$454,487
$119,053
$60,830

$485,163
$511,596
$1,347,992
$697,620
$236,919
$62,061
$31,710

$5,617,560
$2,858,640
$8,476,200
$8,971,240
$9,938,728
$18,909,968

$1,149,200
$584,800
$1,734,000
$2,392,120
$2,276,300
$9,026,065

$2,937,220
$1,494,680
$4,431,900
$4,667,320
$5,236,160
$20,927,650

$1,531,140
$779,160
$2,310,300
$1,911,800
$2,426,268
$10,021,429

Other Agency Fees
Twin Rivers and Robla Elementary School District Fees
SAFCA DIF
Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA)
Air Quality Mitigation Fee
SASD (Expansion)
Regional SAN (New)
Subtotal Other Agency Fees

$12,915,150
$7,645,175
$2,064,802
$806,070
$5,036,954
$9,684,474
$38,152,625

$2,958,000
$1,751,000
$422,402
$164,900
$1,343,069
$1,981,180
$8,620,552

$6,804,270
$4,027,815
$1,079,611
$421,465
$2,620,493
$5,063,663
$20,017,317

$3,152,880
$1,866,360
$562,789
$219,705
$1,073,391
$2,639,631
$9,514,756

Subtotal Estimated Fee Revenue

$87,078,105

$19,589,928

$45,648,378

$21,839,799

Panhandle SFD Fee Revenue
Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Drainage Land Acquisition
Sotnip Trail [1]
Powerline (WAPA Corridor Class I Bike Trail)
Regional Park Land Acquisition
Transit
Fire Facilities
Community Center
Library
Subtotal Panhandle SFD Fee Revenue

$12,407,000
$276,000
$11,380,000
$1,675,000
$300,000
$525,100
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$36,855,866

$2,538,135
$56,462
$3,034,399
$446,627
$61,372
$107,421
$742,220
$181,900
$184,620
$707,200
$289,680
$8,350,037

$6,487,174
$144,310
$5,920,486
$871,425
$156,859
$274,556
$1,897,027
$464,915
$471,867
$1,807,520
$740,388
$19,236,527

$3,381,691
$75,227
$2,425,114
$356,948
$81,769
$143,123
$988,899
$242,355
$245,979
$942,240
$385,956
$9,269,302

$1,105,676

$250,501

$577,096

$278,079

$125,039,647

$28,190,466

$65,462,001

$31,387,180

Panhandle SFD Admin Fee Revenue
Total Fee Revenue

fee rev

[1] According to the Project conditions of approval, the $300,000 contribution for the Sotnip Trail will be paid on a per-unit basis
by the first 50 percent of permits. This Finance Plan allocates the total cost on a planwide basis to equalize costs across
all benefitting Panhandle land uses.

Prepared by EPS 5/2/2018
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Table D‐1
Panhandle Finance Plan
City Cost Allocation Table ‐ Summary of Total Maintenance Costs and Maximum Special Tax Rate
DRAFT

City Maintenance Costs:

Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)

Source: City of Sacramento.

Capital
Facility:

Streetscapes

Parks and
Open Space

Utilities

Benefit
Unit:

Daily
Trip Rate

Residents
Served

Developable
Acres

$218,069

$383,250

$24,277

$131
$131
$131

Cost per Unit
$231
$231
$231

$19
$15
$11

Total Cost
Allocation

Total City
Maint. Costs

Annual
Admin.

Maximum
Special Tax

3.00%
$11
$11
$11

per Unit
$392
$388
$384

$625,596

per Unit
$381
$376
$373

$129,487
$127,955
$126,896

10/25/2017

Table D‐2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Maintenance Items, Responsibilities, and Costs
DRAFT

Item

Quantity

Unit
Price

Streetscapes
Sorento Road Landscape (A‐1.1a)
Sorento Road Landscape (A‐1.1a) ‐ Utilities
ROW Landscape (back of curb to back of walk ‐ A‐1.2)
Del Paso Road Landscape (A‐1.3)
Del Paso Road Landscape (A‐1.3) ‐ Utilities
Ninos Parkway Landscape
Ninos Parkway Landscape ‐ Utilities
5' Wide Sidewalk (B‐1.1)
Sorento Road Horse Fence (A‐1.1)
Sorento Road Masonry Wall
Del Paso Road Soundwall (C‐1.1)
Del Paso Road Pilasters (C‐1.1)
Sorento Road Trail (12' Wide PCC)
Del Paso Road Trail (12' Wide PCC)
Ninos Parkway Bike Trail (12' Wide AC Paving) (A‐1.4)
Ninos Parkway Shoulders (2‐2' DG Wide) (A‐1.4)
Entry Feature / Landscape Monumentation (TBD) ‐ National (F‐1)
Entry Features / Landscape Monumentation (TBD) ‐ Del Paso (F‐1)
1
Del Paso Road Median (12' Wide)
1
Major Collector Medians (12' Wide)
A
Streets Contract Admin & Inspection
Subtotals

20,500
1
54,300
23,500
1
78,500
1
35,200
3,200
5,568
2,700
20
48,000
31,300
94,200
31,400
500
500
31,272
118,800
1

$0.65
$1,610
$0.65
$0.65
$1,890
$0.65
$3,969
$0.25
$0.94
$1.11
$1.11
$250
$0.37
$0.37
$0.25
$0.18
$0.65
$0.65
$0.87
$0.87
$10,500

1

Unit

Sq. Ft.
Each
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Each
Sq. Ft.
Each
Sq. Ft.
LF
LF
LF
Each
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Each

Maintenance
Responsibility

Included
in CFD?

Maintenance Cost Estimates
CFD
Non‐CFD

HOA
HOA
City
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
City
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
City
City
City

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes

$13,325
$1,610
$35,295
$15,275
$1,890
$51,025
$3,969
$8,800
$3,000
$6,187
$3,000
$5,000
$17,760
$11,581
$23,550
$5,652
$325
$325
$0
$0
$10,500
$218,069

$13,325
$1,610
$0
$15,275
$1,890
$51,025
$3,969
$0
$3,000
$6,187
$3,000
$5,000
$17,760
$11,581
$23,550
$5,652
$325
$325
$0
$0
$0
$163,474

100% of these street medians qualify for funding through the Citywide Landscaping & Lighting Assessment District.

Parks and Open Space
Open Space 4 / Ninos Parkway
Open Space 3 / Ninos Parkway
Park 4 / Ninos Parkway
Park 3 / Ninos Parkway
Park 2 / Quimby
Park 1 / Quimby
Open Space 2 / Ninos Parkway
Open Space 1 / Ninos Parkway
Subtotals

12.30
4.10
6.50
1.50
10.50
5.00
3.10
5.10

$2,500
$2,500
$15,000
$15,000
$15,000
$15,000
$2,500
$2,500

Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre

HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
City
City
HOA
HOA

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

$30,750
$10,250
$97,500
$22,500
$157,500
$75,000
$7,750
$12,750
$383,250

$30,750
$10,250
$97,500
$22,500
$0
$0
$7,750
$12,750
$150,750

Utilities
E‐1.1 Detention Basin (area between 10‐year and 100‐year flood plains)
Landscaping along street frontages (behind sidewalk)
Landscaping along street frontages ‐ Utilities
Subtotals

1.62
14,825
1

$15,000 Per Acre
$0.65 SF
$1,890 Each

City
City
City

Yes
Yes
Yes

$24,277
$9,636
$1,890
$24,277

$0
$0
$0
$0

$625,596

$314,224

Subtotal Contingent Special Tax
Contingency and Administration Costs
2
Contingency and Repair/Replacement
Administration (3%)
Subtotal Contingency and Admin Costs

$17,336
$18,768
$36,103

Total Project Contingent Special Tax Summary
Subtotal Annual Maintenance
Subtotal Contingency and Admin Costs
Total Contingent Special Tax

$625,596
$36,103
$661,699

Sources: Panhandle Public Facilities Financing Plan; City of Sacramento.

10/25/2017

Table D‐3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Maintenance Benefit Units

Maintenance
Item:

Land Use
Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)

1

Benefit
Unit:

Landscape
Maintenance

Parks and
Open Space

Utilities
(Detention Basin)

Daily
Trip Rate

Persons
Served

Developable
Acres

8.20 per unit
8.20 per unit
8.20 per unit

Residents
2.98 per unit
2.98 per unit
2.98 per unit

1.00 per acre
1.00 per acre
1.00 per acre

Assumes a resident‐to‐employee ratio of 1.0 : 0.5 (i.e., 1.0 employees equals 0.5 residents).

Source: City of Sacramento.

10/25/2017

Table D‐4
Panhandle Finance Plan
CFD Maintenance Cost Allocation Table ‐ Streetscapes
DRAFT

Units/
Sq. Ft.

Land Use
Total CFD Cost
Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Total

Source: City of Sacramento.

Net
Acres

Daily
Trip Rate

Total
Trips

Percentage
Allocation

Cost
Allocations

Cost per
Unit/Sq. Ft.

$218,069
units
340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

per unit
8.20
8.20
8.20

2,788
7,126
3,715
13,628

20.46%
52.29%
27.26%
100.00%

$44,611
$114,020
$59,437
$218,069

per unit
$131
$131
$131

10/25/2017

Table D‐5
Panhandle Finance Plan
CFD Maintenance Cost Allocation Table ‐ Parks and Open Space
DRAFT

Units/
Sq. Ft.

Land Use
Total CFD Cost
Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Total

Source: City of Sacramento.

Net
Acres

Total
Persons
Served

Persons
Served

Percentage
Allocation

Cost
Allocations

Cost per
Unit/Sq. Ft.

$383,250
units
340
869
453
1,662

per unit
75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

2.98
2.98
2.98

1,013
2,590
1,350
4,953

20.46%
52.29%
27.26%
100.00%

$78,403
$200,388
$104,460
$383,250

per unit
$231
$231
$231

10/25/2017

Table D‐6
Panhandle Finance Plan
CFD Maintenance Cost Allocation Table ‐ Utilities
DRAFT

Units/
Sq. Ft.

Land Use
Total CFD Cost
Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Total

Source: City of Sacramento.

Net
Acres

Percentage
Allocation

Cost
Allocations

Cost per
Unit/Sq. Ft.

$24,277
units
340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

26.66%
52.03%
21.31%
100.00%

$6,473
$12,630
$5,173
$24,277

per unit
$19
$15
$11

10/25/2017

DRAFT
Table D-7
Panhandle Finance Plan
North Natomas TMA Proposed Programs and Services (2018$)

Item

Amount

North Natomas TMA Cost
Commuter Shuttle Service
Bike and Walk to School Program
Bike Program
Subtotal North Natomas TMA Cost
TMA Business Program, Advocacy, Communications, Marketing and Overhead (10%)
City Administration (5%)
Total North Natomas TMA Cost

$118,978
$34,200
$6,688
$159,866
$15,987
$7,993
$183,846

Total Panhandle Units

1,662

North Natomas TMA Cost per Unit [1]

$111
tma

Source: North Natomas Transportation Management Association (TMA); City of Sacramento.
[1] North Natomas TMA provided estimated annual cost to serve Panhandle, including Krumenacher
Ranch. The annual cost per unit is estimated by distributing this cost over Panhandle PUD units
because it is uncertain if Krumenacher Ranch will proceed.

Prepared by EPS 5/2/2018
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EXHIBIT F
Protest Waiver Provisions Agreed to by LANDOWNER
LANDOWNER understands and agrees that financing of the Infrastructure, public improvements
and facilities and other programs required under the NNCP will be accomplished through a variety of
financing mechanisms, including but not limited to a combination of special assessment districts, tax
districts (such as Mello-Roos Community Facilities Districts) and developer fees, all of which
mechanisms are designed to spread the cost of those items in accordance with benefit and other
methodologies. LANDOWNER further understands and agrees that an important component of this
Agreement is LANDOWNER’s advance consent to the formation of, or implementation of any such
district or imposition of any such fee, and LANDOWNER’s agreement not to protest or contest such
formation, implementation or fee imposition.
Accordingly, LANDOWNER agrees for itself, its constituents, successors and assigns that it fully,
finally and forever waives and relinquishes any right it may have to protest or contest the formation
or implementation of any special assessment or tax district or any similar form of financing
mechanism, or any combination thereof, together with any rights it may have to contest the
imposition of any developer fee established or imposed pursuant to the Panhandle Finance Plan.
Nothing in this Agreement, however, shall prevent LANDOWNER from presenting CITY any
information or opinions regarding any financing mechanism CITY may from time to time consider
establishing or imposing, which information or opinions relate to the dollar amount of any fees,
assessments, taxes or other charges imposed by CITY pursuant to the Panhandle Finance Plan, or
which information or opinions relate to the question of consistency of the financing mechanism with
the Panhandle Finance Plan. If a financing mechanism is proposed for adoption by CITY, which
mechanism both: (i) directly and significantly conflicts with the language and the intent of the
Panhandle Finance Plan, as amended; and (ii) directly and significantly conflicts with the Panhandle
Nexus Study adopted by the City Council in connection with establishment of development fees for
the Panhandle Finance Plan Area, LANDOWNER shall have the right to protest only the actual amount
of the directly and significantly conflicting proposed fee, charge, special tax, or assessment proposed
to be levied, charged, assessed or taxed against the Property by virtue of the proposed financing
mechanism. Provided, however, that LANDOWNER’s said right to protest, together with any right to
object, shall be waived unless LANDOWNER’s protest of objection is made at or before the time of
the public hearing wherein the proposed financing mechanism, together with the fee, charge, special
tax or assessment is established by the City Council. LANDOWNER’s right to judicial challenge of any
such mechanism, and the fees, charges, assessments or special taxes imposed or to be imposed in
connection therewith, shall be limited to review of the decision of the City Council establishing the
said mechanism and the said fees, charges, assessments or special taxes; LANDOWNER shall not have
the right, in connection with any land use entitlement proceeding with respect to the Property, to
judicially challenge the financing mechanism or the fees, charges, assessments or special taxes as
applied to the Property, and waives any statutory or common law right to pay such fees, charges,
assessment or special taxes under protest. For purposes of this Agreement, “fees, charges,
assessments or special taxes” shall include any monetary exaction or payment required to be paid by
LANDOWNER by virtue of or relating to development of the Property.
North Natomas Development Agreement
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Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, LANDOWNER for itself, its constituents,
successors and assignees specifically, as to the Property, agrees to the following which are adopted
by the City Council pursuant to the Panhandle Finance Plan:
(1)

(2)

Waives, and hereby grants advance consent to the formation and implementation of any
and all special assessment districts, tax districts (such as Mello-Roos Community Facilities
Districts), fee districts or other financing mechanisms of a similar nature recommended or
established by CITY for the purpose of financing Infrastructure, public improvements and
facilities . Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, LANDOWNER specifically
waives:
(i)

the provisions of the Special Assessment Investigation, Limitation and Majority
Protest Act of 1931 (division 4 of the Streets and Highways Code, beginning at
section 2800), together with associated provisions of the California Constitution;

(ii)

the provisions of any other statute designed to provide a protest or contest
procedure in connection with formation and implementation of a district or similar
financing mechanism; and

(iii)

the provisions of any procedure embodied in the Sacramento City Code designed to
provide a protest or contest procedure in connection with formation and
implementation of a district or similar financing mechanism.

Waives, and hereby grants advance consent to the formation and implementation of any
and all special fees, exactions, development fees, assessments, taxes or other charges
established by CITY for the purpose of financing Infrastructure, public improvements and
facilities. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, LANDOWNER specifically
waives:
(i)
(ii)

(3)

to the extent applicable, those statutory and constitutional provisions specified in
paragraph (1) above; and
the provisions of Government Code section 66000 et seq. or any other provision of
law providing a procedure for contest or protest of establishment or imposition of
special fees, exactions, development fees, assessments, taxes or other charges of a
similar nature.

Agrees to:
(i)

affirmatively petition CITY, where applicable, for the formation of all special districts
and other financing mechanisms that have been or will be in the future selected or
recommended by CITY in order to implement the Panhandle Finance Plan;

(ii)

execute an irrevocable proxy or proxies when necessary (such as in the formation
of, or imposition of taxes relative to, a Mello-Roos Community Facilities District)

North Natomas Development Agreement
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authorizing a representative designated by CITY, who will vote in favor of
establishing the specific financing mechanism in question; and
(iii)

execute immediately upon presentation any document which is required or
convenient for the formation of the district or facilitation of the particular financing
mechanism.

LANDOWNER agrees and specifically represents to CITY that it is fully aware of all of its legal
rights relative to the waivers, advance consents and other agreements set forth herein, having been
fully advised by its own independent attorneys. Having such knowledge and understanding of its
rights, LANDOWNER has nevertheless voluntarily entered into this Agreement, of which this Exhibit is
a material part. LANDOWNER is aware that CITY is relying on the representations contained in this
Exhibit in entering into this Agreement.

North Natomas Development Agreement
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EXHIBIT G
IRREVOCABLE OFFER OF DEDICATION FORM
Recorded for the benefit of the
City of Sacramento (exempt from
fees under Gov. Code, § 6103)
When recorded return to–
Development Services Department
Attn: Jerry Lovato
300 Richards Blvd., 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811

IRREVOCABLE OFFER TO DEDICATE
The undersigned hereby certifies that we are the legal owners of, or are parties having an interest in,
the hereinafter-described real property; and the undersigned, for themselves and their heirs, successors,
and assigns, do hereby irrevocably offer to dedicate to the City of Sacramento, a municipal corporation, [in
fee title] [an easement for public road and public utilities on, under, over, and across] the hereinafterdescribed real property located in the City of Sacramento, County of Sacramento, State of California,
described as follows:
SEE EXHIBIT “A,” LEGAL DESCRIPTION, AND EXHIBIT “B,” PLAT, ATTACHED HERETO AND MADE A PART
HEREOF.
Reserving, however, unto the undersigned and their heirs, successors, and assigns any and all present
lawful uses of the above-described real property until such time as the City Engineer of the City of
Sacramento gives written notice that the above-described real property will be improved for public
purposes; and it is also hereby understood and agreed by the undersigned and their heirs, successors, and
assigns that any improvements hereinafter placed by them in or upon the above-described real property
shall be removed without cost or expense to the City of Sacramento. Until such notice is given by the City
Engineer, the undersigned and their heirs, successors, and assigns agree to assume full responsibility or
liability for any injury or damage to any person or property on the above-described real property or arising
out of its use or occupancy by them. It is also hereby understood that all work to be done in or upon the
above-described real property shall be done under permit and done in accordance with plans to be
furnished by the principal and approved by the City Engineer of the City of Sacramento, and in accordance
with the specifications of the City Engineer of the City of Sacramento.
The dedication offered hereunder shall be complete upon its acceptance by the City Engineer of the
City of Sacramento.
Witness ______ hand this _______ day of ___________, 20[ ]

By: _________________________

By: _________________________

(ATTACH NOTARY ACKNOWLEDGMENT)
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EXHIBIT H
MAP AND CATEGORICAL LISTING
OF LAND AND INFRASTRUCTURE
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Exhibits

Exhibit H

Sacramento County

Sacramento County

City of Sacramento

City of Sacramento
108.5'

121.5'
54'
42'

Elkhorn Boulevard

3' 5' bike
c&g lane

11'
travel lane

40'

12'
MEDIAN

39'
6'
s/w

48'

67.5'

11'
travel lane

12'
travel lane

12'
travel lane

11'
travel lane

21.5'
11'
travel lane

6' bike
lane

Krumenacher Property

6' bike
lane

C

(N.A.P.O.T.S.)

12'
median

12'
travel lane

12'
travel lane

11'
travel lane

11'
travel lane

71'

41.5'

6' bike
lane

6.5'

5'
s/w

5'
s/w

6.5'

7'
parking

6' bike
lane

69' RIGHT OF WAY

35.5'

41.5'
11'
travel lane

12'
median

11'
travel lane

6' bike
lane

7'
parking

6.5'

5'
s/w

5'
s/w

6.5'

7'
parking

35.5'

6' bike
lane

11'
travel lane

83' RIGHT OF WAY

D

(NTS)

6'
s/w

6' bike
lane

(NTS)

83'

12'
median

11'
travel lane

108.5' RIGHT OF WAY

B

34.5'
11'
travel lane

11'
travel lane

8.5' min.
landscape

12' meandering
class I trail

69'

6.5'

11'
travel lane

(NTS)

34.5'
5'
s/w

Sandmark Drive

3' 5' bike
c&g lane

8'

121.5' RIGHT OF WAY

A

14.5'

39'
5'
s/w

30' landscape
easement / PUE
landscape
varies

60.5'
40'

42'

13'

7'
parking

6' bike
lane

6.5'

5'
s/w

71' RIGHT OF WAY

E

(NTS)

11'
travel lane

(NTS)

53'
26.5'
5'
s/w

Domino Avenue

6.5'

26.5'
15'
travel lane

15'
travel lane

35.5'
6.5'

25' landscape
easement / PUE

5'
s/w

4.5'
min

12' meandering
class I trail

15'
travel lane

12'
travel lane

12'

2'
D.G.

landscape
varies

2'
D.G.

201-0320-025
201-0320-024

F

201-0320-024

53' RIGHT OF WAY

G

(NTS)

H

(NTS)

CLASS I TRAIL
(NTS)

201-0320-018

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION
Street "G"

Parcel 40

Amazon Avenue

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
57.8 ± AC. (GR)

201-0320-018
201-0320-019

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
12.2 ± AC. (GR)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Parcel 38

1.0 ± AC. (GR)

201-0320-019
201-0540-071

Parcel 39

201-0540-072

6.9 ± AC. (GR)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)
6.9 ± AC. (GR)

E.

Av
e.

Le
ve

e

Parcel 33

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

201-0540-072

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Str
ee
t"
G"

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
17.6 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 35

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Parcel 36

13.8 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 31

6.1 ± AC. (GR)

201-0540-073

201-0540-073
225-0050-020

Street "F"

LAND USE SUMMARY
Parcel

Use

Parcel 30

Parcel 1
Parcel 2
Parcel 3
Parcel 4
Parcel 5
Parcel 6
Parcel 7
Parcel 8
Parcel 9
Parcel 10
Parcel 11
Parcel 12
Parcel 13
Parcel 14
Parcel 15
Parcel 16
Parcel 17
Parcel 18
Parcel 19
Parcel 20
Parcel 21
Parcel 22
Parcel 23
Parcel 24
Parcel 25
Parcel 26
Parcel 27
Parcel 28
Parcel 29
Parcel 30
Parcel 31
Parcel 32
Parcel 33
Parcel 34
Parcel 35
Parcel 36
Parcel 37
Parcel 38
Parcel 39
Parcel 40
Parcel 41
Parcel 42

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
PARK (QUIMBY)
PARK
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
PARK (QUIMBY)
PARK
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
PARK (QUIMBY)
PARK
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
PARK (QUIMBY)
PARK
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DETENTION BASIN
DETENTION BASIN
DETENTION BASIN
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DETENTION BASIN
HIGH SCHOOL/MIDDLE SCHOOL
HIGH SCHOOL/MIDDLE SCHOOL
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

SNLD
SNLD
PR
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
PR
PR
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
PR
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
PR
PR
PR
SNLD
SNLD
PR
PR
SNLD
SNLD
PR
PR
PR
SNLD
PR
PR
PR
SNLD
SNLD
PR
SNLD
PR
SNLD
SNLD
PR
SNLD

N.A.P.O.T.S.

KRUMENACHER PROPERTY

PD

225-0050-020
225-0050-021

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
14.9 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 27

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)
11.4 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 24

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

3.9 ± AC. (GR)

3.0 ± AC. (GR)

225-0050-016
225-0050-003

Parcel 18

Parcel 19

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

4.2 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 17

1.8 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 21

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
15.5 ± AC. (GR)

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)
11.2 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 20
(PR/A-OS)

e.
Av
ll
we
Aim

225-0050-021
225-0050-016

Parcel 25

Sorento Road

Parcel 23

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Aimwell Ave.

Parcel 28

Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Parcel 22

15.6 ± AC. (GR)

225-0050-003
225-0050-022

11.5 ± AC. (GR)

2.1 ± AC. (GR)

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Cadman Ct.

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

4.2 ± AC. (GR)

225-0050-020
225-0050-016

1.2 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 15

Parcel 13

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

(SNLD/R1-A)

12.9 ± AC. (GR)

16.8 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 14

Parcel 11
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
10.0 ± AC. (GR)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)
7.5 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 12

General Plan Zoning Acres (G)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)
0.9 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 26

20.8 ± AC. (GR)

PARCEL FIVE:
Lot 87, of Natomas East Side Subdivision, according to the official plat thereof, filed in the
Office of the Recorder of Sacramento County, on January 18, 1924 in Book 17 of Maps, map
no. 34.

LIMITS OF THIS
TENTATIV MASTER PARCEL MAP
TENTATIVE

Parcel 29

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

Barr
os
Driv
e

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
17.0 ± AC. (GR)

D
Barros Drive

r Dr.
Cente
Club

Parcel 9

Parcel 10
14.4 ± AC. (GR)

Street "B"

Parcel 8

Parcel 6
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
11.7 ± AC. (GR)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)
5.7 ± AC. (GR)

ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER:

201-0320-018, 201-0320-019, 201-0320-024
201-0320-024, 201-0540-071, 201-0540-072,
201-0540-073, 225-0050-020, 225-0050-021,
225-0050-016, 225-0050-003, 225-0050-022,
226-0060-021

SITE ACREAGE:

589.4 ± AC.

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
EXISTING ZONING DESIGNATION
PROPOSED ZONING DESIGNATION:
NUMBER OF LOTS:

AG CROP
SNLD, PR, PD

27.9 ± AC. (GR)

Street "C"

Parcel 2

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Parcel 4

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)
10.8 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 3

(PR/A-OS-PUD)
5.7 ± AC. (GR)

Del Paso Road

43: Total Lots
21: Single Family Residential Lots
7: Park Lots
6: Open Space Lots
4: Detention Basin Lots
2: High School / Middle School Lots
1: Elementary School Lot
1: N.A.P.O.T.S.

City of Sacramento
Twin Rivers Unified School District
Robla Elementary School District
City of Sacramento
City of Sacramento
Sacramento Regional Sanitation District
City of Sacramento
City of Sacramento
SMUD
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
City of Sacramento

NOTES
Lot dimensions and acreages are approximate. Actual lot dimensions will be established with the Final Maps, subject to
the approval of the City of Sacramento.

2.

Lot lines and lot areas may be adjusted at the time of the Final Map(s) provided no additional lots are created, subject
to the approval of the City of Sacramento. Flexibility in parcel configuration as shown hereon is allowed provided the
new configuration is in substantial compliance, subject to the approval of the City of Sacramento.

3.

The Final Mapping and subsequent development of lots may be phased. Phasing will be consistent with the
Development Agreement.

4.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 66456.1, the subdivider may file multiple Final Maps based upon this Tentative
Master Parcel Map. The filing of a Final Map on a portion of this Tentative Map shall not invalidate any part of this
Tentative Map.

5.

Lot numbering is for identification purposes only and does not indicate phasing or order of development. Ultimate
development phasing shall be orderly and will be determined at Final Map and/or Improvement Plan stage.

6.

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 66499.20.2, the land shown hereon shall be merged and resubdivided
without reversion to acreage and shall constitute abandonment of the public easements listed.

7.

The following easements shall be quitclaimed;

465.5±
123.9±

AG 80
R-1-PUD, R-1A-PUD, A-OS-PUD

1.

8.

(National Drive)

Club Center Dr.

Parcel 1

22.5 ± AC. (GR)

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
1552 Eureka Road, Suite 100
Roseville, CA 95661
ATTN.: Donna Pasquantonio-Leslie
(916) 773-1189

FIRE DISTRICT
POLICE PROTECTION
SANITARY SEWER
DOMESTIC WATER
STORM DRAIN
ELECTRICITY
GAS
STORM DRAIN

PROJECT
SITE

Parcel 7

Street "A"

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

ENGINEER & PLANNER:

a.

25' Public Highway easement to the County of Sacramento per 264 O.R. 389

b.

30' Right-of-Way easement to the County of Sacramento per 17 B.M. 34 (Sorento Road)

a.

60' Private road & canal reservation per 17 B.M. 34

b.

30' Private road & canal reservation per 17 B.M. 34

c.

25' Ditch easement per 20001206 O.R. 0350

d.

15' Drainage canal easement per 76 O.R. 388

e.

25' Temporary construction easement per 20021230 O.R. 2075

f.

2.0 ± AC. (GR)

225-0050-022
225-0060-021

The Hodgson Company
2514 Chinatown Alley
Sacramento, Ca 95816
ATTN.: John Hodgson (916) 548-8554
jhodgson@thehodgsoncompany.com

PARKS & RECREATION
SCHOOL DISTRICT

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Mayfield St.

APPLICANT:

SERVICE PROVIDERS:

Street "C"

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Parcel 5

A

22.5±
27.9±
5.7±
10.8±
10.9±
11.7±
5.7±
2.0±
10.1±
14.4±
10.0±
17.0±
16.8±
7.5±
12.9±
20.8±
15.5±
4.2±
1.8±
1.2±
11.2±
15.6±
3.9±
3.0±
11.4±
14.9±
4.2±
2.1±
0.9±
11.5±
4.3±
6.9±
1.4±
17.6±
13.8±
6.1±
23.3±
1.0±
6.9±
57.8±
6.1±
12.2±

)
(National Drive

Mayfield St.

10.1 ± AC. (GR)

10.9 ± AC. (GR)

R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1A-PUD

TOTAL

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Beachfields LLC
32932 Pacific Coast Highway # 14-357
Monarch Beach, Ca 92629
ATTN.: J Rise Richter (949) 499-6443

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

4.3 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 16

Moontide LLC.
32932 Pacific Coast Highway # 14-357
Monarch Beach, Ca 92629
ATTN.: J Rise Richter (949) 499-6443

BD Properties, LLC.
1082 Sunrise Avenue, Suite 100
Roseville, Ca 95661
ATTN.: Steven W. Decou /
Orin Bennett (916) 783-4100

PARCEL SIX:
Lots 88, 92, 93, 97 and 98 as shown on the official "Map of Natomas East Side Subdivision", filed
in the Office of the County Recorder of Sacramento County, January 18, 1924, in Book 17 of
Maps, map no. 34.

23.3 ± AC. (GR)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Club Center Dr.

.

Parcel 37

1.4 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 34

Rd

Twin Rivers Unified School District
5115 Dudley Blvd.
McClellan, Ca 95652
ATTN.: Bill McGuire (916) 566-1600

Tasso Peter Cononelos
4300 D St.
Sacramento, Ca 95819
(916) 747-6264

PARCEL FOUR:
The East 660 feet of the North one-half of lot 83, as shown on the "Plat if Natomas East Side
Subdivision", filed January 18, 1924 in Book 17 of Maps, map no. 34, Sacramento County
records.

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Fa
let
to

Parcel 32

Carl Brothers, Successor Trustee of
the Ernest G. Brothers 1993 Trust
P.O. Box 2756
Orangevale, Ca 95662
ATTN.: Carl Brothers (916) 257-2193

PARCEL THREE:
The North one-half of lots 82 and 83 as shown on the "Plat of Natomas East Side Subdivision",
filed January 18, 1924 in Book 17 of Maps, map no. 34, Sacramento County Records. Excepting
therefrom the East 660 feet thereof.

6.1 ± AC. (GR)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION:

PARCEL TWO:
The South one-half of lots no. 82 and 83 as said lots are delineated on that certain map entitled
"Natomas East Side Subdivision", filed in the Office of the County Recorder of the County of
Sacramento on January 24, 1924 in Book 17 of Maps, map no. 34.

Parcel 41

Faletto Avenue

TENTATIVE MASTER PARCEL MAP INFORMATION

PARCEL ONE:
Lots 75 and 76, as shown on the "Plat of Natomas East Side Subdivision", recorded in Book 17 of
Maps, Map no. 34, records of said county. Excepting therefrom: all that portion described in
deed to the Grant Union High School District, a California Public School District, recorded
September 21, 2007 in Book 20070921, page 558 of official records thereof.

Parcel 42

50' Drainage improvement easement per 20020716 O.R. 1300

g.

5' SMUD easement per 3038 O.R. 176

h.

5' SMUD easement per 3038 O.R. 178

i.

12' Ingress/egress easement per 710809 O.R. 418 appurtenant to lots 73 & 74 per 17 B.M. 34

j.

5' SMUD easement per 730810 O.R. 233

k.

30' USA easement per 20091112 O.R. 0232

Additional easements to accommodate new public utility improvements, access required for lot development, or other
similar mapping requirements needed to accomplish the final design may be added prior to the Final Map based on
this Master Tentative Parcel Map.

9.

A public utility easement will be located adjacent to all rights-of-way, or as approved by the City Engineer.

10.

Conceptual round-a-bout/traffic circles shown; feasibility, location, and design to be determined with future Small Lot
Tentative Map.

TENTATIVE MASTER PARCEL MAP

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

June 01, 2018

27141.00
TENTATIVE MASTER PARCEL MAP SHEET 1 OF 1

RESOLUTION NO. 2018 –
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

INTITIATING THE PANHANDLE ANNEXATION (REORGANIZATION)
(P16-013 AND M18-007)
(apns:) 201-0320-018, 019, 024, 025; 201-0540-071, 072, 073; 225-0500003, 016, 021, 020, 021; 225-0050-022: 226-0600-021.
BACKGROUND
A.

The Panhandle Annexation Project consists of the annexation of 589± acres of
land from the County of Sacramento into the City (as shown in the attached
Exhibits A, A-1, and A-2) and the detachment of the Rio Linda Elverta Recreation
and Park District, Natomas Fire Protection District, County Service Areas 1 and
10, and the Sacramento County Water Agency Zone 13 from this same area.

B.

This action of reorganization is being taken pursuant to the Cortese-KnoxHertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code
Section 56000 et. seq.), in response to a petition of interest submitted to the City
from most of the affected landowners.

C.

On July 14, 2016, and April 27, 2017, the City Planning and Design Commission
held public hearings and reviewed and commented on the Panhandle Annexation
Project.

D.

On June 14, 2018, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public
hearing and voted to forward its recommendation on the Panhandle Annexation
Project to the City Council.

E.

On July 3, 2018, after giving notice as required by Sacramento City Code section
17.812.010.2.b and 17.812.030, the City Council held a public hearing and
received and considered evidence on the Panhandle Annexation Project.

F.

The regular County Assessment Roll will be utilized.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

The City Council of the City of Sacramento hereby initiates the
reorganization described above, and requests that proceedings be taken
for the proposal pursuant to Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Government
Reorganization Act of 2000 (Government Code section 56700, et seq.)

Section 2.

The City Council finds the reasons for this reorganization are as follows:
A.

The affected territory is within the City’s sphere of influence.

B.

The Panhandle was added to the North Natomas Community Plan
in 1986 and is included in the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation
Plan (NBHCP).

C.

The annexation represents a logical and reasonable extension of
the City boundaries since it is surrounded on the east and west by
the existing City limits.
The annexation will not result in unincorporated land being within
the boundaries of another city.

D.

The City Council acknowledges that the annexation area
constitutes only a portion (the “Handle,” but not the “Pan”) of the
area commonly referred to as the Panhandle and hereby finds that
the annexation of the Handle is in the best interest of the City and
the annexation of the Pan would be detrimental to the orderly
development of the community for the following reasons:
i.

The Pan is currently developed and existing infrastructure
(roadways, drainage, water) is sufficient to support the existing
land uses but would require significant capital investments to
meet City standards, at a significant cost to affected
landowners; and

ii.

The operating budget of the Rio Linda Elverta Recreation and
Park District would be significantly impacted by annexation.

E.

The Pan’s location is such that it cannot reasonably be annexed to
another city or incorporated as a new city.

F.

The annexation does not split lines of assessment or ownership;

G.

The annexation is consistent with the orderly annexation of territory
consistent with the City policy of annexing when providing City
services;

H.

The annexation would facilitate the more efficient provision of
municipal services, including compliance with uniform City planning
and development standards;

I.

The annexation will provide greater protection from inappropriate
land uses adjacent to existing land uses that otherwise would be
detrimental to the orderly development of the community;

J.

The annexation is in the interest of public health, safety and
welfare, and contributes to the orderly development of the
community, and does not avoid or otherwise isolate any identified
disadvantaged unincorporated community;

K.

The annexation is consistent with the City’s General Plan, which
designates the affected territory for urban growth.
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Area to Remain Unincorporated (the Pan)

Exhibit A-1

RESOLUTION NO. 2018 –
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
July 3, 2018
APPROVING THE TAX-EXCHANGE AGREEMENT
FOR THE PANHANDLE ANNEXATION (M18-007/ P16-013)
BACKGROUND
A.

The City proposes to annex 589.4-acres (“Panhandle Annexation”) currently within the
unincorporated area of Sacramento County and within the City’s Sphere of Influence.

B.

The Panhandle Annexation area is located south of Elkhorn Boulevard, north of Del
Paso Road, and west of Sorrento Road.

C.

Before the Local Agency Formation Commission may act upon a proposed annexation
to the City of Sacramento, the City and County of Sacramento must adopt a tax
exchange agreement.

D.

The County and City have negotiated a tax exchange agreement specifying how
property tax, sales tax and transient occupancy tax revenues will be allocated if the
annexation is approved. This tax-exchange agreement was negotiated with respect
only to the subject territory.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

The City Council hereby approves the Tax Exchange Agreement between the
City of Sacramento and the County of Sacramento, attached to this Resolution
as Exhibit A, and authorizes the City Manager to execute the Agreement and to
do and perform everything necessary to carry out the purpose of the
Agreement.

Section 2.

Exhibit A is part of this Resolution, and Exhibits A.1 through A.2, inclusive, are
part of Exhibit A.

Table of Contents:
Exhibit A –Tax Exchange Agreement Between the County of Sacramento and the City of
Sacramento, Relating to the Panhandle Annexation
Exhibit A.1 – Map of Panhandle Annexation Area
Exhibit A.2 – Map of Remaining Unincorporated Area
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Exhibit A.1

RESOLUTION NO. 2018 –
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
July 3, 2018
RESOLUTION AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP FROM ±465.5
ACRES OF PLANNED DEVELOPMENT TO ±397.5 ACRES OF SUBURBAN
NEIGHBORHOOD LOW DENSITY (SNLD) AND ±68 ACRES OF PARKS AND
RECREATION (PR) AND AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN CIRCULATION
ELEMENT (PANHANDLE ANNEXATION PROJECT (P16-013))
BACKGROUND
A.

The Panhandle Annexation Project generally consists of the annexation of 589±
acres of land from the County of Sacramento into the City (as shown in Exhibit
A), specifically into the North Natomas Community Plan area. As part of the
project, the applicant proposed to amend the General Plan land use designations
to align with its development proposal. In addition, staff recommends adding a
figure to the Mobility Element of the General Plan that depicts a revised
circulation plan.

B.

On July 14, 2016, and April 27, 2017, the City Planning and Design Commission
held public hearings and reviewed and commented on the Panhandle Annexation
Project.

C.

On June 14, 2018, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public
hearing and voted to forward its recommendation on the Panhandle Annexation
Project to the City Council.

D.

On July 3, 2018, after giving notice as required by Sacramento City Code section
17.812.010.2.b and 17.812.030, the City Council held a public hearing and
received and considered evidence on the Panhandle Annexation Project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

The statements in paragraphs A, B, and C of the Background are true.

Section 2.

The City Council finds that the General Plan, as proposed to be amended
as set forth in Exhibits A and B—
A.

Is in full compliance with the applicable requirements of the
Planning and Zoning Law and comprises a comprehensive, longterm general plan for the physical development of the city and lands

located outside of the territorial limits of the city that have a relation
to its planning;

Section 3.

B.

Contains the substance of each of the state-mandated elements, to
the extent that the subject of the element exists within the planning
area; and

C.

Comprises an integrated, internally consistent, and compatible
statement of policies for the city relating to its physical
development.

The City Council finds that the proposed amendment to the General Plan
land use designation for the area set forth in Exhibit A—
A.

Is internally consistent with the goals, policies, and other provisions
of the General Plan;

B.

The amendments promote the public health, safety, convenience,
and welfare of the city; and

C.

The zoning classification of the subject parcel is consistent with the
proposed general plan land use designation.

Section 4.

Based on the oral and documentary evidence received at the hearing
on the Panhandle Annexation Project, the City Council approves the
General Plan Amendment for the Panhandle Annexation Project to 1)
amend the General Plan land use designations for the property from
±465.5 acres of Planned Development (to be annexed) to ±397.5 acres
of Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD) and ±68 acres of
Parks and Recreation (PR) (as shown in Exhibit A); and 2) adding
figure M4B (as shown in Exhibit B) to the Mobility Element of the
General Plan.

Section 5.

Exhibit A and B are part of this Resolution.
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Figure M4
Citywide Circulation Diagram
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Figure M4B
Citywide Circulation Diagram - Panhandle Inset
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018 –
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
July 3, 2018
ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 17 OF THE SACRAMENTO CITY
CODE BY REZONING/PREZONING APPROXIMATELY 589.4 ACRES
FROM AGRICULTURAL 80 (AG-80 (COUNTY)), TO ±123.9 ACRES
OF AGRICULTURAL (A), ±68 ACRES OF AGRICULTURAL-OPEN
SPACE (A-OS-PUD), ±88.7 ACRES OF SINGLE-UNIT DWELLING
(R-1-PUD), AND ±308.8 ACRES OF SINGLE-UNIT OR
DUPLEX DWELLING (R-1A-PUD)
BACKGROUND
A. The Panhandle Annexation Project generally consists of the annexation of 589±
acres of land from the County of Sacramento into the City (as shown in Exhibit
A), specifically into the North Natomas Community Plan area. As part of the
project, the applicant proposed to prezone/rezone the lands to align with its
development proposal.
B. On July 14, 2016, and April 27, 2017, the City Planning and Design Commission
held public hearings and reviewed and commented on the Panhandle Annexation
Project.
C. On June 14, 2018, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public
hearing and voted to forward its recommendation on the Panhandle Annexation
Project to the City Council.
D. On July 3, 2018, after giving notice as required by Sacramento City Code section
17.812.010.2.b and 17.812.030, the City Council held a public hearing and
received and considered evidence on the Panhandle Annexation Project.
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1
As used in this ordinance, “Property” means the real property depicted in attached
Exhibit A consisting of approximately 589.4 acres.
SECTION 2
Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code (the Planning and Development Code) is hereby
amended by rezoning/prezoning the Property from ±589.4 acres of Agricultural 80 (AG80 (County)), to ±123.9 acres of Agricultural (A), ±68 acres of Agricultural-Open Space

(A-OS-PUD), ±88.7 acres of Single-Unit Dwelling (R-1-PUD), and ±308.8 acres of
Single-Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1A-PUD), as shown on Exhibit A.
SECTION 3
The rezoning of the Property by this ordinance is consistent with the applicable
General Plan land-use designation, use, and development standards; the goals,
policies, and other provisions of the General Plan. There is no applicable specific plan.
The amendment promotes the public health, safety, convenience, and welfare of the
City.
SECTION 4
The City Clerk is hereby directed to amend the City’s official zoning maps to conform to
this ordinance.
Table of Contents:
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018 –
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
July 3, 2018
APPROVING THE PANHANDLE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)
GUIDELINES AND SCHEMATIC PLAN (P16-013)
BACKGROUND
1.

The Panhandle Annexation Project generally consists of the annexation of 589±
acres of land from the County of Sacramento into the City (as described in
Exhibit A), specifically into the North Natomas Community Plan area. As part of
the project, the applicant proposed to create a Planned Unit Development,
consistent with North Natomas Community Plan Policy NN.LU 1.1.

2.

On July 14, 2016, and April 27, 2017, the City Planning and Design Commission
held public hearings and reviewed and commented on the Panhandle
Annexation Project.

3.

On June 14, 2018, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public
hearing and voted to forward its recommendation on the Panhandle Annexation
Project to the City Council.

4.

On July 3, 2018, after giving notice as required by Sacramento City Code
section 17.812.010.2.b and 17.812.030, the City Council held a public hearing
and received and considered evidence on the Panhandle Annexation Project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY
COUNCIL RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Based on the verbal and documentary evidence received at the
hearing on the Panhandle Annexation Project, the City Council
approves the Panhandle Planned Unit Development Guidelines and
Schematic Plan (together, the “PUD”) as set forth in Exhibits A and B.

Section 2.

The council’s approval of the PUD is based on the following findings of
fact:
1.

The adoption of the PUD is consistent with the applicable general
plan land use designation, use, and development standards; the
goals, policies, and other provisions of the general plan; There is no
applicable specific plan to this site;

2.

The adoption of the PUD promotes the public health, safety,

convenience, and welfare of the city in that the PUD predicts
future development patterns for the entire site and provides
expectations for a well-designed master-planned community
that is consistent the goals and policies of the General Plan
and North Natomas Community Plan; and
3.

Section 3.

The zoning classification of the subject parcels is consistent
with the PUD in that the underlying zoning designations of R1, R-1A, and A-OS will allow for the intended development as
described within the PUD Guidelines.

Exhibits A and B are a part of this Resolution.
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Section 1

PLAN OVERVIEW
1.1

Plan Area
Context

The Panhandle is
located entirely within the
North Natomas Community
planning area. The
Panhandle is located
adjacent to City lands on
the west and east and
adjacent to County lands
on the north and south and
is bounded by Elkhorn
Boulevard on the north,
Sorento Road and East
Levee Road on the east,
Del Paso Road on the
south.
The Panhandle Planned
Unit Development (PUD)
Project acreage (the area
subject of these Design
Guidelines and referred to
as “Plan Area” herein)
encompasses
approximately 465.5 acres.

Exhibit 1: Plan Area Context Map
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The area to the west of the Plan Area is comprised of suburban residential development and the area
east of the Plan Area is comprised of rural residential development and agricultural lands. General Plan
land use designations west of the Plan Area are congruent with suburban development and include
Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD) and Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density (SNMD).
General Plan designations east of the Plan Area include SNLD and Rural Residential (RR).
High-voltage power lines traverse the eastern part of the property, in a north-south direction. Two sets of
steel lattice towers supporting 230 kV lines (east tower) and 115kV lines (west tower) are owned by the
Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) and are located within a 200-foot wide powerline
easement. Existing access is available from Del Paso Road and Sorento Road.

Exhibit 2: Aerial Site Photo

Elkhorn Blvd.

NORTH
NATOMAS
Sorento Road

VALLEY VIEW
ACRES

Del Paso Road
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1.2

Goals and Objectives

The Panhandle PUD strives to achieve three primary goals. Each of these goals will be pursued using
specific PUD design objectives which are listed below.
Additionally, site-specific design objectives relative to the interface of the Panhandle PUD to the
existing built suburban neighborhoods of the North Natomas Community Plan and the Valley View Acres
rural-residential neighborhood are contained herein.

Panhandle PUD Goal 1:
Implement the Vision of the General Plan and North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP).
Objectives:
1. Connect the existing NNCP areas to the east and west of the Plan Area.
2. Respect and complement the adjacent built environment of the NNCP.
3. Extend logical street connections through the Plan Area.
4. Provide pedestrian/bicyclist connections to existing trails and bikeways in the NNCP area.
5. Provide a variety of housing opportunities that will complement the existing NNCP Community.
6. Provide a trail system in the existing WAPA powerline corridor that will unify the PUD and maximize
the usage of otherwise unutilized lands.

Panhandle PUD Goal 2:
Respect the Valley View Acres (VVA) neighborhood rural residential lifestyle.
Objectives:
1. Provide large suburban homesites adjacent to Sorento Road to transition from the existing suburban
densities west of the Plan Area to the existing rural densities to the east of the Plan Area.
2. Provide thoughtful road connections to Sorento Road to minimize “cut-through” traffic in the VVA
neighborhood and to minimize speeding on Sorento Road.
3. Enhance the rural “country” feeling along Sorento Road through the provision of a landscape
corridor that includes a class 1 trail and landscape plantings that are enriched by using horse
fencing, split-rail fencing, or similar, as a decorative accent.

Panhandle PUD Goal 3:
Provide “move-up” housing opportunities with complimenting public spaces.
Objectives:
1. Provide diversity and “move-up” housing opportunities which incorporate high-quality design
materials that will retain property values over time.
2. Utilize a consistent set of design standards and details to develop a sense of place for the Plan Area.
3. Co-locate an elementary school and neighborhood park to serve the needs of the residents and
the larger community.
4. Provide a large central community park along the powerline corridor to maximize the development
potential of the lands under the powerline corridor for both park and trail usage.
5. Unify the PUD through the design and location of a convenient and functional trail system that wellutilizes the lands in the powerline corridor.

City of Sacramento
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The Panhandle PUD will achieve these three primary goals through implementing the following PUD
design policies.
1. Optimize the land use potential of an infill location in the City by providing a mix of residential, park,
open space, and school uses.
2. Create a community with a park system which incorporates park facilities with local and regionalconnecting open space amenities that are accessible to residents and the public.
3. Provide a safe and efficient circulation system that interconnects uses, promotes pedestrian
circulation, and minimizes impacts to the surrounding area.
4. Create a community that makes efficient use of land while offering residential housing densities that
transition from suburban densities of the existing North Natomas Community to the west to the
existing large-lot and rural densities to the east.

1.3

PUD Guidelines Organization

The purpose of these PUD Guidelines is to guide future development within the
PUD Guidelines are organized into two (2) Sections as follows.

Panhandle PUD area. The

Section 1: Plan Overview
This section of the PUD Guidelines provides the local context for the proposed Project, and the PUD
Principles and Objectives for the Plan Area. This section also includes the Panhandle Illustrative
Land Use Plan which illustrates the form and land uses of the Plan.

Section 2: Residential Land Use and Ninos Parkway
This section discusses the single-family residential housing in the Plan including specific design
regulations for the SNLD-E, SNLD-T and SNLD-V areas. Also discussed here is the design intent for
Ninos Parkway.
Implementing the PUD requires carefully-crafted development standards and design guidelines to allow
for flexible residential development, unique street scenes and unified design among the varied and
diverse housing types. These PUD Guidelines are not intended to be an all-inclusive prescriptive listing of
the types of development that are permitted in the Plan Area, but rather are intended to guide the
future high-quality development of the Panhandle residential, elementary school, parks and open
space areas. These Guidelines recognize that other high-quality design/development options may be
identified in the future and these options will be considered Administratively and evaluated as to
whether they meet the spirit and intent of these PUD Guidelines.
The guidelines for the Panhandle PUD establish the development framework and design guidance
for the land use, community design, architecture, open space, and other components of the PUD. The
guidelines supplement and, where noted, replace existing City development standards. The guidelines
will apply to all future development applications within the Plan Area and would be reviewed to
determine consistency with the vision and regulations of this document and other regulatory
documents.

1.4

PUD Guidelines Amendment Process

The procedures for development under, as well as amendments to, the PUD Guidelines are as set forth
in the City of Sacramento Code.

City of Sacramento
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1.5

PUD Schematic Plan

The Panhandle Planned Unit Development (PUD) Schematic Plan is
consistent with the City’s General Plan and in accordance with the
Sacramento City Code.
The PUD Schematic Plan is comprised of predominantly single-family
residential development to be implemented through provision of
various single-family lot sizes and product types to accommodate
various income levels and lifestyle options within the Plan Area.
(General Plan designation Suburban Neighborhood Low Density SNLD;
Zoning designation R-1 and R-1A). The PUD further defines the
development intentions by establishing specific land use designations
in the Plan Area that allow specific residential density ranges and lot
sizes (SNLD-E “Estate Lots”, SNLD-T “Traditional Lots”, and SNLD-V
“Village Lots”). The school sites in the Plan Area are also General Plan
designation SNLD and Zoning designation R-1A. The PUD also provides
park sites, detention basin and open space (General Plan designation
Parks & Recreation PR and Zone designation A-OS).

Exhibit 3: PUD Land Use Summary Table

The PUD Schematic Plan and Design Guidelines are intended to guide
future development and promote flexibility to quickly respond to
changing market demand. The PUD Schematic Plan may be modified
over time and is included herein for reference only; please see the
Panhandle PUD Schematic Plan (Map) for detailed information.

Exhibit 4: PUD Schematic Plan
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1.6

Illustrative Land Use & Bikeways Exhibit

The Panhandle
Illustrative Land
Use & Bikeways
Exhibit is
conceptual only
solely provided to
graphically
illustrate the
various land use
components and
amenities of the
Plan Area. Actual
locations and
alignments of
roadways, trail
corridors, etc. will
be determined
with future Small
Lot Tentative
Map(s) and/or
Improvement
Plan(s). The
pedestrian/bike
trails provided in
the powerline
corridor, on the
west side of
Sorento Road
and the north side
of Del Paso Road
will be 12’ wide
meandering trails.

Exhibit 5: Illustrative Land Use and
Bikeways Exhibit
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Section 2

Residential Land Use
and Ninos Parkway
2.1

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Residential areas in the PUD are all designated with the GENERAL PLAN designation Suburban
Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD) which allows a development density of 3-8du/net acre, as
established by the 2035 City of Sacramento General Plan. The Panhandle PUD further differentiates
the residential land use by creating three (3) PUD sub-designations as shown below.
• “SNLD-E” Estate Lots
Zoning-General Plan-PUD Compatibility Table
• “SNLD-T” Traditional Lots
• “SNLD-V” Village Lots

Exhibit 6: Zoning, General
Plan and PUD Designation
Compatibility
2.2

Zoning
Designation

General Plan
Designation

Panhandle PUD
Designation

R-1-PUD

SNLD

SNLD-E

R-1A-PUD

SNLD

SNLD-T

R-1A-PUD

SNLD

SNLD-V

Development Standards

Residential densities will vary throughout the
City of Sacramento Code.

Panhandle but will be categorized consistent with the

Exhibit 7: Panhandle PUD Residential Development Standards
Panhandle PUD Residential Development Standards
KEY

CATEGORY

SNLD-E

SNLD-T

SNLD-V

A
lot size range
6,000-14,500sf.
4,500-7,500sf
3,000-6,000sf.
B
lot width range-interior
55'-90'
45'-75'
35'-60'
C
lot width range-corner
65'-100'
55'-85'
45'-70'
D
lot depth range
100'-160'
90'-125'
75'-105'
E
front setback (min.)
12.5'
12.5'
12.5'
F
front garage setback (min.)
20'
20'
18'
5' or 0'/10' alley-load
G
interior sideyard setback (min.)
5'
5'
H street/alley sideyard setback (min.)
12.5'
12.5'
12.5'
J
rear setback (min.)
20'
15'
10' / 5' alley-load
K
lot building coverage (max.)
50%
50%
60%
L
building height (max.)
35'
35'
35'
NOTES:
1 Lot depth:width ratio shall not exceed 3:1, except on alley-loaded lots and as approved by the City of Sacramento.
2 Lot size range maximum sf. above is for typical interior lots; corner lots may exceed lot size maximum.
3 For SNLD-T and SNLD-E lots, garages shall be set back a minimum of 5' behind the front façade/porch of the building.
4 For SNLD-V alley-loaded lots, 5' minimum driveway apron shall be provided.
5 For SNLD-V alley-loaded lots utilizing the 0'/10' setbacks, maintain 10' between between buildings on adjacent lots.
6 Development standards are measured from property line at public street/alley right-of-way; development standards on
lots adjacent to private alleys and/or easements are measured from back-of-curb or edge of easement.

City of Sacramento

June 01, 2018

page 9

the PANHANDLE PUD
PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT Guidelines

2.2.1 Development Regulations
Residential development shall comply with the
Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)
General Plan designation and the R-1-PUD and R1A-PUD Zoning designations as approved on the
Panhandle PUD Schematic Plan. Where there
are discrepancies between these Guidelines and
the Sacramento Planning and Development
Code, these Guidelines shall prevail. Where these
Guidelines are silent, the Sacramento City Code
and relevant Design Guidelines shall prevail.

Exhibit 8:
Typical Development Exhibit−
Front−Loaded
2.2.2 Typical Development Exhibits
The Typical Development Exhibits illustrated herein
outline the typical lot and setback requirements
needed for the single-family product categories
listed above. The exhibits illustrate and list detailed
information to accommodate the product range
envisioned for the PUD area including typical
front-loaded residential homesites and alleyloaded (rear-loaded) residential homes. See
Development Standards Table on the previous
page for detailed information.

2.2.3 Permitted Uses
Land uses in the Panhandle PUD shall comply
with the City of Sacramento Planning and
Development Code. Please see City of
Sacramento Code for a full listing of Permitted
Uses.
2.2.4 Signage
Signage in the Panhandle PUD shall comply
with the City of Sacramento Code.
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2.3

Design Guidelines

2.3.1 Residential Prototypes
A variety of residential prototypes are anticipated in the Panhandle Plan Area. The residential
homesites are intended to be predominantly traditional front-loaded however alley-loaded homes are
permitted. “T-Court” and “I-Court” homes are not permitted except in SNLD-T and SNLD-E development
along the Sorrento Road frontage where I-Courts are permitted as they provide side-on architecture to
Sorrento Road and promote visual and/or physical pedestrian access to the Sorrento Road trail corridor.
The prototypes contained herein are representative of residential concepts envisioned for

Panhandle; these concepts are not intended to be the exclusive actual product types utilized within
the PUD and are not intended to portray precise locations and/or sizes of entry porches, garages, living
areas, yard areas, etc. The residential concepts provided herein are intended as ideas and sources of
inspiration for creative residential product design to be ultimately reviewed and approved by the City
of Sacramento.

Exhibit 10:
Large Lot
homes

FRONT ENTRY

Exhibit 11:
Traditional homes
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Exhibit 12:
Tandem Garage Homes

FRONT ENTRY

Exhibit 13:
Village
homes
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2.3.2 Architectural Styles
The City of Sacramento embodies a variety of architectural styles that are appropriate for application
to the Panhandle community. The listing below contains a menu of architectural styles that may be
utilized for the Plan Area. It should be noted that this listing is representative of concepts envisioned for
Panhandle. This listing is not intended to be the exclusive product types, but are instead provided as
guidelines and sources of inspiration.
• English Country
• Spanish Colonial
• French Country
• American Farmhouse
• Craftsmen
• Prairie
• Italian
• Urban Farmhouse
• Modern Prairie
• Monterey
• California Bungalow
• California Cottage
• Mid-Century Modern
• Mediterranean
• European Cottage
• English Revival
• American Colonial
• English Tudor

2.3.3 Architectural Guidelines
1. Building Siting and Orientation
•

Front entries, windows, porches and living areas should be placed close to the street so that
active, articulated architecture visually dominates the streetscene.

•

Variable building and garage setbacks are encouraged along the streets to create visual
diversity and interest in streetscenes.

2. Building Form and Massing
•

Building form and massing should be consistent with the architectural of the building.

•

Single-story elements may be incorporated into two-story buildings to create a more pleasant
streetscene, especially on corner lots.

•

Variation in building massing is encouraged to provide variety to streetscene.

•

Porches, terraces, balconies and decks should be integrated into the architecture of the
building and be consistent with the selected style.

3. Authentic Architecture
•

Building massing, forms, materials, colors, details, and roof design should reflect the building’s
architectural style, and be as authentic as feasible to avoid “stage-front” architecture.

•

Develop floor plans and massing solutions that will be authentic to the architectural style.

4. Elevation Style Requirements
•

A minimum of three floor plans shall be provided for each builder product line. A minimum of
three elevation styles shall be provided per floor plan.

•

Thoughtful and balanced plotting of elevation styles and material/color palettes is required. No
identical plans and elevations are permitted side-by-side, or directly across the street, except for
reverse building footprints of identical plans, provided that each has a different elevation and
material/color palette.
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5.

Building Façades, Features and Details
•

Incorporate appropriate architectural design features and details, such as railing, trim, headers
and sills, shutters, awnings, etc., that are consistent with the architectural style of the building.

•

Doors and windows should be in proportion to the overall building massing and consistent with
the architectural style of the building

•

Enhanced architectural treatments should be provided on building elevations that are visible
from the streets, trails/pathways, parks and open space.

•

Buildings on corner lots should be designed for two-sided corner exposure with enhanced
architectural elements.

•

The front building façade treatment should wrap partially around onto the side of the house to
an appropriate break point. However, some elements (such as trim) should continue onto the
sides of the buildings.

6.

Building Materials and Colors
•

Building materials and colors should match the overall neighborhood design theme palette, and
be consistent with the building’s architectural style.

•

The material palettes should provide a harmonious variety in color and texture.

•

Building materials should be high quality, durable and low maintenance.

•

The use of natural materials such as brick, stone, tile, and wood-like siding/shingle may be utilized
where appropriate. These materials may be used for architectural accent and/or they may be
used as the primary architectural materials.

•

Smooth finishes and/or other light finish texture should be used on exterior stucco, where
appropriate for the architectural style.

•

Primary building colors should be neutral and muted in hue. Brighter and more saturated colors
should be used as accent colors only or as part of a balanced, carefully executed color
scheme.

7.

Roof Design
•

Variety in roof forms is encouraged along streets, trails/pathways and open space areas to
promote visual diversity.

•

Roof pitch and elevation styles should be consistent with the architectural style of the building.

•

Use roof materials that are appropriate to the architectural style of the building. Appropriate
materials include barrel/mission/”S” tile, flat/shake concrete file, architectural grade asphalt
composition shingles, or others as appropriate to the style.

8.

Garage Placement and Design
•

A variety of garage placement options are permitted, including, but not limited to, front loaded
garages, side-on garages, split garages, tandem garages, and rear garages.
The
developer/builder will select the most appropriate garage placement for the style and type of
building(s) being proposed.

•

Overhangs, trellises, arbors and other architectural elements are permitted to visually soften the
front-facing garage doors. Decorative garage door treatments, styles, trims and colors that
reflect the architectural style of the building elevation are encouraged.

•

Garage door patterns are encouraged to vary from elevation type to elevation type.
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9.

Functional Elements
•

Gutters and downspouts shall be integrated into the design of the building. If exposed, the
colors of gutters and downspouts should match or complement the surface to which they are
attached or the accent colors of the building.

•

All exterior components of plumbing, heating and cooling systems, and ventilating systems
located near or at ground level must be screened from public view by walls and fences, berms,
landscaping, or a combination thereof.

•

Exterior lighting fixtures should be consistent the architectural style of the building. Lighting shall
be designed for night-time mobility and safety, and not be used in excess of its purpose.

10.

Sustainable Building Design
•

Use energy efficient lighting, cooling systems, and windows to promote natural ventilation.

•

Promote the use of natural ventilation through building orientation, window placement,
architectural shade elements and landscape design.

•

Encourage the installation of Energy Star appliances and low-flow water fixtures.

•

Properly install drywall, insulation, and sealing to maintain the optimal temperature inside the
home.

•

Use renewable and recyclable building materials wherever feasible.

•

Implement an on-site construction waste recycling program to the extent feasible.

11.

Usable Open Space
•

2.4

Design and orientation of usable open space should take advantage of available sunlight and
be sheltered from the wind, noise and traffic on adjacent streets wherever possible.

Westerly Interface – North Natomas Neighborhood

Development within the Panhandle PUD will respect and complement the existing North Natomas
suburban residential lifestyle.

Westerly Interface Objective 1:
The Panhandle PUD intends to diminish traffic ‘cut-through’ of the existing neighborhood.
Consistent with General Plan Policy, road connections along the Plan Area’s western boundary will
connect to the Panhandle internal residential street systems as planned in the approved and/or built
subdivisions along the Plan Area’s western boundary. Exceptions occur where these roadway
connections are challenged such as extending Amazon Avenue, which connects to the backside of
the East Natomas Education Complex and Cadman Court which is a cul-de-sac and the extension of
which would pose a change in lifestyle to the existing residents. These two termini’ may remain open
conduits to the public in the form of pedestrian/bike connections only; no through automobile traffic will
be accommodated at these locations.
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Westerly Interface Objective 2:
The Panhandle PUD intends to minimize intrusion to the lifestyle of the existing NNCP suburban
neighborhood.
Future Panhandle PUD subdivision development along the Plan Areas’ western boundary edge
(between Club Center Drive & Mayfield Drive) is encouraged to incorporate residential lot sizes that are
like, compatible with, or larger than the typical lot size found in the adjacent neighborhood subdivision
area.
Actual subdivision development including lot sizes, lot orientations, street patterns, and interface of new
residential uses along the built residential portion of the North Natomas neighborhood, will be shown on
the future Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Map(s) and will be reviewed by the City for consistency with
the intent of these PUD Guidelines.

Eastern Edge:
Rural
Neighborhoods

Elkhorn Boulevard
Club Center Drive
Barros Road
Aimwell Avenue

Sorento Road
Mayfield Street
Del Paso Road

Western Edge:
Suburban
Neighborhoods

Exhibit 14: Adjacent Development Context
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2.5

Easterly Interface – Valley View Acres Neighborhood

Development within the Panhandle PUD intends to respect and compliment the Valley View Acres
(VVA) rural residential lifestyle.

Easterly Interface Objective 1:
The Panhandle PUD intends to minimize intrusion to the lifestyle of the existing VVA neighborhood.
The Valley View Acres neighborhood is one of the few rural areas remaining in the City of Sacramento
and it is the intent of these design guidelines to respect and enhance the “edge’ between the Plan
Area and the VVA area. Buildout of the Plan Area will enhance the rural “country” feeling along Sorento
Road through the provision of a landscape corridor that includes a meandering class 1 trail and
landscape plantings that are enriched by using horse fencing, split-rail fencing, or similar, as a
decorative accent.
The hand drawn sketches shown in this section, including the design of the “horse fencing” and
landscape, are purposely drawn loosely and envisioned to illustrate the intent of the “country” feel;
actual detailed design to be determined with future Improvement Plans and/or Landscape
Construction documents.

Exhibit 15: Sorento Road
Landscape Concept−
Elevation View
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Future Panhandle PUD subdivision development along the Projects’ eastern boundary edge
(adjacent to Rural Residential (RR) designated lands on Sorento Road) is encouraged to incorporate lot
sizes that offer housing variety and are complementary to the adjacent Valley View Acres
neighborhood.
Future
development in this
location is encouraged
to
provide
large
suburban
homesites
closest to Sorento Road
that will interface well
with the existing rural
densities to the east of
the Plan Area.

Exhibit 16:
Sorento Road
Landscape
Concept−
“Horse Fencing”
examples

The sections below are intended to show that the trail along Sorento Road will meander inside the 25’
trail corridor. Decorative “horse fencing”, where used, will be an accent element and will be placed
between the trail and edge of the road. (This concept is also shown on the sketch on the following
page.)

Exhibit 17: Sorento Road Landscape Concept− Section View
City of Sacramento
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The sketch at right
illustrates (in plan view)
the landscape corridor
along Sorento Road.
This view shows the
masonry wall where
side-on residential abuts
the trail corridor which
will maintain privacy for
the residential
homesites and minimize
the view from the
Sorento Road homesites
into the sideyard and
backyards across
Sorento Road. Where
dead-end streets or culde-sacs provide access
to the side-on residential
homesites, the masonry
wall will give way to low
wall, open view fence
and/or “horse fence”
and will provide
pedestrian access to
the trail corridor. Wall
and pilaster materials
will be of high-quality
durable materials that
are graffiti resistant.
Walls will be planted
with dense climbing
vines to blend with the
landscape.
This sketch also illustrates
the landscape corridor
with a meandering trail
and the possible
location(s) of the
decorative “horse
fencing”. The plant
palette should consist of
a mix of evergreen and
deciduous trees and
low shrubs; large shrubs
should be avoided as
they could impede
visibility of the trail
corridor.
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Sorento Road is an existing residential street and new Project homesites shall “side-on” or “front-on” to
Sorento Road adjacent to existing rural residential homesites; front door and garage access will be
internally from the Panhandle Project via an internal street system which may include short public
and/or private streets or alleys (or from shared access easements). In some cases, it may be necessary
for development within the Project to back-onto Sorento Road, for example, due to safety and noise
concerns near the intersection of Sorento and Del Paso Roads; in these instances, back-on residential to
Sorento Road shall be permitted.

Exhibit 19: Sorento Road Residential Interface
Easterly Interface Objective 2:
The Panhandle PUD intends to minimize road connections to Sorento Road to diminish traffic ‘cutthrough’ of the VVA neighborhood and to minimize overall traffic on Sorento Road.
By design, there are no direct east-west street connections through the
North Natomas neighborhood to the Valley View Acres area.

Panhandle from the existing

There are two residential street connections to Sorento Road shown on the Panhandle PUD
Schematic Plan, which illustrates the primary street circulation within the Plan Area. The northerly street
connection links Club Center Drive to Sorento Road and the southerly street is an extension of Barros
Drive to Club Center Drive. Residential street connectivity will provide existing residents (east of the Plan
Area) direct routes to the planned schools and parks located within the Panhandle PUD, promoting
natural surveillance and safety in the community, and will improve Public Safety response times.
Actual subdivision development, including lot sizes, lot orientations, street patterns, and interface of new
residential uses along Sorento Road, will be shown on the future Small Lot Tentative Subdivision Map(s)
and will be reviewed by the City for consistency with the intent of these PUD Guidelines.
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Exhibit 20: Sorento Road Perspective Sketch

The ‘perspective sketch” shown here is intended to convey the rural-transitional edge of The Panhandle
project along Sorento Road. Design Guidelines for the Sorento Road trail corridor are as follows.
2.5.1 Sorento Road Trail Corridor Design Guidelines
•

Residential pedestrian access points along Sorrento Road will be determined at time of future
small lot tentative subdivision map and will consider existing neighbors in their location and
design.

•

Landscape materials should consist of low-maintenance, drought-tolerant and naturalized
materials that thrive in the Sacramento region.

•

Landscape design will promote safety, comfort and ease of maintenance.

•

Landscape, lighting and trail design will comply with City Design Standards.

•

Individual homesites should front-on or side-on to the trail corridor where possible to promote
natural surveillance and encourage usage of the trail for daily activities.

•

Where side-on or back-on homesites are located adjacent to Sorento Road, masonry wall and
decorative pilasters should be provided to maintain a quality aesthetic along the roadway/trail
corridor.

•

Decorative “rural character” fencing should be incorporated in the design of the trail corridor.

•

Wall, pilaster and fencing materials will be coordinated within the Project to maintain visual
continuity and will be maintained by an HOA (or similar entity).

•

Way-finding signage should be provided at key locations and public activity areas of the
Project.
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2.6 Pedestrian Access Points to Adjacent Neighborhoods
The Panhandle PUD intends to provide pedestrian access points to neighboring communities. Nonvehicular access points will occur on the west side of the Project at Amazon Avenue and Cadman
Court, and on the east side of the project along Sorento Road (locations on Sorento Road to be
determined). Pedestrian access points will have side-on or front-on adjacent residential uses and will be
designed to promote safe and comfortable access between the Panhandle Plan Area and
adjacent established communities.
The photos here illustrate
examples of how the
pedestrian access points
may be designed; many
design options exist, and
actual design details will
be determined at time of
small
lot
tentative
subdivision map so that
design of the pedestrian
access and adjacent
residential lots/ areas
may be reviewed in
context.

2.6.1 Pedestrian Access Point Design Guidelines
•

Pedestrian access points at Cadman Court and
Amazon Avenue will be provided and visual
surveillance to pedestrian access points should be
considered in the design to promote safety.
Locations for pedestrian access points along
Sorrento Road will be determined at time of future
tentative map.

•

Landscape materials should consist of lowmaintenance, drought-tolerant and naturalized
materials that thrive in the Sacramento region.

•

Landscape design will promote safety, comfort and ease of maintenance.

•

Individual homesites should front-on or side-on to pedestrian access points where possible to
promote natural surveillance and to encourage usage.

City of Sacramento
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Wall, pilaster and fencing materials will be
coordinated within the Project to maintain
visual continuity and will be maintained by an
HOA (or similar entity).

•

Way-finding signage should be provided at
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2.7

Ninos Parkway Trail Corridor

Ninos Parkway is a 200’-wide corridor that runs north-south
through the Project, extending beyond Elkhorn Boulevard at the
north and Del Paso Road to the south. This corridor contains utility
easements for existing and planned electric utilities (WAPA and
SMUD) that serve the region.
With the development of the Panhandle Plan Area, this
Parkway will be developed as a pedestrian and bike corridor
that will connect the various Panhandle neighborhoods,
schools and parks to nearby existing neighborhoods. Owned and
maintained by an HOA (or similar entity) the Parkway will feature
drought-tolerant, low-maintenance and naturalized landscaping and a 12’-wide Class I paved trail.
Photo examples of how the bike trail may be designed are shown here; actual design of the Parkway
will be the subject of future Improvement Plans.
WAPA and SMUD have specific design guidelines
for what is allowed within the transmission corridor
to promote public safety and provide ease of
maintaining their facilities. Their design guidelines
include, but are not limited to, landscape
(including limits on tree height), structures,
grading, lighting, and roadway crossings. Design
guidelines for the Ninos Parkway are as follows.
2.7.1 Ninos Parkway Design Guidelines
•

Landscape materials should consist of
low-maintenance, drought-tolerant and
naturalized materials that thrive in the
Sacramento region.

•

Landscape design will comply with WAPA and SMUD guidelines and will promote safety and
comfort for trail users and ease of maintenance of utility apparatus for WAPA/SMUD.

•

Landscape, lighting and trail design will comply with City Design Standards.

•

Individual homesites should front-on or side-on to the Parkway where possible to promote natural
surveillance of the Parkway and encourage usage of the Parkway trail for daily activities.

•

Where side-on or back-on homesites are located adjacent to the Parkway, open-view fencing
should be provided to maintain strong visual connectivity between neighbors and the Parkway.

•

Fencing materials, where used, will be coordinated within the Project to maintain visual
continuity and will be maintained by an HOA (or similar entity).

•

Multiple access points to the Parkway trail will be provided and visual surveillance to pedestrian
access points should be considered in the design to promote safety.

•

Way-finding signage should be provided at key locations and public activity areas of the
Project.

•

Interpretive displays, specialty garden displays, and/or passive recreation activities are
encouraged along the trail corridor.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018 –
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council on
July 3, 2018
ADOPTING THE PANHANDLE PUBLIC FACILITIES FINANCE PLAN (P16-013)

BACKGROUND
A.

On July 14, 2016 and April 27, 2017, the City Planning and Design Commission
participated in public hearings on the Panhandle Annexation Project.

B.

On June 14, 2018, the City Planning and Design Commission held a noticed
public hearing on the Panhandle Annexation Project and the Panhandle Public
Facilities Financing Plan in accordance with Government Code Sections 65353
and 65453, received and considered evidence, and forwarded to the City Council
a recommendation to adopt the Panhandle Annexation Project and the
Panhandle Public Facilities Finance Plan.

C.

On July 3, 2018, the City Council conducted a public hearing that was noticed in
accordance with Government Code sections 65355 and 65453 and Sacramento
City Code section 17.812.030, at which it received and considered evidence
concerning the Panhandle Annexation Project and Panhandle Public Facilities
Finance Plan.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Based on the verbal and documentary evidence received at the hearings
on the Panhandle Annexation Project and the Panhandle Public Facilities
Finance Plan, the City Council finds that adoption of the Panhandle Public
Facilities Finance Plan would achieve the following:
1. Implement the City’s General Plan goal to provide infrastructure for
identified infill areas;
2. Establish a program of implementation measures, including
regulations, programs, public works projects and financing measures
for funding the backbone infrastructure and public facilities required to
implement the Panhandle Annexation Project, including identifying
existing and potential future development impact fees, public financing
mechanisms, and federal, state and local funding programs;

3. Identify the development timing for implementation of the backbone
infrastructure and public facilities improvements needed for the initial
phase and buildout conditions consistent with the Panhandle
Annexation Project; and
4. Establish the policy framework for future financing of the required
backbone infrastructure and public facilities improvements needed to
implement the Panhandle Annexation Project.
Section 2.

The City Council hereby adopts the Panhandle Public Facilities Finance
Plan as set forth in Exhibit A.

Section 3.

Exhibit A is a part of this Resolution.
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1.

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY

This Public Facilities Finance Plan (Finance Plan or PFFP) establishes the strategy to finance the
Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities (as defined herein) required to serve the proposed
land uses in the Panhandle Planned Unit Development (PUD) project (Project). The Project
consists of approximately 589 acres of primarily vacant land located north of Del Paso Road,
south of Elkhorn Boulevard, west of Sorento Road/East Levee Road, and east of the developed
neighborhoods known as Natomas Park and Regency Park. The Project is in the North Natomas
Community Plan Area (NNCP), which was adopted by the City of Sacramento (City) in 1994.
As part of the adoption of the NNCP, a North Natomas Financing Plan (NNFP) was prepared to
identify the costs and funding sources required for development of the NNCP. Because of its
delayed timing of development, the Project was excluded from the boundaries of the NNFP,
although it was considered for eventual annexation.

Project Background and Land Use
A prior application for the Project was submitted in 2006; however, because of the economic
downturn and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ actions to decertify the levee system protecting
the Natomas Basin, the Project did not proceed at that time. Project Applicants have submitted
revised plans for development of the Panhandle PUD. This Finance Plan updates and replaces the
2007 Panhandle Planned Unit Development Public Facilities Finance Plan (2007 Finance Plan),
based on revised land use plans, updated technical studies, and refined City/Applicant objectives.
The Project area is located entirely within the City’s Sphere of Influence (SOI). As shown on
Table 1-1, the Project as proposed contains 1,662 suburban neighborhood low-density
residential units, including 340 estate units with an average density of 4.5 units per acre,
869 traditional units with an average density of 6 units per acre, and 453 village units with an
average density of 7.5 units per acre. The Project area also includes public facilities such as
parks, an elementary school site, a high school/middle school site, open space, a detention
basin, and roadways.

Purpose of the Finance Plan
The Finance Plan identifies all backbone infrastructure improvements, public facilities, and
associated administrative costs needed to serve the proposed land uses. Because of the delayed
timing of development of the Project, a significant portion of the NNFP infrastructure and public
facilities already have been constructed. Therefore, instead of annexing into the NNFP, this
Finance Plan proposes a separate set of funding mechanisms that will work in conjunction with
the NNFP funding strategy.
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Table 1-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Land Use Summary

Land Use

Residential - Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential SNLD

2

Other Land Uses
Elementary School
Middle School/High School
Park - Quimby
Ninos Parkway [2]
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (non-participant)
Major Roads
Collector and Residential Streets [1]
Subtotal Other Land Uses
Total Land Uses

Units per
Acre

Gross
Acres

Net
Acres [1]

Dwelling
Units

4.5
5.9
7.5

88.0
162.2
66.4
316.6

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

340
869
453
1,662

-

11.7
65.5
18.0
36.0
13.6
123.0
5.0
0.0
272.8

10.0
60.4
15.5
32.6
13.4
119.0
5.0
49.6
305.5

-

589.4

589.4

1,662
lu

Source: MacKay & Somps.
[1] Net acres reflect exclusion of collector and residential streets, accounted for in a separate line item.
[2] Includes the 12' Powerline Trail within the WAPA Corridor (Ninos Parkway).
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The Finance Plan, which will be adopted by the City, ensures the infrastructure and public
facilities necessary to serve the Project are constructed and describes the costs and financing
mechanisms that will be used to construct these improvements in a timely manner. The Finance
Plan is designed to achieve the following goals:



Identify ways to finance construction of public infrastructure and facilities through public and
private financing.



Use existing City, Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD), Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District (Regional San), and Special District fee programs to the extent possible.



Establish Project-specific fees to fund all or a portion of major backbone infrastructure and
other public facilities not included in existing fee programs.



Make maximum use of “pay as you go” mechanisms.



Make appropriate use of municipal debt–financing mechanisms.



Build in flexibility to respond to market conditions.



Provide developer funding for appropriate facilities.

Summary
Overview of Financing Strategy
Buildout of the Project will require construction of roadway, sewer, water, drainage, and a
variety of other public facilities. Cost estimates for required backbone infrastructure and other
public facilities have been derived from a combination of available engineering data provided by
MacKay & Somps Engineers, as well as by using data from the City, Economic & Planning
Systems, Inc. (EPS), and other sources (see Appendix B for detailed cost estimates).
Table 1-2 summarizes the total cost of backbone infrastructure and other public facilities
required to serve the Project. At buildout, backbone and other public facilities are estimated to
cost approximately $63.9 million (2018$). This figure does not include the costs of in-tract and
other subdivision-specific improvements, which is anticipated to be financed privately. The
detailed tables that describe each of these infrastructure items are included in the cost estimates
prepared by MacKay & Somps in November 2017 (see Appendix B of this report).
Table 1-3 shows the financing sources used to fund backbone infrastructure and other public
facilities for the Project. As shown, the major infrastructure required for development to proceed
in the Project is anticipated to be funded through a combination of public and private financing.
Fees (i.e., City, Sacramento County [County], Other Agencies, or Plan Area fees) will be used to
fund required facilities when possible. The City and Other Agencies serving the Project have
established development impact fee programs to fund a portion of the road, sewer, water, park,
and schools facilities. For most of the backbone infrastructure, the developer will construct the
facilities and may be reimbursed through Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD) bond
proceeds and receive appropriate fee credits.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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Table 1-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities Cost Summary (2018$)

Item

Amount

Backbone Infrastructure
Roadways
On-Site Roadways
Off-Site Roadways
Subtotal Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage [1]
Potable Water
Subtotal Backbone Infrastructure

$12,053,000
$468,000
$12,521,000
$1,034,000
$13,055,000
$2,694,000
$29,304,000

Public Facilities
Neighborhood and Community Parks - Quimby [2]
Trails [3]
Ninos Parkway (Landscaping) [4]
Regional Park Land Acquisition [5]
Transit [5]
Fire Facilities [5]
Community Center [5]
Library [5]
Schools [2]
Subtotal Public Facilities

$5,617,560
$1,425,100
$4,297,500
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150
$34,548,076

Total Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities Cost

$63,852,076
cost sum

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017); City of Sacramento.
[1] Includes land acquisition.
[2] Assumes cost is equal to fee revenue generated by Panhandle PUD
development. See Table C-1 for detail.
[3] Includes the cost for the 12' Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail with
decomposed granite shoulders within Ninos Parkway and Sotnip trail.
Excludes the landscape area adjacent to the 12' trail and any remaining
open space and landscaping within the WAPA Corridor.
[4] Includes the Ninos Parkway 20' landscape area adjacent to the 12' Powerline
Trail in the WAPA Corridor as well as remaining open space and landscaping
within the WAPA Corridor (including areas adjacent to parks). Excludes the
cost of the 12' Powerline Class I Bike Trail within the WAPA Corridor.
[5] Panhandle cost obligation calculated assuming applicable North Natomas
development impact fees apply to Panhandle development.

Prepared by EPS 5/2/2018

P:\162000\162130 Panhandle Finance Plan\Models\162130 M11 05-01-18.xlsx

4

DRAFT
Table 1-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Project Requirements and Funding at Buildout (2018$)

Estimated Project Requirements and Funding
Developer Funding via Construction and Fee Payments

Item

Estimated
Improvement
Costs

Eligible
for Land
Secured
Financing

Backbone Infrastructure
Roadways
On-Site Roadways
Off-Site Roadways
Subtotal Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Potable Water
Subtotal Backbone Infrastructure

$12,053,000
$468,000
$12,521,000
$1,034,000
$13,055,000
$2,694,000
$29,304,000

X
X

Public Facilities
Neighborhood and Community Parks - Quimby [4]
Trails [5]
Ninos Parkway (Landscaping) [6]
Regional Park Land Acquisition [4] [7]
Transit [4] [7]
Fire Facilities [4] [7]
Community Center [4] [7]
Library [4] [7]
Schools [4]
Subtotal Public Facilities

$5,617,560
$1,425,100
$4,297,500
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150
$34,548,076

X
X
X
X
X
X
X
X

Total Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities Cost

$63,852,076

X
X
X

Plan AreaBased Funding
Panhandle
Special Financing
District
Program [1]

City Fees
Transportation
Development
Impact Fee
(TDIF) [2]

Park
Impact
Fees

Other Fee Programs

Water

School
Mitigation
Fees

SASD

Subtotal
Plan Area
and Fee
Payments

Other Funding Sources
Regional,
Offsite
State, and
Private
Future
Federal/
Developer
Reimb.
Other [3]
Funding

Total

$12,053,000
$354,000
$12,407,000
$276,000
$13,055,000
$0
$25,738,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$0
$2,694,000
$2,694,000

$0
$758,000
$758,000

$0
$0

$12,053,000
$354,000
$12,407,000
$1,034,000
$13,055,000
$2,694,000
$29,190,000

$114,000 [8]
$114,000
- [9]
$114,000

$0
$0

$0
$0

$12,053,000
$468,000
$12,521,000
$1,034,000
$13,055,000
$2,694,000
$29,304,000

$0
$825,100
$0
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$0
$11,117,866

$5,617,560
$5,617,560

$0

$0

$0

$12,915,150
$12,915,150

$5,617,560
$825,100
$0
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150
$29,650,576

$600,000 [10]
$600,000

$0
- $4,297,500
$0 $4,297,500

$5,617,560
$1,425,100
$4,297,500
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150
$34,548,076

$36,855,866

$5,617,560

$0

$2,694,000

$758,000

$12,915,150

$58,840,576

$714,000

$0

$63,852,076

$4,297,500

s/u

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017); City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1]
[2]
[3]
[4]
[5]

Special Financing District may be private developer capital, Mello-Roos Community Facilities District, Plan Area Fee Program, Benefit Assessment District, or other infrastructure charge.
The Project will be eligible for TDIF credits against the TDIF alternative modes set-aside for the Project's trails bikeway network.
"Other" funding may include grant or other sources of revenue such as capital campaigns by user groups.
Assumes cost is equal to fee revenue generated by Panhandle PUD development. See Table C-1 for detail.
Includes the cost for the 12' Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail with decomposed granite shoulders within Ninos Parkway and Sotnip trail. Excludes the landscape area adjacent to the 12' trail and any remaining open space and landscaping within
the WAPA Corridor. The cost for the WAPA Corridor Trail and Panhandle's share of the Sotnip Trail will be funded through the Panhandle Special Financing District Program. The remainder of the Sotnip Trail will be funded by other benefitting properties.
[6] Includes the Ninos Parkway 20' landscape area adjacent to the 12' Powerline Trail in the WAPA Corridor as well as remaining open space and landscaping within the WAPA Corridor (including areas adjacent to parks). Excludes the cost of the 12' Powerline
Class I bike trail within the WAPA Corridor. The cost will be funded privately as each property owner has a relatively equal share of the trail and landscape cost and will construct their own portion of the parkway.
[7] Panhandle cost obligation calculated assuming applicable North Natomas development impact fees apply to Panhandle development.
[8] To the extent that development of the Krumenacher Ranch property proceeds, that property will reimburse Panhandle PUD constructing entities (or other funding parties) for the portion of the costs for off-site roadway improvements that benefit the site.
[9] As shown on Table 3-4, to the extent that the Krumenacher Ranch property proceeds, the property will reimburse the Project approximately $316,000 for drainage land acquistion if it utilizes the basin. The offsite reimbursement for drainage is currently excluded
from this table because it is uncertain if Krumenacher Ranch will proceed and if Krumenacher Ranch does proceed, it is uncertain how the drainage system will be configured. In the event that Krumenacher Ranch does proceed and utilize the Panhandle detention
basin, the City will require them pay their proportionate share of the land acquisition cost.
[10] Panhandle's share of the Sotnip Trail will be funded through the Panhandle Special Financing District Program. The remainder of the Sotnip Trail will be funded by other benefitting properties.

Prepared by EPS 5/9/2018
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The Panhandle Public Facilities Fee (Panhandle Impact Fee Program, Panhandle Fee Program, or
Panhandle Impact Fee) may be used to fund the remaining backbone costs and other public
facilities serving the Project not funded through existing financing mechanisms. If such a fee
program is not used, the cost of any public facilities not funded through existing fees or through
bond financing may be paid for by the Project developer(s) through a private cost-sharing
agreement or other funding approaches.
Because the Project borders the area comprising the NNCP, several public facilities, such as
transit, fire, library, community center, etc., whose costs have been included already in the
NNFP, will benefit the residents and employees of the Project. Therefore, development in the
Project will pay special Plan Area fees based on the NNFP for these facilities.
Bond financing likely will be needed to help fund those items required during the early years of
development in the Project, as well as at other strategic times when development impact fees or
other proposed public funding is not able to fund in a timely fashion the necessary facilities
required for new development. Debt financing, however, will be limited to prudent levels and
shall be consistent with State of California (State) and City guidelines.
School facilities will be funded through school mitigation fees and possibly through other funding
sources, including the State School Building Program or local general obligation (GO) bonds.
It is expected that costs will change over time. As described in Chapter 8, if costs or land uses
change significantly in either direction, or if other funding becomes available, the Panhandle Fee
Program will need to be updated accordingly. Chapter 8 also describes the annual fee inflation
adjustment methodology for the Panhandle Fee Program.

Financing Strategy Implementation
The strategy of the Finance Plan is to do as follows:



Fully fund or construct all backbone infrastructure and other public facilities needed to serve
the entire Project.



Use, when available, existing City and other agency fee programs to fund backbone
infrastructure and other public facilities.



Create the Panhandle Impact Fee Program for facilities not funded through other public
financing mechanisms or private funding sources.



Identify future beneficiaries of Panhandle infrastructure and establish appropriate funding
mechanisms.



Phase backbone infrastructure and other public facility improvements to ensure they are
constructed when necessary for new development and when funds are available to construct
such public improvements.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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Permit the use of land-secured bond debt financing programs to provide up-front financing
for necessary backbone infrastructure and other public facilities when other funding sources
are unavailable to provide sufficient funds concurrent with development demands.



Ensure financing mechanisms are flexible to accommodate different combinations of
infrastructure timing and funding requirements.

Following the City’s approval of the Finance Plan, the City will administer implementation of the
Finance Plan, which is anticipated to include the following actions:



When appropriate, update relevant existing fee programs (such as the Transportation
Development Impact Fee (TDIF), Parks Improvement Fee (PIF) or citywide water
development fee) to include Project land uses, facilities, or revenue contributions.



Implement the Panhandle Impact Fee Program.



Form Mello-Roos CFD for infrastructure.



Form Mello-Roos CFD for streetscapes, park and open space, and utilities maintenance and
other services.



Annex to the North Natomas Transportation Management Association (TMA) or other TMA.

The Finance Plan will need to be updated periodically to account for changes in land use,
infrastructure project or cost information, or funding sources. Changes in the Finance Plan
should be re-evaluated within the context of the overall financing strategy to ensure required
funding is available when needed.

Organization of the Report
In addition to this introduction and summary chapter, the Finance Plan contains the following
information:



Chapter 2 summarizes the proposed land uses.



Chapter 3 identifies the backbone infrastructure and other public facility costs.



Chapter 4 identifies the infrastructure financing strategy and likely funding sources.



Chapter 5 described the Panhandle Impact Fee Program.



Chapter 6 evaluates the financial feasibility of the Finance Plan.



Chapter 7 identifies the services and ongoing operation and maintenance cost funding
sources.



Chapter 8 outlines implementation of the Finance Plan.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)

7

P:\162000\162130 Panhandle Finance Plan\Reports\162130 PRDraft Financing Plan R4 05-2018.docx

2.

LAND USE

Land Use Assumptions
The 589.4-acre Project is located at the eastern edge of the NNCP, generally bounded by Elkhorn
Boulevard to the north, Del Paso Road to the south, Sorento Road/East Levee Road to the east,
and the developed neighborhoods of Natomas Park and Regency Park to the west.
Comprising several properties owned by separate parties and entities, which are anticipated to
develop as multiple individual subdivisions, the Project site is located on primarily vacant land in
the unincorporated County, within the City’s SOI. High-voltage power lines run in a north-south
direction along the eastern part of the property, within a 250-foot powerline easement known as
the Western Area Power Administration (WAPA) corridor, within which the plan calls for an open
space/trail facility called Ninos Parkway. The Project area is designated Planned Development
(PD) under the adopted City 2035 General Plan.
Current entitlements propose annexation of the Project area into the City, associated General
Plan amendments, rezoning, and establishment of the Panhandle PUD. In total, the land-use
program allows for 1,662 suburban neighborhood low-density single-family residential units on
316.6 gross acres.1 An additional 123.0 gross acres located immediately south of Elkhorn
Boulevard (Krumenacher Ranch) are designated as planned development but are controlled by a
nonparticipating property owner, and land use entitlements are not being proposed for that area.
As such, Krumenacher Ranch is not included in the proposed Panhandle PUD, but is included in
the Project area and annexation application. The remaining 150.0 gross acres are reserved for
public facilities such as parks, an elementary school site, a high school/middle school site, open
space, a detention basin, and roadways.
Map 2-1 shows the regional location of the Project. Map 2-2 shows the land use diagram of the
Project, which is summarized in Table 1-1 in Chapter 1. The Project is planned to develop as
entirely low- and medium-density residential units featuring several unit types and densities.

1

Gross developable acreage is the total area identified on the PUD diagram for each land use. The
net acreage used in this analysis excludes minor roadway and other public right-of-ways inside each
subdivision, which will be dedicated as the subdivisions are created.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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Map 2-1
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Elkhorn Boulevard

Map 2-2
Panhandle PUD Schematic Plan
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3.

INFRASTRUCTURE FACILITY COSTS

Buildout of the Project will require construction of roadway, sewer, water, and drainage
infrastructure, as well as a variety of other public facilities.
The infrastructure and public facility requirements summarized in this chapter are based on the
infrastructure master plans for the Panhandle PUD, the mitigation measures set forth in the
Panhandle PUD Draft EIR, and the NNFP improvements benefitting Panhandle development. The
Finance Plan identifies those infrastructure and public facility requirements that benefit the
Panhandle PUD and are needed to satisfy EIR mitigation requirements, including the following
improvements:














On- and Off-Site Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Potable Water
Neighborhood and Community Parks
Trails
Ninos Parkway
Regional Park Land Acquisition
Transit
Fire Facilities
Community Center
Library
School Facilities

This chapter discusses all of the required infrastructure and public facilities and provides the
estimated costs (in 2018$) associated with each category. Cost estimates for the required
backbone infrastructure and public facilities were developed by MacKay & Somps, EPS, and the
City.
Table 1-2 in Chapter 1 summarizes the estimated costs (in 2018$) of backbone infrastructure
and other public facilities required for the Project. At buildout, backbone infrastructure and other
public facility costs will total approximately $63.9 million (in 2018$). As discussed earlier in this
report, a variety of financing sources will be used to fund required backbone infrastructure and
other public facilities. Detailed cost estimates for each infrastructure and public facility category
are contained in Appendix B of this report.

Definitions of Backbone Infrastructure and Public
Facilities
The term backbone infrastructure often is used to describe all publicly owned facilities. This
Finance Plan will use the following definitions to more precisely define these terms:

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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Backbone Infrastructure: This term includes most of the essential public service-based
items that are underground or on the surface. It includes roads, water, sewer, drainage,
recycled water, levees, erosion control, and dry utilities. Backbone infrastructure is sized to
serve numerous individual development projects in the Project and in some cases serves the
broader region’s development areas.



Public Facilities: This term includes parks, schools, libraries, fire stations and equipment,
police facilities and equipment, public buildings, and open space. This group of items
provides amenities to the Project (park facilities and libraries) or houses employees providing
services to the area (police, fire, public administration).



Facilities: This term is used in the Finance Plan to generically include a combination of
Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities, when a precise breakdown is not required.



Subdivision improvements include in-tract improvements (roads, sewer, water, drainage,
recycled water, erosion control, and dry utilities) that are in or adjacent to individual
subdivision projects. These improvements are funded privately, and the costs of these
improvements are not estimated in the Finance Plan.



Roadway Frontage improvements include outside travel lanes, bike lanes, curb, gutter,
sidewalks, sound wall, and landscape corridors bordering a subdivision. Generally, the center
lanes and medians of a multilane roadway are considered backbone infrastructure, while
roadway frontage provides access to the adjacent development and is considered a
subdivision improvement. However, in certain cases a roadway fronting public property may
be included as a backbone infrastructure cost to the extent that it is adjacent to public uses
or traversing a public right-of-way that benefits multiple individual subdivision projects.

Infrastructure Phasing
Some backbone infrastructure and public facilities will need to be installed at the outset of
development of the Project, before any homes are constructed. Any remaining infrastructure
items are to be built before certain timing triggers, which will be determined by the City and
identified in the Development Agreement (DA).

Infrastructure Facilities, Facility Costs, and Phasing
Roadways
Project development will generate vehicular trips in and outside of the Project, which result in
the need for additional roadway capacity to maintain adequate levels of service. The proposed
roadway system comprises major arterials, collectors, and residential streets that work together
to provide convenient and safe access to all areas in the Project and adequate off-site access to
proposed development in the Project.
Roadway center lanes and medians for multilane facilities generally are considered backbone
infrastructure and therefore are included in the Finance Plan. Construction of roadway frontage
(outside travel lanes, bike lanes, curb, gutter, sidewalk, sound walls, and landscape corridors)
generally is considered the obligation of adjacent development. However, where a roadway
abuts or traverses a public facility or right-of-way (e.g., WAPA Corridor or detention basin),
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those frontage facilities are providing access to or through that facility and offer planwide
benefits. Roadway frontage adjacent to public facilities and rights-of-way that is not otherwise
funded or reimbursed via other mechanisms therefore is included in the Finance Plan. Roadway
frontage adjacent to schools and parks is excluded because construction of frontage facilities will
be considered as part of the acquisition cost for those facilities.
As depicted in Map 3-1, on-site roadways included in the Finance Plan include the following
facilities:



Del Paso Road—median and travel lane on south side; frontage improvements along north
side.



Street G—eastern portion adjacent to the WAPA corridor.



Faletto Avenue—southern portion adjacent to the detention basin.



Club Central Drive—northern portion adjacent to the detention basin.



Street F—full section through the WAPA corridor.



Club Center Drive—full section through the WAPA corridor.



Club Center Drive—western portion adjacent to the WAPA corridor, excluding portion of
WAPA corridor adjacent to Park 2.



Street C—Full section in the WAPA corridor, excluding the frontage adjacent to Park 1.



Sorento Road—frontage improvements and fencing along Sorento Road along west side.

In addition, costs associated with traffic signals on major facilities, as well as traffic circles on
Club Center and National Drives, are included in the Finance Plan. Entry monumentations at
National Drive and Del Paso Road and at Club Center Drive and Del Paso Road are also included
in the Finance Plan.
Off-site roadway requirements include contributions to Elkhorn Boulevard from State Route 99 to
the eastern limit of the Project. The City provided estimates of the Project’s fair share
contribution to four specified Elkhorn Boulevard segments. The Project would contribute to the
first segment of Elkhorn Boulevard from State Route 99 to East Commerce Way to accommodate
the additional traffic coming off the freeway onto Elkhorn Boulevard. The Project would
contribute to the next three segments of Elkhorn Boulevard: East Commerce Way to Natomas
Boulevard, Natomas Boulevard to the city limit, and the city limit to the eastern limit of the
Project.
MacKay & Somps provided on-site roadway improvement cost estimates for major roadways and
roadway frontage facilities described above. The City provided the roadway improvement cost
estimate for off-site roadway facilities based on the Panhandle PUD’s anticipated contribution to
Elkhorn Boulevard trips, based on traffic analysis prepared by DKS Associates.
As shown on Table 3-1, the total estimated on-site roadway costs are approximately
$12.5 million, while off-site contributions total approximately $468,000.
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DRAFT
Table 3-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Backbone Roadway Facilities Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Item

Roadway

Amount

On-Site Roadway Costs [1]
Roadway Segments
Del Paso Median and Travel Lane (South Side)
Del Paso Frontage Improvements (North Side)
Sorento Road Horse Fence (West Side)
Sorento Road Frontage Improvements (West Side)
Street "C"/Faletto Avenue
Street "C"
Club Center Drive - Full (Segment 4 and 6)
Club Center Drive - Half (Segment 5)
Street "F"
Club Center Drive/Street "G"
Subtotal Roadway Segments (Rounded)
Entry Monumentation
National Drive at Del Paso Road
Club Center Drive at Del Paso Road
Subtotal Entry Monumentation (Rounded)

$1,337,900
$1,084,000
$184,000
$630,000
$1,093,400
$1,049,600
$1,149,800
$690,000
$297,300
$1,084,400
$8,600,000
$74,750
$74,750
$150,000

Traffic Signals
Del Paso Road/National Drive
Del Paso Road/Club Center Drive
Del Paso Road/Sorento Road
Subtotal Traffic Signals (Rounded)

$500,800
$690,700
$690,700
$1,882,000

Traffic Circles
Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "C"
Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "G"
Traffic Circle - National Drive
Subtotal Traffic Circles (Rounded)

$473,600
$473,600
$473,600
$1,421,000

Total On-Site Roadway Costs (Rounded)

$12,053,000

Off-Site Roadway Cost (Elkhorn Boulevard)
Elkhorn Blvd. Segment - State Route 99 to East Commerce
Elkhorn Blvd. Segment - East Commerce Way to Natomas Blvd.
Elkhorn Blvd. Segment - Natomas Blvd. to City Limit East
Elkhorn Blvd. Segment - City Limit East to Panhandle Limit East
Total Off-Site Roadway Cost (Rounded)
Total Roadway Costs (Rounded)

$24,000
$242,000
$125,000
$77,000
$468,000
$12,521,000
roads

Source: MacKay & Somps (August 24, 2017 and November 29, 2017); City of Sacramento.
[1] Includes engineering and contingency.
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Sanitary Sewer
SASD will serve the Project with sanitary sewer collection and treatment. The Finance Plan
includes backbone sanitary sewer improvements needed to convey sanitary sewer flows to the
Upper Northwest Interceptor. Existing off-site collector and trunk sewer pipelines stubbed to the
Project’s western boundary are sufficient to accommodate sanitary sewer flows generated by the
Project, and therefore no off-site improvements will be required to accommodate Panhandle
development. On-site backbone sewer improvements consist of trunk lines sized 15 inches and
greater, as well as associated manholes sized 48 inches and greater.
Sanitary sewer improvement cost estimates total approximately $1.0 million, as shown on
Table 3-2. Sanitary sewer improvement costs are based on the assumption of construction
concurrent with road improvements; cost estimates therefore exclude pavement removal and
replacement, roadway, and erosion control–related items.
This Finance Plan is based on the assumption the Project is eligible for SASD reimbursements for
credits for sanitary sewer trunk improvements.

Drainage
Backbone storm drain infrastructure serving the Project is designed to meet City design criteria.
In addition, because the Project is located in the Natomas Basin, the storm drainage system is
designed to modify peak flows such that they do not exceed Reclamation District 1000 postdevelopment runoff criteria.
Stormwater flows generated in the Project generally will drain from east to west to a proposed
detention basin and then will be pumped to existing trunk line facilities located in Club Center
Drive. The detention basin is designed to accommodate the Project’s flood control and
stormwater quality treatment requirements.
The backbone storm drain system includes a network of backbone storm drain lines, expansion
of an existing detention basin owned by Twin Rivers Joint Unified School District, and associated
outfall structures and pumps. The Finance Plan also includes acquisition of approximately
6.7 acres of land needed to expand the existing detention basin. MacKay & Somps provided
drainage system improvement cost estimates, which total approximately $13.1 million, as shown
on Table 3-3.
Based on the City drainage system design criteria and state regulatory requirements, the
Project’s drainage system must be constructed to accommodate existing condition flows from the
Krumenacher Ranch project. In the event the Krumenacher Ranch project develops at a later
date, additional improvements may be required to accommodate additional flows generated by
that development activity. These improvements may be effected independent of the Panhandle
drainage system or via expansion of and upgrades to Panhandle drainage facilities. The
Krumenacher Ranch property will be responsible for drainage system improvements needed to
accommodate that site’s developed condition, including any upgrades to the Panhandle drainage
system (e.g., expansion of the detention basin).

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)
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Table 3-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Sanitary Sewer Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Item

Sewer

Amount

SASD
Credits/
Reimbursements

Net
Amount

[2]
Sanitary Sewer Costs
Trunk Sanitary Sewer [1] [2]
15" Trunk Sewer Line
18" Trunk Sewer Line
21" Trunk Sewer Line
48" Trunk Sewer Manhole
60" Trunk Sewer Manhole
Subtotal Trunk Sanitary Sewer (Rounded)
15% Contingency
Subtotal with Contingency
30% Engineering and Management
Total Trunk Sanitary Sewer
Total Sanitary Sewer Costs (Rounded)

$153,600
$286,200
$118,800
$104,000
$28,500
$691,000
$104,000
$795,000
$239,000
$1,034,000

($114,726)
($227,497)
($97,603)
($49,725)
($17,667)
($507,000)
($76,000)
($583,000)
($175,000)
($758,000)

$38,874
$58,703
$21,197
$54,275
$10,833
$184,000
$28,000
$212,000
$64,000
$276,000

$1,034,000

($758,000)

$276,000
sewer

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017).
[1] Trunk sewer assumes construction concurrent with road improvements, excludes pavement
removal and replacement, roadway and erosion control related items.
[2] Eligible for SASD reimbursements/credits for trunk sanitary sewer facilities. Reimbursement/credit
amount based on MacKay & Somps preliminary estimate.
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Table 3-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Storm Drainage Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Drainage

Item

Amount

Storm Drainage Costs [1]
Storm Drain System [2]
24" Storm Drain
27" Storm Drain
30" Storm Drain
42" Storm Drain
48" Storm Drain
60" Storm Drain
66" Storm Drain
72" Storm Drain
78" Storm Drain
78" Storm Drain Outfall
Subtotal Storm Drain System (Rounded)
15% Contingency
Subtotal with Contingency
30% Engineering and Management
Total Storm Drain System (Rounded) [3]

$132,600
$67,900
$35,300
$75,100
$217,000
$230,000
$189,800
$1,595,800
$3,080,000
$60,000
$5,684,000
$853,000
$6,536,500
$1,961,000
$8,498,000

Detention Basin
Detention Pond - Excavation
Detention Pond - Finish Grading
Pump Station Outlet Structure
Pump Station Inlet Structure
Pump Station
Weir Erosion Protection - Rip Rap 1' Deep
Detention Pond - Maintenance Path
Metal Access Gate
12 Concrete Access Ramp
6" Concrete Spillway
Geotextiles
Rip Rap/Cobble Rock Protection at Outfall Structure
Hydroseed/Landscaping
Detention Pond - Fencing
Detention Pond - Fencing: Tubular Steel (Housing)
Detention Pond - Landscaping (25% coverage & trees)
Subtotal Detention Basin (Rounded)
15% Contingency
Subtotal with Contingency
30% Engineering and Management
Total Detention Basin (Rounded) [4]

$444,500
$44,400
$15,000
$20,000
$500,000
$19,100
$59,400
$5,000
$22,100
$28,800
$88,800
$1,800
$32,800
$33,000
$28,900
$584,300
$1,928,000
$289,000
$2,216,900
$665,000
$2,882,000

Subtotal Storm Drainage Costs

11,380,000

Land Acquisition (6.7 acres) [5]

$1,675,000

Total Storm Drainage Costs (Rounded)

$13,055,000
drain

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017).
[1] Not eligible for reimbursements from the City of Sacramento or any
other public agency fee program.
[2] Storm drain assumes construction concurrent with road improvements,
and excludes pavement removal and replacement.
[3] Storm drain system includes the components listed above because
each segment of pipe is required for a complete functioning system.
[4] The school has already acquired the land and excavated their portion of
the basin (6.9 acres). Dirtwork and above quantities are based on basin
expansion and completion.
[5] Based on $250,000 per acre from MacKay & Somps.
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To the extent Krumenacher Ranch development uses the Panhandle detention basin, expanding
drainage capacity within its planned footprint, Krumenacher Ranch should fund their fair share of
land acquisition costs associated with the detention basin facility. Should Krumenacher Ranch
development proceed and use the Panhandle detention basin facility, the City will condition that
project to reimburse Panhandle property owners, based on the calculations presented in
Table 3-4 and subject to inflation adjustments. In addition, to the extent that Krumenacher
Ranch ties into or otherwise uses Panhandle drainage facilities, the City may consider updates to
this Finance Plan to reflect revised cost participation and allocation with consideration to the
Krumenacher property.
Regional Drainage Improvements
This Finance Plan assumes the Project will fulfill its obligation to regional drainage improvements
through the payment of Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) and Reclamation
District 100 fees and assessments.

Water
The City will provide water service to the Project upon its connection to the existing water supply
and distribution network. Existing water distribution facilities near the Project include facilities
located along Faletto Avenue, Club Center Drive, Aimwell Avenue, Mayfield Street, and Del Paso
Road. The City determines placement of new water distribution facilities as development plans are
formulated. Provision of water service to the Project land uses will require the construction of
onsite water transmission and distribution facilities. No offsite improvements will be required to
provide water service to the Project.
Transmission mains used to convey large volumes of water from the treatment plants to selected
points throughout the distribution system are generally considered backbone infrastructure while
distribution facilities are typically considered subdivision infrastructure. This Finance Plan
therefore includes the onsite 18-inch and 24-inch transmission lines that will connect to City
facilities for the delivery of water to Project land uses.
Transmission line improvement costs are based on assumed construction concurrent with road
improvements; the cost estimate therefore excludes pavement removal and replacement and
utility conflict resolution. MacKay & Somps provided water improvement cost estimates, which
total approximately $2.7 million, as shown on Table 3-5. The Finance Plan is based on the
assumption that these costs will be eligible for credits and/or reimbursements from the City’s
water development impact fee program, up to the full cost of the improvements.

Community and Neighborhood Parks
The Project is required to provide a total of 15.7 acres of community and neighborhood park
facilities, based on the City’s current Quimby ordinance obligations, as shown on Table 3-6. The
Project is meeting this demand by providing two park facilities, for a total of approximately
15.6 acres. The total park acres provided will be refined as individual final maps are processed.
Preliminary cost estimates for development of the parks facilities are based on the park impact
fee revenue generated by the Project. Shown in Table 3-7, the total cost for all park facilities is
estimated at $5.6 million.
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Table 3-4
Panhandle Finance Plan
Krumenacher Ranch Drainage Cost - Offsite Future Reimbursement [1]

Item

Formula

Amount

Total Acres [1]

a

648.4

Krumenacher Ranch Acres [1]

b

122.3

c=b/a

19%

Krumenacher Ranch as a Percent of Total
Project Land Acquisition Cost

d

Krumenacher Ranch Drainage Cost
Land Acquisition
Total Krumenacher Ranch Drainage Cost

e=d*c

$1,675,000
$316,000
$316,000
offsite

Source: MacKay & Somps.
[1] In the event that Krumenacher Ranch proceeds and uses the Panhandle detention
basin, the City will seek reimbursement from Krumenacher Ranch to pay for their fair
share of the land acquisition cost for the detention basin.
[2] Acreage from the Drainage System Modeling Report for Natomas Panhandle
(September 23, 2016), prepared by MacKay & Somps.
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Table 3-5
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Potable Water Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Item

Water

Amount

Net
Amount

Credits [2]

Water Costs
Transmission Main [1]
18" Water Transmission Main
24" Water Transmission Main
Subtotal Water Transmission Main (Rounded)
15% Contingency
Subtotal with Contingency
30% Engineering and Management
Total Water Transmission Main (Rounded)
Total Water Costs (Rounded)

$128,000
$1,674,000
$1,802,000
$270,000
$2,072,000
$622,000
$2,694,000

-

$128,000
$1,674,000
$1,802,000
$270,000
$2,072,000
$622,000
$2,694,000

$2,694,000

($2,694,000)

$0
water

Source: MacKay & Somps (November 29, 2017).
[1] Transmission main construction costs assume construction concurrent with road improvements.
Excludes pavement removal and replacement and utility conflict resolution.
[2] Water credits will be applied against the City of Sacramento 1" water meter fee paid at building
permit by Panhandle development up to the credit amount shown.
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Table 3-6
Panhandle Finance Plan
Quimby Park Requirement

Quimby
Factor [1]

Land Use

Acres Required
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Total Acres Required

0.0095
0.0095
0.0095

Net Acres Provided (Excluding Ninos Parkway) [3]
Difference

Units

Acres [2]

340
869
453
1,662

3.21
8.21
4.28
15.71
15.59
(0.12)
quimby

Source: City of Sacramento.
[1] Based on the Quimby factor for low density residential from the Panhandle Annexation and Planned Unit
Development Project Environmental Impact Report prepared by Ascent Environmental, Inc. (June 2017).
[2] May differ from land use plan or MacKay & Somps because of rounding.
[3] Net acres provided are from MacKay & Somps and do not match Table 1-1 due to rounding.
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Table 3-7
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Other Public Facilities Costs (2018$)

Item
Units

Total
1,662

Public Facilities Cost per Unit
Neighborhood and Community Parks [1]
Regional Park Land Acquisition [2]
Transit [2]
Fire Facilities [2]
Community Center [2]
Library [2]
Schools [1]
Total Public Facilities Cost
Neighborhood and Community Parks [1]
Regional Park Land Acquisition [2]
Transit [2]
Fire Facilities [2]
Community Center [2]
Library [2]
Schools [1]

$5,617,560
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$12,915,150

Estates (E)

Residential
Traditional (T)

340

869

453

$3,380
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$8,700

$3,380
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$7,830

$3,380
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$6,960

$1,149,200
$742,220
$181,900
$184,620
$707,200
$289,680
$2,958,000

$2,937,220
$1,897,027
$464,915
$471,867
$1,807,520
$740,388
$6,804,270

$1,531,140
$988,899
$242,355
$245,979
$942,240
$385,956
$3,152,880

Village (V)

pf costs

Source: City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1] Assumes cost is equal to fee revenue generated by Panhandle PUD development.
[2] Calculated based on North Natomas development impact fees, current as of February 2018.
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Regional Park Facilities
In addition to the Quimby parks, the Project will contribute to the development of regional park
facilities located in the NNCP Area. The Project will contribute an equivalent payment to that of
development projects in the NNFP for the acquisition of the North Natomas regional park. These
payments will help fund regional park development costs, including payment of the Natomas
Basin Habitat Conservation Plan fees associated with the regional park.

Open Space and Trails
The Finance Plan includes the cost of Ninos Parkway landscaping, construction of the Powerline
Trail facility, and Panhandle’s contribution to the Sotnip Trail, which are discussed in more detail
below.
Ninos Parkway

Ninos Parkway is a 20.1-acre open space parkway located in the WAPA corridor that traverses
the length of the Project. Ninos Parkway is envisioned as an integrated system of open spaces,
recreational facilities, community gardens, and parks connected by a Class 1 bicycle and
pedestrian trail—the Powerline Trail (also known as the WAPA Corridor Trail).
Landscaping costs for Ninos Parkway include the 20-foot landscape area adjacent to the
Powerline Trail and open space in the WAPA corridor, as well as approximately 8 acres of
neighborhood park space located in the WAPA corridor. The park space in Ninos Parkway is not
included in the Quimby calculation and is not eligible for PIF funding because of WAPA easement
constraints. Ninos Parkway costs are estimated by MacKay & Somps and the City. The total cost
of Ninos Parkway is estimated to be $4.3 million, as shown on Table 3-8. Note that this
estimate excludes the cost of the Powerline Trail facility, which is discussed in the next section.
Trails

The Project includes two separate Class 1 bike trails: the Powerline Trail and the Sotnip Trail.
The Powerline Trail is a 12-foot paved trail with a 2-foot decomposed granite shoulders and
10-foot landscape corridors that extends the entire north-south length of the Project in Ninos
Parkway. As shown on Table 3-8, the estimated cost of the Powerline trail is approximately
$525,000.
The Finance Plan also includes the Project’s share of construction costs for the Sotnip Trail
facility, a 1,200-foot-long 12-foot Class 1 trail between Sorento Road and Kenmar Road, needed
to provide bicycle and pedestrian connectivity to the City’s existing trail network. The total cost
of the Sotnip Trail is $900,000. Panhandle's contribution is $300,000; the remaining $600,000
will be funded by other benefitting properties or other funding sources. The Project’s share of
the Sotnip Trail is funded by the Panhandle Fee Program. According to the Project conditions of
approval, the $300,000 contribution for the Sotnip Trail will be paid on a per-unit basis by the
first 50 percent of permits. This Finance Plan allocates the total cost on a planwide basis to
equalize costs across all benefitting Panhandle land uses.
As estimated by MacKay & Somps and the City, the total cost of trails is estimated to be
$1.4 million, as shown on Table 3-8.
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Table 3-8
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Ninos Parkway/Trails Costs - Rounded (2018$)

Item

Ninos Parkway/
Trails

Amount

Ninos Parkway [1]
20' Landscape Area Adjacent to 12' Trail
Open Space in WAPA Corridor
Park Space in WAPA Corridor - Landscape/Turf
Park Space in WAPA Corridor - Minimal Landscape/Natural
Total Ninos Parkway

$1,602,700
$134,400
$695,500
$1,864,900
$4,297,500

Trails
Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail [1] [2]
Sotnip Trail [3]
Subtotal Trails

$525,100
$900,000
$1,425,100

Total Ninos Parkway/Trails

$5,722,600
trails

Source: MacKay & Somps; City of Sacramento.
[1] Includes contingency and engineering.
[2] Includes 12' Powerline Trail with decomposed granite shoulders within the
WAPA Corridor.
[3] Assumes a 1,200-foot-long trail between Sorento Road and Kenmar Road.
The total cost of the Sotnip Trail is $900,000. Panhandle's contribution is
$300,000 with the remaining $600,000 being funded by other benefitting properties.
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TDIF Credits

The City of Sacramento TDIF includes funding for improvements accommodating alternative
transportation modes, including the bicycle and pedestrian network. Because the Powerline Trail
and Sotnip Trail are part of the City’s bicycle and pedestrian networks, construction and financial
participation in funding these facilities are credible against the alternative modes potion of the
TDIF program. Through construction of the Powerline Trail and Sotnip Trail funding contribution,
Panhandle development will fulfill their obligations to fund improvements accommodating
alternative transportation modes. As a result, Panhandle development will be eligible for a credit
against the Citywide TDIF, in the full amount of the alternative modes component of the fee.
The Powerline Trail and Sotnip Trail construction cost and funding contribution, which will be
approximately $825,100, will be funded by Panhandle, with a portion of the construction cost
being offset by the TDIF credit. As shown on Table A-7 in Appendix A, the maximum TDIF
credits generated by Panhandle development for the alternative modes component of the TDIF is
approximately $619,800. Table A-8 shows the resulting TDIF rates by land use category.

Transit Facilities
The Project will contribute to the funding of transit facilities based on the same methodology and
costs as were used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The Project’s cost responsibility for transit
facilities is estimated based on the costs used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The fee amount
associated with transit facilities are estimated at approximately $889,000, as shown in
Table 3-7.

Fire Facilities
The Project will contribute to the funding of fire facilities based on the same methodology and
costs as were used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The Project’s cost responsibility for fire
facilities is estimated based on the costs used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The fee amount
associated with fire facilities are estimated at approximately $902,000, as shown in Table 3-7.

Community Center Facilities
The Project will be required to share in the funding of community center facilities at the same
rate as development in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The cost is estimated based on the costs
used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The fee amount associated with Community Center facilities
for the Project is estimated at $3.5 million, as shown in Table 3-7.

Library Facilities
The Project will contribute to the funding of library facilities based on the same methodology and
costs as were used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The Project’s cost responsibility for library
facilities is estimated based on the costs used in the NNFP and Nexus Study. The fee amount
associated with library facilities is estimated at approximately $1.4 million, as shown in
Table 3-8.
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Schools
The Project is located in the Twin Rivers Unified School District (TRUSD) and Robla School
District (RSD), and students in the Project are anticipated to ultimately attend the proposed
elementary school and middle school/high school that will be constructed in the Project.
Payment of the existing Senate Bill 50 Level 1 school impact fee fulfills the Project’s obligation
for school facility construction.
Table 3-7 shows the estimated cost for schools is approximately $12.9 million, which is based
on the assumption the cost is equal to fee revenue generated by the Project.
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4.

INFRASTRUCTURE FINANCING STRATEGY AND
FUNDING SOURCES

This chapter outlines the Project’s financing strategy and describes how a combination of funding
sources will be used to fund the backbone infrastructure and other public facilities required to
serve the Project.

Financing Strategy and Funding Sources Overview
The backbone infrastructure and public facilities required to serve development at the Project will
be funded using a combination of public and private funding sources. Specific requirements for
developer construction of backbone infrastructure and public facilities will be defined in tentative
map conditions and DA requirements.
Initially, developers will construct and privately finance the construction costs for most of the
backbone infrastructure (roads, sewer, water, drainage) needed at the outset of development.
Developers also are anticipated to construct and privately finance the construction cost of parks,
open space, and trail facilities. In addition, the financing strategy includes formation of one or
more land-secured bond financing districts (e.g., Mello-Roos CFD or Assessment District), which
may fund a portion of the total backbone infrastructure and other public facility costs needed at
the outset of development.
For these developer-constructed improvements, the developers also will receive credits or
reimbursements from the appropriate existing or new fee programs (including the Panhandle
Impact Fee Program discussed in this chapter) depending on credit/reimbursement eligibility and
policy requirements of the appropriate agency.
For most of the remaining Public Facilities, the Project’s developers will pay applicable existing
and new development impact fees. The Panhandle Impact Fee Program will fund Panhandle
public facility obligations such as transit, regional park land acquisition, open space
corridor/trails, fire, community centers, and library.

Detailed Sources of Funding
The following sections detail the currently available sources identified to fund Project Facilities:




Existing City and Other Agency Fee Programs.
Panhandle Impact Fee Program.
Other Funding Sources.

Table 1-3 (on page 5) shows the proposed funding source for each public facility at buildout.
Under this funding strategy, approximately $22.0 million will be funded through existing
development impact fees, approximately $36.9 million will be funded by the proposed Panhandle
Impact Fee, and approximately $5.0 million will be funded from other funding sources.
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Existing City and Other Agency Fee Programs
Specific building projects will be subject to all applicable City and other agency development
impact fees in place at the time of acceptance of the building permit application. Revenues
generated by certain specific fee programs will be available to directly fund backbone
infrastructure and public facilities identified in this Finance Plan. Fee program revenues
generated by the following fee programs may be available to partially or fully fund Facilities
required for Project development and therefore are included in the Finance Plan and estimated in
Table C-1 in Appendix C:





Citywide Park Impact Fee.
Citywide Water System Development Fee.
SASD Development Impact Fee.
TRUSD and RSD School Mitigation Fee.

The sections below offer additional detail regarding fee programs that may provide partial or full
funding for backbone infrastructure and public facilities.
Citywide PIF

In February 2017, the City adopted an update to the citywide PIF. All new residential and
nonresidential development in the City is subject to the PIF, which funds park improvements in
the Community Plan Area in which a project is located. In addition, the updated PIF includes a
new fee component that funds citywide park facilities (e.g., regional parks, community centers,
aquatic centers, etc.). This Finance Plan is based on the assumption Panhandle development will
fulfill all Quimby park improvement obligations through payment of the PIF.
Citywide Water System Development Fee

The City charges a citywide fee on all new connections to the water system to fund water
treatment and transmission facilities to provide water to customers in the City. Water
development fees are estimated to fund the $2.7 million in backbone water infrastructure costs,
which may take the form of impact fee credits or reimbursements.
SASD Impact Fee

SASD levies a development impact fee to fund sewer capacity, infrastructure, and associated
costs. Approximately $758,000 of backbone sewer infrastructure is anticipated to be funded by
SASD impact fees, which may take the form of impact fee credits and reimbursements for
developer-constructed infrastructure.
School District Impact Fees

State law allows school districts to impose fees on new residential and nonresidential
development. Level I fees are capped by law, and that cap amount is split between elementary
and high school districts. If school districts meet certain criteria, they may impose Level II fees
on residential development. Level II fees are not capped but follow a strict formula set forth in
the law. The Project pays the current Level 1 fees for TRUSD and RSD, which will satisfy
Panhandle’s funding obligation for school facilities.
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Other Existing Development Impact Fee Programs and Charges

The Project will be subject to other City, County, and Other Agency development impact fee
programs that are not anticipated to fund Project-related backbone infrastructure and public
facilities. These fees are identified in Table C-1 in Appendix C.

Proposed Panhandle Impact Fee Program
Detailed further in Chapter 5, the proposed Panhandle Impact Fee will fund those backbone
infrastructure and public facilities costs that are not funded by existing fee programs or other
funding sources identified in the section to follow. Facilities included in the Panhandle Impact
Fee include those facilities with planwide benefits (i.e., serve multiple individual subdivisions),
the costs of which should be distributed amongst Panhandle land uses and ownership interests.
The Panhandle Impact Fee Program will be a City-implemented, plan area-specific development
impact fee program applicable only to new Panhandle development. Potential infrastructure and
public facilities to be funded by this fee are roadway, sewer, drainage, water, regional park land
acquisition, open space corridor/trails, transit, fire, community center, and library.
Integration with the NNFP
One of the central purposes of the Panhandle Impact Fee Program is to maintain equity and
fairness between the Project development and development in the rest of the NNCP area through
financial participation in common benefitting public improvements. Because the Project public
facility obligation will be financed via a mechanism separate from the NNFP, certain policies that
apply in the NNFP also should apply to the Panhandle PFFP. Panhandle PUD will therefore pay
the same rate as the NNCP area for regional park land acquisition, transit, fire, community
center, and library. This rate will be adjusted periodically in concert with updates to the NNFP.
Panhandle Impact Fee Program revenue retained by the City for public facilities such as regional
park land acquisition, transit, fire, community center, and library will be used by the City for the
construction of North Natomas public facilities included in the NNFP or for reimbursement to
North Natomas developers if the City has collected adequate revenue to construct the public
facilities in the NNFP.

Other Funding Sources
Other funding sources anticipated to fund a portion of required backbone infrastructure and
public facilities include reimbursement from adjacent development and private developer
funding.
Other Development Projects

The Project will participate in funding of facilities whose benefit is shared by other neighboring
development projects. Specifically, certain off-site roadway contributions ultimately will benefit
the Krumenacher property to the north of the Panhandle PUD. Table 1-3 in Chapter 1 shows
the off-site future reimbursements anticipated for construction or funding of infrastructure
benefitting future development on this site.
Furthermore, the Sotnip Trail benefits other development projects. Panhandle's cost contribution
is $300,000 with the remaining $600,000 being funded by other benefitting properties.
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Drainage Improvements
As discussed at length in Chapter 3, it is unclear at this time if Krumenacher Ranch will develop,
and if they do develop, it is unclear how their drainage system will be configured. As shown on
Table 3-4 in Chapter 3, to the extent development of the Krumenacher Ranch property
proceeds and uses the Panhandle detention basin, that property should reimburse the Panhandle
PUD for the portion of the detention basin land acquisition costs that benefit the property. The
City may consider future updates to the Panhandle Impact Fee Program should Krumenacher
Ranch tie into the Panhandle drainage system.
Private Developer Funding

Certain facilities will be the responsibility of individual project developers to fund. Specifically,
Ninos Parkway landscaping may be funded by a combination of private developer cash, equity, or
private debt financing. The developers also will have sole responsibility for funding and
constructing in-tract infrastructure and most frontage improvements.

Land-Secured Financing
This Finance Plan includes the potential use of land-secured financing for a portion of Backbone
Infrastructure and Public Facilities costs. Although this Finance Plan identifies sources of funding
for all the included Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities, major Facility oversizing and
substantial up-front capital outlays may be required for certain projects. Land-secured financing,
in the form of either a Mello-Roos CFD or an Assessment District, may be used to provide debt
financing for some of these oversized Facilities:



Mello-Roos CFD. The Mello-Roos Community Facilities Act of 1982 enables public agencies
to form CFDs and levy a special tax on property owners in those CFDs. These special taxes
may be used to pay debt service on CFD bonds or to finance public improvements directly on
a pay-as-you-go (PAYGO) basis.



Assessment Districts. California statutes give local governments the authority to levy
several special assessments for specific public improvements such as streets, storm drains,
sewers, streetlights, curbs, gutters, and sidewalks. The agency creates a special Assessment
District that defines both the area to benefit from the improvements and the properties that
will pay for the improvements.

A CFD is the most likely form of land-secured financing to be used to mitigate up-front costs of
construction or acquisition of backbone infrastructure and public facilities in the Project, and it is
anticipated that Project developers may elect to form a CFD on all or a portion of the Project.
The proceeds from a CFD bond sale can be used for direct funding of improvements, to acquire
facilities constructed by the developer, to reimburse developers for advance-funding
improvements, or to pay certain development fees. The annual special tax can be used toward
bond debt service or to build or reimburse for infrastructure as needed. The proceeds of the
Mello-Roos special tax can be used for direct funding of facilities or to service bond debt.
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Tables 4-1 and 4-2 show a preliminary estimate of Mello-Roos CFD bonding capacity of the
Project, based on assumptions regarding tax rates, reserve fund requirements, and interest
rates. Based on current assumptions, the Project is estimated to have capacity to bond for
approximately $32.9 million, of which $26.9 million is available to fund Project infrastructure
costs. Actual tax rates and related bond capacity will be established at the time of formation of
the CFD. Table 4-3 shows an overall estimated value to lien ratio of 20:1 at buildout.

Phasing and the Financing Strategy
Phasing of public facility construction is an important component of the overall financing
strategy. The ability to sequence public facilities will depend on the type of facility and the pace
of new development. When possible, construction of public facilities will be sequenced over time
as needed to serve new development. The sequencing of public facility costs will help ensure
that adequate monies are available from the various financing sources to fund the public facility
improvements.
Completion of backbone infrastructure and other public facilities will be phased to serve logical
increments of development, based on the demand for such facilities as the Project builds out.
The timing and amount of development in each increment will depend on many factors, such as
market demand. In the normal course of the development approval process, the City will
condition the Project’s tentative map(s) with backbone infrastructure and other public facility
requirements.
The Finance Plan is designed to be flexible enough to accommodate faster or slower growth of
Project development in response to the market for housing and nonresidential development.
The developers of the Project will be responsible for advance funding and constructing all of the
backbone infrastructure and public facilities needed to serve the Project, unless the City and
Project proponents agree otherwise to City construction of specific improvements. Subject to the
City’s fee credit and reimbursement policies, some or all of this private funding will be
reimbursed to the landowners/developers over time as the City is able to issue public debt
through the CFD, issue credits due for landowner/developer proportionate share of fees, and
collect fees from other developers that will provide reimbursements. The time frame for
reimbursement is unknown and could be a considerable period of time depending on market
conditions and the actual absorption of the development projects. There is no guarantee the
initial developers will be fully reimbursed for the costs to oversize facilities for later development
projects.
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DRAFT
Table 4-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Bond Sizing (2018$)

Item

Assumptions

Estimated
Bond Sizing

Maximum Special Taxes Available for Debt Service
Estimated Annual Maximum Special Taxes
Less Estimated Administration Costs
Less Delinquency Coverage
Adjustment for Rounding
Estimated Gross Debt Service (Rounded)

4.00%
10.00%

$2,493,000
($100,000)
($249,000)
$6,000
$2,150,000

Bond Proceeds and Bond Size
Total Bond Size
Adjustment for Rounding
Total Bond Size (Rounded)
Increase for Annual Escalation [1]
Total Bond Size (Rounded)

$27,364,000
$36,000
$27,400,000
$5,480,000
$32,880,000

Estimated Bond Proceeds
Rounded Bond Size
Less Capitalized Interest
Less Bond Reserve Fund
Less Issuance Cost
Estimated Bond Proceeds

12 months
1-yr. debt service
5.00%

Assumptions [2]
Interest Rate
Term
Annual Escalation

$32,880,000
($2,219,000)
($2,150,000)
($1,644,000)
$26,867,000

6.75%
30 years
2%
est bond

Source: EPS.
[1] Assumes special taxes are escalated 2.0% annually for 30 years, which increases total
bond size by approximately 20%.
[2] Estimated bond sizing based on conservative assumptions. The interest rate will be
determined at the time of the bond sale. This analysis is based on an assumed bond
term of 30 years.
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DRAFT
Table 4-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Bond Proceeds (2018$)

Item

Formula

Units

Prelim.
Max. Special
Tax Rate

A

B

Maximum Special Tax
Amount
% of Total

C = A *B

D = C / Total

Bond Size [1]
Amount
Per Unit/Acre

E= D x total bond

F=E/A

Max Tax

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses
Total

$1,500
$1,500
$1,500

G = D x bond

H=G/A

proceeds

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

Bond Proceeds
Amount
Per Unit

per unit

$510,000
$1,303,500
$679,500
$2,493,000

20.46%
52.29%
27.26%
100.00%

$6,726,354
$17,191,769
$8,961,877
$32,880,000

$2,493,000

100.00%

$32,880,000

$19,783
$19,783
$19,783

per unit

$5,496,258
$14,047,788
$7,322,955
$26,867,000

$16,165
$16,165
$16,165

$26,867,000

34

proceeds

Source: EPS.
[1] Assumes special taxes are escalated 2.0% annually for 30 years, which increases total Bond Size by approximately 20%.

Prepared by EPS 5/9/2018

P:\162000\162130 Panhandle Finance Plan\Models\162130 M11 05-01-18.xlsx

DRAFT
Table 4-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Project Buildout Value-to-Lien Ratio (2018$)

Item

Amount

Estimated Project Buildout Value
Estimated Bond Size

$661,975,000
$32,880,000

Estimated Buildout Value-to-Lien Ratio

20:1
VTL
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5.

PANHANDLE IMPACT FEE PROGRAM

This Finance Plan proposes adoption of a new plan area fee program (i.e., Panhandle Impact Fee
Program) to fund Project backbone infrastructure and public facilities. The proposed Panhandle
Impact Fee Program is designed to fund construction of Backbone Infrastructure improvements
and Public Facilities necessary to accommodate new residents generated by Plan Area
development after taking into consideration a variety of other funding sources for the
improvements.

Panhandle Impact Fee Program
The proposed Panhandle Impact Fee Program will be required to fund the cost of Backbone
Infrastructure and Public Facilities that are needed in the Project to accommodate planned
development but that are not funded by existing fee programs or other sources of revenue.
Backbone Infrastructure and Public Facilities to be included in the proposed Panhandle Impact
Fee Program include the following improvements:












Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Drainage Land Acquisition
Sotnip Trail (Panhandle cost contribution)
Powerline Corridor Class I Bike Trail (WAPA Corridor)
Regional Park Land Acquisition
Transit
Fire Facilities
Community Center
Library

Panhandle Impact Fee Program Cost Allocation
To ensure developed land uses will fund their pro-rata share of Backbone Infrastructure and
Public Facilities, the cost of such improvements is allocated across all land uses, based on the
relative need for the improvements generated by each land use as measured by equivalent
dwelling unit (EDU) factors and/or other measure of benefit such as developable acres.
The purpose of allocating certain improvement costs among the various land uses is to provide
an equitable method of funding required infrastructure. The key to apportioning the cost of
improvements to different land uses is the assumption that the demands placed on Backbone
Infrastructure improvements are related to land use type and that such demands can be stated
in relative terms for all particular land uses. It is by relating demand for facilities to land use
types that a reasonable nexus, or relationship, can be established to apportion each land use’s
“fair share” costs.
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An EDU is a common use factor that enables the allocation of improvement costs among
residential and nonresidential land uses. An EDU is defined as the amount of facility use for each
land use relative to a single-family unit.
Table 5-1 shows a summary of the total cost and the basis on which costs are allocated for each
type of Facility to be included in the proposed Panhandle Fee Program. These cost allocation
factors calculate the relative need by land use for each facility type based on a measurement of
demand generated. For example, roadway improvements are allocated on an EDU basis based
on the relative vehicle trips generated per residential unit.
Cost Allocation Methodology

The methodology for allocating costs needed to accommodate new land uses is summarized
below:
1. Determine the total cost of new backbone infrastructure required to serve the new residents
in the Plan Area.
2. Determine the net cost of infrastructure to be funded by the Panhandle Impact Fee Program
after accounting for other financing sources, such as citywide sources, State and federal
sources, development impact fees, and other plan areas.
3. Determine the amount of development in the Plan Area that will need to be served by new
backbone infrastructure.
4. For each infrastructure improvement needed to accommodate new Panhandle development:
a. Determine the appropriate cost allocation factor by which to allocate to different land
uses the cost of the infrastructure needed to serve new development.
b. Apply the appropriate cost allocation factor to each land use type to determine the
allocation of costs to each land use category.
c.

Divide the total cost allocated to each land use zoning category by the number of
dwelling units for residential land uses to determine the cost per dwelling unit.

5. Add an administration component to fund the administration, oversight, implementation, and
updates to the Panhandle Fee Program.
Appendix A shows how the Facilities costs were allocated to each new land use using EDU
factors as described above.
Additional administrative costs associated with completing and periodically updating the
proposed Panhandle Impact Fee Program is equal to 3 percent of the Panhandle Impact Fee for
each benefiting land use category.
Table 5-1 shows the preliminary cost allocations, on a per-unit basis, for Backbone
Infrastructure and Public Facilities improvements.
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Table 5-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Panhandle Special Financing District Program Fee (2018$)

Item

Reference

Units

Total Fee
Revenue

Estates (E)

1,662

Residential
Traditional (T)

340

Village (V)

869

453

38

Backbone Infrastructure
Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Drainage Land Acquisition
Subtotal Backbone Infrastructure

Table A-1
Table A-2
Table A-3
Table A-4

$12,407,000
$276,000
$11,380,000
$1,675,000
$25,738,000

$7,465
$166
$8,925
$1,314
$17,869

$7,465
$166
$6,813
$1,003
$15,447

$7,465
$166
$5,353
$788
$13,773

Public Facilities
Sotnip Trail [1]
Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail
Regional Park Land Acquisition
Transit
Fire Facilities
Community Center
Library
Subtotal Public Facilities

Table A-5
Table A-6
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]
[2]

$300,000
$525,100
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$11,117,866

$181
$316
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$6,689

$181
$316
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$6,689

$181
$316
$2,183
$535
$543
$2,080
$852
$6,689

$36,855,866

$24,559

$22,136

$20,462

$1,105,676

$737

$664

$614

$37,961,542

$25,296

$22,800

$21,076

per unit

Total
Administration (3%)
Total with Administration

per unit

per unit

sfd

Source: City of Sacramento; MacKay and Somps; EPS.
[1] According to the Project conditions of approval, the $300,000 contribution for the Sotnip Trail will be paid on a per-unit basis
by the first 50 percent of permits. This Finance Plan allocates the total cost on a planwide basis to equalize costs across
all benefitting Panhandle land uses.
[2] Calculated based on North Natomas development impact fees.
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Panhandle Impact Fee Program Implementation
The cost allocation methodology described above will provide the basis for establishing the
Panhandle Impact Fee Program. Updated nexus studies will finalize the cost allocation formulas
and provide the necessary findings to update the fee program. Both the Finance Plan and the
nexus studies will be updated periodically as more updated costs, funding, and land use data are
available. Owners of developing parcels will be required to fund their share of facility costs
through the fee program or through alternative funding sources.
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6.

FEASIBILITY OF THE FINANCE PLAN

This chapter reviews issues associated to the compatibility of the Finance Plan with the NNFP and
the overall financial feasibility of the Finance Plan. The financial feasibility is addressed by
reviewing a total infrastructure burden analysis, as well as bond issuance guidelines, to ensure
the financing districts will meet the required financial tests.

Comparison Analysis with NNFP
Although the Project originally was envisioned by the City to annex into the NNFP, the City
determined, because of delayed timing of development of the Project and because a major
portion of development in North Natomas already has occurred, it would be prudent from a
financing standpoint to keep the two development areas separate. Instead of annexation of the
Project into the NNFP, the Finance Plan proposes funding mechanisms that work in conjunction
with the NNFP funding strategy.
Shared benefits from infrastructure and public facilities, however, should be funded in an
equitable fashion. In other words, the Project should pay its fair share for items funded by the
NNFP that benefit both projects.
For most public facilities, including, transit, fire, community center, and library, the Project will
pay a public facilities fee equal to that of development in the NNFP. This revenue will be used for
construction of facilities that benefit both areas.
For parks facilities, development at the Project will be required to pay a regional park land
acquisition fee at the same rate as charged in North Natomas. Because the land for the regional
park has been acquired, this fee revenue is anticipated to be used to pay for development of the
regional park. In addition, development in the Project will construct its own park facilities, which
include two parks.
Table 6-1 shows the total estimated cost of major infrastructure and public facilities at the
Project as compared to that of development in the NNFP. As shown on Table 6-1, excluding the
costs for drainage improvements, the Project developers would pay approximately $14,300 per
low-density single-family unit, while developers in the NNFP pay $10,800 per comparable unit.
The Panhandle Impact Fee includes costs for drainage and drainage land acquisition, while the
North Natomas drainage facilities are funded through a CFD. Therefore, the drainage component
of the Panhandle Impact Fee was excluded for comparison purposes.

Description of Static Feasibility Analyses
This analysis includes the following static methods for evaluating the financial feasibility of the
proposed Project:


.

Total Infrastructure Cost Burden of Major Infrastructure.
Total Taxes and Assessments as a Percentage of Sales Price.
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Table 6-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Panhandle/North Natomas Comparison Public Facilities/Fees

Low-Density Residential
Panhandle
North
(Traditional Unit)
Natomas

Facility Type

PFF-Funded Facilities [1]
Roadway, Signals, Bridges & Freeway [2]

$7,465

$1,947

-

$2,454

$7,465

$4,401

$166

-

$7,816

-

-

-

Fire Facilities

$543

$543

Library Facilities

$852

$852

-

-

$2,080

$2,080

Transit

$535

$535

Bikeways, Trails, and Shuttles

$496

$211

$19,953

$8,622

$2,183

$2,183

Total

$22,136

$10,805

Total Excluding Drainage

$14,321

$10,805

Freeway and Roadway Landscaping
Subtotal Roadway/Freeway
Sewer
Drainage [3]
Water

Police Facilities
Community Center

Subtotal PFF
Regional Parks

fee comp

[1] Planning/Studies costs were excluded from this analysis.
[2] The cost estimates for Panhandle's roadway includes some landscaping
adjacent to a roadway corridor.
[3] Includes the Panhandle cost for drainage and drainage land acquisition for
the Traditional residential unit land use category. North Natomas drainage
facilities are funded through a CFD.
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Each of these methods is based on a static financial feasibility evaluation. To be considered
financially feasible, the Project should meet each of the static feasibility tests.
It is important to note that these feasibility metrics, described in further detail below, should be
considered initial diagnostics, offering a general indicator of whether or not a project is likely to
meet financial feasibility criteria or whether measures should be taken to improve viability, either
through a reduction in cost burdens, identification of other funding sources, or other approaches.
None of the indicators, by themselves, should be considered absolute determinations regarding
Project feasibility.

Total Infrastructure Cost Burden
It is common for developers of major development projects to advance fund and carry
infrastructure costs for some time frame. The impact of the land developer’s cost burden
depends on several factors, including the time frame for the reimbursements and the extent to
which full reimbursement is received, either through public funding programs or through
adjustments in land sales prices.
The purpose of the total infrastructure cost burden of backbone infrastructure feasibility test is to
assess the financial feasibility of the Project, given all current and proposed fees and the
additional burden of Project-specific infrastructure costs. As such, this feasibility test assesses
the additional fee burden on residential dwelling units associated with the proposed
infrastructure improvements.
The total infrastructure cost burden of major infrastructure feasibility test provides a
performance indicator of a project’s feasibility For each residential land use the total cost burden
per dwelling unit is calculated as a percent of the finished sales price. Project feasibility is
evaluated based on the following general guidelines or benchmarks:



Burdens below 15 percent generally are considered financially feasible.



Burdens between 15 and 20 percent may be feasible depending on the specific circumstances
of the project.



Burdens above 20 percent suggest a project may not be financially feasible unless other
components of the project pro forma are particularly advantageous to the developer, thus
allowing the project to bear unusually high infrastructure costs.2

These static feasibility benchmarks are based on EPS’s experience conducting financial feasibility
analyses for numerous projects throughout the Sacramento Region and Central Valley over the
last 3 decades. This feasibility diagnostic is merely a tool that can be used—along with other
tools—as a general measure of financial feasibility. This measure should not automatically be
taken to mean that if one land use type exceeds the threshold, the project definitely is infeasible.

2

Such other components may include extraordinarily low land basis (e.g., land has been in the family
for a long time, land acquired during severe real estate market downturn, etc.), development phasing
(e.g., fast early absorption ahead of a major infrastructure cost such as a new water treatment plant),
or low or no environmental mitigation requirements (e.g., through avoidance or on-site preservation).
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In certain circumstances, there are ways in which a development project can mitigate against a
high cost burden. In addition, the infrastructure costs will be fine-tuned and possibly reduced as
engineering studies are completed closer to actual construction.
As shown in Table 6-2, the total cost of infrastructure and public facilities accounts for between
approximately 18.5 percent and 19.5 percent of the estimated sales price of residential units in
the Project. Infrastructure cost burdens of this magnitude are at the upper range of feasibility
targets, but may be feasible depending of the specific project circumstances. This diagnostic
indicates that other factors such as the magnitude of advance funding requirements,
reimbursement timeframes, and development absorption would factor into Project feasibility.
The infrastructure cost burden could change for several reasons, including a re-allocation of costs
among land uses and cost reductions resulting from fine-tuning the estimates as engineering
studies are completed and the Project becomes closer to implementation. The cost burden
estimates will be further refined as the Project is implemented.

Taxes and Assessments Feasibility Analysis
The measurement of Total Taxes and Assessments as a Percentage of Sales Price often is
referred to as the “two-percent test.” This metric is yet another measure of the financial
feasibility of a project evaluated by land developers, builders, and municipal governments. The
Total Taxes and Assessments as a Percentage of Sales Price is a general rule for the feasibility of
proposed annual special taxes and assessments. In general, if the sum of property taxes, other
ad valorem taxes, and all annual special taxes and assessments is less than 2 percent of the
average finished home sales price, then the burden of annual taxes and assessments is
considered financially feasible. In the Sacramento Region, jurisdictions and developers typically
target total taxes and assessments at levels no greater than approximately 1.6 percent to
1.8 percent of the finished home sales price.
Table 6-3 shows the estimated taxes and assessments as a percentage of home sales prices for
three different proposed Project land uses. The total annual amount includes the following taxes
and assessments:





Property taxes.
Other general ad valorem taxes (e.g., school/other GO bonds).
Services taxes and assessments.
Infrastructure CFD taxes (proposed in this Finance Plan).

Development in Panhandle is subject to participation in several special districts for services and
ongoing maintenance with proposed and established rates as specified in Table 6-3. When
combined with the potential implementation of an infrastructure special tax of $1,500 per unit,
which is commensurate with other projects in the region, total special taxes and assessments for
Panhandle would be at the higher end of the feasibility range, ranging from 1.75 percent to
1.83 percent. While the Project special tax and assessment burden generally remains within
feasible ranges after the addition of the Project Infrastructure CFD, capacity for additional CFD
special taxes is limited. The special taxes and assessments may affect the Project’s
competitiveness relative to other similar positioned projects.
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Table 6-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Infrastructure Cost Burden

Residential
Traditional (T)

Estates (E)

Item

Assumptions
Net Acres
Number of Units
Unit Size/Bldg. Sq. Ft.
Garage Square Feet
Units per Acre
Building Valuation

75.7
340
2,500
500
4.5
$303,940

Current as of

Processing Fees
Administrative Processing Fee
Building Permit
Plan Review Fee
Planning Review Fee
Planning Inspection Fee
Public Works Fee Deposit
City Business Operations Tax
Seismic/Strong Motion
General Plan Recovery Fee
Green Building/CBSC Fee
Technology Surcharge
Residential Construction Tax (Assumes 3 Bedrooms)
Fire Inspection Fee
Fire Review Fee
Subtotal Processing Fees

Compact (C)

147.7
869
2,250
500
5.9
$275,778

60.5
453
2,000
450
7.5
$245,384

Oct-17

Oct-17

Oct-17

per unit

per unit

per unit

$152
$2,125
$892
$134
$565
$300
$122
$40
$608
$12
$241
$385
$0
$140
$5,716

$152
$1,980
$832
$125
$565
$300
$110
$36
$552
$11
$225
$385
$0
$140
$5,412

$152
$1,824
$766
$115
$565
$300
$98
$32
$491
$10
$207
$385
$0
$140
$5,085

City Development Impact Fees
Adjusted Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) [1]
Traffic (Construction Excise Tax)
Water Development Fee [2]
Water Easement Tap Installation Fee
Water Meter Installation
Residential Construction Water Use Fee
Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC)
Park Impact Fee
Neighborhood and Community Parks
Citywide Parks/Facilities
Habitat/Greenbelt Preservation
Mixed Income Housing Ordinance/Housing Trust Fund
Subtotal City Development Impact Fees

$1,071
$1,400
$2,976
$1,540
$523
$137
$70

$1,071
$1,269
$2,976
$1,540
$523
$137
$70

$1,071
$1,129
$2,976
$1,540
$523
$137
$70

$3,380
$1,720
$7,036
$6,695
$26,547

$3,380
$1,720
$5,371
$6,026
$24,082

$3,380
$1,720
$4,220
$5,356
$22,122

Other Agency Fees
Twin Rivers and Robla Elementary School District Fees
SAFCA DIF
Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA)
Air Quality Mitigation Fee
SASD (Expansion)
Regional SAN (New)
Subtotal Other Agency Fees

$8,700
$5,150
$1,242
$485
$3,950
$5,827
$25,355

$7,830
$4,635
$1,242
$485
$3,016
$5,827
$23,035

$6,960
$4,120
$1,242
$485
$2,370
$5,827
$21,004

Subtotal Fees

$57,617

$52,530

$48,211

Panhandle SFD Fee [3]

$24,559

$22,136

$20,462

$737

$664

$614

$82,913

$75,330

$69,287

$425,000

$400,000

$375,000

19.5%

18.8%

18.5%

Panhandle SFD Administration Fee (3%)
Total Fees

Sales Price per Unit/Building Value per Sq. Ft. [4]
Infrastructure Burden Costs as a % of Sales Price [5]

burden

Source: City of Sacramento; various public agencies; EPS.
[1] See Table A-7 and Table A-8 for more information regarding TDIF credits and the adjusted TDIF fee.
[2] Assumes a 1-inch meter for residential.
[3] See Table 5-1 for detailed Panhandle SFD fee information.
[4] Residential values based on Gregory Group research.
[5] Typically, infrastructure burden costs as a percent of sales price needs to be between 15% to 20% to be considered
feasible based on EPS's infrastructure financing experience.
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Table 6-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Test of 2% Sales Price - Residential Market-Rate Units

Item

Assumption

Assumptions
Acres (net)
Number of Units
Unit Square Feet

Estates (E)
TRA 083-001

Residential
Traditional (T)
TRA 059-155
TRA 083-001

Compact (C)
TRA 059-155 TRA 083-001

75.7
340
2,500

44.7
263
2,250

103.0
606
2,250

16.4
123
2,000

44.1
330
2,000

$425,000

$400,000

$400,000

$375,000

$375,000

$4,180
$275
$60
$156
$496
$0
$0
$0
$5,167

$3,930
$259
$56
$146
$0
$46
$208
$67
$4,714

$3,930
$259
$56
$146
$467
$0
$0
$0
$4,859

$3,680
$243
$53
$137
$0
$43
$195
$63
$4,415

$3,680
$243
$53
$137
$438
$0
$0
$0
$4,551

Estimated Special Annual Taxes/Assessments
SAFCA Consolidated Capital Assessment District
SAFCA AD No.1 - O&M Assessment
SAFCA Natomas Basin Local Assessment District
City of Sacramento Library Services Tax
City of Sacramento AD L & L
North Natomas TMA CFD 99-01 [2]
Reclamation District No. 1000
Total Estimated Special Annual Taxes/Assessments

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

$73
$16
$81
$32
$79
$111
$25
$417

Estimated Panhandle Services CFD [3]

$392

$388

$388

$384

$384

Estimated Panhandle Infrastructure CFD

$1,500

$1,500

$1,500

$1,500

$1,500

Total Annual Taxes and Assessments

$7,476

$7,018

$7,163

$6,716

$6,852

Taxes & Assessments as % of Sales Price [4]

1.76%

1.75%

1.79%

1.79%

1.83%

Finished Unit Selling Price

Property Taxes
General Property Tax [1]
Grant JT High GOB
Los Rios College GOB
Twin Rivers Unified GOB
Robla Elementary GOB
Twin Rivers Elementary GOB 12
Rio Linda Elementary GOB
North Sacramento Elementary GOB
Total Ad Valorem Taxes Range

1.0000%
0.0648%
0.0141%
0.0366%
0.1167%
0.0115%
0.0521%
0.0168%

45

two percent

Source: Sacramento County; City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1] Includes homeowners' property tax exemption of $7,000.
[2] As shonw on Table D-7, North Natomas TMA provided estimated annual cost to serve Panhandle, including Krumenacher Ranch. The annual cost per unit is estimated by
distributing this cost over Panhandle PUD units because it is uncertain if Krumenacher Ranch will proceed.
[3] Based on an estimated services CFD for streetscapes, parks and open space, and utilities. See Appendix D for more detailed information.
[4] Although the State guideline is 2%, this analysis uses a target range of 1.7%-1.8% for evaluating feasibility, to allow for additional taxes and assessments as needed
(e.g. future school district GO bond).
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7.

FINANCING SOURCES FOR SERVICES AND ONGOING
OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

This chapter includes additional information regarding funding sources that will be used to fund
annual services and ongoing operation and maintenance costs. “Services” refers to general
government or other services, such as law enforcement protection, that will be provided by
public agencies. Operation and maintenance costs refer to the costs to operate and maintain
backbone infrastructure and other public facilities.
Once backbone infrastructure and other public facilities are completed, they will be dedicated to
or acquired by public agencies. These public agencies will be responsible for operating and
maintaining the facilities. The Finance Plan provides estimates of the operations and
maintenance costs.
Development in the Project will be required to participate in a series of special financing districts
to fund public services and the maintenance and operation of the public improvements.
Participation in these districts will be determined by the City or the special districts no later than
the filing of final maps. The City or existing assessment districts will have funding responsibility
for most items. However, if a funding shortfall is deemed to exist, a Mello-Roos CFD, Community
Services District, Lighting and Landscaping District, or some other funding mechanism will be
established.
The applicant, the City, and the North Natomas TMA are in discussions regarding support for TMA
programs. The Finance Plan includes a placeholder amount based on the estimated amount to
provide services to the Project divided by the total number of units in the Project. Panhandle
may annex into the North Natomas TMA CFD 99–01 or form a separate CFD for TMA services.
The Project may form a services CFD for the operations and maintenance of streetscapes, parks
and open space, and utilities. Appendix D includes the detailed cost estimates and allocation
methodology for the potential Panhandle services CFD. If the Project forms a Homeowners’
Association (HOA), some of the operations and maintenance costs currently assumed in the CFD
may be included in a HOA fee instead.
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8.

IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation of the Finance Plan ensures that new development will construct facilities to
meet the service-level specification set out in the Project and will pay its fair share of the cost of
backbone infrastructure and other public facilities required to serve the Project area. The City
will implement the Finance Plan, which may include the following actions:



Update relevant existing fee programs to include Project land uses and facilities when
appropriate.



Implement the Panhandle Impact Fee Program.



Establish reimbursement policies and parameters. Reimbursements will be controlled by
reimbursement agreements between the City and the developers. The time frame for
reimbursements will be limited through the terms of the reimbursement agreement.



Form a CFD to help finance the construction of infrastructure and public facilities, and
administer subsequent bond sales and tax collection.



Form a services CFD to fund maintenance of streetscapes, parks and open space, and
utilities.



Annex into an existing TMA, or create a new TMA for the Project.



Account for fee payments, fee credits, or reimbursements.



Update annual inflation, and periodically update and adjust the fee program as new
infrastructure cost, land use, and revenue information become available.



Coordinate closely with all appropriate City departments and other service providers to
implement the Finance Plan.



Work with property owners and the development community during the Project’s buildout to
resolve specific infrastructure construction responsibility and financing issues that may arise
as part of the individual land development application process.

Fee Amount
As documented in previous chapters, the Panhandle Impact Fee estimates provided in this
Finance Plan are based on the best facility improvement cost estimates, administrative cost
estimates, and land use information available at this time. If costs change significantly, if the
type or amount of new development changes, if other assumptions significantly change, or if
other funding becomes available (as a result of legislative action on State and local government
finance, for example), the Panhandle Impact Fee Program should be updated accordingly.
After the fees presented in this report are established, the City will conduct annual and other
periodic reviews of facility improvement costs and other assumptions used as the basis of this
Finance Plan. Based on these reviews, the City may make necessary adjustments to the fee

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. (EPS)

47

P:\162000\162130 Panhandle Finance Plan\Reports\162130 PRDraft Financing Plan R4 05-2018.docx

Panhandle Planned Unit Development Public Facilities Finance Plan
Public Review Draft Report May 2018

program through subsequent fee program updates. The costs and fee adjustment process is
discussed below under “Fee Program Updates.”
The cost estimates presented in this report are in constant 2018 dollars. The City automatically
may adjust the costs and fees each year as outlined in this chapter.
The Panhandle Impact Fee will be implemented in accordance with Government Code
Section 66000 (if applicable) and City Code Chapter 18.56. Any City ordinances and resolutions
required for implementation of the Panhandle Impact Fee will be an integral and controlling part
of the policies and procedures authorized for the Panhandle Impact Fee. If there are any
inconsistencies or contradictions between the implementing ordinance and resolution(s) and the
Finance Plan, the ordinance/resolution(s) shall prevail. Table 5-1 in Chapter 5 shows the fee
rates identified in this Finance Plan for the residential land uses.

Administration Fee Component
An administrative fee will be collected to fund the administration, oversight, implementation, and
updates of the Fee Program, including administration of any credit and reimbursement
agreements. The administration fee will include adequate funding to cover all City costs.
While the administration fee is required to cover actual costs of administering the program on an
annual basis, this fee component also must collect adequate funding to cover periodic updates to
the program that are above and beyond annual monitoring and maintenance. To account for
these circumstances, it is recommended the administration fee be established as a percentage
(3 percent) of the Panhandle Impact Fee.

Reimbursements and Fee Credits
Under the City’s capital improvement policy, the City and individual developers may agree to
have developers build or advance-fund certain facilities contained in the Capital Improvement
Program (CIP). The facilities advance-funded or built may be part of the fee program or funded
by non-fee revenues. In the case of such an agreement, developers should receive a
reimbursement or fee credit based on the terms of the agreement. Infrastructure projects that
are the financial responsibility of the developer (i.e., designated as private capital) are not
subject to reimbursement or fee credits.
For instance, if a developer constructs and funds the extension of a roadway contained in the fee
program, then the developer would be eligible for a reimbursement or fee credit up to the
amount of funding that was to be included in the fee program. In such an instance, the City and
the developer would come to agreement before construction of the improvement to determine
the amount, timing, and manner of repayment of the advance funding: fee credit or
reimbursement. The City will establish a set of procedures to manage reimbursement/credit
agreements. The procedures could include forms of any agreement and accounting procedures
to manage the reimbursement/credit program.

Fee Program Updates
The fees presented in this report are based on the best available cost estimates and land use
information at this time. If costs or land uses change significantly in either direction, or if other
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funding becomes available, the fees will be updated accordingly. Most updates to the
development impact fees and costs will occur automatically and annually in accordance with the
procedure below. As also provided below, systematic updates will occur periodically to access the
need for more, or fewer, facilities, and the appropriateness of the nexus relationships as both
need and land uses evolve.
Annual adjustments to costs and funding sources will be made using either a cost benchmarking
methodology (Benchmark Change) or application of an inflation index or a combination thereof,
as described in the specific procedures outlined below.

Procedure for Adjusting the Public Facilities Fee and Revising the Inventory of
Remaining Infrastructure to be Financed by that Fee
When amending the Panhandle Finance Plan, the City shall set the amount of the Public Facilities
Fee by using the estimated cost of the facilities to be financed, determined in accordance with
the following procedure:

1. Definitions.
a. “Aggregate Costs” means the cost to construct remaining PAF Eligible Facilities.
b. “CalTrans Index” means the Quarterly California Highway Construction Cost Index (Price
Index for Selected Highway Construction Items) published by the California Department
of Transportation, Division of Engineering Services—Office Engineer.
c.

“CPI Index” means the San Francisco Consumer Price Index (CPI) for all urban
consumers.

d. “ENR Index” means the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index for San
Francisco.
e. “Finance Plan” means the Panhandle Finance Plan, as amended.
f.

“Funding Requirement” means the amount of the PAF that must be generated from
remaining development so that the City will have adequate funding (A) to construct the
PAF Facilities remaining to be completed and (B) to administer the PAF program. It is
calculated as follows: first, calculate the aggregate cost to complete the remaining PAF
Facilities and to pay the administrative component of the PAF as required by the Finance
Plan; second, from the result add the amount of outstanding PAF credits; and third,
subtract the PAF revenues then available to complete the remaining PAF facilities.
Funding Requirement = (current Aggregate Costs and Administration) +
(credits owed) – (revenue on hand)

g. “PAF” means the Plan Area Fee established by Sacramento City Code for the Panhandle
Finance Plan.
h. “PAF Credits” means the outstanding fee credits or reimbursements owed for developer
constructed or advance-funded PAF Eligible Facilities.
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i.

“PAF Eligible Facility” means a public improvement or segment of a public improvement
that is identified in the original Panhandle Finance Plan.

j.

“PAF Funding Obligation” means the maximum funding obligation of the PAF for a given
year.

k. “PAF Share” means the portion of a PAF Eligible Facility’s cost that is funded, in whole or
part, by the PAF.

2. Annual PAF Adjustment for PAF Eligible Facilities.
a. Each July 1, the City will adjust the PAF in accordance with the difference between
(1) the Funding Requirement for the current year; and (2) the funding that would be
available, if the then-existing PAF were applied to remaining development.
b. Example of Annual PAF Adjustment for PAF Eligible Facilities:

Hypothetical: Percentage Cost Changes

3.26%
6.00%

As of April 1, 2019

Costs Comparison
Aggregate Costs and Administration as of April 1, 2019 (Est.) (2018$)
Aggregate Costs and Administration as of April 1, 2019 (2019$) [1]
Escalation Factor

Credits Owed
Credits Owed (2018$)
Credits Owed (2019$) [2]

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$51,628,500

$47,000,000

$53,000,000

3.26%

-6.00%

6.00%

$5,810,744

$5,810,744

$5,810,744

$6,000,000

$6,000,000

$6,000,000

$51,628,500

$47,000,000

$53,000,000

$6,000,000

$6,000,000

$6,000,000

($7,500,000)

($7,500,000)

($7,500,000)

Funding Requirement Calculation
Aggregate Costs and Administration (2019$)
Plus: Credits Owed (2019$) [2]
Less: Cash on Hand, April 1, 2019
2019 Funding Requirement

$50,128,500

Existing Fee Calculation
Revenue From Remaining Development [3]
Existing Fees Based on 2018 Fees

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,128,500

$45,500,000

$51,500,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$50,000,000

$45,500,000

$51,500,000

Hypothetical Fee Change ( Effective July 1, 2019)
2019 Funding Requirement
Existing Fees Based on 2018 Fees
Fee Change ($)
Fee Change (%)

$128,500

($4,500,000)

0.26%

$1,500,000

-9.00%

3.00%

[1] Based on the adjustment procedures described in Sections 3 and 4 below.
[2] Credits owed are escalated annually based on the year over year change to the PAF
aggregate cost.
[3] Reflects future fee revenue from all development (applying unadjusted fee rates to all
remaining development), including development that is eligible for future fee credits.
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3. Adjustments to Aggregate Costs: Remaining Roadways, Sewer, Drainage, Trails,
and Parkway facilities.
a. Adjustment by Index.
1. Except as specified in Subsection 3(b) and Sections 4 and 5 below, for all PAF Eligible
Facilities, the cost adjustment to remaining PAF Eligible Facilities is the greater of the
following (but in no event less than zero percent in net aggregate):
A. The ENR Index; or
B. The CalTrans Index 3-year moving average.
2. Index measurement.
A. ENR Index: Year-over-year change as of each March.
B. CalTrans Index: 12-quarter average through quarter 1 of the current year over
12-quarter average through quarter 1 of the prior year.
3. Precision. All calculations will be carried out to three decimal places.
b. Adjustment by Benchmarking.
1. Before April 1 of each calendar year, a third-party professional engineering consultant
who is under contract to the City will estimate the cost to construct all PAF Eligible
Facilities subject to this subsection 3(b). The cost estimate will anticipate cost
changes to the July 1 of the calendar year in which the estimate is made and will
include a minimum 15% construction contingency. The cost estimate plus an
additional contingency (not to exceed an amount equal to 15% of the cost estimate)
is the “Draft Benchmark Estimate” of Aggregate Costs for the year.
2. Panhandle land owners shall have the right, assignable only with the written consent
of the City at the City’s sole discretion, to hire an independent third-party engineer to
validate the cost estimates reflected in the “Draft Benchmark Estimate”. The City and
Landowner agree to work in good faith to resolve differences, if any, in the engineer’s
estimates. The agreed upon cost estimate shall be the “Benchmark Estimate.”
3. If the percentage change between the Aggregate Costs for the then-current year and
the Aggregate Costs for the same set of PAF Eligible Facilities for the immediately
preceding year differ by an amount equal to, or more than, plus or minus 5% in
aggregate from the percentage change determined by index in accordance with
Subsection 3(a) above, then the City will use the then-current year’s Benchmark
Estimate of Aggregate Costs to determine the Funding Requirement.
c.

Comprehensive Review and Nexus Study. The City will perform a comprehensive review
and nexus study for the PAF at least every three years unless the City determines that
prevailing market conditions do not justify doing so (e.g., if development is lacking or the
remaining development is limited).

d. Sample cost adjustments for roadways, sewer, drainage, trails, and parkway facilities:
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Sample #1

Sample #2

Benchmarking increase of 4%

Benchmarking increase of 4.5%

ENR Index increase of 2%

ENR Index increase of 1%

CalTrans Index increase of 3.1%

CalTrans Index decrease of 1%

Change in Aggregate Costs: plus 3.1%

Change in Aggregate Costs: plus 1%

Sample #3

Sample #4

Benchmarking decrease of 4%

Benchmarking decrease of 5%

ENR Index decrease of 0.5%

ENR increase of 0.5%

CalTrans Index decrease of 1%

Cal Trans Index decrease of 1%

Change in Aggregate Costs: 0%

Change in Aggregate Costs: minus 5%

Sample #5
Benchmarking increase of 6%
ENR Index increase of 1%
CalTrans Index decrease of 1%
Change in Aggregate Costs: plus 6%

4. Adjustments to Aggregate Costs: Fire, Community Center, Library, Regional Park
Land, and Drainage Land Acquisition.
The fire, community center, library, and regional park land cost are calculated assuming the
applicable North Natomas development impact fees applied to Panhandle development. The
drainage land acquisition cost was estimated by MacKay & Somps in November 2017. For
fire, community center, library, regional park land, and drainage land, the portion of the cost
for each that is funded by the PAF will not exceed that established in the original Panhandle
Finance Plan, except as follows: the City will adjust the remaining cost of fire, community
center, library, regional park land, and drainage land by using the change in the CPI Index
from March to March, effective each July 1, in accordance with the North Natomas Nexus
Study.

5. Adjustment to the Transit Fee.
The transit costs are calculated assuming the transit North Natomas development impact fee
applied to Panhandle development. The transit component of the Panhandle Fee Program will
be adjusted by the annual percentage change in ENR CCI Index for San Francisco (March to
March), effective each July 1, in accordance with the North Natomas Nexus Study.
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6. Adjustment to Outstanding PAF Credits.
Effective July 1 of each year, outstanding PAF credits are adjusted annually based on the
same adjustment factor applied to the PAF Aggregate Costs.

7. PAF Funding Obligation; Change in list of Facilities being funded with PAF.
a. The Finance Plan shows not just the estimated cost of each PAF Eligible Facility but also
the PAF Share for the PAF Eligible Facility. Each year, after adjusting costs in accordance
with sections 1 through 4 above, the City shall determine the aggregate PAF share for all
PAF Eligible Facilities, and that aggregate amount will be the PAF Funding Obligation for
that year.
b. Each year, the City may revise the PAF Share for each PAF Eligible Facility and shall give
Landowner 30-days’ prior written notice of any revision that will result in a Removed PAF
Facility (defined below), as follows:
1. If a PAF Eligible Facility is removed from the Panhandle Finance Plan because it will no
longer be funded by the PAF (a “Removed PAF Facility”), then the City may allocate
the Removed PAF Facility’s PAF Share (determined in accordance with subsection
3(b)(1) above) to another PAF Eligible Facility on the list. Public improvements not
identified in the Panhandle Finance Plan may not be funded with the PAF.
2. The City may not require, as a condition for approving the Landowner’s request for
land-use entitlements on all or part of the Property, that the Landowner or any other
signatory to a Panhandle Development Agreement construct all or part of a Removed
PAF Facility. This limitation does not apply if the Landowner requests and receives a
change in the then-existing zoning on all or part of the Property and the City
determines that the change creates a need for construction of a Removed PAF
Facility.
3. If the City has previously required the Landowner to build a PAF Eligible Facility as a
condition of approval for a land-use entitlement granted to the Landowner, then the
City may not subsequently remove the PAF Eligible Facility from the list of remaining
PAF Eligible Facilities and thereby deny the Landowner the opportunity to obtain
reimbursement from the PAF program.

8. Scope of PAF Eligible Facilities.
The scope of each PAF Eligible Facility is as described in the Finance Plan, as amended, and
may not be revised except as required to comply with federal or state law. With respect to
public roadways and streets, the scope is to be based on the City’s street-design standards
for lands within the Panhandle area.

9. Adequate Funding for PAF Eligible Facilities.
The City may not cite, as a reason for increasing the amount of the PAF Funding Obligation,
the loss of potential funding from sources identified in the original Panhandle Finance Plan as
Non-PAF Funding Sources, such as federal funding, state funding, regional funding, grants,
gifts, contributions, fees, reimbursements, the City’s general fund, the City’s Major Street
Construction Tax, or private funds.
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Table A-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Transportation Improvements

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses

Cost Allocation:
Transportation

Units

Trip
Demand
Factor
[1]

Total
Trips

Percentage
of Total
Trips

Distribution
Total
Cost

337
860
449
1,646

20.5%
52.3%
27.3%
100.0%

$2,538,135
$6,487,174
$3,381,691
$12,407,000

1,646

100.0%

$12,407,000

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

Total

0.99
0.99
0.99

Cost per
Unit

per unit

$7,465
$7,465
$7,465

trans alloc

Source: DKS Associates; City of Sacramento Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) Nexus Study; EPS.
[1] Trip Demand Factor from City of Sacramento TDIF Nexus Study.
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Table A-2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Sewer

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses
Total

Cost Allocation:
Sewer

Units

Net
Acres

EDU
Factor
[1]

Total
EDUs

Percentage
of Total
EDUs

Distribution
of Total
Costs

340
869
453
1,662

20.5%
52.3%
27.3%
100.0%

$56,462
$144,310
$75,227
$276,000

1,662

100.0%

$276,000

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9
283.9

1.00
1.00
1.00

Cost per
Unit

per unit

$166
$166
$166

sewer alloc

Source: MacKay and Somps; EPS.
[1] EDU factors based on factors used in the 2016 Revised Preliminary Water Study Evaluation for the Panhandle Development, prepared by MacKay and Somps.
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Table A-3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Drainage (Excluding Land Acquisition)

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses
Total

Units

Cost Allocation:
Drainage

Net
Acres

Percentage
of Total
Acres

Distribution
of Total
Costs

Cost per
Unit

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

26.7%
52.0%
21.3%
100.0%

$3,034,399
$5,920,486
$2,425,114
$11,380,000

283.9

100.0%

$11,380,000

$8,925
$6,813
$5,353

drain alloc

Source: MacKay & Somps.
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Table A-4
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Drainage Land Acquisition

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses
Total

Cost Allocation:
Drainage Land Acquisition

Units

Net
Acres

Percentage
of Total
Acres

Distribution
of Total
Costs

Cost per
Unit

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

26.7%
52.0%
21.3%
100.0%

$446,627
$871,425
$356,948
$1,675,000

283.9

100.0%

$1,675,000

$1,314
$1,003
$788

land acq alloc

Source: MacKay & Somps.
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Table A-5
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Sotnip Trail [1] [2]

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses

Cost Allocation:
Sotnip Trail

Units [2]

Persons
Served
[3]

Percentage
of Total
Persons
Served

Distribution
of Total
Costs

Cost per
Unit

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

Total

1,013
2,590
1,350
4,953

20.5%
52.3%
27.3%
100.0%

$61,372
$156,859
$81,769
$300,000

4,953

100.0%

$300,000

$181
$181
$181

trail alloc

Source: MacKay and Somps; City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1] Includes the Panhandle cost contribution for the Sotnip Trail.
[2] According to the Project conditions of approval, the $300,000 contribution for the Sotnip Trail will be paid on a per-unit
basis by the first 50 percent of permits. This Finance Plan allocates the total cost on a planwide basis to equalize
costs across all benefitting Panhandle land uses.
[3] Based on 2.98 persons per household from the City of Sacramento.
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Table A-6
Panhandle Finance Plan
Cost Allocation: Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail [1]

Land Use

Residential Land Uses
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Subtotal Residential Land Uses

Units

Persons
Served
[2]

Cost Allocation:
Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail

Percentage
of Total
Persons
Served

Distribution
of Total
Costs

Cost per
Unit

per unit

340
869
453
1,662

Total

1,013
2,590
1,350
4,953

20.5%
52.3%
27.3%
100.0%

$107,421
$274,556
$143,123
$525,100

4,953

100.0%

$525,100

$316
$316
$316

wapa alloc

Source: MacKay and Somps; City of Sacramento; EPS.
[1] Includes the cost for the 12' Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I Bike Trail with decomposed granite shoulders within
Ninos Parkway.
[2] Based on 2.98 persons per household from the City of Sacramento.

Prepared by EPS 5/2/2018

P:\162000\162130 Panhandle Finance Plan\Models\162130 M11 05-01-18.xlsx

DRAFT
Table A-7
Panhandle Finance Plan
TDIF Credits

Land Use

Formula

Total

Total Units

A

1,662

Alternative Modes Component of TDIF

B

$373

Total Maximum TDIF Credits

Total Trail Cost [1]

C=A*B

$619,839

D

$825,100
TDIF

Source: City of Sacramento; MacKay & Somps; EPS.
[1] Includes $300,000 for the Sotnip Trail contribution and $525,100 for the 12'
Powerline (WAPA Corridor) Class I bike trail.
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Table A-8
Panhandle Finance Plan
Panhandle TDIF Fee

Land Use

Panhandle TDIF Rates
(Including Credits)

Trip
Demand
Factor [1]

TDIF Costs by Component
Project
Specific
Programmatic
Alternative
Roadways
Modes
Grid 3.0

Subtotal
TDIF Costs

Plus
Administration

Total
Base Fee

3%

Cost per Trip Demand Factor

$1,547

Less Credit per Trip Demand Factor [2]
Net Cost per Trip Demand Factor

Residential Land Use Categories
Single-Family/Duplex Dwelling
Multi-Unit Dwelling
Nonresidential Land Use Categories
Retail
Office
Hospital
Schools [3]
Primary
Secondary
Colleges and Universities
Church/Assembly
Industrial
Warehouse

$0
1.00

per unit

0.99
0.57
per 1,000 sq. ft.

$1,547

$377
($377)
$0

$203
$0
$203

$2,127
($377)
$1,751

Transit
Center
Adjustment

Transit
Center Fee

40%

$64
($11)
$53

$2,191
($388)
$1,803

($876)
$155
($721)

$1,315
($233)
$1,082

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- per unit ----------------------------------------------------------------------------------

$1,532
$880

$0
$0

$201
$116

$1,733
$996

$52
$30

$1,785
$1,026

($714)
($410)

$1,071
$616

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ per sq. ft. ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

1.49
1.47
1.41
0.55
0.55
0.55
0.55

$2.30
$2.27
$2.18
$0.85
$0.85
$0.85
$0.85

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.30
$0.30
$0.29
$0.11
$0.11
$0.11
$0.11

$2.60
$2.57
$2.47
$0.96
$0.96
$0.96
$0.96

$0.08
$0.08
$0.07
$0.03
$0.03
$0.03
$0.03

$2.68
$2.65
$2.54
$0.99
$0.99
$0.99
$0.99

($1.07)
($1.06)
($1.02)
($0.40)
($0.40)
($0.40)
($0.40)

$1.61
$1.59
$1.52
$0.59
$0.59
$0.59
$0.59

0.31
1.01
0.48

$0.48
$1.56
$0.74

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$0.06
$0.20
$0.10

$0.54
$1.76
$0.84

$0.02
$0.05
$0.03

$0.56
$1.81
$0.87

($0.22)
($0.72)
($0.35)

$0.34
$1.09
$0.52

$2,303

$0

$303

$2,606

$78

$2,684

($1,074)

$1,610

per pump

Gas Station

1.49
per room

Hotel/Motel

0.41

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- per room ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------

$632

$0

$83

$715

$21

$736

($295)

$441
PTDIF

[1] Trip Demand Factor from City of Sacramento TDIF Nexus Study.
[2] See Table A-7.
[3] Includes Primary, Secondary, and Colleges and Universities.
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FINANCE PLAN
COST ESTIMATE
Panhandle

FOR

The Hodgson Company
within the
City of Sacramento, California
November 29, 2017

A-E
Summary of Total Costs
SECTION

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

A

Roadway Segments, Signals, and Traffic Circles

$

10,005,000

B

Sanitary Sewer

$

1,034,000

C

Storm Drain

$

12,720,000

D

Potable Water

$

2,694,000

E

Trails

$

4,823,000

$

31,276,000

Total

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 11-29-17.xls

TOTAL

DRAFT

A-1
Roadway Index
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

A-1.1

Del Paso Frontage

$

1,337,900

A-1.2

Street "C"/Faletto Avenue

$

1,093,400

A-1.3

Street "C"

$

1,049,600

A-1.4

Club Center Drive

$

1,149,800

A-1.5

Club Center Drive

$

690,000

A-1.6

Street "F"

$

297,300

A-1.7

Club Center Drive/Street "G"

$

1,084,400

$

6,702,000

Roadway Segments Total

SHEET

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

A-2.1

Del Paso Road/National Drive

$

500,800

A-2.2

Del Paso Road/Club Center Drive

$

690,700

A-2.3

Del Paso Road/Sorento Road

$

690,700

$

1,882,000

Signalization Total

SHEET

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

A-3.1

Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "C"

$

473,600

A-3.2

Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "G"

$

473,600

A-3.3

Traffic Circle - National Drive

$

473,600

$

1,421,000

Traffic Circles Total
* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

A-1

DRAFT

ROADWAY
SEGMENTS

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

PROJECT BOUNDARY

Domino Avenue

LEGEND
A-1.1
A-1.2
A-1.3
A-1.4
A-1.5
A-1.6
A-1.7

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
Fa
le

tto

Av

e.

Detention Basin

E.

Le
ve
e

Rd

.

Str
ee
t"

G"

Village 14

Village 11

Village 12

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

I-5

Village 7

Park 2

SORENTO RD.

Cadman Ct.

NATOMAS BLVD.

Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

US-99

Village 10

Sorento Road

ELKHORN BLVD.

Village 8

PROJECT
SITE

Village 9

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

ll

we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.

BLV

Open Space 2

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

.

e
Av

DEL PASO RD.

I-80
US-

Village 4

&
99

Club

rive

r Dr.

e
Cent

Village 6

D.

os
D

Village 3

0
I-8

LR
XE

NORTH

U
TR

I-5

Open Space 1
Barr

Barros Drive

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
A-1

27141.000
5/12/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

ROADWAY INDEX

ROADWAY SEGMENTS
SEGMENT

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

DESCRIPTION

Del Paso Road
National Drive
National Drive
Club Center Drive
Club Center Drive
Club Center Drive
Street 'F'
Club Center Drive
Faletto Avenue
Street 'G'

SECTION

A-1.1
A-1.2
A-1.3
A-1.4
A-1.5
A-1.4
A-1.6
A-1.7
A-1.2
A-1.7

QUANTITY

PARTIAL
HALF
FULL
FULL
HALF
FULL
FULL
HALF
HALF
HALF

Note: Engineering and Contingency with section costs
Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
L.F.

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

513
701
1,381
1,769
885
1,769
1,239
775
701
775

COST (Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

1,337,900
483,600
1,049,600
513,000
690,000
636,800
297,300
193,600
609,800
890,800

$

6,702,400

TOTAL ROADWAY SEGMENTS ESTIMATED COST $

6,702,000

SUBTOTAL

2610
690
760
290
780
360
240
250
870
1150

UNIT

DRAFT

A-1.1

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

1

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
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A-1.1
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

PARTIAL HALF STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

2.07 $
0.5 $

37.26
5.50

$

42.76

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

0 $

-

$

-

$
$
$
$
$

46.80
52.00
40.00

$

138.80

$
$
$
$
$

66.00
-

$

66.00

$

74.27

$

74.27

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (6" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (16" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.90
4.00
6.00
22.00
20.00

12
13
0
0
2

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

42.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0
0
11
0
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

48.27

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

370.10

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

370.10
370.10
370.10
370.10
370.10
370.10

$
$
$
$
$
$

11.10
5.55
44.41
5.55
9.25
48.11

$

123.98

$

7.40

$

7.40

$

11.10

$

11.10

GRAND TOTAL $

513

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

2.0% $

370.10

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

321.83

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Varies based on street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

370.10

DRAFT

A-1.2

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

9
Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 8

Sorento Road

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Barros Drive

Village 6

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Park 1

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

2

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
2
A-1.2
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTION
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.56 $
0.5 $

28.08
5.50

$

33.58

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

55.90
49.00
30.00
22.00
-

$

156.90

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
48.00
-

$

138.00

$

103.04

$

103.04

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (4" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (8" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

2.60
2.00
6.00
22.00
20.00

21.5
24.5
5
1
0

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
0
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

66.98

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

513.50

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50

$
$
$
$
$
$

15.41
7.70
61.62
7.70
12.84
66.76

$

172.02

$

-

$

-

$

15.41

$

15.41

GRAND TOTAL $

701

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

513.50

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

446.52

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

513.50

DRAFT
9
A-1.2
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTION
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.56 $
0.5 $

28.08
5.50

$

33.58

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

55.90
49.00
30.00
22.00
-

$

156.90

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
48.00
-

$

138.00

$

103.04

$

103.04

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (4" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (8" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

2.60
2.00
6.00
22.00
20.00

21.5
24.5
5
1
0

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
0
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

66.98

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

513.50

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50
513.50

$
$
$
$
$
$

15.41
7.70
61.62
7.70
12.84
66.76

$

172.02

$

-

$

-

$

15.41

$

15.41

GRAND TOTAL $

701

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

513.50

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

446.52

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

513.50

DRAFT

A-1.3

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-T

3

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
3
A-1.3
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

FULL STREET SECTION
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

3.11 $
1 $

55.98
11.00

$

66.98

1 $

30.00

$

30.00

$
$
$
$
$

111.80
88.00
60.00
44.00
-

$

303.80

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
96.00
-

$

276.00

$

203.03

$

203.03

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (4" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (8" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

2.60
2.00
6.00
22.00
20.00

43
44
10
2
0

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

1
1
0
12
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

131.97

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

1,011.79

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,011.79
1,011.79
1,011.79
1,011.79
1,011.79
1,011.79

$
$
$
$
$
$

30.35
15.18
121.41
15.18
25.29
131.53

$

338.95

$

-

$

-

$

30.35

$

30.35

GRAND TOTAL $

1,381

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

1,011.79

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

879.81

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

1,011.79

DRAFT

A-1.4

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

Sorento Road

Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"
Cadman Ct.

D.

Park 4

LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

4

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Village 6

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Acres (G) Acres (N)

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

LR

Village 10

E
UX

Village 8

0
I-8

NORTH

TR

I-5

6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
4
A-1.4
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

FULL STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

4.17 $
1 $

75.06
11.00

$

86.06

1 $

30.00

$

30.00

$
$
$
$
$

139.75
125.00
60.00
44.00
40.00

$

408.75

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
66.00
96.00
-

$

342.00

$

260.04

$

260.04

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

43
50
10
2
2

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

1
1
11
12
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

169.03

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

1,295.88

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88

$
$
$
$
$
$

38.88
19.44
155.51
19.44
32.40
168.46

$

434.12

$

-

$

-

$

38.88

$

38.88

GRAND TOTAL $

1,769

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

1,295.88

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

1,126.85

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

1,295.88

DRAFT
6
A-1.4
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

FULL STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

4.17 $
1 $

75.06
11.00

$

86.06

1 $

30.00

$

30.00

$
$
$
$
$

139.75
125.00
60.00
44.00
40.00

$

408.75

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
66.00
96.00
-

$

342.00

$

260.04

$

260.04

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

43
50
10
2
2

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

1
1
11
12
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

169.03

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

1,295.88

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88
1,295.88

$
$
$
$
$
$

38.88
19.44
155.51
19.44
32.40
168.46

$

434.12

$

-

$

-

$

38.88

$

38.88

GRAND TOTAL $

1,769

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

1,295.88

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

1,126.85

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

1,295.88

DRAFT

A-1.5

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue
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ve
e
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ee
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Str
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SITE
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e.
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Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

5

e.
Av

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
5
A-1.5
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

2.09 $
0.5 $

37.62
5.50

$

43.12

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

69.88
62.50
30.00
22.00
20.00

$

204.38

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
33.00
48.00
-

$

171.00

$

130.05

$

130.05

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

21.5
25
5
1
1

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
5.5
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

84.53

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

648.08

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

648.08
648.08
648.08
648.08
648.08
648.08

$
$
$
$
$
$

19.44
9.72
77.77
9.72
16.20
84.25

$

217.11

$

-

$

-

$

19.44

$

19.44

GRAND TOTAL $

885

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

648.08

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

563.54

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

648.08

DRAFT

A-1.6

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED
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Middle School
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ee
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SITE
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7

Village 12
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NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to
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US-99

Fa
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US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX
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I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.
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Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
7
A-1.6
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

FULL STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.52 $
1 $

27.36
11.00

$

38.36

1 $

30.00

$

30.00

$
$
$
$
$

81.25
77.50
60.00
44.00
-

$

262.75

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
96.00
-

$

276.00

$

182.13

$

182.13

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (4" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (6" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

25
31
10
2
0

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

1
1
0
12
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

118.39

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

907.63

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

907.63
907.63
907.63
907.63
907.63
907.63

$
$
$
$
$
$

27.23
13.61
108.92
13.61
22.69
117.99

$

304.06

$

-

$

-

$

27.23

$

27.23

GRAND TOTAL $

1,239

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

907.63

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

789.24

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

907.63

DRAFT

A-1.7

Elkhorn Boulevard
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Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive
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Development 2

Domino Avenue
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FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

10
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D.

LR

NORTH

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"
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8

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
8
A-1.7
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.33 $
0.5 $

23.94
5.50

$

29.44

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

47.13
45.00
30.00
22.00
20.00

$

164.13

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
33.00
48.00
-

$

171.00

$

113.87

$

113.87

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

14.5
18
5
1
1

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
5.5
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

74.02

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

567.45

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45

$
$
$
$
$
$

17.02
8.51
68.09
8.51
14.19
73.77

$

190.10

$

-

$

-

$

17.02

$

17.02

GRAND TOTAL $

775

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

567.45

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

493.43

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

567.45

DRAFT
10
A-1.7
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

HALF STREET SECTIONS
Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
11.00

1.33 $
0.5 $

23.94
5.50

$

29.44

0.5 $

15.00

$

15.00

$
$
$
$
$

47.13
45.00
30.00
22.00
20.00

$

164.13

$
$
$
$
$

15.00
75.00
33.00
48.00
-

$

171.00

$

113.87

$

113.87

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB

SF
SF
SF
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
6.00
22.00
20.00

14.5
18
5
1
1

TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT
4

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS (NON-DECORATIVE)
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF

$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
8.00
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

0.5
0.5
5.5
6
0

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
6

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

74.02

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

567.45

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45
567.45

$
$
$
$
$
$

17.02
8.51
68.09
8.51
14.19
73.77

$

190.10

$

-

$

-

$

17.02

$

17.02

GRAND TOTAL $

775

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

567.45

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

493.43

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Based on 950 LF of street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

567.45

DRAFT

A-2
Traffic Signals
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

TOTAL COST
(rounded)

PROJECT NAME

A-2.1

Del Paso Road/National Drive

$

500,800

A-2.2

Del Paso Road/Club Center Drive

$

690,700

A-2.3

Del Paso Road/Sorento Road

$

690,700

$

1,882,000

Traffic Signals Total

NOTES:

1. The amount is only the cost for the signalization. Roadway widening and improvements will happen
with Del Paso Road, National Drive, Club Center Drive Improvements

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

A-2

TRAFFIC
SIGNALS

DRAFT

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

A-2.2

A-2.1

A-2.3

April 18, 2017

DRAFT

A-2.1
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

COLLEC

Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Cost Estimate

DEL PASO ROAD

1

ITEM DESCRIPTION
SIGNALIZATION
6x6x2x2
Signal
F&I Poles (sizes vary)
F&I - Pedestrian Heads,
F&I - Pedestrian Push button w/ audible signal
F&I - Signal Heads
F&I - Detector Loops (vehicle and bike)
F&I - New Pull Boxes
F&I Conduit
F&I Wiring
F&I - 'Street Lights 165 Watt
Service Point
F&I - Mast-Arm-Mounted Illuminated Street Name Signs
F&I - Emergency Vehicle Pre-Emptions System
Concrete Flatwork Controller Pad
Start-up, Test

UNIT

LS

PRICE

$

250,000.00

QUANTITY

COST

1 $
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

250,000.00
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

Intersection signal exists as interim condition. Some modifications and additions would
be required to complete fully functioning ultimate condition intersection. Amount for
upgrade included in above pricing.

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 SIGNALIZATION
2

$

250,000.00

$

75,000.00

$

75,000.00

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
3

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

4

%

15.0%

$

48,750.00

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

373,750.00

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
0.0%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

373,750.00
373,750.00
373,750.00
373,750.00
373,750.00
373,750.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
5

$
$
$
$
$
$

11,212.50
44,850.00
5,606.25
9,343.75
48,587.50

$

119,600.00

$

7,475.00

$

7,475.00

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

2% $

373,750.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 UTILITIES
6

325,000.00

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 6 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

%

0.0% $

373,750.00

$

-

$

-

GRAND TOTAL $

500,825

DRAFT

A-2.2
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

COLLEC

Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Cost Estimate

INTX
HERE
DEL PASO ROAD

1

ITEM DESCRIPTION
SIGNALIZATION
6x6x2
Signal
F&I Poles (sizes vary)
F&I - Pedestrian Heads,
F&I - Pedestrian Push button w/ audible signal
F&I - Signal Heads
F&I - Detector Loops (vehicle and bike)
F&I - New Pull Boxes
F&I Conduit
F&I Wiring
F&I - 'Street Lights 165 Watt
Service Point
F&I - Mast-Arm-Mounted Illuminated Street Name Signs
F&I - Emergency Vehicle Pre-Emptions System
Concrete Flatwork Controller Pad
Start-up, Test

UNIT

LS

PRICE

$

350,000.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 SIGNALIZATION
2

QUANTITY

COST

1 $
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

350,000.00
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

$

350,000.00

$

105,000.00

$

105,000.00

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
3

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

4

%

15.0%

$

68,250.00

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

523,250.00

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
0.0%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
5

$
$
$
$
$
$

15,697.50
62,790.00
7,848.75
13,081.25
68,022.50

$

167,440.00

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0% $

523,250.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 UTILITIES
6

455,000.00

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 6 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

%

0.0% $

523,250.00

GRAND TOTAL $

690,690

DRAFT

A-2.3
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

COLLEC

Roadway Cross Section index
Preliminary Cost Estimate

DEL PASO ROAD

1

ITEM DESCRIPTION
SIGNALIZATION
6x6x2
Signal
F&I Poles (sizes vary)
F&I - Pedestrian Heads,
F&I - Pedestrian Push button w/ audible signal
F&I - Signal Heads
F&I - Detector Loops (vehicle and bike)
F&I - New Pull Boxes
F&I Conduit
F&I Wiring
F&I - 'Street Lights 165 Watt
Service Point
F&I - Mast-Arm-Mounted Illuminated Street Name Signs
F&I - Emergency Vehicle Pre-Emptions System
Concrete Flatwork Controller Pad
Start-up, Test

UNIT

LS

PRICE

$

350,000.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 SIGNALIZATION
2

QUANTITY

COST

1 $
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

350,000.00
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included
included

$

350,000.00

$

105,000.00

$

105,000.00

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS
TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 MINOR ITEMS

%

30.0%

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
3

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

4

%

15.0%

$

68,250.00

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

523,250.00

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
0.0%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00
523,250.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
5

$
$
$
$
$
$

15,697.50
62,790.00
7,848.75
13,081.25
68,022.50

$

167,440.00

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0% $

523,250.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 UTILITIES
6

455,000.00

$

-

$

-

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 6 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

%

0.0% $

523,250.00

GRAND TOTAL $

690,690

DRAFT

A-3
Traffic Circles
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

TOTAL COST
(rounded)

PROJECT NAME

A-3.1

Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "C"

$

473,600

A-3.2

Traffic Circle - Club Center/Street "G"

$

473,600

A-3.3

Traffic Circle - National Drive

$

473,600

$

1,421,000

Traffic Circles Total

NOTES:

1. Rush River Road in Sacramento was used as example to develop components and quantities

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

A-3

DRAFT
TRAFFIC
CIRCLES

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

Village 14

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"
Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

A-3.2
LAND USE SUMMARY

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

A-3.1

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

A-3.3

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT

A-3.1
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

Traffic Circle
Club Center Drive/Street "C"

Project Description:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
5.50

770 $
325 $

13,860.00
1,787.50

$

15,647.50

325 $

9,750.00

$

9,750.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

23,725.00
23,000.00
19,000.00
9,600.00
14,400.00
7,040.00
16,600.00

$

113,365.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
8' WIDE CONCRETE APRON
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
PEDESTRIAN RAMPS
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB
TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT

SF
SF
SF
SF
EA
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
10.00
6.00
1,800.00
22.00
20.00

7300
9200
1900
1600
8
320
830

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
4

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE
6' PRIVACY WALL W/ PILASTERS

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
5.00
5.00
172.00

325
245
6550
1500
0
0

$
$
$
$
$
$

9,750.00
36,750.00
39,300.00
7,500.00
-

$

93,300.00

$

69,618.75

$

69,618.75

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

301,681.25

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS

6

%

30.0%

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS
CONTINGENCY

CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

45,252.19

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

346,933.44

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

$
$
$
$
$
$

10,408.00
5,204.00
41,632.01
5,204.00
8,673.34
45,101.35

$

116,222.70

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

COST

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Varies based on street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

346,933.44

$

10,408.00

$

10,408.00

GRAND TOTAL $

473,564

DRAFT

A-3.2
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

Traffic Circle
Club Center Drive/Street "G"

Project Description:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
5.50

770 $
325 $

13,860.00
1,787.50

$

15,647.50

325 $

9,750.00

$

9,750.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

23,725.00
23,000.00
19,000.00
9,600.00
14,400.00
7,040.00
16,600.00

$

113,365.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
8' WIDE CONCRETE APRON
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
PEDESTRIAN RAMPS
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB
TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT

SF
SF
SF
SF
EA
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
10.00
6.00
1,800.00
22.00
20.00

7300
9200
1900
1600
8
320
830

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
4

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE
6' PRIVACY WALL W/ PILASTERS

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
5.00
5.00
172.00

325
245
6550
1500
0
0

$
$
$
$
$
$

9,750.00
36,750.00
39,300.00
7,500.00
-

$

93,300.00

$

69,618.75

$

69,618.75

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

301,681.25

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS

6

%

30.0%

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS
CONTINGENCY

CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

45,252.19

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

346,933.44

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

$
$
$
$
$
$

10,408.00
5,204.00
41,632.01
5,204.00
8,673.34
45,101.35

$

116,222.70

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

COST

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Varies based on street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

346,933.44

$

10,408.00

$

10,408.00

GRAND TOTAL $

473,564

DRAFT

A-3.3
Panhandle Finance Plan - Roadway

Date:

5/12/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

Traffic Circle
National Drive

Project Description:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

Earthwork
ROADWAY EXCAVATION
EROSION CONTROL

CY
LF

$
$

18.00
5.50

770 $
325 $

13,860.00
1,787.50

$

15,647.50

325 $

9,750.00

$

9,750.00

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

23,725.00
23,000.00
19,000.00
9,600.00
14,400.00
7,040.00
16,600.00

$

113,365.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

DRAINAGE
DRAINAGE

LF

$

30.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 DRAINAGE
3

PAVEMENT

*
*

ASPHALT CONCRETE (5" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE W/ LIME TREATMENT (10" AB)
8' WIDE CONCRETE APRON
SIDEWALK (6" PCC/6"AB)
PEDESTRIAN RAMPS
CURB & GUTTER
TYPE 14A MEDIAN CURB
TOTAL OR ITEM 3 PAVEMENT

SF
SF
SF
SF
EA
LF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$
$

3.25
2.50
10.00
6.00
1,800.00
22.00
20.00

7300
9200
1900
1600
8
320
830

DRAFT

ITEM DESCRIPTION
4

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

MISCELLANEOUS

** STREET LIGHTS / ELECTROLIERS
JOINT TRENCH
MEDIAN LANDSCAPING
LANDSCAPING BUFFER
LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR/PUE
6' PRIVACY WALL W/ PILASTERS

LF
LF
SF
SF
SF
LF

$
$
$
$
$
$

30.00
150.00
6.00
5.00
5.00
172.00

325
245
6550
1500
0
0

$
$
$
$
$
$

9,750.00
36,750.00
39,300.00
7,500.00
-

$

93,300.00

$

69,618.75

$

69,618.75

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

301,681.25

TOTAL FOR ITEM 4 MISCELLANEOUS
5

MINOR ITEMS
MINOR ITEMS

6

%

30.0%

TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 MINOR ITEMS
CONTINGENCY

CONTINGENCY

7

%

15.0%

$

45,252.19

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

346,933.44

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
ENGINEERING STUDIES
ENVIROMENTAL DOCUMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
DESIGN SERVICES DURING CONSTRUCTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%
%

3.0%
1.5%
12.0%
1.5%
2.5%
13.0%

$
$
$
$
$
$

346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44
346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 7 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
(THE ABOVE EXCLUDES LAND AND RIGHT OF WAY & MAJOR STRUCTURES WORK)
8

$
$
$
$
$
$

10,408.00
5,204.00
41,632.01
5,204.00
8,673.34
45,101.35

$

116,222.70

UTILITIES
UTILITIES RELOCATION

%

0.0% $

346,933.44

TOTAL FOR ITEM 8 UTILITIES
9

COST

$

-

$

-

ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION
TOTAL FOR ITEM 9 ENVIROMENTAL MITIGATION

* Varies based on street section
** Varies based on street section. Type A light is assumed.

%

3.0% $

346,933.44

$

10,408.00

$

10,408.00

GRAND TOTAL $

473,564

DRAFT

B-1
Sanitary Sewer Index
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

B-1.1

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

Trunk Sanitary Sewer
Sanitary Sewer Total

$

1,034,000

$

1,034,000

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

B-1

TRUNK
SANITARY
SEWER

DRAFT

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

.

G"

DEL PASO RD.

ee
t"

15" SS

Village 14

Str

Village 11

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10

18" SS

Cadman Ct.

Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

21" SS

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
27141.000
05/12/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

B-1.1

SANITARY SEWER INDEX

TRUNK SANITARY SEWER
ITEM

1
2
3
4
5

DESCRIPTION

15" trunk sewer line
18" trunk sewer line
21" trunk sewer line
48" trunk sewer manhole
60" trunk sewer manhole

DEPTH
(Feet)

14
14
15' - 17'
14' - 17'
14' - 17'

QUANTITY

1,280
2,120
720
13
3

UNIT

L.F.
L.F.
L.F.
EA.
EA.

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$

120
135
165
8,000
9,500

COST (Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$

153,600
286,200
118,800
104,000
28,500

$
$
$

691,000
104,000
239,000

TOTAL TRUNK SEWER ESTIMATED COST $

1,034,000

SUBTOTAL
15% CONTINGENCY
30% ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

FUNDING SOURCES:
1. Eligible for SASD reimbursements/credit.
Preliminary figure equal to $500K +/NOTES:
1. Trunk sewer assumes construction concurrent with road improvements: excludes pavement removal and
replacement, roadway and erosion control related items.

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

C-1
Storm Drain Index
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

C-1.1

Storm Drain System

$

8,498,000

C-1.2

Detention Basin Expansion

$

4,222,000

$

12,720,000

Onsite Public Frontage Total

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 11-29-17.xls

C-1

DRAFT
STORM DRAIN
SYSTEM

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

LEGEND

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

78" SD
72" SD
66" SD
60" SD
48" SD
42" SD
30" SD
27" SD
24" SD

Planned
Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

E.

Le
ve
e

I-5
Rd

78" OUTFALL
STRUCTURES
.

ee
t"

G"

Village 14

Str

Village 11

Village 12

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

DEL PASO RD.

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

Village 8

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
C-1.1

27141.000
5/12/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

STORM DRAIN INDEX

Storm Drain System
ITEM

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10

DESCRIPTION

24" Storm Drain
27" Storm Drain
30" Storm Drain
42" Storm Drain
48" Storm Drain
60" Storm Drain
66" Storm Drain
72" Storm Drain
78" Storm Drain
78" Storm Drain Outfall

QUANTITY

2,040
970
470
790
2,170
1,150
690
4,910
8,800
2

LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
LF
EA

UNIT PRICE

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

65.00
70.00
75.00
95.00
100.00
200.00
275.00
325.00
350.00
30,000.00

COST (Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

132,600
67,900
35,300
75,100
217,000
230,000
189,800
1,595,800
3,080,000
60,000

SUBTOTAL
$
15% CONTINGENCY
$
30% ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $

5,684,000
853,000
1,961,000

$

8,498,000

TOTAL

Notes:

UNIT

1. Storm drain assumes construction concurrent with road improvements,
and excludes pavement removal and replacement.
2. Storm drain system includes the components listed above because each segment of pipe is required for a
complete functioning system.
3. Storm Drain System is not reimbursable by City of Sacramento

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

DRAFT

DETENTION
BASIN
EXPANSION

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

Planned
Development 2

PROJECT BOUNDARY

Domino Avenue

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

Village 13

LAND
ACQUISITION
Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
ELKHORN BLVD.

78" OUTFALL
STRUCTURES

E.

I-5
Rd

.
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Village 14

ee
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Village 11

Le
ve
e

PROJECT
SITE

SORENTO RD.

e.

DEL PASO RD.

DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

EXISTING
BASIN - LAND
OWNED BY
TWIN RIVERS

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"
Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

D.

Park 4

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

e.
Av

Aim

LR

Village 10

Aimwell Ave.

E
UX

Village 8

0
I-8

NORTH

TR

I-5

LAND
ACQUISITION

PUMPS

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Barr
os

Village 3

Park

Driv

e

r.
nter D

Ce
Club

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
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Elementary School

Mayfield St.

SNLD-C

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

C-1.2

27141.000
11/29/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

STORM DRAIN INDEX

Detention Basin Expansion
ITEM

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16

DESCRIPTION

Detention Pond - Excavation
Detention Pond - Finish Grading
Pump Station Outlet Structure
Pump Station Inlet Structure
Pump Station
Weir Erosion Protection - Rip Rap 1' deep
Detention Pond - Maint. Path (6" ab @ 12')
Metal access gate
12 Concrete access ramp
6" Concrete Spillway
Geotextiles
Rip Rap/Cobble Rock Protection at Outfall Str. (2)
Hydroseed
Detention Pond - Fencing: Post & Cable
Detention Pond - Fencing: tubular steel (housing)
Detention Pond - Landscaping (25% coverage & trees)

Real-Estate Acquisition

QUANTITY

88,900
444,170
1
1
1
425
39,600
1
2,760
3,600
444,170
41
328,000
3,300
850
116,850

UNIT

c.y.
s.f.
l.s.
l.s.
l.s.
tons
s.f.
e.a.
s.f.
s.f.
s.f.
tons
s.f.
l.f.
l.f.
s.f.

UNIT PRICE

$5.00
$0.10
$15,000
$20,000
$500,000
$45
$1.50
$5,000.00
$8.00
$8.00
$0.20
$45.00
$0.10
$10
$34
$5

COST (Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$
$

444,500
44,400
15,000
20,000
500,000
19,100
59,400
5,000
22,100
28,800
88,800
1,800
32,800
33,000
28,900
584,300

SUBTOTAL
15% CONTINGENCY
30% ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

$
$
$

1,928,000
289,000
665,000

CONSTRUCTION TOTAL

$

2,882,000

6.7

acres

Total Cost

$200,000.00

$1,340,000

$

4,222,000

Notes:
1. School has already acquired the land and excavated their portion of the basin (6.9 acres). Dirtwork and above quantities

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

DRAFT

D-1
Potable Water Index
Summary of Total Costs
SHEET

D-1.1

PROJECT NAME

TOTAL COST

Transmission Main
Potable Water Total

$

2,694,000

$

2,694,000

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle Finance Plan 5-12-17.xls

D-1

WATER
TRANSMISSION
MAIN

DRAFT

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive
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Development 2

Domino Avenue

PROJECT BOUNDARY
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
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FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED
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DEL PASO RD.

Village 12
NA
ARE

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Av

NATOMAS BLVD.

let
to

Detention Basin

US-99

Fa

I-80
9&
US-9

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

E
UX

TR

I-5

0
I-8

D.

LR

NORTH

Village 8

Sorento Road

Village 10
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Park 4

Cadman Ct.

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

24" TM

e.
Av

Aim

Aimwell Ave.

LAND USE SUMMARY
PUD Land Use*

General Plan

Zoning

SNLD-E
SNLD-T
SNLD-C
Elementary School
High School / Middle School
Park - Quimby
Park - Ninos Parkway
Open Space - Ninos Parkway
Detention Basin - Open Space
Planned Development (Krumenacher Property)
Major Roads (Del Paso Rd & Elkhorn Blvd)
Collector and Residential Streets

SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
SNLD (3-8 du/ac)
PR
PR
PR
PR
PD
varies
varies

R-1
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
R1-A
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A-OS
A
varies
varies

TOTALS

Open Space 2

ll
we

= Pedestrian Connection Only

Open Space 1
Barr
os

101.2±
127.8±
59.3±
10.0±
60.4±
15.5±
7.0±
23.3±
13.4±
119.0±
4.7±
47.8±

455±
766±
444±

589.4±

589.4±

1,665± DU

Open Space Corridor
Detention Basin

Driv

Park

e

r.

nter D

Ce
Club

Units

111.5±
140.2±
65.2±
11.8±
65.5±
17.9±
8.5±
27.5±
13.6±
123.0±
4.7±
0.0±

* SNLD = Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (Detached Single-Family Residential )
-E = Estate (4.5 du/ac average net density)
-T = Traditional (6.0 du/ac average net density)
-C = Compact (7.5 du/ac average net density)

Village 4

Village 3

Acres (G) Acres (N)

Village 6

Barros Drive

School
SNLD-E
SNLD-T

Park 3
Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Village 5

SNLD-C

Park 1

Village 2

National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

Del Paso Road

April 18, 2017

DRAFT
27141.000
5/12/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

D-1.1

POTABLE WATER INDEX

TRANSMISSION MAIN
ITEM

1
2

DESCRIPTION

18" Water transmission main
24" Water transmission main

QUANTITY

950
9,300

UNIT

UNIT

l.f.
l.f.

$
$

135
180

$
$

128,000
1,674,000

$
SUBTOTAL
$
15% CONTINGENCY
30% ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT $

1,802,000
270,000
622,000

TOTAL TRANSMISSION MAIN ESTIMATED COST $

2,694,000

REIMBURSEMENT SOURCES:
1. Reimbursement available, applied as water meter credits.
NOTES
1. Transmission main costs include fittings and valves at 500' spacing.
2. T-Main construction costs assume construction concurrent with road improvements: excludes pavement removal
and replacement, utility conflict resolution.

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

COST
(Rounded)

PRICE

27141.000
11/29/2017

Panhandle Finance Plan

E-1

WAPA CORRIDOR TRAIL INDEX

POWERLINE CORRIDOR CLASS I BIKE TRAIL
ITEM

1
2
3
4
5

DESCRIPTION

QUANTITY

12' Trail with DG shoulders
20' Landscape Area

l.f.
s.f
a.c.
s.f
s.f

$
$
$
$
$

67
6.92
7,039
6.92
6.92

525,100
1,602,700
134,400
695,500
1,864,900

$

4,823,000

TOTAL WAPA CORRIDOR WITH TRAIL ESTIMATED COST $

4,823,000

SUBTOTAL

NOTES

Landscape items and unit prices above include contingency and engineering. Base price is $5/sf

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.

COST
(Rounded)

$
$
$
$
$

Open Space In WAPA Corridor
Park Space in WAPA Corridor - Landscape/turf
Park Space in WAPA Corridor - Minimal Landscape/Natural

7,800
231,600
19.1
100,500
269,500

UNIT
PRICE

UNIT

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3
PD
(PD/A)
24.1 ± AC. (GR)
24.1 ± AC. (NET)

Planned
Development 1

Sandmark Drive

PD
(PD/A)
87.3 ± AC. (GR)
83.3 ± AC. (NET)

Planned
Development 2

ELKHORN BLVD.

I-5

SORENTO RD.

NATOMAS BLVD.

US-99

PD
(PD/A)
11.6± AC. (GR)
11.6 ± AC. (NET)

PROJECT
SITE

Domino Avenue

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

9
US9&

(SNLD/R1-A)

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)
12.2 ± AC. (GR)
12.2 ± AC. (NET)

0

I-8

.
RD

NORTH

EL
UX
TR

I-5

Village 13

65.5 ± AC. (GR)
60.4 ± AC. (NET)

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.

BLV

I-80

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

High School/
Middle School

Amazon Avenue

DEL PASO RD.

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

Open Space 4
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)
13.0 ± AC. (GR)
12.3 ± AC. (NET)

Faletto Avenue
Fa
le

tto

Av

e.

Detention Basin

E.

Open Space
(PR/A-OS)
13.6 ± AC. (GR)
13.4± AC. (NET)

Le
ve
e

Rd

.

G"

Village 14
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

Str
ee
t"

Village 11
SNLD-C
(SNLD/R1-A)
17.6 ± AC. (GR)
16.4 ± AC. (NET)

23.3 ± AC. (GR)
21.2 ± AC. (NET)

Village 12

NINOS TRAIL

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)
13.0 ± AC. (GR)
11.3 ± AC. (NET)

NINOS TRAIL LANDSCAPING

Street "F"

Club Center Dr.

OPEN SPACE (NATURAL)
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)

Club Center Dr.

6.9 ± AC. (GR)
6.5 ± AC. (NET)

Cadman Ct.

Quimby
(PR/A-OS)

Village 9
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

PARK: LANDSCAPE/TURF

Village 7

Park 2
12.3 ± AC. (GR)
10.5 ± AC. (NET)

30.0 ± AC. (GR)
26.1± AC. (NET)

PARK: MINIMAL LANDSCAPE/NATURAL

Sorento Road

Park 4

14.6± AC. (GR)
13.3 ± AC. (NET)

Street "E"

Village 10
SNLD-C
(SNLD/R1-A)

Street "D"

Village 8
SNLD-E
(SNLD/R1)
20.8 ± AC. (GR)
20.2 ± AC. (NET)

SNLD-E
(SNLD/R1)
47.0 ± AC. (GR)
38.9 ± AC. (NET)

.

e
Av

Open Space 3
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)

ll

we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

4.6 ± AC. (GR)
4.1 ± AC. (NET)

Village 5
SNLD-C
(SNLD/R1-A)

Open Space 2

19.8 ± AC. (GR)
18.6 ± AC. (NET)

Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)
4.1 ± AC. (GR)
3.1 ± AC. (NET)

Barr

os
D

Village 3
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

Club

rive

r Dr.

e
Cent

Village 6

Barros Drive

SNLD-E
(SNLD/R1)

36.4 ± AC. (GR)
34.3 ± AC. (NET)

20.2 ± AC. (GR)
16.6 ± AC. (NET)

Village 4

Street "B"

2.0 ± AC. (GR)
1.5 ± AC. (NET)

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Park 1
Quimby
(PR/A-OS)

(SNLD/R1-A)
11.7 ± AC. (GR)
10.0 ± AC. (NET)

Street "C"

Mayfield St.

Park 3
Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)

)
(National Drive

SNLD-C
(SNLD/R1-A)
14.4 ± AC. (GR)
12.2 ± AC. (NET)

5.7± AC. (GR)
5.0 ± AC. (NET)

Ninos Parkway
(PR/A-OS)
5.4 ± AC. (GR)
5.1 ± AC. (NET)

Village 2
SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)
25.9± AC. (GR)
22.7 ± AC. (NET)

(National Drive)

21.4 ± AC. (GR)
19.9 ± AC. (NET)

Open Space 1

Street "C"

SNLD-T
(SNLD/R1-A)

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

Del Paso Road

PUD SCHEMATIC PLAN

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

October 18, 2017

TRAIL
Panhandle Finance Plan - Trails

Date:

11/29/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

7,800 LF
Trails Cross Section Index
Preliminary Per Foot Cost Estimate
Typical Cross Section:

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

EARTHWORK
CLEAR AND GRUB
TRAIL ROUGH GRADING

SF
CY

$
$

0.09
5.00

16 $
0.15 $

1.47
0.75

$

2.22

12 $
12 $
4 $

23.40
18.00
6.00

$

47.40

1 $
0 $

0.20
-

$

0.20

SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

49.82

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

PAVEMENT
ASPHALT CONCRETE (3" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE (6" AB)
DECOMPOSED GRANITE

SF
SF
SF

$
$
$

1.95
1.50
1.50

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 PAVEMENT
3

MISCELLANEOUS
SIGNAGE/STRIPING
NATIVE LANDSCAPING/IRRIGATION

LF
SF

$
$

0.20
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 3 MISCELLANEOUS
4

CONTINGENCY

CONTINGENCY

5

%

15.0%

$

7.47

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

57.30

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
PLAN CHECK/INSPECTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
MISC
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%

5.0%
5.0%
2.5%
5.0%
2.5%

$
$
$
$
$

57.30
57.30
57.30
57.30
57.30

$
$
$
$
$

2.86
2.86
1.43
2.86
1.43

$

10.03

GRAND TOTAL $

67

OPEN SPACE at CORRIDOR
Panhandle Finance Plan - Trails

Date:

11/29/2017

Job #

27141.000

By:

LJ

19.1 AC
Preliminary Per Acre Cost Estimate

ITEM DESCRIPTION
1

UNIT

PRICE

QUANTITY

COST

EARTHWORK
CLEAR AND GRUB
ROUGH GRADING

AC
CY

$
$

4,000.00
3.00

1 $
403 $

4,000.00
1,209.00

$

5,209.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 1 EARTHWORK
2

PAVEMENT
ASPHALT CONCRETE (3" AC)
AGGREGATE BASE (6" AB)
DECOMPOSED GRANITE

SF
SF
SF

$
$
$

1.95
1.50
1.50

0 $
0 $
0 $

-

$

-

0 $
0 $

-

$

-

TOTAL FOR ITEM 2 PAVEMENT
3

MISCELLANEOUS
SIGNAGE/STRIPING
NATIVE LANDSCAPING/IRRIGATION

LF
SF

$
$

0.20
5.00

TOTAL FOR ITEM 3 MISCELLANEOUS
4

CONTINGENCY
SUBTOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $
CONTINGENCY

5

%

15.0%

5,209.00

$

781.35

TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COST $

5,990.35

ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT
DESIGN ENGINEERING
PLAN CHECK/INSPECTION
CONSTRUCTION STAKING
CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT
MISC
TOTAL FOR ITEM 5 ENGINEERING & MANAGEMENT

%
%
%
%
%

5.0%
5.0%
2.5%
5.0%
2.5%

$
$
$
$
$

5,990.35
5,990.35
5,990.35
5,990.35
5,990.35

$
$
$
$
$

299.52
299.52
149.76
299.52
149.76

$

1,048.31

GRAND TOTAL $

7,039

SUPPLEMENTAL FINANCE PLAN
REPORT
Panhandle

FOR

The Hodgson Company
within the
City of Sacramento, California
Aug 24, 2017

A-H
Table of Contents
PROJECT NAME

SECTION

A

Landscape

B

Right of Way Amenities - 5' Sidewalk

C

Sound Wall and Horse Fence

D

Trail

E

Basin

F

Entry Monumentation

G

Cost summary for additional items

H

Assumptions

I

Exhibits

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

A-1
Landscape Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

PROJECT ITEM

TOTAL QUANTITY (SF)*

A-1.1a

Sorento Road Landscape

20,500

A-1.2

Right of Way Landscape (back of curb to back of walk)

54,300

A-1.3

Del Paso Road Landscape

23,500

Ninos Parkway Landscape

78,500

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

A-1

B-1
Right of Way Amenities Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

B-1.1

PROJECT ITEM

5' Wide Sidewalk

TOTAL QUANTITY (SF)*

35,200

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

B-1

C-1
Sound Wall and Fence Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

PROJECT ITEM

TOTAL QUANTITY*

UNITS

A-1.1

Sorento Road Horse Fence

3,200

LF

C-1.1

Del Paso Road Soundwall

2,700

LF

C-1.1

Del Paso Road Pilasters

20

EA

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

C-1

D-1
Trail Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

PROJECT ITEM

TOTAL QUANTITY (SF)*

A-1.1.a

12' Wide Trail (Sorento Road) (PCC)

48,000

A-1.3

12' Wide Trail (Del Paso Road) (PCC)

31,300

A-1.4

12' Wide Bike Trail (Ninos Parkway) (AC Paving)

94,200

A-1.4

2 - 2' DG Wide Shoulders (along Ninos Parkway Bike Trail)

31,400

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

D-1

E-1
Basin Index
Summary of Total Quantities
EXHIBIT

E-1.1

PROJECT ITEM

Basin (Area between 10-year and 100-year Flood Plains)

TOTAL QUANTITY (SF)*

70,500

* Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

E-1

F-1
Entry Monumentation
Summary of Total Quantities
PROJECT ITEM

TOTAL QUANTITY (EA)

National Drive at Del Paso Road

1

Club Center Drive at Del Paso Road

1

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

F-1

G-1
Supplemental Finance Plan Report
Summary of Additional Costs
Landscape

TOTAL QUANTITY

UNIT COST

TOTAL COST**

Sorento Road Landscape

20,500

SF

$8.00

$

164,000

Del Paso Road Landscape (18' Wide)

23,500

SF

$8.00

$

188,000

Additional Ninos Parkway Landscape

59,000

SF

$8.00

$

472,000

Subtotal

$

824,000

15% Contingency

$

123,600

Landscape Total

$

948,000

Fence/Soundwall

TOTAL QUANTITY

Sorento Road Horse Fence

3,200

Del Paso Road Soundwall

UNIT

UNIT COST

$

160,000

$

175

$

472,500

$

1,600

$

32,000

Subtotal

$

664,500

15% Contingency

$

99,675

Fence/Soundwall Total

$

764,000

Trail/Bike Path

LF

$

2,700

LF

20

EA

TOTAL COST**

50

Del Paso Road Pilasters

TOTAL QUANTITY

UNIT

UNIT COST

TOTAL COST**

12' Wide PCC Trail (Sorento Road)

48,000

SF

$

8

$

384,000

12' Wide PCC Trail (Del Paso Road)

31,300

SF

$

8

$

250,400

Subtotal

$

634,400

15% Contingency

$

95,160

Trails/Bike Path Total

$

730,000

Entry Monumentation

*

UNIT

TOTAL QUANTITY

UNIT

UNIT COST

TOTAL COST**

National Drive at Del Paso Road

1

EA

$ 65,000

$

65,000

Club Center Drive at Del Paso Road

1

EA

$ 65,000

$

65,000

Subtotal

$

130,000

15% Contingency

$

19,500

Entry Monumentation Total

$

150,000

All items listed here were not associated with
costs from the Panhandle Financing Plan dated
May 12, 2017 and therefore are incorporated
here.

** Totals rounded

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

cost summary

H-1
Assumptions

Assumptions

Items appearing in section G were not part of the Panhandle Financing Plan dated May 12, 2017 and
are accounted for in this document.
Sorento Road does not include masonry wall. Wall assumed to be completed by individual Villages

Sorento Road horse fencing is equal to the entire street length. Coverage is assumed at 50% and the
listed linear footage reflects that.
Pilasters have spacing of 140' O.C.

Portland Concrete Cement Trails at Del Paso Road and Sorento Road have no decomposed granite
shoulder. Price includes a 6" AB base

Del Paso Road landscape is equal to 30' width less the 12' wide PCC trail. Plant density is assumed at
50% and the listed square footage reflects that.

Sorento Road landscape is equal to 25' width less the 12' wide PCC trail. Plant density is assumed at
25% and the listed square footage reflects that.

Ninos Bike Trail landscape at the powerline corridor landscape is equal to 20' width and includes the 2'
wide D.G. shoulder (each side, for a total of 36'). Plant density is assumed at 25% and the listed square
footage reflects that.
Landscape in R/W is assumed between back of curb and front of walk
"WAPA Corridor Landscape" is the same thing "Ninos Parkway Landscape"

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
Panhandle FP Supplemental Report 8-24-17.xls

assumptions

A-1.1.a: SORENTO
ROAD LANDSCAPE
AREAS, HORSE
FENCE, AND 12' TRAIL

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Planned
Development 2

I-5

PROJECT BOUNDARY

Domino Avenue

SORENTO RD.

NATOMAS BLVD.

US-99

ELKHORN BLVD.

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

PROJECT
SITE

DEL PASO RD.

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.

BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Sandmark Drive

I-80

9
US-

Amazon Avenue

9&

High School/
Middle School

0

I-8

.
RD

NORTH

EL
UX
TR

I-5

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
Fa
le

tto

Av

e.

Detention Basin

E.

Le
ve
e

Rd

.

Str
ee
t"

G"

Village 14

Village 11

Village 12

Street "F"

Village 8

Park 4
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Village 10

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

Club Center Dr.

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

.

e
Av

Open Space 2

ll

we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

Village 5
Open Space 1

Barr

os
D

Village 3

rive

r.
nter D

Ce
Club

Village 6

Street "B"

Elementary School

Park 1

)
(National Drive

Mayfield St.

Park 3

Mayfield St.

- Area where Section A applies

Street "C"

Village 4

Barros Drive

PUD SCHEMATIC PLAN
Village 2
National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

Del Paso Road

Suburban
Center

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

June 01, 2017

A-1.1.b
SORENTO
ROAD
LANDSCAPE
AND 12'
TRAIL

A-1.1.c
SORENTO ROAD
LANDSCAPE AND 12'
TRAIL

A-1.2: RIGHT OF
WAY

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

LANDSCAPE

Planned
Development 1

Planned
Development 2

I-5

PROJECT BOUNDARY

Domino Avenue

SORENTO RD.

NATOMAS BLVD.

US-99

ELKHORN BLVD.

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

PROJECT
SITE

DEL PASO RD.

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.

BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Sandmark Drive

I-80

9
US-

Amazon Avenue

9&

High School/
Middle School

0

I-8

.
RD

NORTH

EL
UX
TR

I-5

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
Fa
le

tto

Av

e.

Detention Basin

E.

Le
ve
e

LEGEND
A-1.1
A-1.2
A-1.3
A-1.4
A-1.5
A-1.6
A-1.7

Rd

.

Str
ee
t"

G"

Village 14

Village 11

Village 12

Street "F"

Village 8

Park 4
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Village 10

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

Club Center Dr.

BACK OF CURB TO FRONT OF WALK AND
MEDIAN WHERE REQUIRED

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

.

e
Av

Open Space 2

ll

we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

Village 5
Open Space 1

Barr

os
D

Village 3

rive

r.
nter D

Ce
Club

Village 6

Park 3

Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.

Park 1

)
(National Drive

Mayfield St.

Street "C"

Village 4

Barros Drive

PUD SCHEMATIC PLAN
Village 2
National Drive

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

Village 1

Del Paso Road

Suburban
Center

PANHANDLE
City of Sacramento

June 01, 2017

A-1.3
DEL PASO
ROAD
LANDSCAPE
AND 12' TRAIL
(note: no "horse fence"
on Del Paso Road)

A-1.4 NINOS PARKWAY

Elkhorn Boulevard

Planned
Development 3

Planned
Development 1

Planned
Development 2

I-5

PROJECT BOUNDARY

Domino Avenue

SORENTO RD.

NATOMAS BLVD.

US-99

ELKHORN BLVD.

DEL PASO RD.

NA
ARE

PROJECT
SITE

DEL PASO RD.

D. NORTH MARKET BLVD.

BLV

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

Sandmark Drive

I-80

9
US-

Amazon Avenue

9&

High School/
Middle School

0

I-8

.
RD

NORTH

EL
UX
TR

I-5

Village 13

Open Space 3

Faletto Avenue
Fa
le

tto

Av

e.

Detention Basin

E.

Le
ve
e

Rd

.

Str
ee
t"

G"

Village 14

Village 11

Village 12

Street "F"

Village 8

Park 4
Club Center Dr.

Street "E"

Street "D"

Village 10

Cadman Ct.

Sorento Road

Club Center Dr.

Village 7

Park 2
Village 9

.

e
Av

Open Space 2

ll

we
Aim

Aimwell Ave.

Village 5
Open Space 1

Barr

os
D

Village 3

rive

r.
nter D

Ce
Club

Village 6

Park 3

Street "B"

Elementary School

Mayfield St.
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DRAFT

Table C-1
Panhandle Finance Plan
Estimated Fee Revenue at Buildout (2018$)

Item

Total
Revenue

Residential
Traditional

Estates

Village

340

869

453

$252,624
$3,269,678
$1,373,265
$205,990
$939,030
$498,600
$181,660
$59,039
$908,298
$18,166
$371,435
$639,870
$0
$232,680
$8,950,335

$51,680
$722,440
$303,425
$45,514
$192,100
$102,000
$41,336
$13,434
$206,679
$4,134
$82,069
$130,900
$0
$47,600
$1,943,311

$132,088
$1,720,851
$722,757
$108,414
$490,985
$260,700
$95,860
$31,155
$479,301
$9,586
$195,489
$334,565
$0
$121,660
$4,703,411

$68,856
$826,387
$347,082
$52,062
$255,945
$135,900
$44,463
$14,451
$222,317
$4,446
$93,878
$174,405
$0
$63,420
$2,303,613

Number of Units

Fee Revenue
Processing Fees
Administrative Processing Fee
Building Permit
Plan Review Fee
Planning Review Fee
Planning Inspection Fee
Public Works Fee Deposit
City Business Operations Tax
Seismic/Strong Motion
General Plan Recovery Fee
Green Building/CBSC Fee
Technology Surcharge
Residential Construction Tax (Assumes 3 Bedrooms)
Fire Inspection Fee
Fire Review Fee
Subtotal Processing Fees
City Development Impact Fees
Adjusted Transportation Development Impact Fee (TDIF) [1]
Traffic (Construction Excise Tax)
Water Development Fee
Water Easement Tap Installation Fee
Water Meter Installation
Residential Construction Water Use Fee
Erosion and Sediment Control (ESC)
Park Impact Fee
Neighborhood and Community Parks
Citywide Parks/Facilities
Subtotal Park Impact Fee
Habitat/Greenbelt Preservation
Mixed Income Housing Ordinance/Housing Trust Fund
Subtotal City Development Impact Fees

$1,780,002
$2,090,622
$4,945,613
$2,559,480
$869,226
$227,694
$116,340

$364,140
$475,967
$1,011,738
$523,600
$177,820
$46,580
$23,800

$930,699
$1,103,058
$2,585,883
$1,338,260
$454,487
$119,053
$60,830

$485,163
$511,596
$1,347,992
$697,620
$236,919
$62,061
$31,710

$5,617,560
$2,858,640
$8,476,200
$8,971,240
$9,938,728
$18,909,968

$1,149,200
$584,800
$1,734,000
$2,392,120
$2,276,300
$9,026,065

$2,937,220
$1,494,680
$4,431,900
$4,667,320
$5,236,160
$20,927,650

$1,531,140
$779,160
$2,310,300
$1,911,800
$2,426,268
$10,021,429

Other Agency Fees
Twin Rivers and Robla Elementary School District Fees
SAFCA DIF
Sacramento Transportation Authority (STA)
Air Quality Mitigation Fee
SASD (Expansion)
Regional SAN (New)
Subtotal Other Agency Fees

$12,915,150
$7,645,175
$2,064,802
$806,070
$5,036,954
$9,684,474
$38,152,625

$2,958,000
$1,751,000
$422,402
$164,900
$1,343,069
$1,981,180
$8,620,552

$6,804,270
$4,027,815
$1,079,611
$421,465
$2,620,493
$5,063,663
$20,017,317

$3,152,880
$1,866,360
$562,789
$219,705
$1,073,391
$2,639,631
$9,514,756

Subtotal Estimated Fee Revenue

$87,078,105

$19,589,928

$45,648,378

$21,839,799

Panhandle SFD Fee Revenue
Roadways
Sanitary Sewer
Storm Drainage
Drainage Land Acquisition
Sotnip Trail [1]
Powerline (WAPA Corridor Class I Bike Trail)
Regional Park Land Acquisition
Transit
Fire Facilities
Community Center
Library
Subtotal Panhandle SFD Fee Revenue

$12,407,000
$276,000
$11,380,000
$1,675,000
$300,000
$525,100
$3,628,146
$889,170
$902,466
$3,456,960
$1,416,024
$36,855,866

$2,538,135
$56,462
$3,034,399
$446,627
$61,372
$107,421
$742,220
$181,900
$184,620
$707,200
$289,680
$8,350,037

$6,487,174
$144,310
$5,920,486
$871,425
$156,859
$274,556
$1,897,027
$464,915
$471,867
$1,807,520
$740,388
$19,236,527

$3,381,691
$75,227
$2,425,114
$356,948
$81,769
$143,123
$988,899
$242,355
$245,979
$942,240
$385,956
$9,269,302

$1,105,676

$250,501

$577,096

$278,079

$125,039,647

$28,190,466

$65,462,001

$31,387,180

Panhandle SFD Admin Fee Revenue
Total Fee Revenue

fee rev

[1] According to the Project conditions of approval, the $300,000 contribution for the Sotnip Trail will be paid on a per-unit basis
by the first 50 percent of permits. This Finance Plan allocates the total cost on a planwide basis to equalize costs across
all benefitting Panhandle land uses.
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Table D‐1
Panhandle Finance Plan
City Cost Allocation Table ‐ Summary of Total Maintenance Costs and Maximum Special Tax Rate
DRAFT

City Maintenance Costs:

Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)

Source: City of Sacramento.

Capital
Facility:

Streetscapes

Parks and
Open Space

Utilities

Benefit
Unit:

Daily
Trip Rate

Residents
Served

Developable
Acres

$218,069

$383,250

$24,277

$131
$131
$131

Cost per Unit
$231
$231
$231

$19
$15
$11

Total Cost
Allocation

Total City
Maint. Costs

Annual
Admin.

Maximum
Special Tax

3.00%
$11
$11
$11

per Unit
$392
$388
$384

$625,596

per Unit
$381
$376
$373

$129,487
$127,955
$126,896

10/25/2017

Table D‐2
Panhandle Finance Plan
Maintenance Items, Responsibilities, and Costs
DRAFT

Item

Quantity

Unit
Price

Streetscapes
Sorento Road Landscape (A‐1.1a)
Sorento Road Landscape (A‐1.1a) ‐ Utilities
ROW Landscape (back of curb to back of walk ‐ A‐1.2)
Del Paso Road Landscape (A‐1.3)
Del Paso Road Landscape (A‐1.3) ‐ Utilities
Ninos Parkway Landscape
Ninos Parkway Landscape ‐ Utilities
5' Wide Sidewalk (B‐1.1)
Sorento Road Horse Fence (A‐1.1)
Sorento Road Masonry Wall
Del Paso Road Soundwall (C‐1.1)
Del Paso Road Pilasters (C‐1.1)
Sorento Road Trail (12' Wide PCC)
Del Paso Road Trail (12' Wide PCC)
Ninos Parkway Bike Trail (12' Wide AC Paving) (A‐1.4)
Ninos Parkway Shoulders (2‐2' DG Wide) (A‐1.4)
Entry Feature / Landscape Monumentation (TBD) ‐ National (F‐1)
Entry Features / Landscape Monumentation (TBD) ‐ Del Paso (F‐1)
1
Del Paso Road Median (12' Wide)
1
Major Collector Medians (12' Wide)
A
Streets Contract Admin & Inspection
Subtotals

20,500
1
54,300
23,500
1
78,500
1
35,200
3,200
5,568
2,700
20
48,000
31,300
94,200
31,400
500
500
31,272
118,800
1

$0.65
$1,610
$0.65
$0.65
$1,890
$0.65
$3,969
$0.25
$0.94
$1.11
$1.11
$250
$0.37
$0.37
$0.25
$0.18
$0.65
$0.65
$0.87
$0.87
$10,500

1

Unit

Sq. Ft.
Each
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Each
Sq. Ft.
Each
Sq. Ft.
LF
LF
LF
Each
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.
Each

Maintenance
Responsibility

Included
in CFD?

Maintenance Cost Estimates
CFD
Non‐CFD

HOA
HOA
City
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
City
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
City
City
City

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
No
No
Yes

$13,325
$1,610
$35,295
$15,275
$1,890
$51,025
$3,969
$8,800
$3,000
$6,187
$3,000
$5,000
$17,760
$11,581
$23,550
$5,652
$325
$325
$0
$0
$10,500
$218,069

$13,325
$1,610
$0
$15,275
$1,890
$51,025
$3,969
$0
$3,000
$6,187
$3,000
$5,000
$17,760
$11,581
$23,550
$5,652
$325
$325
$0
$0
$0
$163,474

100% of these street medians qualify for funding through the Citywide Landscaping & Lighting Assessment District.

Parks and Open Space
Open Space 4 / Ninos Parkway
Open Space 3 / Ninos Parkway
Park 4 / Ninos Parkway
Park 3 / Ninos Parkway
Park 2 / Quimby
Park 1 / Quimby
Open Space 2 / Ninos Parkway
Open Space 1 / Ninos Parkway
Subtotals

12.30
4.10
6.50
1.50
10.50
5.00
3.10
5.10

$2,500
$2,500
$15,000
$15,000
$15,000
$15,000
$2,500
$2,500

Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre
Per Acre

HOA
HOA
HOA
HOA
City
City
HOA
HOA

Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

$30,750
$10,250
$97,500
$22,500
$157,500
$75,000
$7,750
$12,750
$383,250

$30,750
$10,250
$97,500
$22,500
$0
$0
$7,750
$12,750
$150,750

Utilities
E‐1.1 Detention Basin (area between 10‐year and 100‐year flood plains)
Landscaping along street frontages (behind sidewalk)
Landscaping along street frontages ‐ Utilities
Subtotals

1.62
14,825
1

$15,000 Per Acre
$0.65 SF
$1,890 Each

City
City
City

Yes
Yes
Yes

$24,277
$9,636
$1,890
$24,277

$0
$0
$0
$0

$625,596

$314,224

Subtotal Contingent Special Tax
Contingency and Administration Costs
2
Contingency and Repair/Replacement
Administration (3%)
Subtotal Contingency and Admin Costs

$17,336
$18,768
$36,103

Total Project Contingent Special Tax Summary
Subtotal Annual Maintenance
Subtotal Contingency and Admin Costs
Total Contingent Special Tax

$625,596
$36,103
$661,699

Sources: Panhandle Public Facilities Financing Plan; City of Sacramento.

10/25/2017

Table D‐3
Panhandle Finance Plan
Maintenance Benefit Units

Maintenance
Item:

Land Use
Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)

1

Benefit
Unit:

Landscape
Maintenance

Parks and
Open Space

Utilities
(Detention Basin)

Daily
Trip Rate

Persons
Served

Developable
Acres

8.20 per unit
8.20 per unit
8.20 per unit

Residents
2.98 per unit
2.98 per unit
2.98 per unit

1.00 per acre
1.00 per acre
1.00 per acre

Assumes a resident‐to‐employee ratio of 1.0 : 0.5 (i.e., 1.0 employees equals 0.5 residents).

Source: City of Sacramento.

10/25/2017

Table D‐4
Panhandle Finance Plan
CFD Maintenance Cost Allocation Table ‐ Streetscapes
DRAFT

Units/
Sq. Ft.

Land Use
Total CFD Cost
Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Total

Source: City of Sacramento.

Net
Acres

Daily
Trip Rate

Total
Trips

Percentage
Allocation

Cost
Allocations

Cost per
Unit/Sq. Ft.

$218,069
units
340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

per unit
8.20
8.20
8.20

2,788
7,126
3,715
13,628

20.46%
52.29%
27.26%
100.00%

$44,611
$114,020
$59,437
$218,069

per unit
$131
$131
$131

10/25/2017

Table D‐5
Panhandle Finance Plan
CFD Maintenance Cost Allocation Table ‐ Parks and Open Space
DRAFT

Units/
Sq. Ft.

Land Use
Total CFD Cost
Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Total

Source: City of Sacramento.

Net
Acres

Total
Persons
Served

Persons
Served

Percentage
Allocation

Cost
Allocations

Cost per
Unit/Sq. Ft.

$383,250
units
340
869
453
1,662

per unit
75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

2.98
2.98
2.98

1,013
2,590
1,350
4,953

20.46%
52.29%
27.26%
100.00%

$78,403
$200,388
$104,460
$383,250

per unit
$231
$231
$231

10/25/2017

Table D‐6
Panhandle Finance Plan
CFD Maintenance Cost Allocation Table ‐ Utilities
DRAFT

Units/
Sq. Ft.

Land Use
Total CFD Cost
Residential
Estates (E)
Traditional (T)
Village (V)
Total

Source: City of Sacramento.

Net
Acres

Percentage
Allocation

Cost
Allocations

Cost per
Unit/Sq. Ft.

$24,277
units
340
869
453
1,662

75.7
147.7
60.5
283.9

26.66%
52.03%
21.31%
100.00%

$6,473
$12,630
$5,173
$24,277

per unit
$19
$15
$11

10/25/2017

DRAFT
Table D-7
Panhandle Finance Plan
North Natomas TMA Proposed Programs and Services (2018$)

Item

Amount

North Natomas TMA Cost
Commuter Shuttle Service
Bike and Walk to School Program
Bike Program
Subtotal North Natomas TMA Cost
TMA Business Program, Advocacy, Communications, Marketing and Overhead (10%)
City Administration (5%)
Total North Natomas TMA Cost

$118,978
$34,200
$6,688
$159,866
$15,987
$7,993
$183,846

Total Panhandle Units

1,662

North Natomas TMA Cost per Unit [1]

$111
tma

Source: North Natomas Transportation Management Association (TMA); City of Sacramento.
[1] North Natomas TMA provided estimated annual cost to serve Panhandle, including Krumenacher
Ranch. The annual cost per unit is estimated by distributing this cost over Panhandle PUD units
because it is uncertain if Krumenacher Ranch will proceed.
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RESOLUTION NO. 2018 –
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
July 3, 2018
RESOLUTION APPROVING THE PANHANDLE MIXED INCOME HOUSING
STRATEGY (P16-013)

BACKGROUND
A.

On June 14, 2018, the City Planning and Design Commission conducted a public
hearing on the Panhandle project, and forwarded to the City Council a
recommendation to approve the Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy set
forth in Exhibit A.

B.

On July 3, 2018, the City Council conducted a public hearing that was noticed in
accordance with Sacramento City Code sections 17.812.010 and 17.812.030 at
which it received and considered evidence concerning the Panhandle project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.

Based on the verbal and documentary evidence received at the hearings
held on July 3, 2018, the City Council finds that the following:
1.

The Panhandle mixed income housing strategy is consistent with
the goals, policies, and other provisions of the general plan and its
housing element, in that:
a.

Key principles from the City’s General Plan vision are to
provide an equitable distribution of affordable housing
throughout the City and to work to end homelessness by
providing affordable housing opportunities. (Housing
Element, p. H 2-7.) The City’s Housing Element
acknowledges that “the City’s stock of existing affordable
housing is more and more strained.” (Page H-ES-1.) The 16
affordable units and estimated $7.7 million monetary
contribution by an impact fee proposed by the Panhandle
Mixed Income Housing Strategy will help ease this strain.

b.

The City’s share of regional housing need or the City’s
Regional Housing Need Allocation (RHNA) is based on
SACOG’s Regional Housing Needs Plan. Under this plan,
Sacramento must accommodate 24,101 new housing units
between 2013 and 2021. Of these housing units, 4,944

should be affordable to households earning no more than 50
percent of median income, 3,467 to households earning
between 50 percent and 80 percent of median income, 4,482
to households earning between 80 percent and 120 percent
of median income, and 11,208 to households earning more
than 120 percent of median income. In addition, of the 4,944
units needed for very low income households, half, or 2,472,
are presumed to be needed for extremely low-income
households, those making 30 percent or less of median
income.
c.

d.

The Housing Element identifies the following “key findings”
(among others) relating to housing needs in Sacramento:
•

The City should plan to accommodate 24,101 housing
units between 2013 and 2021, of which 35 percent
should be affordable to lower-income households.

•

There are over 15,000 subsidized rental housing units
in the city, including public housing, of which 1,602
are at risk of converting to market rate housing.

•

Almost 16 percent of city households have extremely
low-incomes. Black households, elderly households,
and Hispanic households are most likely to have
extremely low-incomes.

•

Seniors account for about 11 percent of city residents.
Almost 21 percent have extremely low incomes.
Among seniors, single women have the lowest
median income.

The provision of additional affordable housing proposed by
the Panhandle project helps address the City’s need for
affordable housing, as identified by the City’s Housing
Element. The 16 affordable housing units and estimated
$7.7 million monetary impact fee contribution proposed by
the Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy is consistent
with the City of Sacramento Housing Element Goals and
Policies:
•

Goal H-1.2: Housing Diversity. Provide a variety of
quality housing types to encourage neighborhood
stability. This goal is specifically advanced via
adherence to the following policies:

o

•

•

Policy H-1.2.2: Compatibility with Single
Family Neighborhoods. The City shall
encourage a variety of housing types and
sizes to diversify, yet maintain compatibility
with, single family neighborhoods.

Goal H-1.3: Balanced Communities. Promote racial,
economic, and demographic integration in new and
existing neighborhoods. This goal is specifically
advanced via adherence to the following policies:
o

Policy H-1.3.1: Social Equity. The City shall
encourage economic and racial integration,
fair housing opportunity and the elimination of
discrimination.

o

Policy H-1.3.4: A Range of Housing
Opportunities. The City shall encourage a
range of housing opportunities for all
segments of the community.

o

Policy H-1.3.5: Housing Type Distribution.
The City shall promote an equitable
distribution of housing types for all income
groups throughout the city and promote
mixed income neighborhoods rather than
creating concentrations of below market rate
housing in certain areas.

Goal H-2.2: Development. Assist in creating housing
to meet current and future needs. The project shall
utilize financial tools made available by the city
pursuant to the following policies:
o

Policy H-2.2.3: Offsetting Development Costs
for Affordable Housing. The city shall defer
fees to Certificate of Occupancy to help offset
development costs for affordable housing and
will offer other financial incentives including,
but not limited to, water development fee
waivers and sewer credits.

o

Policy H-2.2.4: Funding for Affordable
Housing. The City shall pursue and maximize
the use of all appropriate state, federal, local
and private funding for the development,

preservation, and rehabilitation of housing
affordable for extremely low, very low, low,
and moderate income households, while
maintaining economic competitiveness in the
region.
o

2.

Policy H-2.2.5: Review and Reduce Fees for
Affordable Housing. The City shall work with
affordable housing developers as well as
other agencies and districts to review and
reduce applicable processing and
development impact fees for very low and low
income housing units.

The Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy promotes the
public health, safety, convenience, and welfare of the city by
providing for the production of affordable housing and contributing
to the variety of housing stock within the City, for a variety of
incomes.

Section 2.

The City Council hereby approves the Panhandle Mixed Income Housing
Strategy set forth in Exhibit A.

Section 3.

Exhibit A is a part of this Resolution

Table of Contents:
Exhibit A: Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy

Exhibit A

Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy
The Panhandle Planned Unit Development (Panhandle) is a mixed use community located at the easterly
edge of the North Natomas Community Plan. This plan is comprised of 1,662 single family residential
units, 18 acres of parks, 36 acres of parkways and open space and an elementary school site. The
Panhandle will be incorporated into the North Natomas Community Plan area.
The City of Sacramento Mixed Income Housing Program requires projects of more than 100 gross acres
to “demonstrate how the project will provide housing for a variety of incomes and family types
consistent with the housing element.”
The Panhandle PUD will address the mixed income housing ordinance through a combination of
payment of housing impact fees (approximately $7.7 million) and the construction of 16 regulated
affordable homes as described below.
A total of 16 regulated affordable homes will be constructed within Villages 4, 5, 10 and 11 (Villages) of
Panhandle. These regulated affordable homes shall be the same or similar to other market rate homes
(i.e., comparable design, size and materials) in each of the Villages. Building permits may not be issued
for more than 75 percent of the market rate homes within each Village prior to the issuance of building
permits for 100 percent of the regulated affordable homes. The location of the regulated affordable
home will not be adjacent to or across from another regulated affordable home, but otherwise may be
located anywhere in each Village. Each subdivision located within Villages 4, 5, 10 and 11 will be
responsible for its portion, and not less than four regulated affordable homes will be constructed within
each respective Village.
By providing these 16 regulated affordable homes, Panhandle will receive a housing impact fee credit
totaling approximately $1.6 million and SHRA will waive its 30-year monitoring fee. A 30-year regulatory
agreement for each of the 16 regulated affordable homes will be recorded at the sale of each home.
Panhandle will pay a housing impact fee for the non-regulated, estate and traditional homes, located in
Villages 1, 2, 3, 6, 7, 8, 9, 12, 13 and 14.
City of Sacramento Mixed Income Housing Ordinance
In subsections 17.712.030(B) and 17.712.030(B)(1) of the Mixed Income Housing Ordinance, the
affordable housing requirements indicate:
If the residential project exceeds 100 gross acres in size, the owner shall pay a housing
impact fee on all newly constructed market rate dwelling units pursuant to section
17.712.050, and obtain city council approval of a mixed income housing strategy that
demonstrates how the project provides housing for a variety of incomes and family

types consistent with the housing element policy. The planning director shall review the
proposed mixed income housing strategy in consultation with the executive director of
SHRA. The planning director shall recommend approval, modification, or denial of the
proposed mixed income housing strategy in conjunction with the development project’s
earliest planning approvals, consistent with the provisions of section 17.808.260. The
city council and planning and design commission shall consider the amount of regulated
affordable housing in the vicinity. The mixed income housing strategy may provide for fee
credits for land dedication to SHRA, construction of affordable dwelling units, or other
mechanisms that lead to the provision of affordable housing.

North Natomas Community Plan
The North Natomas Community Plan calls for “Neighborhoods (that) will provide a balance of different
housing densities with a variety of housing types, lot sizes, and affordability to serve a broad spectrum
of residents.” The Panhandle will meet the City’s Mixed Income Housing Program by providing a
diversity of housing and will be implementing the housing principles espoused by the North Natomas
Community Plan.
Panhandle PUD
The stated housing goals of the Panhandle are:
•

Provide a variety of housing opportunities that will complement the existing North Natomas

Community Plan Community.
•

Provide diversity and “move-up” housing opportunities which incorporate high-quality design

materials that will retain property values over time.
•

Create a community that makes efficient use of land while offering residential housing densities

that transition from suburban densities of the existing North Natomas Community to the west to the
existing large-lot and rural densities to the east.
•

Provide large suburban home sites adjacent to Sorento Road to transition from the existing

suburban densities west of the Plan Area to the existing rural densities to the east of the Plan Area. The
Panhandle Planned Unit Development (PUD) Schematic Plan is consistent with the City’s General Plan
and in accordance with the Sacramento City Code.
The PUD Schematic Plan is comprised of predominantly single-family residential development to be
implemented through provision of various single-family lot sizes and product types to accommodate
various income levels and lifestyle options within the Plan Area. (General Plan designation Suburban
Neighborhood Low Density SNLD; Zoning designation R-1 and R-1A). The PUD further defines the
development intentions by establishing specific land use designations in the Plan Area that allow specific

residential density ranges and lot sizes (SNLD-E “Estate Lots”, SNLD-T “Traditional Lots”, and SNLD-V
“Village Lots”).
The Panhandle project plans three categories of lot sizes:
•
•
•

Estate lots (6000 – 14,500 sq. ft.),
Traditional lots (4500 – 7500 sq. ft.)
Village lots (3000 – 6000 sq. ft.).

House sizes will generally be in the following range:
•
Estate (2500 sq. ft. – 3500 sq. ft.)
•
Traditional (1800 – 2500 sq. ft.)
•
Village (1200 – 1600 sq. ft.).
General range of home prices (2018 estimate):
•
Estate lot homes ($500k – $750k);
•
Traditional lot homes ($400k - $550k);
•
Village lot homes ($350k - $450k).
Based on the most current data available the North Natomas Community Plan has approximately 200
acres of land available for multi-family housing which equates to about 4,000 multi-family apartment
units. There is also substantial land available for affordable housing immediately adjacent or very close
to the Panhandle.
Currently there is considerable diversity of housing in the North Natomas area but very little “move up”
housing which can be generally defined as larger homes on larger lots. Data provided by local real
estate sources indicate there is a significant demand for these larger homes. These homes would
typically be four and five bedrooms with larger backyards. Currently there is a limited amount of these
size homes and lots in the North Natomas area. There is also a significant demand for the less expensive
smaller homes on smaller lots, particularly in light of the project’s location close to downtown and major
freeways. The Panhandle PUD addresses this need for diversity by providing a significant variety of lot
sizes, house sizes and home prices.
By providing this housing diversity as well as contributing significant funds to support affordable housing
the Panhandle implements the goals for the Panhandle PUD, the North Natomas Community Plan and
the City of Housing Mixed Income Housing ordinance.

Attachments:
1 - 2035 General Plan Housing Element Policies
2 - Panhandle PUD Schematic Map

Panhandle - Housing Element
The Panhandle Mixed Income Housing Strategy (MIHS) implements the City’s Housing Element in a
variety of ways. The overall approach of the Panhandle is to provide a wide variety of housing
types, payment of housing impact fees (approximately $7.7 million) and construction of
affordable units. This will implement the following provisions of the City Housing Element:
1. Diversity of housing types and construction of more affordable units:
o

o

Goal H-1.2: Housing Diversity. Provide a variety of quality housing types to
encourage neighborhood stability. This goal is specifically advanced via adherence to
the following policies:
•

Policy H-1.2.1: Variety of Housing. The City shall encourage the development
and revitalization of neighborhoods that include a variety of housing tenure,
size and types, such as second units, carriage homes, lofts, live-work spaces,
cottages, and manufactured / modular housing.

•

Policy H-1.2.2: Compatibility with Single Family Neighborhoods. The City
shall encourage a variety of housing types and sizes to diversify, yet
maintain compatibility with, single family neighborhoods.

•

Policy H-1.2.4: Mix of Uses. The City shall actively support and encourage
mixed use retail, employment, and residential development around existing
and future transit stations, centers and corridors.

Goal H-1.3: Balanced Communities. Promote racial, economic, and demographic
integration in new and existing neighborhoods. This goal is specifically advanced
via adherence to the following policies:
•

Policy H-1.3.2: Economic Integration. The City shall consider the economic
integration of neighborhoods when financing new multifamily affordable
housing projects.

•

Policy H-1.3.4: A Range of Housing Opportunities. The City shall encourage
a range of housing opportunities for all segments of the community.

•

Policy H-1.3.5: Housing Type Distribution. The City shall promote an
equitable distribution of housing types for all income groups throughout
the city and promote mixed income neighborhoods rather than creating
concentrations of below market rate housing in certain areas.
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o

Goal H-2.2: Development. Assist in creating housing to meet current and future
needs. The project shall utilize financial tools made available by the city pursuant to the
following policies:
•

Policy H-2.2.3: Offsetting Development Costs for Affordable Housing. The city
shall defer fees to Certificate of Occupancy to help offset development costs
for affordable housing and will offer other financial incentives including, but
not limited to, water development fee waivers and sewer credits.

•

Policy H-2.2.4: Funding for Affordable Housing. The City shall pursue and
maximize the use of all appropriate state, federal, local and private funding
for the development, preservation, and rehabilitation of housing affordable
for extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income households, while
maintaining economic competitiveness in the region.

•

Policy H-2.2.5: Review and Reduce Fees for Affordable Housing. The City shall
work with affordable housing developers as well as other agencies and
districts to review and reduce applicable processing and development impact
fees for very low and low income housing units.

2. Moderate Income Workforce Housing: Moderate income housing is facilitated by Panhandle’s
design elements including the wide variety of lot sizes, home product types, and a walkable and
bikable environment. The development of moderate income housing is supportive of the
following City of Sacramento Housing Element Goals and Policies:
o

o

Goal H-1.2: Housing Diversity. Provide a variety of quality housing types to
encourage neighborhood stability. This goal is specifically advanced via adherence
to the following policies:
•

Policy H-1.2.1: Variety of Housing. The City shall encourage the
development and revitalization of neighborhoods that include a variety of
housing tenure, size and types, such as second units, carriage homes, lofts,
live-work spaces, cottages, and manufactured / modular housing.

•

Policy H-1.2.2: Compatibility with Single Family Neighborhoods. The City
shall encourage a variety of housing types and sizes to diversity, yet
maintain compatibility with, single family neighborhoods.

•

Policy H-1.2.4: Mix of Uses. The City shall actively support and encourage
mixed use retail, employment, and residential development around existing
and future transit stations, centers and corridors.

Goal H-1.3: Balanced Communities. Promote racial, economic, and demographic
integration in new and existing neighborhoods. This goal is specifically advanced via
adherence to the following policies:
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•

Policy H-1.3.1: Social Equity. The City shall encourage economic and racial
integration, fair housing opportunity, and the elimination of discrimination.

•

Policy H-1.3.2: Economic Integration. The City shall consider the economic
integration of neighborhoods when financing new multifamily affordable
housing projects.

•

Policy H-1.3.4: A Range of Housing Opportunities. The City shall encourage a
range of housing opportunities for all segments of the community.

•

Policy H-1.3.5: Housing Type Distribution. The City shall promote an equitable
distribution of housing types for all income groups throughout the city and
promote mixed income neighborhoods rather than creating concentrations of
low market rate housing in certain areas.

3. Product type variation and innovation: The diversity and flexibility of the Panhandle design (see
PUD guidelines) encourage product type variation supportive of the following City of Sacramento
Housing Element Goals and Policies:
o

o

Goal H-1.2: Housing Diversity. Provide a variety of quality housing types to encourage
neighborhood stability. This goal is specifically advanced via adherence to the following
policies:
•

Policy H-1.2.1: Variety of Housing. The City shall encourage the development and
revitalization of neighborhoods that include a variety of housing tenure, size and
types, such as second units, carriage homes, lofts, live-work spaces, cottages, and
manufactured / modular housing.

•

Policy H-1.2.2: Compatibility with Single Family Neighborhoods. The City shall
encourage a variety of housing types and sizes to diversify, yet maintain
compatibility with, single family neighborhoods.

•

Policy H-1.2.4: Mix of Uses. The City shall actively support and encourage mixed
use retail, employment, and residential development around existing and future
transit stations, centers and corridors.

Goal H-1.3: Balanced Communities. Promote racial, economic, and demographic
integration in new and existing neighborhoods. This goal is specifically advanced via
adherence to the following policies:
•

Policy H-1.3.4: A Range of Housing Opportunities. The City shall encourage a range
of housing opportunities for all segments of the community.

•

Policy H-1.3.5: Housing Type Distribution. The City shall promote an equitable
distribution of housing types for all income groups throughout the city and
promote mixed income neighborhoods rather than creating concentrations of
below market rate housing in certain areas.
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4. Workforce ownership
Due to the high cost of construction, in order to meet housing demand for households approaching the
region’s median household income, additional considerations are necessary. This housing segment
benefits the middle class and this middle income stratum of the market has been the underserved.
Construction of housing that is attainable for households at or near the median income is consistent
with a variety of goals and policies spelled out in the City of Sacramento Housing Element.
o

Goal H-6: Homeownership. Provide ownership opportunities and preserve housing for
Sacramento’s modest income workers

In order to accommodate this need, the Panhandle will provide the following benefits to reduce the cost
for workforce housing:
•

A significant portion of the project will be comprised of smaller and more affordable units with
designs that can reduce the individual unit cost of development providing an opportunity for
affordable alternatives to the more traditional suburban development.

•

Access to amenities: Close proximity to parks and other recreational opportunities as well as
schools located within the project area (high school, middle school and elementary school)
reduce transportation and related housing costs which contribute to the desirability of the
community.

5. Sustainability
Sustainability and green development is listed as a theme and priority program of the City Housing
Element, listed as Goal H-1.1 in the City Housing Element. It is also applicable to the Panhandle’s vision.
The project’s location in proximity to downtown and major employment centers provides the
opportunity to create a community with reduced impacts on the environment compared to other
similarly sized communities. The project has a more sustainable land plan design as well as encouraging
energy efficient construction techniques. The Panhandle encourages walking and biking through its
two on-site trails as well as two large parks located within the project. The plan design will reduce
reliance on cars, reduce energy consumption and contribute to a healthier lifestyle.

o

Goal H-1.1: Sustainable Communities. Develop and rehabilitate housing
and neighborhoods to be environmentally sustainable. This goal is advanced via
adherence to the following policy:
•

Policy H-1.1.1: Sustainable Housing Practices. The City shall promote
sustainable housing practices that incorporate a “whole system” approach to
siting, designing and constructing housing that is integrated into the building
site, consume less energy, water and other resources, and are healthier, safer,
more comfortable, and durable.
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The Panhandle development includes the following features:
•

A design that encourages walking and biking which can reduce transportation costs, reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and improve the efficiency and livability of the environment. The
Panhandle projects has two separate bike/pedestrian trails and two large parks located within
the community that provide opportunity for a healthier lifestyle. In addition, these bike and
pedestrian trails directly connect to adjacent trails providing greater connectivity to adjoining
neighborhoods and retail centers which will reduce reliance on auto travel.

•

Amenities in close proximity, including parks, trails, schools, and opportunities for social and
community interaction.

The features above result in a potentially significant reduction in greenhouse gas emissions compared to
comparable sized developments. Affordability is improved by reductions in transportation costs and
improvements in energy efficiency. Additional financial benefits achieved include reduced health care
costs, higher property values and greater productivity.
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Attachment 2: Panhandle PUD Schematic Map
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City of Sacramento

June 01, 2018

RESOLUTION NO. 2018 –
Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
July 3, 2018
RESOLUTION TO APPROVE THE PANHANDLE ANNEXATION PROJECT
ENTITLEMENTS (P16-013)

BACKGROUND
A.

The Panhandle Annexation Project generally consists of the annexation of 589±
acres of land from the County of Sacramento into the City, specifically into the
North Natomas Community Plan area.

B.

On July 14, 2016, and April 27, 2017, the City Planning and Design Commission
held public hearings and reviewed and commented on the Panhandle Annexation
Project.

C.

On June 14, 2018, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public
hearing and voted to forward its recommendation on the Panhandle Annexation
Project to the City Council.

D.

On July 3, 2018, after giving notice as required by Sacramento City Code section
17.812.010.2.b and 17.812.030, the City Council held a public hearing and
received and considered evidence on the Panhandle Annexation Project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1

Based on the verbal and documentary evidence received at the hearing
on the Panhandle Annexation Project, the City Council approves the
Project entitlements based on the findings of fact and subject to the
conditions of approval as set forth below.

Section 2

The City Council approves the Panhandle Annexation Project entitlements
based on the following Findings of Fact:

O.

The Tentative Master Parcel Map to subdivide ±465.5 acres into 42 master parcels
is approved based on the following Findings of Fact:
1.

None of the conditions described in Government Code Section 66474,
subsection (a) through (g), inclusive, exist with respect to the proposed
subdivision as follows:

a. The proposed map is consistent with the General Plan, all
applicable community and specific plans, Title 17 of the City Code,
and all other applicable provisions of the City Code;
b. The design and improvement of the proposed subdivision is
consistent with the General Plan, all applicable community and
specific plans, Title 17 of the City Code, and all other applicable
provisions of the City Code;
c. The site is physically suitable for the type of development because
the project has been analyzed by the City and outside agencies to
ensure the site can accommodate the proposed development
intensity;
d. The site is physically suitable for the proposed density of
development as the proposed general plan designations allow for
3-8 dwelling units per net acre in which the project has a maximum
density at 7.5 dwelling units;
e. The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are
not likely to cause substantial environmental damage or
substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat, as
explained in the Environmental Impact Report;
f. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements are not
likely to cause serious public health problems.
g. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements will not
conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access
through or use of, property within the proposed subdivision.
2.

The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement, is consistent with the City General Plan and Title 16
Subdivisions of the City Code, which is a specific plan of the City (Gov.
Code §66473.5);

3.

The discharge of waste from the proposed subdivision into the existing
community sewer system will not result in a violation of the applicable
waste discharge requirements prescribed by the California Regional Water
Quality Board, Central Valley Region, in that existing treatment plants
have a design capacity adequate to service the proposed subdivision
(Gov. code §66474.6);

4.

The design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities (Gov. Code
§66473.1);

5.

O.

The City Council has considered the effect of the approval of this
Tentative Master Parcel Map on the housing needs of the region and has
balanced these needs against the public service needs of its residents and
available fiscal and environmental resources (Gov. Code §66412.3).

The Site Plan and Design Review of the Tentative Master Parcel Map to subdivide
±465.5 acres into 42 master parcels in the Single-Unit Dwelling (R-1-PUD), Single or
Duplex Dwelling (R-1A-PUD), and Agriculture Open Space (A-OS-PUD) zones and
the Panhandle Planned Unit Development (PUD) with deviations to minimum lot size
requirements in the A-OS zone is approved subject to the following Findings of Fact:
1.

The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed
development are consistent with the general plan in that the parcels under
consideration for development will receive a General Plan designation of
Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD), which is consistent with the
proposed density of 3 to 8 dwelling units per net acre for the residential
development proposed in the project area. There is no specific plan or
transit village plan associated with this project.

2.

The design, layout, and physical characteristics of proposed development
are consistent with all applicable design guidelines and with the intent of
all applicable development standards in that the Tentative Master Parcel
Map generally complies with the relative development standards of the R1, R-1A, and A-OS zones. The deviation to the minimum 20-acres lot size
in the A-OS zone is consistent with the purpose and intent of the Planning
and Development Code because the purpose of the A-OS zone is to
prevent the premature development of land to urban uses, in which zoning
the parks and open spaces A-OS will prohibit any development on these
parcels for anything other than parks and open space.

3.

All streets and other public access ways and facilities, parking facilities,
and utility infrastructure are adequate to serve the proposed development
and comply with all applicable design guidelines and development
standards as the Master Parcel Map and accompanying entitlements,
such as the Development Agreement, will ensure the future development
provides onsite and offsite improvements to sufficiently serve the project
and its users through appropriate stormwater management and extension
of necessary public and private utility infrastructure.

4.

The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed
development are visually and functionally compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood in that the applicant diligently worked with stakeholders,
community groups, and neighbors on the residential compatibility on the
projects borders. The project will also extend stubbed streets into the

project site to create a functionally cohesive street network with existing
development.
5.

The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed
development ensure energy consumption is minimized and use of
renewable energy sources is encouraged. Although no physical
development is proposed with this application, the land use and circulation
layout ensure energy consumption is minimized by creating a wellconnected neighborhood that allows for walking and biking, therefore
reducing energy consumed by vehicle miles traveled.

6.

The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed
development are not detrimental to the public health, safety, convenience,
or welfare of persons residing, working, visiting, or recreating in the
surrounding neighborhood and will not result in the creation of a nuisance
in that the proposed development is consistent with surrounding
development and the project incorporates design element, such as
landscaped buffers, to better blend the new neighborhood with the old,
rural neighborhood on the east.

O.

200-Year Flood Protection Finding Consistent with State Law (SB 5) and
Planning and Development Code Section 17.810:
1.

O.

The project site is within an area for which the local flood management
agency has made adequate progress (as defined in California
Government Code section 65007) on the construction of a flood protection
system that will result in flood protection equal to or greater than the urban
level of flood protection in urban areas for property located within a flood
hazard zone, intended to be protected by the system, as demonstrated by
the SAFCA Urban level of flood protection plan, adequate progress
baseline report, and adequate progress toward an urban level of flood
protection engineer’s report accepted by City Council Resolution No.
2016-0226 on June 21, 2016 and the SAFCA 2017 Adequate Progress
Annual Report accepted by City Council Resolution No. 2017-0418 on
November 7, 2017.

The Tentative Master Parcel Map to subdivide ±465.5 acres into 42 master parcels
is approved subject to the following Conditions of Approval:

NOTE: These conditions shall supersede any contradictory information shown on
the Tentative Master Parcel Map or any contradictory provisions in the
PUD guidelines approved for this project (P16-103). The design of any
improvement not covered by these conditions or the PUD Guidelines shall
be to City standard.
The applicant shall satisfy each of the following conditions prior to filing the Final

Map unless a different time for compliance is specifically stated in these
conditions. Any condition requiring an improvement that has already been
designed and secured under a City Approved Improvement Agreement may be
considered satisfied at the discretion of the Department of Public Works.
The City strongly encourages the applicant to thoroughly discuss the conditions
of approval for the project with their Engineer/Land Surveyor consultants prior to
City Planning Commission approval. The improvements required of a Tentative
Map can be costly and are completely dependent upon the condition of the
existing improvements. Careful evaluation of the potential cost of the
improvements required by the City will enable the applicant to ask questions of
the City prior to project approval and will result in a smoother plan check
process after project approval:
GENERAL: All Projects
O1.

In accordance with City Code Section 17.836, approval of this map by the
Planning Commission is contingent upon approval by the City Council of all
required Plan Amendments (if any), Zoning changes, and the Development
Agreement. The Final Map may not be recorded unless and until such time as
the City Council approves such required Plan Amendments (if any), Zoning
changes, and the Development Agreement.

O2.

The applicant shall create and participate in the Panhandle Financing Plan and
shall execute any and all agreements which may be required in order to
implement this condition.

O3.

Execute a Development Agreement to the satisfaction of the City of Sacramento
and comply with and meet all the requirements of the Agreement.

O4.

Comply with the Panhandle PUD guidelines approved for this project (P16-013)
to the satisfaction of the Planning Director and the Department of Public Works.

O5.

Comply with requirements included in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan developed
by, and kept on file in, the Planning Division Office (P16-013).

O6.

Pay off existing assessments or file the necessary segregation requests and
fees to segregate existing assessments.

O7.

Title to any property required to be dedicated to the City in fee shall be
conveyed free and clear of all rights, restrictions, easements, impediments,
encumbrances, liens, taxes, assessments or other security interests of any kind
(hereafter collectively referred to as "Encumbrances"), except as provided
herein. The applicant shall take all actions necessary to remove any and all
Encumbrances prior to approval of the Final Map and acceptance of the
dedication by City, except that the applicant shall not be required to remove

Encumbrances of record, including but not limited to easements or rights-of-way
for public roads or public utilities, which, in the sole and exclusive judgment of
the City, cannot be removed and/or would not interfere with the City's future use
of the property. The applicant shall provide title insurance with the City as the
named beneficiary assuring the conveyance of such title to City.
O8.

Place the following note prominently on the master parcel map:
THIS MASTER PARCEL MAP DOES NOT AUTHORIZE CONSTRUCTION OF
ANY IMPROVEMENT ON THE LAND SUBJECT TO THE MAP; PRIOR TO
ANY IMPROVEMENT OR CONSTRUCTION, ALL REQUIRED LAND USE
ENTITLEMENTS, INCLUDING BUT NOT LIMITED TO SITE PLAN AND
DESIGN REVIEW AND/OR TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAPS MUST BE
APPLIED FOR AND APPROVED, AND ALL APPLICABLE CONDITIONS OF
APPROVAL MUST BE SATISFIED

O9.

Show all existing and proposed/required easements on the Final Map.

O10.

Multiple Final Maps may be recorded. Prior to recordation of any Final Map all
infrastructure/improvements necessary for the respective Final Map must be in
place to the satisfaction of the Department of Utilities, Community Development
Department, and the Department of Public Works.

O11.

Obtain and comply with abandonment clearance letters for any abandonment’s
on the Final Map. Clearance Letters shall be provided to the Department of
Public Works.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS
O12.

Submit a Geotechnical Analysis prepared by a registered engineer to be used in
street design. The analysis shall identify and recommend solutions for
groundwater related problems, which may occur within both the subdivision lots
and public right-of-way. Construct appropriate facilities to alleviate those
problems. As a result of the analysis street sections shall be designed to
provide for stabilized subgrades and pavement sections under high groundwater
conditions.

O13.

Multiple access points will be required for all phases of the Final Parcel Map to
the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Dead end streets must be
less than 500' in length and must include a turn-around approved by the
Department of Public Works and Fire Department.

O14.

Provide additional right-of-way for expanded intersections at intersections to be
signalized, roundabout locations and other locations specified by the
Department of Public Works.

O15.

Streets shall be dedicated upon filing of each phase of the Master Parcel Map.
Provide an Irrevocable Offer of Dedication (I.O.D.) for Del Paso Road and
Sorento Road consistent with the Cross sections shown on the approved
Tentative Parcel Map to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

O16.

Dedicate an I.O.D. for Del Paso Road as a modified 6-lane arterial roadway with
a 12-foot median and a 12-foot wide meandering separated sidewalk/class 1
bike trail as shown on the approved Tentative Master Parcel Map to the
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. The required IOD shall be to the
back of the meandering walk/bike trail by forming a straight line/tangent to back
of walk. The widening and construction of Del Paso Road shall be to the north
towards the project boundary. Expanded intersections are required at signalized
locations per city standards and to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works. Prior to the construction of Del Paso Road, the applicant shall coordinate
with the County of Sacramento, Department of Transportation and obtain any
required permits.

O17.

Dedicate an I.O.D. for Sorento Road as a 2-lane local roadway per the section
shown on the approved Tentative Master Parcel Map. Sorento Road shall have
a 12-foot wide meandering separated sidewalk/class 1 bike trail as shown on
the approved Tentative Master Parcel Map and to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works. The required IOD shall be to the back of the
meandering walk/bike trail by forming a straight line/tangent to back of walk.
Additional right of way for an expanded intersection is required at the signalized
intersection with Del Paso Road.

O18.

The applicant shall dedicate an I.O.D. for all proposed public streets per the
cross sections shown on the approved Tentative Master Parcel Map to the
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works and as follows:
Street section D (Major Collector with parking) – 83-feet right of way.
Street Section E (Minor Collector with parking) – 71-foot right of way
Street section C (Major Collector with No parking) – 69-foot right of way
Street section F (Residential Street) – 53-foot right of way

O19.

All right-of-way and street improvement transitions that result from changing the
right-of-way of any street shall be located, designed and constructed to the
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. The center lines of such streets
shall be aligned.

O20.

City standard ornamental street lights shall be required in accordance with
Electrical Division requirements to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works.

O21.

Developer is required to install permanent street signs to the satisfaction of the
Public Works Department.

O22.

All proposed elbows shall be dedicated and constructed to City standards to the
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

O23.

The design and placement of walls, fences, signs and Landscaping near
intersections and driveways shall allow stopping sight distance per Caltrans
standards and comply with City Code Section 12.28.010 (25' sight triangle).
Walls shall be set back 3' behind the sight line needed for stopping sight
distance to allow sufficient room for pilasters. Landscaping in the area required
for adequate stopping sight distance shall be limited 3.5' in height. The area of
exclusion shall be determined by the Department of Public Works.

O24.

The applicant shall dedicate an I.O.D. (16-feet wide) for the proposed bike trail
along Ninos Parkway and within parcels (3, 8, 14, 19, 20, 24, 28, 29, 36, and
41). The bike trail shall be 12-feet wide in asphalt with 2-feet of decomposed
granite shoulders on each side to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works.

O25.

For any phased Final Map that includes parcel 40 (School site) as identified on
the Tentative Master Parcel Map, the applicant is required to do the following:
Comply with the approved School’s Final EIR.
Comply with all mitigation measures as stated in the School’s Final EIR.
Comply with any mitigation measures identified in the Panhandle Final EIR.

O26.

The applicant is required to pay the sum of $300,000 towards the future
construction of the off-site class 1 Sotnip Trail to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works. The timing and payment of this amount shall be as
stated in the approved Development Agreement.

O27.

Improvements shall be designed and constructed to City standards in place at
the time that each subsequent final map is recorded. Improvements required for
subsequent maps will be determined by the City for each of those maps;

O28.

Streets adjacent to schools and parks shall have on-street parking, and vertical
curb as determined by the Department of Public Works.

O29.

The applicant shall make provisions for bus stops, shelters, etc. to the
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works in consultation with Regional
Transit.

O30.

The applicant shall dedicate (if necessary) and construct bus turn-outs for all
bus stops adjacent to the subject site to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works.

O31.

Construct traffic signals at the following intersections when warranted or as

required by the Department of Public Works (if not already in place):
Del Paso Road and Club Center Drive
Del Paso Road and National Drive. Modify signal to include a fourth leg.
Del Paso Road and Sorento Road
NOTE: The Department of Public Works shall determine the need for signals,
based on Caltrans signal warrants, prior to the recordation of each subsequent
phase. If warranted, signals shall be constructed as part of the public
improvements for that phase. Signal design and construction shall be to the
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. The applicant shall provide all
on-site easements and right-of-way needed for turn lanes, signal facilities and
related appurtenances;
O32.

The applicant shall submit a Traffic Signal Design Concept Report (TSCDR) per
section 15.10 of the City’s Design and Procedures Manual to the Department of
Public Works for review and approval prior to the submittal of any improvement
plans involving traffic signal work. The TSCDR provides crucial geometric
information for signal design which may lead to additional right-of-way
dedication and should be started as early as possible to avoid delays during the
plan check process.

O33.

The applicant shall dedicate sufficient right of way for all of the proposed
roundabout locations based on an approved Roundabout Design Concept
Report (RDCR) to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. The
applicant shall provide all necessary right of way to accommodate planned
crossings, roundabout design elements, signage, markings, lighting and
appurtenances to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

O34.

The applicant shall submit a Roundabout Design Concept Report (RDCR) per
section 15.11 of the City’s Design and Procedures Manual to the Department of
Public Works for review and approval prior to the submittal of any improvement
plans involving roundabout construction. The RDCR provides crucial geometric
information for roundabout design which may lead to additional right-of-way
dedication and should be started as early as possible to avoid delays during the
plan check process.

O35.

Prior to submittal of improvement plans for any phase of this project, the
developer’s design consultant(s) shall participate in a pre-design conference
with City staff. The purpose of this conference is to allow City staff and the
design consultants to exchange information on project design requirements and
to coordinate the improvement plan review process. Contact the Department of
Public Works, Development Services Section Plan Check Engineer at 808-7754
to schedule the conference. It is strongly recommended that the conference be
held as early in the design process as possible;

SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT (SMUD)
O36.

In the event the Applicant requires the relocation or removal of existing SMUD
facilities on or adjacent to the subject property, the Applicant shall coordinate
with SMUD. The Applicant shall be responsible for the cost of relocation or
removal.

O37.

The Applicant shall not place any building foundations within 5-feet of any
SMUD trench to maintain adequate trench integrity. The Applicant shall verify
specific clearance requirements for other utilities (e.g., Gas, Telephone, etc.).

O38.

The Applicant shall dedicate a 12.5-foot public utility easement for overhead
and/or underground facilities and appurtenances adjacent to all public street
rights-of-ways. Along Sorrento Road, SMUD is agreeable to a 10-foot easement
if the 12kV line remains overhead.

O39.

The Applicant shall dedicate and provide all-weather vehicular access for
service vehicles that are up to 26,000 pounds. At a minimum: (a) the drivable
surface shall be 20-feet wide; and (b) all SMUD underground equipment and
appurtenances shall be within 15-feet from the drivable surface.

O40.

The Applicant shall consider the following conditions for SMUD 69kV facilities:
a. SMUD plans on locating 69kV overhead facilities within the Project site. The
Applicant shall dedicate to SMUD a 30-foot-wide easement, adjacent to the
eastern side of the existing transmission line easement. A 15-foot portion of
this 69kV easement may be co-located within the existing transmission
easements, subject to the satisfaction of SMUD.
b. The Applicant shall disclose to future/potential owners the proposed 69kV
electrical facilities.
c. Under no circumstance shall any grading or construction activities be
permitted within SMUD’s 69kV line easements without the conveyance of
rights from SMUD’s Real Estate Department. Should the Applicant be found
performing unapproved improvements, the Applicant will be responsible for
returning the property to its original condition at its expense.
d. There shall be no storage of fuel or combustibles and no fueling of vehicles
within the SMUD 69kV easement.
e. There shall be no long term staging or storage of construction materials
within the SMUD 69kV easement, such materials shall be removed from the
easement at the completion of the project.
f. Trees planted within SMUD’s 69kV easement shall be no taller than 15- feet

at maturity and shall be planted 15-feet or more off the conductor drip line.
Lighting or signal standards up to a maximum of 15-feet tall above ground,
and at least 15-feet away from the conductor drip line may be located within
the right-of-way
O41.

The Applicant shall consider the following conditions for SMUD transmission
facilities:
a. The Applicant shall provide detailed engineering drawings for any
improvements that are proposed within the SMUD transmission line
easement. SMUD engineering will review the plans and provide comments
as required.
b. Under no circumstance shall any grading or construction activities be
permitted within SMUD’s transmission line easements without the
conveyance of rights from SMUD’s Real Estate Department. Should the
Applicant be found performing unapproved improvements, the Applicant will
be responsible for returning the property to its original condition at its
expense.
c. There shall be no storage of fuel or combustibles and no fueling of vehicles
within the SMUD transmission easement.
d. There shall be no long term staging or storage of construction materials
within the SMUD transmission easement, such materials shall be removed
from the easement at the completion of the project.
e. The Applicant shall protect SMUD’s transmission facilities from vehicular
impact by either:

f.

i.

Installing maintenance free guardrails with permanent embedded cores
around SMUD facilities with a minimum distance of 5-feet away from
the structure. The guardrails shall be painted with maintenance free
yellow street marking paint. Project owner shall submit the details of
the guardrails installation drawings to SMUD for review and approval.

ii.

Installing 6-foot long, 4-inch diameter steel pipe embedded to a depth
of 3-feet and filled with concrete. Bollards shall be painted with
maintenance free yellow street marking paint. Refer to drawing GFE019 in the Guideline for Transmission Encroachment
(https://www.smud.org/assets/documents/pdf/Guide-for-TransimssionEncroachment.pdf).

All excavations within 25-feet of any transmission structure will require the
submittal of construction procedures, drawings, calculations and shoring
plans reviewed and stamped by a licensed California Civil Engineer.

Excavations having a depth exceeding 10-feet and within 50-feet of any
transmission structure may also require the submittal of same. In some
locations and for some projects a geotechnical report, stamped by a
licensed California Geotechnical Engineer may also be required. All
excavation work within 25-feet of any transmission structure shall be
performed in the presence of a SMUD Inspector, see item 7(k) for contact
information.
g. Trees planted within SMUD’s transmission easement shall be no taller than
15- feet at maturity and shall be planted 15-feet or more off the conductor
drip line. Lighting or signal standards up to a maximum of 15-feet tall above
ground, and at least 15-feet away from the conductor drip line may be
located within the right-of-way.
h. The Applicant is responsible for assessing any impacts (including but not
limited to induced voltage and current effects) to its facilities as a result of
constructing and operating their facilities within close proximity to SMUD’s
high voltage transmission lines.
i.

All above-ground metallic facilities proposed within the SMUD easement
must be properly grounded. Grounding plans should be stamped by a
California licensed electrical engineer, meet all National Electric Safety
Code requirements, and be submitted to SMUD for review.

j.

All personnel and boom-operated equipment performing work within
SMUD’s transmission easement shall obey Electrical Safety Orders of
California Title 8, Subchapter 5, Group 2, Article 37.

k.

The Applicant shall add the following note to its drawings:
WARNING – SMUD 230KV OVERHEAD TRANSMISSION LINES ARE
LIVE – Electrocution Potential. Project owner or Contractor shall take all
appropriate safety measures when working near or under lines, including
placement of OSHA-required warning signage. On-site SMUD inspection
required when working within 25 feet of SMUD facilities. Contractor shall
contact SMUD Inspection Services at (916) 732-5916 to schedule
inspection. 72-hour advance notice is required. Project owner or Contractor
shall protect SMUD facilities during construction and notify SMUD
immediately if facilities are damaged. Any damage to existing facilities shall
be repaired at the project owner or contractor’s expense.

l.

The Applicant is responsible for ensure that any subcontractor performing
work within the subject transmission right-of-way is aware of and abides by
these conditions.

m. Any deviations or revisions to the plans as submitted shall be brought to the

attention of SMUD’s Real Estate Department.
REGIONAL SANITATION
O42.

Regional San requires continuous access to its pipelines and facilities for
maintenance and emergency purposes at all times. Any use or improvement
that restricts Regional San access to its easement, pipelines or facilities will not
be permitted unless express written permission is obtained from the District
Engineer in the form of an Easement Use Agreement (EUA). The EUA would
be required to be entered into between Regional San and the property owner of
record.

O43.

Pursuant to Regional San’s easement rights, permanent structures, soundwalls,
footings, deep rooted trees, trees with a mature growth of more than five feet in
height, oak trees and other environmentally protected species will not be
permitted within the existing Regional San easement area.

O44.

Landscaping, utility and improvement plans are to be submitted to Regional San
for review and approval to ensure that the required conditions have been met.

O45.

Parallel utilities (water, drain, electrical, etc.) will not be allowed within the
Regional San easement area. Any proposed utility crossing of the existing
Regional San interceptor is to be a maximum of 45-degrees from the line that is
perpendicular to the centerline of the existing interceptor.

O46.

Any proposed utility crossing of the existing Regional San interceptor is to have
a minimum of 5-feet of vertical clearance and 10-feet of horizontal clearance.

O47.

Any proposed connections to the existing Regional San interceptor are to be
reviewed and approved by Regional San.

O48.

Regional San will require review and approval of the “Level 3” sewer master
plan that is required to be submitted to the Sacramento Area Sewer District
(SASD) as part of their entitlement conditions to the subject project.

O49.

Developing this property will require the payment of Regional San sewer impact
fees (connection fees). Regional San sewer impact fees are to be paid prior to
the issuance of building permits. For questions pertaining to Regional San
sewer impact fees, please contact the Sewer Fee Quote Desk at (916) 8766100.

SACRAMENTO AREA SEWER DISTRICT (SASD)
O50.

SASD approved a Subdivision Level (Level 3) sewer study on December 21,
2016 for the Natomas Panhandle. Any significant change in the proposed and/or
assumed land use described in the sewer study that impacts the sewer design

may require an amendment.
O51.

Connection to the SASD sewer system shall be required to the satisfaction of
SASD. In order to obtain sewer service for this project, construction of onsite
and offsite sewer infrastructure and easements will be required. SASD Design
Standards apply to any on-site and off-site sewer construction.

O52.

Each lot and each building with a sewage source shall have an independent
connection to the SASD sewer system. If there is more than one building in any
single parcel and the parcel is not proposed for split, then each building on that
parcel shall have a separate connection to a private on-site sewer line or SASD
public sewer line.

O53.

Sewer easements may be required. All sewer easements shall be dedicated to
SASD, in a form approved by the District Engineer. All SASD sewer easements
shall be at least 20 feet in width and ensure continuous access for installation
and maintenance. SASD will provide maintenance only in public right-of-ways
and in easements dedicated to SASD.

O54.

SASD requires their sewers to be located a minimum of 10 feet (measured
horizontally from edge of pipe to edge of pipe) from all potable water lines.
Separation of sewer line from other parallel utilities, such as storm drain and
other ‘dry’ utilities (electrical, telephone, cable, etc.) shall be a minimum of 7 feet
(measured horizontally from the center of pipe to the center of pipe). Any
deviation from the above separation due to depth and roadway width must be
approved by the SASD on a case by case basis. During the submission of the
improvement plans, the applicant shall demonstrate that this condition is met.

O55.

The trunk and collector sewer system for the project will not be accepted for
operation and maintenance until the downstream sewer system serving the
project is also accepted for operation and maintenance. All sewer facilities shall
be accepted for operation and maintenance prior to issuance of a building
permit as necessary to serve this project.

O56.

Developing these properties will require the payment of sewer impact fees
(connection fees). Impact fees shall be paid prior to filing and recording the Final
Map or issuance of Building Permits, whichever is first. Applicant should contact
the Fee Quote Desk at 876-6100 for sewer impact fee information.

DEPARTMENT OF UTILITIES (DOU)
O57.

An assessment district, community facilities district or other financing
mechanism approved in writing by the City must be formed for the purpose of
funding and constructing all common drainage facilities within the project area
and any additional drainage capacity or facilities required to accommodate
development of the subject area in accordance with the approved drainage

plans for the project area and other applicable drainage plans and criteria for
North Natomas. For this purpose "other financing mechanism" includes but is
not limited to a fully executed agreement satisfactory to the Department of
Utilities (DOU) and approved as to form by the City Attorney, which provides for
funding and construction of the said facilities, and which provides for posting or
depositing with the City of unconditional security for performance of the
landowner's obligations, which security is adequate in the sole and exclusive
discretion of the City, and which is in a form acceptable to the City Attorney.
O58.

The applicant and/or any successor shall fully participate in any assessment
districts, community facilities districts or other financing mechanism formed for
the purpose of funding and constructing the facilities specified in the preceding
condition. For this purpose, "fully participate" requires that the applicant and/or
successor shall, notwithstanding the provisions of Articles XIIIC and/or XIIID of
the California Constitution, or any other applicable federal or state law, rule, or
regulation, waive and relinquish any right to protest or vote against the formation
of the mechanism and/or the levy of any assessment or tax pursuant thereto;
actively participate in a positive manner in the proceedings for formation of the
mechanism and/or the levy of any assessment or tax pursuant thereto; and pay
all taxes, assessments and/or fees levied pursuant thereto.

O59.

Execute an agreement with the City for the construction of common drainage
facilities (including any water quality features) per the approved drainage master
plan. The agreement shall identify the fair share cost of each master parcel for
the drainage improvements, the construction phasing of the common drainage
facilities and water quality facilities, and the linkage of development of the
project to completion of the drainage system to the satisfaction of the DOU and
the City Attorney. Common drainage facilities shall include, but are not limited
to, storm drain pipes serving all master parcels, pump station(s) and discharge
pipes (if required), detention and water quality basins, outfall structures, weir
structures, and associated appurtenances. The agreement shall be reviewed
and accepted by the DOU prior to final master parcel map or as otherwise
approved by the DOU.

O60.

The applicant shall complete a drainage master plan for this entire site prior to
Planning Commission. All drainage lines shall be placed within the asphalt
section of public-right-of-ways as per the City’s Design and Procedures Manual,
unless otherwise approved by the DOU. The drainage master plan is required
to show the sizes of all common trunk lines in the street right-of-ways. The
drainage master plan shall include basin designed and constructed for flood
control and water quality treatment. The proposed detention/water quality basin,
and drainage facilities shall be sized to handle storm drain runoff from the
Panhandle Development and all existing offsite flows that drain across this
project site. The design shall be to the satisfaction of the DOU. The DOU shall
approve the drainage master plan and any phasing plan, if appropriate, included
with the master plan for drainage infrastructure. The drainage study shall meet

the criteria specified in the current Design and Procedures Manual. The
applicant is advised to contact the City of Sacramento Utilities Department
Drainage Section (916-808-1400) at the early planning stages to address any
drainage related requirements and design criteria.
O61.

A water master plan for this entire area must be completed by the applicant and
approved by the DOU prior to Planning Commission. This study shall determine
if the existing water distribution system infrastructure is adequate to supply
domestic and fire flow demands resulting from the development of this project.
All water mains shall be placed within the asphalt section of public street rightof-ways as per the City’s Design and Procedures Manual, unless otherwise
approved by the DOU.

O62.

Dedicate in fee title or IOD fee title, at no cost to the City, Parcel 31, 32, 33 and
Parcel 38 for flood control and/or water quality detention basins. The location
and size of these parcels shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of
Utilities (DOU). The DOU shall determine if the land is to be dedicated in fee
title or IOD fee title.

O63.

Dedicate all necessary easements, right-of-ways, fee title property or IOD in fee
title property on the final map as required to implement the approved drainage
and water studies per the approving agency requirements. If required,
easements shall be dedicated for off-site water and storm drain main
extensions. Street right-of-way shall be dedicated for common drainage pipes
identified in the master drainage plan. All dedications shall be at no cost to the
City and shall be free and clear of all encumbrances and liens.

O64.

A note stating the following shall be placed on the Final Map: “Reciprocal
easements for utilities, drainage, water and surface storm drainage shall be
granted and reserved, as necessary and at no cost, at or before the time of sale
or conveyance of any parcel shown in this map.

O65.

The applicant shall abandon any existing drainage channel and temporary
detention basin to the satisfaction of the DOU and applicable approving
agency(s).

O66.

There is an existing drainage canal/ditch along the western property line of the
project. The existing drainage ditch/canal is collecting drainage from the
northern properties and currently flows through this project site. All proposed
quitclaim adjacent to the western property line of the project shall be retained
until the northern drainage has been mitigated to the satisfaction of the
Department of Utilities.

PARKS AND RECREATION
O67.

Park Dedication - IOD: Pursuant to Sacramento City Code Chapter 17.512

(Parkland Dedication) the applicant shall provide on City’s form the following
irrevocable offer of dedication (IOD) of the parks sites identified on the large lot
Tentative Master Parcel Map as parcel numbers 7,18, 23, and 27 comprising 18
Gross and 15.7 Net +/- acres to satisfy the City’s Park Dedication requirement.
More detailed requirements shall be specified in the conditions of approval for
the Tentative Subdivision Map.
O68.

Ninos Parkway - IOD: Applicant shall dedicate an IOD for the Ninos Parkway
sites identified on the Tentative Subdivision Map as Parcels 3,8,14,19, 20,24,28,
29,36, and 41.

O69.

Basis for Park Land Dedication: Using current LOS of 3.5 acres per 1000
resident’s standard, the parkland dedication requirement is 15.79 acres. This is
based upon a maximum housing unit count of 1662 single family residential
units. Currently, the Tentative Master Parcel Map includes two parks (Lot
numbers 7,18, 23 and 27) comprising of 18 Gross & 15.7- Net acres, which
using current standard (3.5/1000) would be in substantial compliance in meeting
the parkland dedication requirement. The applicant may pursue private
recreation facility credits to remedy any minor shortfall.
3.5 acres/1000 Calculation:
Parkland dedication is determined according to the formula D x F = A, where D
= the number of dwelling units, F = a ‘factor’ that when multiplied by the number
of units will produce 3.5 acres per thousand population (for single-family
detached units the factor is 0.0095), and A = the buildable acres to be dedicated
Because parkland dedication requirements are based on unit type and count,
the number of acres of parkland dedicated with the Tentative Subdivision Map
establishes a limit on the number and type of units that may be approved
without additional parkland dedication or in-lieu fee obligations under
Sacramento City Code Chapter 17.512.

O70.

Park Land Dedication Security: The Panhandle PUD includes a Tentative
Master Parcel Map and subsequent phased tentative subdivision maps. Each
phased tentative subdivision map subsequent to the Tentative Master Parcel
Map may or may not be able to completely satisfy its Quimby land dedication
requirements as a standalone map, but the intent is to balance the land
dedication overall. Should any phased map subsequent to the Tentative Master
Parcel Map contain less park land than is required to meet its Quimby parkland
dedication requirement, including the accumulated totals for both residential
units and parkland for all preceding final maps, the applicant shall provide the
City with a Letter of Credit or other authorized security in a form approved by the
City Attorney and in an amount equal in value to the balance of parkland due to
secure the dedication of parkland for the Final Map. The Letter of Credit shall be
released by the City upon acceptance of the IOD for the balance of the parkland
dedication due. The dedication of excess parkland does not obligate the City to

reimburse the Applicant for the value of the land dedicated. Excess dedication
is at the option of the Applicant.
O71.

Payment of In-lieu Park Fee: Pursuant to Sacramento City Code Chapter
17.512 (Parkland Dedication) the applicant shall pay to City an in-lieu park fee in
the amount determined under SCC §§17.512.30 and 17.512.40 equal to the
value of land prescribed for dedication under 17.512.20 and not satisfied by
dedication or met by the provision of approved private recreational facilities.

O72.

Maintenance District: The Applicant shall initiate and complete the formation
of a parks maintenance district (assessment or Mello-Roos special tax district),
or annex the project into an existing parks maintenance district. The applicant
shall pay all city fees for formation of or annexation to a parks maintenance
district. (Contact Planning Department, Public Improvements Financing Division,
Special Districts Project Manager.) In assessment districts, the cost of
neighborhood park maintenance is equitably spread on the basis of special
benefit. In special tax districts, the cost of neighborhood park maintenance is
spread based upon the hearing report, which specifies the tax rate and method
of apportionment; Consistent will all new development with park amenities,
ongoing Park operation and maintenance will be funded entirely by a
combination of the City’s Citywide Landscape and Lighting Assessment District,
and a maintenance Mello-Roos district specifically created for Park maintenance
in the Panhandle and supported by the residents and businesses. The Ninos
Parkway will be maintained through a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) and
backed by the Mello-Roos district. As standard City practice at other park
locations, the City will consider the HOA’s proposed level of maintenance for the
Ninos Parkway based on their residents’ preference, as long as maintenance is
at or above minimum standards. Other sources of parks funding include user
fees where appropriate.

O73.

As per City Code, acreage within an existing or proposed drainage area,
easement, public right-of-way, or areas with 10% and greater slopes shall not
receive parkland dedication credit. Quimby parkland credit can be granted only
to “buildable acres”.

SPECIAL DISTRICTS
O74.

With each phase of the Final Master Parcel Map dedicate to the City those
areas identified on that phase of the Tentative Master Parcel Map as Landscape
Corridors, and Open Space areas. Annex the project area to the appropriate
Landscape Maintenance District, or other financing mechanism acceptable to
the City, prior to recordation of the Final Map. Design and construct
landscaping and irrigation in dedicated easements or rights of way, to the
satisfaction of the Public Works Department, Parks Department, and the
Community Development Department. Acceptance of the required landscaping
and irrigation by the City into the Landscape Maintenance District shall be

coordinated with the Department of Public Works and the Finance department,
Special Districts. The Developer shall maintain the landscaping and irrigation
for two years or until acceptance by the City into the District (whichever is less).
The two-year period shall begin following the issuance of a notice of completion
by the City for the landscaping and irrigation.
O75.

Annex the project area to the appropriate Landscape Maintenance District, or
other financing mechanism acceptable to the City, prior to issuance of Building
permits. Design and construct landscaping, irrigation and bike trail to the
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works, Parks Department and
Department of Utilities. Acceptance of the required landscaping, irrigation and
bike trail by the City shall be coordinated with the Department of Public Works
and the Finance Department. The Developer shall maintain the landscaping,
irrigation and trail for two years or until acceptance by the City (whichever is
less). The two-year period shall begin following the issuance of a notice of
completion by the City for the landscaping, irrigation and bike trail

FIRE DEPARTMENT
O76.

All turning radii for fire access shall be designed as 35’ inside and 55’ outside.
CFC 503.2.4

O77.

Dead ends exceeding 150 feet in length require an approved Fire Department
turnaround (45’ radius cul-de-sac or city standard hammerhead). CFC 503.2.5

O78.

Roads used for Fire Department access shall have an unobstructed width of not
less than 20’ and unobstructed vertical clearance of 13’6” or more. CFC 503.2.1

O79.

Fire Apparatus access roads shall be designed and maintained to support the
imposed loads of fire apparatus and shall be surfaced so as to provide allweather driving capabilities. CFC 503.2.3

O80.

Provide the required fire hydrants in accordance with CFC 507 and Appendix C,
Section C105

MISCELLANEOUS
O81.

Prior to approval of improvement plans, the applicant shall submit to the
Planning Director landscape plans for landscape corridors, open space areas
and other public landscape areas (including designs for walls and fences) for
review and approval by the Planning Director. Landscape plans shall comply
with the PUD Guidelines. Final landscape plans for landscape areas shall be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director;

ADVISORY NOTES:

The following advisory notes are informational in nature and are not a requirement of
this Tentative Map:
ADV1.

Comply with Ch. 16.32.160 of the City Code regarding Master Parcel Map,
Ordinance No.95-013, Dated March 1995;

ADV2.

PARKS ADVISORY NOTES: Please be advised that future subdivision
tentative map phases will be subject the following conditions of approval for
any park lots that are part of the phased subdivision. Any condition requiring
an improvement that has been included in the improvement plans for the
subdivision and the construction of which has been secured by a city standard
form subdivision improvement agreement or other city approved agreement
may be considered satisfied, unless otherwise stated.

ADV3.

Site Plan: The applicant shall submit a site plan and electronic file showing
the location of all utilities on the park/parkway sites to the PPDS for review and
approval.

ADV4.

Design Coordination for PUE’s and Facilities: If a 12.5 foot public utility
easement (PUE) for underground facilities and appurtenances currently exists
or is required to be dedicated adjacent to a public street right-of- way
contiguous Lot(s) 7,18, 23, and 27 or an existing park site, the applicant shall
coordinate with PPDS and SMUD regarding the location of appurtenances
within the PUE to minimize visual obstruction in relation to the park(s) and to
best accommodate future park improvements. The applicant shall facilitate a
meeting(s) with SMUD and PPDS prior to SMUD’s facilities coordinating
meeting for the project.

ADV5.

The Applicant shall be responsible for maintenance (weed abatement) of all
Lots conveyed as an IOD until the time that the City records acceptance of the
IOD.

ADV6.

The Applicant shall consider ‘eyes on the parks / open spaces’ when planning
subsequent subdivisions adjacent to parks, open space parkways or off-street
trails by orienting building fronts onto these public spaces. In the case of Ninos
Parkway, side loading the buiding (with windows) or providing fences with see
through features would both be appropriate methods of having “eyes on the
parkway.”

ADV7.

If the Applicant opts to develop parks under a turn key agreement, the
Applicant will be required to follow the City standard procedures for approval of
park site Master Plans as well as naming of park facilities; Please note that
PPDS has landscape architecture division that can design and develop parks
within a competitive timeframe and budget.

ADV8.

The Developer shall obtain from PPDS a Permit to Enter prior to use of any

park site as a construction staging area.
ADV9.

The Applicant shall disclose the location of the planned parks and off-street
trails to all future / potential owners of parcels within the subdivision.

ADV10. Private Recreational Facilities: City Code sections 17.512.90 through 100
address granting of private recreation facility credits. The city may grant credits
for privately owned and maintained open space or local recreation facilities, or
both, in planned developments as defined in Section 11003 of the Business
and Professions Code, condominiums as defined in Section 783 of the Civil
Code and other common interest developments. Such credit, if granted in
acres, or comparable in lieu fees, shall not exceed twenty-five (25) percent of
the dedication or fees, or both, otherwise required under this chapter and no
more than five percent per category of open space or recreational facilities
described in this Chapter under 17.512.90. Should the applicant request City
consideration of private recreational facilities, a separate agreement must be
approved by the City Council prior to recordation of the first map for the
project. Refer to section 17.512.90 for a list of qualifying facilities. Open space
covenants for private park or recreational facilities shall be submitted to the
city council prior to approval of the final map or parcel map and shall be
recorded contemporaneously with the final map17.512.100.
ADV11. This project is eligible for Private Recreation Facilities Credits (PRFC) to offset
the parkland dedication acreage requirement. The project is eligible for up to
25% PRFC, 5% for each eligible amenity. A full list of eligible amenities is
listed in City Code section 17.512.90 through 100.
ADV12. At the discretion of PPDS, the 6’ chain link or tubular steel fence shall be at the
boundary of Lot 6 and Lot 7. The fencing requirements on Lot 6 (adjacent to
park lot 7) shall be determined and constructed with the development of the
respective site improvements for the school on Lot 6. Alternative fencing types
is at the satisfaction of PPDS.
ADV13. Please note that community parks do require on street parking.
ADV14. Turn Key Park Development: If the Applicant desires to construct a turnkey
park, the Applicant shall notify PPDS in writing no later than approval of the
tentative subdivision map for the project and shall enter into a City standard
turn key park construction agreement to construct the park improvements to
the satisfaction of the City’s PPDS. The park construction agreement shall
address (1) the preparation and approval of the park design and improvement
plans, (2) time for completion of the park (or of each phase of the park if the
park is not to be completed in one phase) as a function of build-out of the
subdivision or issuance of occupancy permits, (3) any credits to be awarded to
the applicant against the City’s Park Impact Fee (PIF) that would be payable
as a condition of issuance of building permits for the dwelling units to be

constructed in the subdivision, (4) maintenance of all improvements to be
accepted into the park maintenance financing district for a minimum of one
year and until a minimum of 50% of the residential units to be served by the
park have received occupancy permits, unless the City agrees to accept park
maintenance into the District at an earlier date. The one-year maintenance
period shall begin following the issuance by the City of a notice of completion
for the improvements.
ADV15. This project will be subject to Park Impact Fee (PIF) at building permit
issuance. Based on City Code changes effective April 15th, 2017, this project
will be subject the PIF at the Remainder City Rate of $2.55 per square foot on
residential project, with a minimum rate of $1200 for projects under 750 square
feet and a maximum rate of $5,100 for projects over 2000 square feet, along
with $0.42 per square foot for Commercial Services. For example, if all 1,623
Single-Family Residential Units exceed 2,000 square feet, the fee would total
$8,277,300.
ADV16. Pursuant to Sacramento City Code Chapter 17.512, (Parkland Dedication) At
the time of delivery of the IOD for each Park Lots, the applicant shall provide to
City a title report demonstrating that it holds 1) full and clear title to each Park
Lot, including all interests necessary for maintenance and access; 2) provide a
Phase 1 environmental site assessment of each Park Lot; 3) if the
environmental site assessment identifies any physical conditions or defects in
a Park Lot, which would interfere with its intended use as a park, as
determined by PPDS in its sole discretion, applicant shall complete a
supplemental assessment and remedy any such physical condition or defect,
to the satisfaction of PPDS; and 4) take all actions necessary to ensure that
the Park Lots are free and clear of any wetland mitigation, endangered or
threatened animal or plant species, sensitive habitat or other development
restrictions. The applicant shall be solely responsible, and at its sole cost, for
any required mitigation costs or measures associated with the Park Lots.
ADV17. The Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD) is responsible for providing local
sewer service to the proposed project site via their local sanitary sewer
collection system. Regional San is responsible for the conveyance of
wastewater from the SASD collection system to the Sacramento Regional
Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWTP); SASD will respond via separate
correspondence.
ADV18. Regional San has the 84-inch Upper Northwest Interceptor and associated
easements located within the frontage of APN: 201-0320-025 aka The
Kreumenacher property.
ADV19. Trunk sewer design and construction may be reimbursed by SASD under the
terms of a Reimbursement Agreement. Prior to initiating design of any sewer
facility, contact SASD for details. It will be necessary to schedule a meeting to

discuss reimbursement requirements with appropriate SASD staff prior to any
design. Failure to strictly comply with the provisions of SASD Ordinances may
jeopardize all sewer reimbursement.
ADV20. If interim sewer infrastructure (such as sewer pipes, manholes, and lifting
and/or pumping stations) is required to serve this project, the applicant shall be
responsible for the cost to SASD, to decommission, and abandon such interim
sewer infrastructure. The mechanism to capture these costs shall be approved
and accepted by SASD prior to recordation of the Final Map or approval of
Improvement Plans for plan check to SASD, whichever comes first.
ADV21. Any necessary future SMUD facilities located on the Applicant’s property shall
require a dedicated SMUD easement. This will be determined prior to SMUD
performing work on the Applicant’s property.
ADV22. Structural setbacks less than 14-feet shall require the Applicant to conduct a
pre-engineering meeting with all utilities to ensure proper clearances are
maintained.
ADV23. All existing easements shall be shown on the Final Map.
ADV24. The applicant is responsible for obtaining all necessary permits, easements
and approvals from federal, state and local agencies, and private landowners
for the construction of this project.
ADV25. The proposed development is located within the Reclamation District 1000
(RD 1000). The applicant shall comply with all RD 1000 requirements and pay
all required fees.
ADV26. The cost of the construction for the water transmission mains will be
reimbursed with the water fee credits. A water fee credit agreement is
required and shall be to the satisfaction of the DOU and the City Attorney.
ADV27. The applicant shall construct water transmission mains within the project area,
consistent with the approved water study, and connect into the existing
transmission mains in Club Center Drive and Del Paso Road. Subject to
approval by the DOU, the construction of these T-mains can be constructed in
phases. The location, design and construction of the transmission mains shall
be to the satisfaction of the DOU. Easements shall be acquired and dedicated
to the DOU if the water transmission mains are not within the City’s right-ofway.
ADV28. All public storm drainage and water mains shall be placed within the asphalt
section of public street right-of-ways as per the City’s Design and Procedures
Manual. No public water or drainage main is allowed in private streets, drives,
or alleys.

ADV29. The proposed development will be served by the Sacramento Area Sewer
District (SASD). Satisfy all SASD requirements.
ADV30. Properly abandon under permit, from the County Environmental Health
Division any well and septic system located on the property.
ADV31. All subsequent tentative map or development projects within the Panhandle
will require a drainage study that illustrates how the project will comply with the
drainage master plan. The drainage study shall be review and accepted by
the Department of Utilities prior to building permit submittal or as otherwise
approved by the Department of Utilities.
ADV32. Access roads and/or ramps to the detention/water quality basins shall be
designed and constructed to the satisfaction of the DOU.
ADV33. The applicant shall provide landscaping and irrigation system for the
detention/water quality basins. The construction and landscaping shall be to
the satisfaction of the DOU.
ADV34. The developer shall maintain the detention/water quality basins for a period of
two (2) years or until acceptance by the City into the City of Sacramento
Neighborhood Water Quality Maintenance District, whichever is less. The twoyear period shall begin following the issuance of a notice of completion by the
City for the detention/water quality basin. At the time of acceptance by the
City, the developer shall remove any sediment or debris that has accumulated
prior to acceptance. If required by the DOU, a maintenance agreement and/or
Hold Harmless Agreement shall be executed.
ADV35. Post construction, stormwater quality control measures shall be incorporated
into the development to minimize the increase of urban runoff pollution caused
by development in the area. Since the project is not served by a regional
water quality control facility, both source controls and on-site treatment control
measures are required. Storm drain public notice message is required at all
drain inlets. On-site treatment control measures may affect site design and
site configuration and therefore, should be considered during the early
planning stages. Improvement plans must include the source controls, runoff
reduction controls and on-site treatment control measures selected for the site.
Refer to the “Stormwater Quality Design Manual for the Sacramento and
South Placer Regions”, dated May 2007 for appropriate source controls, runoff
reduction controls and onsite treatment control measures.
ADV36. Low Impact Development (LID) strategies for the site design is required for all
future development and shall utilize LID practices (i.e. stormwater planters) for
stormwater treatment. The applicant can obtain LID runoff reduction credits
following the guidance in the Stormwater Quality Design Manual. LID

measures will reduce the required treatment volume which could potentially
reduce the surface area requirements for the stormwater treatment
measures. LID features shall be included in the project’s drainage study and
shall be submitted to the City’s Department of Utilities for review and
acceptance. Contact City of Sacramento Utilities Department Stormwater
Program (808-1449) if you have additional questions.
ADV37. The proposed project is located in the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA),
designated as A99 zone Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA)
Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs). FEMA does not require elevating or
flood proofing in A99 zone. City Code Chapter 15.104 Floodplain Management
Regulations require that any new construction of and/or substantial
improvement to any structure located in A99 zone requires a Hold Harmless
Agreement regarding risk of flooding on property.
ADV38. The applicant should be advised that the proposed development may be
subject to a 200-year flood elevation requirement if the building permit is pulled
on or after July 1st of 2016.
ADV39. Any proposed development within 400 feet of a levee or floodwall greater than
15 feet in height and within 200 feet for levees or floodwalls less than 15 feet
in height needs to show that any excavation, grading, or land modification will
not endanger the integrity of the levee or floodwall by increasing seepage or
uplift. The bottom of the permanent excavation should not extend below a
plane that starts at the boundary of the future needs area or existing levee toe
and extends downward at a 10:1 slope. Any permanent excavation that
extends below this plane requires a report from a civil engineer stating that the
proposed development will not have an adverse impact on the
integrity/operation of flood control system. Excavation or grading may be
allowed as long as it does not adversely affect the functioning of the levee or
floodwall.
ADV40. Per the Department of Water Resources’ Urban Levee Design Criteria for
undeveloped areas, no excavation or structures shall be within 20 feet of levee
toe.
ADV41. Any development (trees, fences, etc.) within 15 feet of the levee toe must
obtain a Central Valley Flood Protection Board Permit.
ADV42. Per Chapter 17 of City Code, a minimum 20-foot setback from the landside toe
of any flood control levee is required for development less than 5 acres in size.
A minimum 50-foot setback is required from the landside toe of any flood
control levee for development 5 acres or greater in size. No primary or
accessory structures may encroach into the levee setback. (Ord. 2013-0020 §
1; Ord. 2013-0007 § 1).

O.

O1.

The Site Plan and Design Review of the Tentative Master Parcel Map to subdivide
±465.5 acres into 42 master parcels in the Single-Unit Dwelling (R-1-PUD), Single or
Duplex Dwelling (R-1A-PUD), and Agriculture Open Space (A-OS-PUD) zones and
the Panhandle Planned Unit Development (PUD) with deviations to minimum lot size
requirements in the A-OS zone is approved subject to the following Conditions of
Approval:
Subsequent development requests shall be subject to Site Plan and Design Review
consistent with the requirements of the Panhandle PUD Guidelines and Title 17 Planning and Development Code.
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TO BE QUITCLAIMED

201-0320-024
201-0320-018

200'

(NTS)

1.

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
57.8 ± AC. (GR)
201-0320-019

Parcel 42

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
12.2 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 41
(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Parcel 38

55 4

6.1 ± AC. (GR)

R=

66
0'

12
7'

13
3'

Parcel 33

E.
Le
ve
e

15'

30' ROW PER 17 B.M. 34
TO BE ABANDONED AND
REDEDICATED

50
'

Rd
.

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
17.6 ± AC. (GR)

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

1155'

63
'

Parcel 34

Parcel 37

1330'

1330'
1429'

1.4 ± AC. (GR)

23.3 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 35

60' PRIVATE ROAD & CANAL
RESERVATION PER 17 B.M. 34
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

49''
49

395'

200'
99'

R=60
0
3 3 2 ' 3 50
'
'

45'

921'

269'

0.9 ± AC. (GR)

145'

Parcel 13

12.9 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 14

0'
60

R=

EXISTING PARCEL LINE, TYP.

'
261

r.
nter D
e
C
Club

R =6

00'

28

8'

1314'

PROPOSED ROUNDABOUT:
FINAL ALIGNMENT/DESIGN
TO BE DETERMINED

30' PRIVATE ROAD & CANAL
RESERVATION PER 17 B.M. 34
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

8
8'

1124'

200'

350'

285'

2.0 ± AC. (GR)

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)
11.7 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 7

R=
6
203 00'
'

661'

661'

I.O.D. typ.

Parcel 6

N.A.P.O.T.S.

KRUMENACHER PROPERTY

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

266'

I-5

EXISTING ASSESSORS PARCEL
LINE, TYP.

1384'

1387'

PROPOSED ROUNDABOUT:
FINAL ALIGNMENT/DESIGN TO BE
DETERMINED

Drive)
(National Drive)

A

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

Parcel 3
(PR/A-OS-PUD)

447'

NORTH

RD
.

CENTERLINE OF SMUD
EASEMENT PER 2475 O.R. 192
TO BE QUITCLAIMED AND
REDEDICATED. SINGLE POLE
LINE TO BE RELOCATED OR
PLACED UNDERGROUND

EL

200'

0
I-8

UX

15'

TR

30' PROPOSED
SMUD EASEMENT
15'

5.7 ± AC. (GR)

Del Paso Road

123.9±

I-80

10.8 ± AC. (GR)

1253'

2606'

. NORTH MARKET BLVD.
LVD
B
A
REN

EXISTING 12KV POWERLINE
TO BE RELOCATED

I-5

30' PRIVATE ROAD & CANAL
RESERVATION PER 17 B.M. 34
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

Streett "C"
Stree

1001'

ENGINEER & PLANNER:

MacKay & Somps Civil Engineers, Inc.
1552 Eureka Road, Suite 100
Roseville, CA 95661
ATTN.: Donna Pasquantonio-Leslie
(916) 773-1189

ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBER:

201-0320-018, 201-0320-019, 201-0320-024
201-0320-024, 201-0540-071, 201-0540-072,
201-0540-073, 225-0050-020, 225-0050-021,
225-0050-016, 225-0050-003, 225-0050-022,
226-0060-021

SITE ACREAGE:

589.4 ± AC.

EXISTING GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
PROPOSED GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION:
EXISTING ZONING DESIGNATION
PROPOSED ZONING DESIGNATION:
NUMBER OF LOTS:

AG CROP
SNLD, PR, PD

PARKS & RECREATION
SCHOOL DISTRICT

AG 80
R-1-PUD, R-1A-PUD, A-OS-PUD
43: Total Lots
21: Single Family Residential Lots
7: Park Lots
6: Open Space Lots
4: Detention Basin Lots
2: High School / Middle School Lots
1: Elementary School Lot
1: N.A.P.O.T.S.

City of Sacramento
Twin Rivers Unified School District
Robla Elementary School District
City of Sacramento
City of Sacramento
Sacramento Regional Sanitation District
City of Sacramento
City of Sacramento
SMUD
Pacific Gas & Electric Company
City of Sacramento

FIRE DISTRICT
POLICE PROTECTION
SANITARY SEWER
DOMESTIC WATER
STORM DRAIN
ELECTRICITY
GAS
STORM DRAIN

NOTES
1.

Lot dimensions and acreages are approximate. Actual lot dimensions will be established with the Final Maps, subject to
the approval of the City of Sacramento.

2.

Lot lines and lot areas may be adjusted at the time of the Final Map(s) provided no additional lots are created, subject
to the approval of the City of Sacramento. Flexibility in parcel configuration as shown hereon is allowed provided the
new configuration is in substantial compliance, subject to the approval of the City of Sacramento.

3.

The Final Mapping and subsequent development of lots may be phased. Phasing will be consistent with the
Development Agreement.

4.

Pursuant to Government Code Section 66456.1, the subdivider may file multiple Final Maps based upon this Tentative
Master Parcel Map. The filing of a Final Map on a portion of this Tentative Map shall not invalidate any part of this
Tentative Map.

5.

Lot numbering is for identification purposes only and does not indicate phasing or order of development. Ultimate
development phasing shall be orderly and will be determined at Final Map and/or Improvement Plan stage.

6.

Pursuant to California Government Code Section 66499.20.2, the land shown hereon shall be merged and resubdivided
without reversion to acreage and shall constitute abandonment of the public easements listed.

465.5±

DEL PASO RD.

9&

705'

The Hodgson Company
2514 Chinatown Alley
Sacramento, Ca 95816
ATTN.: John Hodgson (916) 548-8554
jhodgson@thehodgsoncompany.com

SERVICE PROVIDERS:

7.

PROJECT
SITE

DEL PASO RD.

9
US-

25' EASEMENT CONVEYED TO
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
FOR PUBLIC HIGHWAY PER 264
O.R. 389 TO BE ABANDONED
AND REDEDICATED

27.9 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 4

1112'

Parcel 2
(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

A

1317'
1139'

22.5 ± AC. (GR)

831'

1675'

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

R=350'
205'

58'

1342'

Parcel 1

Club Center Dr.

Street "A"

22
1'

12
9'

5.7 ± AC. (GR)

773'

PD

22.5±
27.9±
5.7±
10.8±
10.9±
11.7±
5.7±
2.0±
10.1±
14.4±
10.0±
17.0±
16.8±
7.5±
12.9±
20.8±
15.5±
4.2±
1.8±
1.2±
11.2±
15.6±
3.9±
3.0±
11.4±
14.9±
4.2±
2.1±
0.9±
11.5±
4.3±
6.9±
1.4±
17.6±
13.8±
6.1±
23.3±
1.0±
6.9±
57.8±
6.1±
12.2±

ELKHORN BLVD.

333'

270'

Parcel 8
(PR/A-OS-PUD)

705'

R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1A-PUD
R-1A-PUD
A-OS-PUD
R-1A-PUD

TOTAL

790'

0'
60

R=

259'

Street "B"

ld St.
Mayfie
Mayfield

SNLD
SNLD
PR
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
PR
PR
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
PR
SNLD
SNLD
SNLD
PR
PR
PR
SNLD
SNLD
PR
PR
SNLD
SNLD
PR
PR
PR
SNLD
PR
PR
PR
SNLD
SNLD
PR
SNLD
PR
SNLD
SNLD
PR
SNLD

Street "C"

1326

14.4 ± AC. (GR)

773'

SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL
PARK (QUIMBY)
PARK
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
PARK (QUIMBY)
PARK
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
PARK (QUIMBY)
PARK
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
PARK (QUIMBY)
PARK
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DETENTION BASIN
DETENTION BASIN
DETENTION BASIN
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL
DETENTION BASIN
HIGH SCHOOL/MIDDLE SCHOOL
HIGH SCHOOL/MIDDLE SCHOOL
OPEN SPACE (NINOS PARKWAY)
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL

I.O.D. typ.

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

25' DITCH EASEMENT PER
20001206 O.R. 0350
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

Parcel 1
Parcel 2
Parcel 3
Parcel 4
Parcel 5
Parcel 6
Parcel 7
Parcel 8
Parcel 9
Parcel 10
Parcel 11
Parcel 12
Parcel 13
Parcel 14
Parcel 15
Parcel 16
Parcel 17
Parcel 18
Parcel 19
Parcel 20
Parcel 21
Parcel 22
Parcel 23
Parcel 24
Parcel 25
Parcel 26
Parcel 27
Parcel 28
Parcel 29
Parcel 30
Parcel 31
Parcel 32
Parcel 33
Parcel 34
Parcel 35
Parcel 36
Parcel 37
Parcel 38
Parcel 39
Parcel 40
Parcel 41
Parcel 42

10.1 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 10

10.9 ± AC. (GR)

Use

rive)
(Natio'nal D

694'

Parcel 9
(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

200' TOWER EASEMENT LINES
AND INCIDENTAL PURPOSES
PER 1709 O.R. 344 TO REMAIN
80' SMUD EASEMENT
2704 O.R. 203
EXISTING PARCEL LINE, TYP. PER
TO REMAIN

809'

Mayfield St.

e
Drive
oss Driv
Barro
Barr

1854'

339'

9'
45
'
16

Bar
ros
Driv
638
e
'

General Plan Zoning Acres (G)

Parcel

US-99

2160'

17.0 ± AC. (GR)

1041'

10.0 ± AC. (GR)

5289'
1041'

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

225-0050-022
225-0060-021

30' ROW PER 17 B.M. 34
TO BE ABANDONED AND
REDEDICATED

331'

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

655'

16.8 ± AC. (GR)
824'

Parcel 12

Parcel 5

3706'

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

7.5 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 11

376
'

Parcel 15

(SNLD/R1-A)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

419'

656'

739'

200'

730'

319'

2160'

260'

1.2 ± AC. (GR)

329'

ell
w
m
Ai

00 '
R=1 0

I.O.D. typ.

11.2 ± AC. (GR)

PROPOSED PARCEL LINE, TYP.

R=1000' 53
'

419'

Parcel 21
(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

260'

573'

1.8 ± AC. (GR)

200'

47'

(PR/A-OS)

e.
v
A

(PR/A-OS-PUD)
657'

227'
'
00 ' 3333 3
R =10

30' USA EASEMENT
PER 20091112 O.R. 0232
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

Parcel 19

397'

4.2 ± AC. (GR)

397'

R = 28 0 '
94'

Aimwell Ave.

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Parcel 20
1304'

I.O.D. typ.

Parcel 18

15.5 ± AC. (GR)

225-0050-003
225-0050-022

749'

200'

450'

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

15' DRAINAGE CANAL
EASEMENT PER 76 O.R. 388
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

656'

3.0 ± AC. (GR)
263'

1031' 225-0050-016
225-0050-003

Parcel 17

25' TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION
EASEMENT PER 20021230 O.R. 2075
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

11.4 ± AC. (GR)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

3.9 ± AC. (GR)
843'

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

Parcel 24

(PR/A-OS-PUD)
15' DRAINAGE CANAL EASEMENT PER
76 O.R. 388 TO BE QUITCLAIMED

Parcel 25

Sorento Road

Parcel 23

225-0050-021
225-0050-016

759'

Club Center Dr.

15.6 ± AC. (GR)

658'

Stree
Streett "E"

Street "D"

2164'

Cadman Ct.

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

657'

20.8 ± AC. (GR)

200'

254'

1031'

Parcel 22

11.5 ± AC. (GR)

2.1 ± AC. (GR)

658'

2160'

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

(SNLD/R-1-PUD)

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

5'
0 ' 1995

4.2 ± AC. (GR)

Parcel 30
Parcel 28

R =5 9

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Parcel 16

020
20
225-0050225-0050-0
21
225-0050-0
225-0050-021

2160'

Parcel 27

657'

14.9 ± AC. (GR)

558'

2 0 2'
R= 610 '

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

225-0050-020
225-0050-016

LAND USE SUMMARY

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

Parcel 26

30' PRIVATE ROAD & CANAL
RESERVATION PER 17 B.M. 34
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

770'

Parcel 29

332'

PROPOSED ROUNDABOUT:
FINAL ALIGNMENT/DESIGN
TO BE DETERMINED

5' SMUD EASEMENT
PER 730810 O.R. 233
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

583'

695'
201-0540-073
225-0050-020

201-0540-073

Street "F"

LIMITS OF THIS
TENTATIVE MASTER PARCEL MAP

344
'

I.O.D. typ.

PARCEL FIVE:
Lot 87, of Natomas East Side Subdivision, according to the official plat thereof, filed in the
Office of the Recorder of Sacramento County, on January 18, 1924 in Book 17 of Maps, map
no. 34.

APPLICANT:

6.1 ± AC. (GR)

R=60

4.3 ± AC. (GR)

Beachfields LLC
32932 Pacific Coast Highway # 14-357
Monarch Beach, Ca 92629
ATTN.: J Rise Richter (949) 499-6443

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

0' 3
0 2'

417'

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

113
5'

704'

Parcel 31

419'

Parcel 36

13.8 ± AC. (GR)

Moontide LLC.
32932 Pacific Coast Highway # 14-357
Monarch Beach, Ca 92629
ATTN.: J Rise Richter (949) 499-6443

BD Properties, LLC.
1082 Sunrise Avenue, Suite 100
Roseville, Ca 95661
ATTN.: Steven W. Decou /
Orin Bennett (916) 783-4100

PARCEL SIX:
Lots 88, 92, 93, 97 and 98 as shown on the official "Map of Natomas East Side Subdivision", filed
in the Office of the County Recorder of Sacramento County, January 18, 1924, in Book 17 of
Maps, map no. 34.

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

Twin Rivers Unified School District
5115 Dudley Blvd.
McClellan, Ca 95652
ATTN.: Bill McGuire (916) 566-1600

Tasso Peter Cononelos
4300 D St.
Sacramento, Ca 95819
(916) 747-6264

PARCEL FOUR:
The East 660 feet of the North one-half of lot 83, as shown on the "Plat if Natomas East Side
Subdivision", filed January 18, 1924 in Book 17 of Maps, map no. 34, Sacramento County
records.

37'

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

201-0540-072
150'

2 51'

2'

30' PROPOSED
SMUD EASEMENT
15'

Av
e.

Str
ee
t"
G"
51
6'

6.9 ± AC. (GR)

599
'

36
4'

Fa
let
to

49
8'

6.9 ± AC. (GR)

20
7'

553'

(SNLD/R-1A-PUD)

R=
1 00
0'

15
7'

22
6'
88
3'

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

25

Parcel 39

99
'

Parcel 32

6'

121'

1101'

2
24' 2'

50' DRAINAGE IMPROVEMENT
EASEMENT PER 20020716 O.R. 1300
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

562'

200'

1223'

201-0320-019
201-0540-071

116'
R=464'

576'
201-0540-072

12' INGRESS/EGRESS EASEMENT PER
710809 O.R. 418 APPURTENANT TO
LOTS 73 & 74 PER 17 B.M. TO BE
QUITCLAIMED

80

92'

1.0 ± AC. (GR)

7'

1305'

76

(PR/A-OS-PUD)

R= 5 0 0'
15 8 '
27 4'

Carl Brothers, Successor Trustee of
the Ernest G. Brothers 1993 Trust
P.O. Box 2756
Orangevale, Ca 95662
ATTN.: Carl Brothers (916) 257-2193

PARCEL THREE:
The North one-half of lots 82 and 83 as shown on the "Plat of Natomas East Side Subdivision",
filed January 18, 1924 in Book 17 of Maps, map no. 34, Sacramento County Records. Excepting
therefrom the East 660 feet thereof.

'

30' PRIVATE ROAD & CANAL
RESERVATION PER 17 B.M. 34
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

OWNERSHIP INFORMATION:

PARCEL TWO:
The South one-half of lots no. 82 and 83 as said lots are delineated on that certain map entitled
"Natomas East Side Subdivision", filed in the Office of the County Recorder of the County of
Sacramento on January 24, 1924 in Book 17 of Maps, map no. 34.

POWER LINE RESERVATION PER
17 B.M. 34 (NO WIDTH GIVEN)
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

250'

(NTS)

If a conflict arises with the PUE and R/W alignments, the R/W shall revert to the face of curb.

PARCEL ONE:
Lots 75 and 76, as shown on the "Plat of Natomas East Side Subdivision", recorded in Book 17 of
Maps, Map no. 34, records of said county. Excepting therefrom: all that portion described in
deed to the Grant Union High School District, a California Public School District, recorded
September 21, 2007 in Book 20070921, page 558 of official records thereof.

1315'

201-0320-018

Club Center Dr.

CLASS I TRAIL

(in WAPA powerline corridor)

TENTATIVE MASTER PARCEL MAP INFORMATION

NORTHGATE
BLVD.

1495'

Street "G" 1316'

Parcel 40

507'
357'

H

(NTS)

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION

806'

I.O.D. typ.

298'

Bike/Ped Trail

5' SMUD EASEMENT
PER 3038 O.R. 176
TO BE QUITCLAIMED
FUTURE ROAD CONNECTION;
FINAL ALIGNMENT TO BE
DETERMINED

Faletto Avenue

Sorento Road

G

394'

15' WIDE DRAINAGE CANAL
EASEMENT PER 76 OR 388
TO BE QUITCLAIMED

Amazon Avenue

Existing roadside
drainage to remain

Shoulder

53' RIGHT OF WAY

F

701'
107'

VERTICAL
C&G

Residential Street

SORENTO RD.

5' '
118

VERTICAL
C&G

NATOMAS BLVD.

101'

VERTICAL
C&G

1416'

6' MASONRY
WALL @
RESIDENTIAL

a.

25' Public Highway easement to the County of Sacramento per 264 O.R. 389

b.

30' Right-of-Way easement to the County of Sacramento per 17 B.M. 34 (Sorento Road)

The following easements shall be quitclaimed;
a.

60' Private road & canal reservation per 17 B.M. 34

b.

30' Private road & canal reservation per 17 B.M. 34

c.

25' Ditch easement per 20001206 O.R. 0350

d.

15' Drainage canal easement per 76 O.R. 388

e.

25' Temporary construction easement per 20021230 O.R. 2075

f.

50' Drainage improvement easement per 20020716 O.R. 1300

g.

5' SMUD easement per 3038 O.R. 176

h.

5' SMUD easement per 3038 O.R. 178

i.

12' Ingress/egress easement per 710809 O.R. 418 appurtenant to lots 73 & 74 per 17 B.M. 34

j.

5' SMUD easement per 730810 O.R. 233

k.

30' USA easement per 20091112 O.R. 0232

8.

Additional easements to accommodate new public utility improvements, access required for lot development, or other
similar mapping requirements needed to accomplish the final design may be added prior to the Final Map based on
this Master Tentative Parcel Map.

9.

A public utility easement will be located adjacent to all rights-of-way, or as approved by the City Engineer.

10.

Conceptual round-a-bout/traffic circles shown; feasibility, location, and design to be determined with future Small Lot
Tentative Map.
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Exhibit B: Table of Site Plan and Design Review Deviations
Parcel Number
3
7
8
14
18
19
20
23
24
27
28
29
31
32
33
36
38
41

Zone
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD
A-OS-PUD

Development Standard
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres
Min Lot Size = 20 acres

Proposed Deviation
5.7 acres
5.7 acres
2.0 acres
7.5 acres
4.2 acres
1.8 acres
1.2 acres
3.9 acres
3.0 acres
4.2 acres
2.1 acres
0.9 acres
4.3 acres
6.9 acres
1.4 acres
6.1 acres
1.0 acres
6.1 acres

RESOLUTION NO. 2018 –
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
July 3, 2018
APPROVAL OF WATER SUPPLY ASSESSMENT FOR THE PROPOSED
PANHANDLE ANNEXATION PROJECT

BACKGROUND
A. State law (Water Code Section 10910) requires a water supply and demand
analysis (Water Supply Assessment) for development projects of a certain size or
type, which would include the Panhandle Annexation Project, based on the City's
Urban Water Management Plan.
B. The Water Supply Assessment evaluates projected water supplies, determined
to be available by the City for the project during normal, single dry and multiple
dry years over a 20 year period. The City prepared the Water Supply
Assessment for the Panhandle Annexation Project.
C. On June 14, 2018 the City Planning and Design Commission held a noticed
public hearing on the Panhandle Annexation Project in accordance with
Government Code Sections 65353 and 65453, received and considered
evidence, and forwarded to the City Council a recommendation to adopt the
entitlements for the project.
D. On July 3, 2018 the City Council conducted a noticed public hearing in
accordance with Government Code Sections 65355 and 65453, considered the
Environmental Impact Report, and received and considered evidence concerning
the entitlements for the project.
BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1.
The Water Supply Assessment for the proposed Panhandle Annexation
Project, dated June 18, 2017, and attached hereto, is approved.

Press to clear form

City of Sacramento
SB 610/SB 221 Water Supply Assessment and Certification Form
This form may be used to complete water supply assessments for projects located in an
area covered by the City’s most recent Urban Water Management Plan.
Note: Please do not use this form if the projected water demand for your project area
was not included in the City’s latest Urban Water Management Plan. To review the
City’s Urban Water Management Plan, please visit:
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Utilities/Resources/Reports
Project:
Date:

June 18, 2017

Project Applicant (Name of Company): Panhandle PUD c/o The Hodgson Company
Applicant Contact (Name of Individual):
Phone Number:

John Hodgson

916-548-8554

E-mail:

jhodgson@thehodgsoncompany.com

Address:

2514 Chinatown Alley, Sacramento, CA 95816

_____________________________________________________________________
Project Applicant to fill in the following:
1.

Does the project include:
Type of Development

Yes

A proposed residential development of 500 or more dwelling units

✔

No

A shopping Center employing more than 1,000 persons or having
more than 500,000 square feet?

✔

A Commercial Office building employing more than 1,000 persons or
having more than 250,000 square feet?

✔

A proposed hotel or motel, or both, having more than 500 rooms

✔

A proposed industrial, manufacturing, or processing plant or industrial
park planned to house more than 1,000 persons, occupying more than
40 acres of land, or having more than 650,000 square feet of floor area

✔

A mixed use project that includes one or more of the projects specified
above

✔

A project that would demand an amount of water equivalent to, or
greater than, the water required by a 500 dwelling unit project

✔

Last update: September 13, 2016

If the answer is no to all of the above, a water supply assessment is not required for the
project.
2.
Is the projected water demand for the project location included in the City’s 2015
Urban Water Management Plan, adopted June 21, 2016?
Yes:

✔

No:

If the answer is no, you cannot use this form. Please refer to the requirements of SB
610 for preparing a water supply assessment.
3.

Please fill in the project demands below:
Proposed Development

Demand Factor
Type of
Development

Land Use
Category

Residential
Water Use
Factor,
afy/dwelling
unit

NonResidential
Water Use
Factor,
afy/employee

Number
Dwelling
Units

Rural Residential
(RR)

Residential - Low

Residential Medium

Residential - High

Mixed Use

Suburban
Neighborhood Low
Density (SNLD)
Traditional
Neighborhood Low
Density (TLDR)
Suburban
Neighborhood
Medium Density
(SMDR)
Urban
Neighborhood Low
Density (ULDR)
Suburban
Neighborhood
High Density
(SHDR)
Traditional
Neighborhood
Medium Density
(TMDR)
Urban
Neighborhood
Medium Density
(UMDR)
Traditional
Neighborhood
High Density
(THDR)
Employment
Center Mid Rise
(ECMR)

Number
Employees

Total
Demand

Number
Dwelling
Units

Number
Employees

Total
Demand

0

990.03

0

0

0

485 43.65

0

0

0

0
.61

.09

1,623

0

0
.39

.09

0
0
0
.12

.04

0
0
0

Suburban Center
(SCnt)
Suburban Corridor
(Scor)

Current Zoning

.19

0

.09

0

Traditional Center
(TCnt)

0
2

Urban Center High
(UCntHigh)

Mixed
Use - Higher
Density

Central Business
District

0

Urban Center Low
(UcntLow)

0
.15

.04

Urban Corridor
High (UCorHigh)

0

Urban Corridor
Low (UCorLow)

0

Central Business
District (CBD)

0

Urban
Neighborhood
High Density
(UHDR)

.15

.02

0

Regional
Commercial (RC)

Commercial

Employment
Center Low Rise
(ECLR)

0
.15

.09

0
.14

0

.37

.17

0

1,408 239.36

Parks and
Recreation (PRK)

.37

.17

0

1,130 192.1

Open Space (OS)

0

0

0

Industrial

Industrial (IND)

Public

Public/QuasiPublic (PUB)

Park

Open Space

0

0

Other

Other

Other

Total Demand
(AFY)

4.

1465.11

Required Elements of Water Supply Assessment (Water Code § 10910)
A.

Water supply entitlements, water rights or water service contracts (Water
Code § 10910(d)):
3

0

The City’s water supply entitlements, water rights and water service
contract are identified and discussed in the Urban Water Management
Plan, Chapters 3, 6 and 7.
All infrastructure necessary to deliver a water supply to the project is in
place, excepting any distribution facilities required to be constructed and
✔
financed by the project applicant: Yes:
No:
B.

Identification of other sources of water supply if no water has been
received under City’s existing entitlements, water rights or water service
contracts (Water Code § 10910(e)):
Not applicable.

C.

Information and analysis pertaining to groundwater supply (Water Code §
10910(f)):
Addressed by Urban Water Management Plan, Chapters 3, 6 and 7.

Verification of Water Supply
(for residential development of more than 500 dwelling units)
Based on the City’s most recent Urban Water Management Plan, are there sufficient
water supplies for the project during normal, single dry and multiple dry years over a 20
year period?
Yes:

✔

No:

By:
Title:
Date:
This box to be filled in by the City

Distribution:
Applicant
Garrett Norman
Development Services Department (Org: 4913) – Assigned Planner:_____________
Utilities Department (Org: 3334) - Development Review (Tony Bertrand)
Utilities Department (Org: 3332) - Capital Improvements (Brett Ewart)
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Attachment 19: General Plan and North Natomas Community Plan Policies
Education, Recreation, and Culture Element
ERC 1.1.2 Locational Criteria. The City shall continue to assist in reserving school
sites based on each school district’s criteria and the school siting guidelines of the
California Department of Education and on the City’s following location criteria:
 Locate elementary schools on sites that are safely and conveniently accessible,
and away from heavy traffic, excessive noise, and incompatible land uses.
 Locate school sites centrally with respect to their planned attendance areas.
 Locate schools in areas where established and/or planned walkways, bicycle
paths, or greenways link schools with surrounding uses.
 Locate, plan, and design new schools to be compatible with adjacent uses.
ERC 2.2.1 Parks and Recreation Master Plan. The City shall maintain and
implement a Parks and Recreation Master Plan to carry out the goals and policies of
this General Plan. All new development will be consistent with the applicable
provisions of the Parks and Recreation Master Plan.
ERC 2.2.3 Service Level Radius. The City shall strive to provide accessible public
park or recreational open space within one-half mile of all residences.
ERC 2.2.17 Joint-Use Facilities Co-located. The City shall support the development
of parks and recreation facilities co-located with public and private facilities (e.g.,
schools, libraries, and detention basins).
The Panhandle project is consistent with the above policies because both school sites
are centrally located within the plan area that will be easily accessibly by adjacent
residents. The schools are also strategically located near the Ninos Parkway, which
offers an off-street bike and pedestrian facility that is a safer route to the schools. In
addition, the elementary school is directly adjacent to a 5-acre neighborhood park and
the middle/high school is nearby a 10-acre community park, fostering the use of the
parks by students.
Land Use and Urban Design Element
LU 1.1.8 Annexation Prior to City Services. Prior to the provision of City services to
unincorporated areas, the City shall require those unincorporated properties be
annexed into the City, or that a conditional service agreement be executed agreeing
to annex when deemed appropriate by the City.
LU 2.1.1 Neighborhoods as a Basic Unit. Recognizing that Sacramento’s
neighborhoods are the basic living environments that make-up the city’s urban
fabric, the City shall strive through its planning and urban design to preserve and
enhance their distinctiveness, identity, and livability from the downtown core to well
integrated new growth areas.

LU 2.1.2 Protect Established Neighborhoods. The City shall preserve, protect, and
enhance established neighborhoods by providing sensitive transitions between
these neighborhoods and adjoining areas, and by requiring new development, both
private and public, to respect and respond to those existing physical characteristics
buildings, streetscapes, open spaces, and urban form that contribute to the overall
character and livability of the neighborhood.
LU 2.1.8 Neighborhood Enhancement. The City shall promote infill development,
reuse, rehabilitation, and reuse efforts that contribute positively (e.g., architectural
design) to existing neighborhoods and surrounding areas.
LU 2.3.1 Open Space System. The City shall strive to create a comprehensive and
integrated system of parks, open space, and urban forests that frames and
complements the city’s urbanized areas.
LU 2.3.2 Adjacent Development. The City shall require that development adjacent to
parks and open spaces complements and benefits from this proximity by:
 Preserving physical and visual access
 Requiring development to front, rather than back, onto these areas Using singleloaded streets along the edge to define and accommodate public access
 Providing pedestrian and multi-use trails
 Augmenting nonaccessible habitat areas with adjoining functional parkland
 Extending streets perpendicular to parks and open space and not closing off
visual and/or physical access with development
 Addressing the operations, maintenance, and public safety needs of the Local
Maintaining Agencies
LU 2.4.2 Responsiveness to Context. The City shall require building design that
respects and responds to the local context, including use of local materials where
feasible, responsiveness to Sacramento’s climate, and consideration of cultural and
historic context of Sacramento’s neighborhoods and centers.
LU 2.5.1 Connected Neighborhoods, Corridors, and Centers. The City shall require
that new development, both infill and greenfield, maximizes connections and
minimizes barriers between neighborhoods corridors, and centers within the city.
LU 2.7.7 Buildings that Engage the Street. The City shall require buildings to be
oriented to and actively engage and complete the public realm through such features
as building orientation, build-to and setback lines, façade articulation, ground-floor
transparency, and location of parking.
LU 4.1.1 Mixed-Use Neighborhoods. The City shall require neighborhood design that
incorporates a compatible and complementary mix of residential and nonresidential
(e.g., retail, parks, schools) uses that address the basic daily needs of residents and
employees.

LU 4.1.8 Connections to Open Space. The City shall ensure that new and existing
neighborhoods contain a diverse mix of parks and open spaces that are connected
by trails, bikeways, and other open space networks and are within easy walking
distance of residents
LU 4.5.1 New Growth Neighborhoods. The City shall ensure that new residential
growth areas include neighborhoods that maintain a mix of residential types and
densities, and that the residential mix will provide appropriate transitional features
that integrate the area with adjacent existing neighborhoods and development.
LU 4.5.4 New Neighborhood Core. The City shall encourage all parts of new
neighborhoods to be within ½-mile of a central gathering place that is located on a
collector or minor arterial and that includes public space, shopping areas, access to
transit, and community-supportive facilities and services.
LU 9.1.2 New Parks and Open Spaces. The City shall ensure that sufficient parks,
open space, water corridor parkways, and trails are planned throughout the city, to
ensure adequate facilities are available to existing and future residents.
LU 10.1.2 Comprehensive Planning for Special Study Areas. The City shall require
that Special Study Areas be planned comprehensively prior to annexation and
development, and subject to the following processes:
 Amendment of the General Plan, including completion of a new Community Plan
chapter where applicable.
 Approval of a Sphere of Influence amendment by the LAFCo prior to annexation
request where applicable. (Sacramento LAFCo local policies discourage
concurrent Sphere of Influence Amendment and Annexation).
 Completion and adoption of Master Plans, Specific Plans, pre-zoning, and
Development Agreements, as appropriate, in order to establish the timing,
phasing, costs, and responsible parties associated with development in the area
to be annexed.
The Panhandle project strives to achieve a great neighborhood through good land use
planning, street circulation, and predictable design guidelines. This is achieved by
creating a diversity in housing product at varying densities to accommodate a wider
range of homeownership opportunities. The PUD Guidelines requires homes to front
onto tree-lined streets, where possible, to provide a more pedestrian friendly
neighborhood. The PUD Guidelines also encourage similar lot patterns when adjacent
to existing development to make a cohesive and compatible neighborhood; this is seen
in the plans for the larger homes that will be along Sorento Road.
Mobility Element
M 1.3.1 Grid Network. To promote efficient travel for all modes, the City shall require
all new residential, commercial, or mixed-use development that proposes or is

required to construct or extend streets to develop a transportation network that is
well-connected, both internally and to off-site networks preferably with a grid or
modified gridform. The City shall require private developments to provide internal
complete streets (see Goal M.4.2) that connect to the existing roadway system.
M 2.1.3 Streetscape Design. The City shall require that pedestrian-oriented streets
be designed to provide a pleasant environment for walking and other desirable uses
of public space, including such elements as shade trees; plantings; well-designed
benches, trash receptacles, news racks, and other furniture; pedestrian-scaled
lighting fixtures; wayfinding signage; integrated transit shelters; public art; and other
amenities.
M 2.1.4 Cohesive and Continuous Network. The City shall develop a pedestrian
network of public sidewalks, street crossings, and other pedestrian paths that makes
walking a convenient and safe way to travel citywide. The network should include a
dense pattern of routes in pedestrian-oriented areas such as the Central City and
include wayfinding where appropriate.
M 2.1.5 Housing and Destination Connections. The City shall require new
subdivisions and large-scale developments to include safe pedestrian walkways that
provide direct links between streets and major destinations such as transit stops and
stations, schools, parks, and shopping centers.
The proposed street circulation is well connected by continuing existing stubbed streets
in adjacent neighborhoods, while also providing an internal circulation pattern that
achieves the goal of a gridded network by having many connections between all the
streets. The street dedications with the proposed project create a network that provides
access the open space amenities such as the parks and the ninos parkway. The streets
also connect to both schools making the schools more accessible for the future
residents and existing residents in adjacent neighborhoods. Additional street
connections will be analyzed when small lot subdivisions maps are proposed, achieving
additional policies of the General Plan’s Mobility Element.
North Natomas Community Plan Policies:
NN.LU 1.1 PUD Designation Required. All development in the plan area shall be
designated as a Planned Unit Development (PUD) and shall include Schematic Plan
and Development Guidelines for the PUD.
NN.LU 1.6 Neighborhoods–Schools. The City shall locate an elementary school as
the focal point near the center of each neighborhood serving 1,500 to 3,000 dwelling
units.
NN.LU 1.7 Neighborhoods–Open Space. The City shall ensure that at least 80
percent of the dwelling units are within 880 feet of open space (e.g., accessible
public and private parks and parkways, drainage corridors, agricultural buffers, golf

courses, lakes, and other open space opportunities). The 880-foot access standard
is calculated based on actual walking routes rather than radius.
NN.LU 1.9 Housing Type Diversity. To provide housing for the wide range of
residents in the North Natomas Community, the City shall ensure residential
developers provide a variety of housing types in each neighborhood. As a guideline
to ensure a variety of housing types, the maximum percentage of any dominant
housing type should be 85 percent and the minimum of any minor housing type
should be 5 percent. Residential developers are encouraged to be innovative and
responsive to the changing lifestyles of future residents and trends toward transit,
telecommuting, zero-emission vehicles, and others.
NN.LU 1.11 Rural/Urban Estates. The City shall encourage rural/ urban estates
adjacent to environmentally and culturally sensitive areas to act as a buffer to more
urban uses. Rural/urban estates are large lots up to 1 acre in size. Examples of such
sensitive areas include Fisherman’s Lake, the Witter Ranch Historic Farm, and other
open space areas.
NN.LU 1.13 Upscale Housing. The City shall encourage residential developers to
provide upscale housing through lower densities and additional amenities. Upscale
housing is intended to attract move-up home buyers who wish to move to or remain
in the Natomas area. Homes with custom-style features would help create a more
diverse and interesting neighborhood. Custom-style features could include highquality exterior building materials, larger lot sizes, and varied setbacks. Large lots
would include those that are 6,500 square feet or larger. Other features included in
upscale housing are architectural variations, quality landscaping, extra vehicle
storage, homeowners associations, and other attractive marketing features.
NN.M 1.1 Decrease Width of Local Streets. The City shall reduce the width of local
streets whenever feasible to provide multiple routes within the neighborhoods, yet
attain the projected number of housing units and promote a close neighborhood feel.
NN.ERC 1.8 Park Location Criteria. The City shall require that parks with active
recreational uses which may negatively impact residential areas due to traffic, noise,
and lighting should be sited so as to have minimal impact on surrounding
residences. The City shall discourage or minimize residential back-on lots or side
lots adjacent to parks. Neighborhood parks should be located along small residential
streets or other connections within neighborhoods where they are easily accessed
on foot. Community parks should be located along drainage canals or basins and/or
along major streets where the park is easily visible and accessible by foot, bike,
transit, or car.
NN.ERC 1.12 Other Open Space. The City shall allow for Open Space to include an
open space parkway (Ninos Parkway) from Del Paso Road to Elkhorn Boulevard
that includes the WAPA lines (46.6 acres); an open space buffer along the eastern
boundary of the plan area that includes the existing Natomas East Main Drainage

Canal and the Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way (123 acres); a proposed lake in
the Northborough project (24 acres); and the Witter Ranch Historic Farm located
near the northeast corner of El Centro Road and San Juan Road (26.2 acres). The
area of land devoted to “Other Open Space” is 219.8 gross acres.
NN.ERC 1.14 School Location Criteria. The City shall concentrate residential
dwellings sufficiently to allow for all students to be within walking distance of the
schools and locate school facilities to minimize the transporting of students by bus.
Walking access standards for school facilities should not exceed the district’s
recommended walking distance (one way) from the most remote part of the
attendance area:
 One-Way Walking Standards: Kindergarten (½ mile), Grades 1 to 6 (¾ mile),
Grades 7 and 8 (2 miles), and Grades 9 to 12 (3 miles).
 Students living at a greater distance will be bused to a school.
 Special-education children and special-project students will require that school
buses enter and leave all school sites. In addition, a large majority of parents
transport their children to and from school even when they live within ¾ mile;
therefore, traffic patterns around the school and to and from the school should be
controlled.
 School sites should be located away from incompatible land uses such as
commercial uses, industrial parks, agricultural areas, airports, and freeways. The
location of schools shall comply with the California Department of Education’s
setback guidelines related to proximity of schools to transmission lines.
 Elementary and junior high school sites should be located so that as few as
possible residential sites abut the school, and the school is bounded on at least
two sides by minor streets.
 Elementary and junior high school sites should not be located on major arterials.
Streets fronting on school sites should be fully improved streets. Curbs on streets
adjacent to school sites should be vertical curbs, and at least one street providing
access to the site from a major arterial should be constructed of sufficient width
or with off-street drop off zones to allow for parent and school bus traffic.
NN.ERC 1.16 School Acreage Criteria. The City shall designate the following
number of acres of land for each type of public school: 10 acres for each elementary
school; 20 acres for each junior high school; 40 acres for each high school. These
acreages should be evaluated at the time of acquisition by the school district
considering the actual size of the school site and joint agreements with the City
Parks Department.
 Site Criteria: A school site must be a flat, rectilinear site with a proportion length
to width ratio not to exceed two to one. The site must be a corner site with two
boundaries bordering on public thoroughfares.
NN.ER 1.5 Distinguished Gateways. Heavier landscape treatment and high quality
design must be included in specific gateways to the community to provide a suitable
entry to the Capitol City. The freeway gateways include (1) I-5 and Del Paso Road,
(2) I-5 and Arena Boulevard, (3) I-80 and Truxel Road, (4) I-80 and Northgate

Boulevard, and (5) Highway 99 and Elkhorn Boulevard. The arterial intersections
that also serve as gateways to the community are (1) El Centro and San Juan
Roads, (2) Elkhorn Boulevard and National Drive, (3) National Drive and North Loop
Road, and (4) Del Paso Road and National Drive.
One of the primary goals of the Panhandle’s PUD Guidelines is to implement the
policies in the North Natomas Community Plan. This is achieved by designated lands
for move-up housing, such as the proposed Estate lots, which can accommodate a
parcel size of up to 14,500 square feet. Heavy landscape treatment will be provided on
all the streets, including reduced street widths where traffic counts allow, to create a
closer neighborhood feel. Landscaped gateway entry features will also be provided at
National Drive and Del Paso Road, and Club Center Drive and Del Paso Road,
establishing a distinct neighborhood. Lastly, continuation of the Ninos Parkway is
proposed, which will be a community benefit for future residents of the plan area, and
existing residents who live in adjacent neighborhoods.
Suburban Residential Key Urban Form Characteristics
Suburban Residential (Found on Page 2-44 of the Land Use and Urban Design
Element):
 Predominantly single-family residential scale
 Higher-density uses near centers or major transit routes
 Lot coverage generally not exceeding 60 percent
 Building heights generally ranging from one to three stories
 A street system providing distribution of traffic and route flexibility
 Neighborhood parks within walking distance of local residents
 A range of housing types and designs consistent with existing forms and patterns
 Street design balancing pedestrian and bicycle use with vehicular circulation by
incorporating traffic-calming measures and more attractive and functional
pedestrian/ bicycle facilities
 Consistent patterns of street trees providing shade and enhancing character and
identity
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PANHANDLE PLAN FOR SERVICES
1.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 PURPOSE STATEMENT
The Panhandle Reorganization and Planned Unit Development (PUD) (referred to as Panhandle Annexation
and PUD project) is located within the North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) planning area, which
encompasses approximately 7,438 acres in the City and 1,600 acres in unincorporated Sacramento County
(see Exhibit 1). The NNCP is bounded by the Steelhead Creek (Natomas East Main Drainage Canal [NEMDC])
to the east, Interstate 80 (I-80) to the south, the West Drainage Canal, Fisherman’s Lake, and State Route
99/State Route 70 (SR 99/70) to the west, and West Elkhorn Boulevard 1to the north (see Exhibit 1).
Regional access to and from the area is provided by Interstate 5 (I-5), I-80 and SR 99/70, along with
numerous existing local roads.
The Panhandle PUD project area (referred to as “project area”) comprises 589.4 acres in the City’s Sphere
of Influence (SOI) between West Elkhorn Boulevard on the north and Del Paso Road to the south. The project
area is within the City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan Update Policy Area. The proposed annexation is
shown in Exhibit 2. The southern area of the SOI (835.3 acres) would remain as unincorporated land under
the jurisdiction of Sacramento County.
The Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of 2000 (CHK Act) requires that a Plan for
Services (PFS) be prepared prior to “changes of organization or reorganization.” The PFS is a tool for the
Sacramento Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCo) to consider an update to the physical boundaries
and service area of a local agency. The PFS describes the services to be extended, the level and range of
services, timing for the services, improvements and facility upgrades associated with the services, and how
the services would be financed.
The purpose of this PFS is to provide an analysis of public services and background information for the
proposed reorganization of the project to the City of Sacramento and the proposed detachment from the
following service districts:


detachment from Rio Linda Elverta Recreation and Parks District (RLERPD) (parks and recreation
services);



detachment from Natomas Fire Protection District (fire protection and emergency services);



detachment from Sacramento County Water Agency Zone 13 (water supply and drainage planning
services);



detachment from County Service Area No. 1 (street and highway lighting); and



detachment from County Service Area No. 10 (enhanced transportation services).

This PFS incorporates the best available information regarding the extension of services provided by the City
to the affected territory. Information contained herein has been obtained from various documents, City and
affected agency comments, and information made available the project application materials. Relevant City
of Sacramento 2035 General Plan policies that guide the extension of services have been included.

1

West Elkhorn Boulevard is also referred to as “Elkhorn Boulevard” in some instances in this document.

City of Sacramento/Sacramento LAFCo
Panhandle Annexation and PUD

1

Plan for Services

Exhibit 1

2

Ascent Environmental

Project Location
City of Sacramento/Sacramento LAFCo
Panhandle Annexation and PUD

Ascent Environmental

Plan for Services

Exhibit 2
City of Sacramento/Sacramento LAFCo
Panhandle Annexation and PUD

Annexation Request
3

Plan for Services

Ascent Environmental

1.2 Plan for Services Requirements
The PFS requirements are based on the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act of
2000 (CKH Act), Section 56653. Section 56653(b) of the CKH Act stipulates that PFS include the following:
(b) The plan for providing services shall include all of the following information and any additional
information required by the commission or the executive officer:
(1) An enumeration and description of the services to be extended to the affected territory.
(2) The level and range of those services.
(3) An indication of when those services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory.
(4) An indication of any improvement or upgrading of structures, roads, sewer or water facilities, or
other conditions the local agency would impose or require within the affected territory if the
change of organization or reorganization is completed.
(5) Information with respect to how those services will be financed.

1.3 Project Description
The project consists of the annexation of 589.4 acres into the City, amendment to the City of Sacramento
2035 General Plan, pre-zoning of the project area, establishment of the Panhandle PUD Master Parcel Map,
Tax Exchange Agreement, Development Agreement, Mixed Income Housing Strategy, and site plan and
design review of the master parcel map. The approval of the project would result in the development of the
private development consisting of residential, elementary school, roadways, and park uses north of Del Paso
Road. The remaining 119 acres between the proposed PUD project area and extending north to West
Elkhorn Boulevard (referred to herein as “Krumenacher Ranch”) would be designated as Planned
Development (PD) and zoned Agriculture (A). No land use entitlements are being sought for this area. Exhibit
3 shows the project land use plan and roadway system. Table 1 provides an overview of the proposed land
uses.
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Land Use Summary

Land Use Type

Net
Acreage

Units

Proposed General Plan Designation

Proposed Pre-Zoning

Single-Family Residential
Estate

75.7

340

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit Dwelling (R-1-PUD)

Traditional

147.7

869

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1A-PUD)

Village

60.5

453

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1A-PUD)

Subtotal

283.9

1,662
Public/Quasi-Public

Elementary School

10.0

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1A-PUD)

Park/Ninos Parkway

23.5

Parks and Recreation (PR)

Agriculture-Open Space (A-OS-PUD)

Ninos Parkway

24.6

Parks and Recreation (PR)

Agriculture-Open Space (A-OS-PUD)

Detention Basin

13.4

Open Space (OS)

Agriculture-Open Space (A-OS-PUD)

Subtotal

71.5
Planned Development

Planned Development

119.0

Planned Development (PD)

Agriculture (A)

High School/Middle School

60.4

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (SNLD)

Single Unit or Duplex Dwelling (R-1A-PUD)

Subtotal

179.4
Roadways

Major Collector and
Residential Streets

54.6

TOTAL

589.4

1,662

1.4 Areas of Study
In accordance with the Cortese-Knox-Hertzberg Local Government Reorganization Act, the PFS has studied
the following categories of infrastructure and public services:












Water
Wastewater
Circulation and Roadways
Animal Care
Code Enforcement
Law Enforcement
Fire Protection
Solid Waste
Storm Drainage and Flood Control
Parks and Recreation
Libraries

This report incorporates information contained within the Environmental Impact Report (EIR), infrastructure
plans for the project, and the Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) prepared for the project.
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1.5 Summary
Responses have been provided for each of the infrastructure and public service areas addressing the
extension of service to the affected territory. To date, a significant amount of research and information has
been prepared addressing the public services to be provided. This report provides for LAFCo, a compilation
of research and information that can be used for consideration of the proposed reorganization.
Based on the information contained herein, services associated with all the areas of study identified above
can be extended to serve the Panhandle Annexation and PUD project. Service can be provided without
interruption of existing service delivery levels and/or adverse impacts to the existing infrastructure system in
the area including the remaining sphere of influence area south of the project. Adequate service can be
provided by the City to the future residents, tenants, and visitors in the project.
The extension of service to this project area by the City of Sacramento would provide a well-planned and
logical expansion of public services that are currently provided to the existing residents and rate payers
within the City. Similarly, by providing service to this project area, the service levels to the existing City would
not be negatively affected, and in some cases, would be improved through funding and construction of
various proposed infrastructure improvements. The project would also participate in funding fair share fees,
user fees, and assessments to support the annexation area and benefit existing programs and facilities
within the City.
The City has made an effort to proactively plan to provide for future growth. The findings in this PFS quantify the
ability of the City to plan and provide services to meet the needs of the Panhandle Annexation and PUD project.
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INTRODUCTION

2.1 Purpose
This PFS has been prepared for Sacramento LAFCo to comply with statutory requirements, and provide
information for use in considering the reorganization of the project area into the City of Sacramento (City).
The PFS evaluates a description of services, level and range of the services, extent of capital improvements
and upgrades, local agency conditions, and financing. Specifics for extension of service to the affected
territory by the City are presented herein. It is the intent of this document to provide additional information in
accordance with the CKH Act, Section 56653.
Section 56653(b) of the CKH Act identifies that PFS are:
(b) The plan for providing services shall include all of the following information and any additional
information required by the commission or the executive officer:
(1) An enumeration and description of the services to be extended to the affected territory.
(2) The level and range of those services.
(3) An indication of when those services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory.
(4) An indication of any improvement or upgrading of structures, roads, sewer or water facilities, or
other conditions the local agency would impose or require within the affected territory if the
change of organization or reorganization is completed.
(5) Information with respect to how those services will be financed.
This report incorporates information contained within the EIR, infrastructure plans for the project, and the
PFFP prepared for the project.

2.2 Local Agency Formation Commission Requirements
The operations of Sacramento LAFCo are guided by the CKH Act. The CKH Act specifies the authority,
responsibility, process, and other operating principals and requirements of LAFCo. Emphasis is placed on the
role of LAFCo to encourage orderly growth and development, discourage urban sprawl, promote logical
boundaries, and support the provision of efficient government services.
The CKH Act requires that a PFS be prepared prior to, or concurrent with, a reorganization. The intent of the
PFS is to assist with the reorganization consideration and approval process. The PFS is a resource that can
be used by LAFCo to base a recommendation on a reorganization action.
This PFS has been prepared for Sacramento LAFCo in accordance with the requirements of the CKH Act as a
means of identifying and evaluating public services extended to the affected territory by the City of
Sacramento.2 Topics addressed in Sacramento LAFCo’s Policies, Standards, and Procedures Manual include
guidelines for the following actions: sphere of influence (SOI) amendment, annexation, incorporation and disincorporations, district formations and dissolutions, consolidations and mergers, and reorganizations. Key
LAFCo policies include:

2
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Encourage communications on actions among cities, counties, special districts, and community
members.



Assess environmental consequences of actions.



Assure costs for services and infrastructure benefits to other service areas are not shifted.



Assure community favorably balances between jobs and housing.



Community needs are met most efficiently and effectively by public service agencies.

2.3 Services and Issues Review
In accordance with the CKH Act, the PFS provides an analysis of the following categories of infrastructure
and public services:












Water
Wastewater
Circulation and Roadways
Animal Care
Code Enforcement
Law Enforcement
Fire Protection
Solid Waste
Storm Drainage and Flood Control
Parks and Recreation
Libraries

Each of the above areas of service is presented separately and the following subsections are analyzed:


Description of services to be extended to the affected territory.



An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.



An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory.



Information with respect to how the services will be financed
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AREAS OF SERVICE

3.1 Water
This section identifies the details regarding a description of water services. A summary regarding the
implementation measures and funding necessary to serve the project is identified herein.
The following City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan policies are applicable to water services:


Policy U 1.1.1 Provision of Adequate Utilities. The City shall continue to provide and maintain adequate
water, wastewater, and stormwater drainage utility services to areas in the city currently receiving these
services from the City, and shall provide and maintain adequate water, wastewater, and stormwater
drainage utility services to areas in the city that do not currently receive these City services upon funding
and construction of necessary infrastructure.



Policy U 1.1.4 Timing of Urban Expansion. The City shall assure that new public facilities and services are
phased in conjunction with the approved urban development they are intended to serve.



Policy U 1.1.5 Growth and Level of Service. The City shall require new development to provide adequate
facilities or pay its fair share of the cost for facilities needed to provide services to accommodate growth
without adversely impacting current service levels.



Policy U 2.1.9 New Development. The City shall ensure that water supply capacity is in place prior to
granting building permits for new development.

1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
The City would provide water service to the project upon connection to City water distribution facilities at
Club Center Drive and Del Paso Boulevard. All regulations and standards pertaining to water service are set
by the City’s municipal codes. The state also sets regulations and standards. The City of Sacramento
Department of Utilities is responsible for enforcing the various City municipal codes and state regulations
relating to water service.
The City operates 17 storage facilities, each with a capacity of three million gallons except for the Florin
Reservoir, which has a capacity of 15 million gallons. The City operates pumping facilities throughout the City.
There are 18 high lift service pumps at the Sacramento River Water Treatment Plant (SRWTP) and the
Fairbairn Water Treatment Plant (FWTP). The City also maintains pumping facilities at 10 of the City’s storage
reservoirs. These pump stations are of varying sizes and capacities. Water mains are separated by the City into
two distinct categories. Water distribution mains are typically two inches to 12 inches in diameter and utilized
for water services, fire services and fire hydrants. Transmission mains are 18 inches and larger and are used
to convey large volumes of water from the treatment plants to selected points throughout the distribution
system. They are also utilized to transfer water to and from the storage reservoirs to meet fluctuating daily and
seasonal demands. The City determines placement of new water distribution facilities as development plans
are formulated. Water distribution facilities in the project area are located along Faletto Avenue, Club Center
Drive, Aimwell Avenue, Mayfield Street, and Del Paso Road.
Groundwater is extracted from 22 municipal wells, most of which are located north of the American River. Total
capacity for the City’s municipal groundwater wells is approximately 20.6 million gallons per day (mgd).
The City of Sacramento 2015 Urban Water Management Plan projects and evaluates water demands for the
City and its SOI (which includes the project). Table 2 identifies water supply demand of project.
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Estimated Project Water Demand at Build-Out
Land Use

Water Demand (acre-feet per year)

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (2,699 dwelling units)

1,646.39

Elementary School and Middle/High School (East Natomas Education Complex)1

226.40

Parks

67.50

Total

1,940.29

1 Water demand was estimated based on the

Panhandle 2006 Water Supply Assessment.

NOTE: These water demands include estimates on the future development of the Krumenacher Ranch site.
Source: Panhandle Annexation and PUD Water Supply Assessment Checklist

The City’s 2020 retail water demands are anticipated to be 122,229 acre-feet, while 2020 City water
supplies are 275,917 acre-feet in all water year (i.e., normal, dry year, and multiple dry year) conditions.
Wholesale water demands are anticipated to be 40,588 acre-feet in 2020. Assuming that the project would
reach full build-out by 2020, it would increase 2020 retail water demands of the City to 124,169.29 acrefeet and would be within 2020 City water supplies for normal, dry year, and multiple-dry year conditions
based on the City of Sacramento 2015 Urban Water Management Plan and Panhandle Annexation and PUD
Water Supply Assessment Checklist.
The City of Sacramento 2015 Urban Water Management Plan identifies that cumulative retail water demands
for the City are projected to be 162,029 acre-feet by the year 2040. Wholesale water demands are expected to
58,586 acre-feet by year 2040. As identified in Table 1, project water demands at build-out are anticipated to
be 1,940.29 acre-feet per year. Thus, the total water demand for the City with the project would be
approximately as much as 222,556 acre-feet by the year 2040.
The City’s projected available water supplies would be 294,419 acre-feet by the year 2030 and through
2040 for normal, dry, and multiple-dry water year conditions. The City of Sacramento 2015 Urban Water
Management Plan identifies that the City’s contract with US Bureau of Reclamation (USBR), in conjunction
with the City’s water rights, provides the City with a reliable and secure surface water supply source. Thus,
adequate water would be available to serve cumulative retail and wholesale water demands based on the
City of Sacramento 2015 Urban Water Management Plan and Panhandle Annexation and PUD Water Supply
Assessment Checklist.
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
The Revised Preliminary Water Study Evaluation for the Panhandle Development (see Appendix B) evaluated
the water distribution system design using the WaterCAD Version 8i computer program and confirmed that
the development of the project can be adequately served through connections with existing water
distribution facilities in the project area which are located along Faletto Avenue, Club Center Drive, Aimwell
Avenue, Mayfield Street, and Del Paso Road. Adequate distribution capacity exists and no off-site water
distribution or treatment improvements would be required to serve build-out of the project area.
The southern area of the SOI outside of the project is served by the Sacramento County Water Agency
(SWCA). This area is known as the Northgate Service Area (Zone 41). Zone 41 operates and maintains the
public water system in this area in addition to several other service areas in the County. Zone 41 is supplied
with groundwater from well facilities. The annexation and development of the project site would not use
these facilities and would not alter existing water facilities or services for the remaining SOI area.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
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Water service would be extended into the annexation area with the development of the Panhandle
Annexation and PUD project area. Water service would be immediately available to the project assuming
compliance with all applicable standards of the City’s Department of Utilities.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
The provision of water services to the Panhandle Annexation and PUD project area would require the
construction of on-site water transmission and distribution facilities. Water distribution facilities would be
privately funded by the project developer. Appendix A includes the Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Financing
Plan (PFFP) that identifies the project’s funding of public facility and backbone infrastructure improvements,
including water transmission facilities. The PFFP indicates a total cost of $2.7 million associated with the
design and construction of backbone water transmission facilities, which would be funded by the existing
Citywide Water System Development Fee.
The cost of constructing the water facility improvements would be borne initially by the project developer.
These costs would be reimbursable or creditable against the Citywide Water System Development Fee for
only transmission facilities. On-going water service would be funded through City service fees. The rate
structure through the year 2019 is available at:
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/Utilities/Services/Water-Service

3.2 Wastewater
This section identifies the details regarding a description of wastewater services. A summary regarding the
implementation measures and funding necessary to serve the project is identified herein.
All regulations and standards for sewer service are set by the Sacramento Area Sewer District and
Sacramento Regional County Sewer District. The state also sets sewer service regulations and standards.
The following City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan policies are applicable to wastewater services.


Policy U 1.1.4 Timing of Urban Expansion. The City shall assure that new public facilities and services are
phased in conjunction with the approved urban development they are intended to serve.



Policy U 1.1.5 Growth and Level of Service. The City shall require new development to provide adequate
facilities or pay its fair share of the cost for facilities needed to provide services to accommodate growth
without adversely impacting current service levels.

1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
The Sacramento Regional County Sanitation District (SRCSD) provides wastewater treatment and large pipeline
conveyance from three active contributing agencies including, Sacramento Area Sewer District (which the
project is located in), and the cities of Folsom and Sacramento. The largest contributing agency is Sacramento
Area Sewer District, which includes most unincorporated areas of the County, Citrus Heights, Elk Grove,
Rancho Cordova, and portions of the City. As such, SRCSD and Sacramento Area Sewer District would serve
the project area. The SRCSD also maintains regional interceptors that convey sewage and wastewater to the
Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant (SRWWTP). The SRWWTP is owned and operated by the
SRCSD. The plant is located just south of the City near the unincorporated community of Freeport. Wastewater
is routed to the plant by collection systems owned by Sacramento Area Sewer District and the cities of
Sacramento and Folsom. SRWWTP is permitted to treat an average dry weather flow (ADWF) of 181 mgd. The
facility’s 2014 ADWF was approximately 106 mgd (City of Sacramento. 2016). The treated wastewater is
discharged into the Sacramento River. The SRCSD is in the process of upgrading the WWTP that would include
new treatment technologies and facilities that would increase the quality of effluent discharged.
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The Sacramento Area Sewer District is divided into trunk sheds. Each trunk shed generally consists of a
number of hydraulically independent systems that each discharge into the SRCSD interceptor system. The
project area is located within the NN Natomas Trunk Shed area. There are eight gravity wastewater (sewer)
pipelines stub-outs adjacent to the project area to the west (MacKay & Somps 2016b):









Sandmark Drive (10-inch diameter),
Domino Avenue (10-inch diameter),
Amazon Avenue (8-inch diameter),
Faletto Avenue (8-inch diameter),
Club Center Drive (10-inch diameter),
Aimwell Avenue (21-inch diameter),
Mayfield Street (8-inch diameter), and
Del Paso Road (15-inch diameter).

2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
The project would generate an average dry weather flow of 0.891 mgd. The Sanitary Sewer Study Level Three for
the Natomas Panhandle (see Appendix C) identified that project can be served with the existing gravity sewer
connections (Sandmark Drive, Domino Avenue, Amazon Avenue, Faletto Avenue, Club Center Drive, Aimwell
Avenue, Mayfield Street, and Del Paso Road). The Sanitary Sewer Study identifies that there is adequate
wastewater capacity in existing collector and trunk pipelines stubbed at the project and no downstream
improvements are required as there is adequate capacity (including the Upper Northwest Interceptor [see
Appendix C]).
The SRWWTP is permitted to treat an ADWF of 181 mgd, while the facility’s 2014 ADWF was approximately
106 mgd. Future growth in the SRCSD service area will increase demands for wastewater service and will
utilize the remaining capacity of the SRWWTP. The 181 mgd permitted capacity has been in effect since 1990.
While the approved EchoWater project will result in improved effluent water quality, this project does not
increase treatment capacity of SRWWTP. In the 1990s and early 2000s, the Sacramento Regional County
Sanitation District considered capacity expansion from 181 to 218 mgd ADWF and had flows as high as 155
mgd ADWF, with expectations that treatment needs would increase. Since then, water conservation and a
reduction in water use has reversed the growth in wastewater capacity use. The District expects per capita
consumption to fall 25 percent over the next 20 years through the ongoing installation and use of water meters
as well as compliance with water conservation measures. As such, substantial additional water conservation is
expected throughout the District’s service area, putting off the expectation that the existing 181 mgd ADWF
capacity will be exhausted at least year 2050. (Sacramento Regional Sanitation District 2014:6-2.)
The southern area of the SOI outside of the project is also served by the District through existing wastewater
infrastructure. The annexation and development of the project site would not change the existing wastewater
service provider or alter existing wastewater facilities for the remaining SOI area.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Wastewater service would be extended into the annexation area with the development of the Panhandle
Annexation and PUD project area. Wastewater service would be immediately available to the project
assuming compliance with all applicable standards.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
The provision of wastewater services to the Panhandle Annexation and PUD project area would require the
construction of on-site wastewater conveyance facilities that would be funded by a combination of SASD fee
revenues and private funding from the project developer. Appendix A includes the Panhandle PUD PFFP that
City of Sacramento/Sacramento LAFCo
Panhandle Annexation and PUD
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identifies the project’s funding of public facility and backbone infrastructure improvements. The PFFP indicates
a total cost of $1.0 million associated with the design and construction of backbone wastewater facilities.
The cost of constructing the wastewater conveyance facilities would be borne initially by the project
developer. A portion of these costs would be reimbursable or creditable against the SASD Fee. The
remainder of the costs may be reimbursable via a special financing district (SFD) formed for the PUD, which
may include the following funding mechanisms: Mello-Roos Community Facilities District (CFD), Assessment
District, or a SFD fee program, On-going sewer service would be funded through SASD service fees. The rate
structure through the year 2019 is available at:
http://www.sacsewer.com/monthly-sewer-rates

3.3 Circulation and Roadways
The City would maintain project roadways. This section identifies the details regarding a description of
transportation services and level of service. A summary regarding the implementation measures and funding
necessary to serve the project is identified herein.
The following City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan policies are applicable to circulation and roadways.


Policy M 1.1.1 Right-of-Ways. The City shall preserve and manage rights-of-way consistent with: the
circulation diagram, the City Street Design Standards, the goal to provide Complete Streets as described
in Goal M 4.2, and the modal priorities for each street segment and intersection established in Policy
M4.4.1: Roadway Network Development, Street Typology System.



Policy M 1.1.2 Transportation System. The City shall manage the travel system to ensure safe operating
conditions.



Policy M 1.1.4 Facilities and Infrastructure. The City shall effectively operate and maintain transportation
facilities and infrastructure to preserve the quality of the system.



Policy M 1.2.1 Multimodal Choices. The City shall develop an integrated, multimodal transportation
system that improves the attractiveness of walking, bicycling, and riding transit over time to increase
travel choices and aid in achieving a more balanced transportation system and reducing air pollution
and greenhouse gas emissions.



Policy M 1.2.2 Level of Service (LOS) Standard. The City shall implement a flexible context sensitive Level
of Service (LOS) standard, and will measure traffic operations against the vehicle LOS thresholds
established in this policy. The City will measure Vehicle LOS based on the methodology contained in the
latest version of the Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) published by the Transportation Research Board.
The City’s specific vehicle LOS thresholds have been defined based on community values with respect to
modal priorities, land use context, economic development, and environmental resources and
constraints. As such, the City has established variable LOS thresholds appropriate for the unique
characteristics of the City’s diverse neighborhoods and communities. The City will strive to operate the
roadway network at LOS D or better for vehicles during typical weekday conditions, including AM and PM
peak hour with the following exceptions described below and mapped on Figure M-1: (Note: A, C, and D
are not relevant to the project and are omitted)
B. Priority Investment Areas – LOS F allowed
E. If maintaining the above LOS standards would, in the City’s judgment be infeasible and/or conflict
with the achievement of other goals, LOS E or F conditions may be accepted provided that provisions
are made to improve the overall system, promote non-vehicular transportation, and/or implement
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vehicle trip reduction measures as part of a development project or a city-initiated project.
Additionally, the City shall not expand the physical capacity of the planned roadway network to
accommodate a project beyond that identified in Figure M4 and M4a (2035 General Plan Roadway
Classification and Lanes).


Policy M 1.2.3 Transportation Evaluation. The City shall evaluate discretionary projects for potential
impacts to traffic operations, traffic safety, transit service, bicycle facilities, and pedestrian facilities,
consistent with the City’s Traffic Study Guidelines.



Policy M 1.3.1 Grid Network. To promote efficient travel for all modes, the City shall require all new
residential, commercial, or mixed-use development that proposes or is required to construct or extend
streets to develop a transportation network that is well-connected, both internally and to off-site
networks preferably with a grid or modified gridform.
The City shall require private developments to provide internal complete streets (see Goal M.4.2) that
connect to the existing roadway system.



Policy M 1.3.2 Eliminate Gaps. The City shall eliminate “gaps” in roadways, bikeways, and pedestrian
networks. To this end:
C. The City shall construct new bikeways and pedestrian paths in existing neighborhoods to improve
connectivity.



Policy M 1.3.3 Improve Transit Access. The City shall support the Sacramento Regional Transit District
(RT) in addressing identified gaps in public transit networks by working with RT to appropriately locate
passenger facilities and stations, pedestrian walkways and bicycle access to transit stations and stops,
and public rights of way as necessary for transit- only lanes, transit stops, and transit vehicle stations
and layover.



Policy M 1.3.4 Barrier Removal for Accessibility. The City shall remove barriers, where feasible, to allow
people of all abilities to move freely and efficiently throughout the city.



Policy M 2.1.1 Pedestrian Master Plan. The City shall maintain and implement a Pedestrian Master Plan
that carries out the goals and policies of the General Plan. All new development shall be consistent with
the applicable provisions of the Pedestrian Master Plan.



Policy M 2.1.2 Sidewalk Design. The City shall require that sidewalks wherever possible be developed at
sufficient width to accommodate all users including persons with disabilities and complement the form
and function of both the current and planned land use context of each street segment (i.e. necessary
buffers, amenities, outdoor seating space).



Policy M 2.1.3 Streetscape Design. The City shall require that pedestrian-oriented streets be designed to
provide a pleasant environment for walking and other desirable uses of public space, including such
elements as shade trees; plantings; well-designed benches, trash receptacles, news racks, and other
furniture; pedestrian-scaled lighting fixtures; wayfinding signage; integrated transit shelters; public art;
and other amenities.



Policy M 2.1.4 Cohesive and Continuous Network. The City shall develop a pedestrian network of public
sidewalks, street crossings, and other pedestrian paths that makes walking a convenient and safe way
to travel citywide. The network should include a dense pattern of routes in pedestrian-oriented areas
such as the Central City and include wayfinding where appropriate.



Policy M 2.1.7 Safe Pedestrian Crossings. The City shall improve pedestrian safety at appropriate
intersections and mid-block locations by providing safe pedestrian crossings.

City of Sacramento/Sacramento LAFCo
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Policy M 2.1.9 Safe Sidewalks. The City shall require pedestrian facilities to be constructed in
compliance with adopted design standards.



Policy M 4.2.2 Pedestrian and Bicycle-Friendly Streets. In areas with high levels of pedestrian activity
(e.g., employment centers, residential areas, mixed-use areas, schools), the City shall ensure that all
street projects support pedestrian and bicycle travel. Improvements may include narrow lanes, target
speeds less than 35 miles per hour, sidewalk widths consistent with the Pedestrian Master Plan, street
trees, high-visibility pedestrian crossings, and bikeways (e.g. Class II and Class III bike lanes, bicycle
boulevards, separated bicycle lanes and/or parallel multi-use pathways).



Policy M 5.1.1 Bicycle Master Plan. The City shall maintain and implement a Bicycle Master Plan that
carries out the goals and policies of the General Plan. All new development shall be consistent with the
applicable provisions of the Bicycle Master Plan.



Policy M 5.1.2 Appropriate Bikeway Facilities. The City shall provide bikeway facilities that are
appropriate to the street classifications and type, number of lanes, traffic volume, and speed on all
rights-of-way.



Policy M 5.1.3 Continuous Bikeway Network. The City shall provide a continuous bikeway network
consisting of bike-friendly facilities connecting residential neighborhoods with key destinations and
activity centers (e.g., transit facilities, shopping areas, education institutions, employment centers).



Policy M 5.1.6 Connections between New Development and Bicycle Facilities. The City shall require that
new development provides connections to and does not interfere with existing and proposed bicycle
facilities.



Policy M 5.1.7 Bikeway Requirements. The City shall provide bike lanes on all repaved and/or
reconstructed arterial and collector streets to the maximum extent feasible. The appropriate facility type
for each roadway segment shall be consistent with the Roadway Network and Street Typologies defined
in this General Plan.



Policy M 5.1.8 Connections between New Development and Bikeways. The City shall ensure that new
commercial and residential development projects construct bikeway facilities identified in the Bicycle
Master Plan that have a direct nexus with the project.

1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
The City of Sacramento’s Department of Public Works is responsible for maintaining the City’s transportation
infrastructure, which includes engineering, construction, on-street parking, and street maintenance services.
The Street Services Division maintains and repairs thousands of miles of City roads, curbs, gutters,
sidewalks, streetlights, signalized intersections, traffic signs, landscaped medians and rights-of-way
throughout the City.
Operational levels of service of City roadways is established under General Plan Policy M 1.2.2 (level of
service “D”, with exceptions set forth in the policy). The following is a description of level of service (LOS)
criteria for intersections and roadway segments:
Table 3
Level of
Service
A
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Intersection Level of Service Definitions
Description
Represents free flow. Individual users are virtually unaffected by
others in the traffic stream.

Signalized Intersection
Average
Delay per Vehicle (seconds)

Unsignalized Intersection
Average
Delay per Vehicle (seconds)

 10.0

< 10.0
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Intersection Level of Service Definitions

Level of
Service

Description

Signalized Intersection
Average
Delay per Vehicle (seconds)

Unsignalized Intersection
Average
Delay per Vehicle (seconds)

B

Stable flow, but the presence of other users in the traffic stream
begins to be noticeable.

10.1 to 20.0

> 10.0 to 15.0

C

Stable flow, but the operation of individual users becomes
significantly affected by interactions with others in the traffic stream.

20.1 to 35.0

> 15.0 to 25.0

D

Represents high-density, but stable flow.

35.1 to 55.0

> 25.0 to 35.0

E

Represents operating conditions at or near the capacity level.

55.1 to 80.0

> 35.0 to 50.0

F

Represents forced or breakdown flow.

> 80.0

> 50.0

Source: Transportation Analysis Section 4.10, Panhandle Annexation prepared by DKS Associates (March 9, 2017)

Table 4

Level of Service Threshold for Roadway Segments
Operational Class

Arterial - Low Access Control

Arterial - Moderate Access Control

Arterial - High Access Control

Collector Street - Minor
Collector Street - Major
Local Street
Facility Type
Arterial - Low Access Control
Arterial - Moderate Access Control
Arterial - High Access Control

ADT Level-of-Service Capacity Threshold

Number of
Lanes

A

B

C

D

E

2

9,000

10,500

12,000

13,500

15,000

4

18,000

21,000

24,000

27,000

30,000

6

27,000

31,500

36,000

40,500

45,000

2

10,800

12,600

14,400

16,200

18,000

4

21,600

25,200

28,800

32,400

36,000

6

32,400

37,800

43,200

48,600

54,000

2

12,000

14,000

16,000

18,000

20,000

4

24,000

28,000

32,000

36,000

40,000

6

36,000

43,000

48,000

54,000

60,000

2

5,250

6,125

7,000

7,875

8,750

2

8,400

9,800

11,200

12,600

14,000

4

16,800

19,600

22,400

25,200

28,000

2

3,000

3,500

4,000

4,500

5,000

Stops / Mile

Driveways

Speed

4+

Frequent

25 – 35 mph

2–4

Limited

35 – 45 mph

1-2

None

45 – 55 mph

Source: Transportation Analysis Section 4.10, Panhandle Annexation prepared by DKS Associates (March 9, 2017)

Other alternative modes of transportation including transit, bicycle and pedestrian are also the focus of the
City. The City encourages these alternative modes and has in place goals, policies, and standards to govern
the planning, design and construction of these facilities.
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Regional Transit (RT) is a regional provider of transit (including light rail) to the City and Greater Sacramento
Area, including Sacramento County. Due to RT continuing to provide service to the City and the project
whether annexed or not, transit is not be described herein, except as to the City project requirements to
facilitate the continued use of transit as an alternative mode of transportation. Implementation of Mitigation
Measure 5.11-7will require the project join the North Natomas Transportation Management Association and
will coordinate on feasible measures to provide transit information and services to project residents that is
phased with development and transit demand. The City would maintain the transportation infrastructure
within the Panhandle Annexation and PUD project area.
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
Project developers would construct all the streets, bikeways, and trails shown in Exhibit 1 and would be
responsible for their fair share funding of a number of improvements in the North Natomas Community Plan
area as identified in the Panhandle PUD PFFP. The Panhandle Annexation and PUD EIR also identified the
following roadway improvements required for the project (see Appendix D for Mitigation Monitoring and
Reporting Program):


Installation of a traffic signal at the intersection of Sorento Road / Del Paso Road (Mitigation Measure
5.11-2)



Elkhorn Boulevard – SR 99 to Marysville Boulevard – Widen to four lanes (Mitigation Measure 5.11-3a)



Implementation of neighborhood traffic management plans (Mitigation Measure 5.11-3b)



Elkhorn Boulevard – Sageview Drive to East Levee Road – Widen to six lanes under cumulative
conditions (Mitigation Measure 5.11-10)

3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Roadway connections and improvements for the Panhandle Annexation and PUD project area would be
phased with actual development phasing in compliance with all applicable standards.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
Appendix A includes the Panhandle PUD PFFP that identifies the project’s funding of backbone roadway,
bikeway, and trail improvements. The PFFP indicates a total cost of $12.5 million associated with the design
and construction of on-site and off-site transportation facilities.

3.4 Animal Care
The City would provide animal care services for the project. A summary regarding the implementation
measures and funding necessary to serve the project is identified herein. All Animal Care regulations and
standards are set within the City’s Municipal Code Section 9.44. All matters are generally handled by Animal
Care within the Community Development Department, although the department also collaborates with police
on matters of public safety regarding stray or dangerous animals.
1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
Animal Care Services for the City of Sacramento consists of one office located at 2127 Front Street with a
full staff including veterinarians, service administrators, field operators, as well as others who assist with the
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detention, shelter and care, including the placement of both stray and licensed pets. Animal Care services
for the City of Sacramento serves territory within the City limits.
Maintenance services provided by Animal Care include: collecting and monitoring, licensing, adoption,
redemption, spay/neuter, and related animal care service and regulatory fees; providing assistance to the
general public (phone calls and on-site response) with animal care, welfare, licensing and adoption
guidance, and responding to inquiries to lost and found animals. Animal Care also handles prioritizing and
dispatching officer assistance from the public and safety and law enforcement agencies, providing field
services in response to animal-related emergencies; impounding dogs at large and rescuing animals in
distress; enforcing all animal control laws; providing 24-hour service for picking up seriously sick or injured
strays and conveying them to veterinarians for emergency treatment; responding to other City agency
requests for animal care and control services (i.e. fire, police, California Highway Patrol); and providing
accountability to customers and governing bodies.
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
Currently, the City’s animal control services spans 100 square miles. There are seven Animal Control Officers
serving the city 24 hours a day, 7 days a week, 365 days a year. Sacramento's Animal Control Officers
provide rabies control, protect the public from dangerous animals and protect the city's animals from abuse
and neglect. The City also has the Animal Care Services' Citizens Advisory Committee that is intended to
provide recommendations to the Mayor and the City Council on strategies, policies, and programs designed
to ensure quality care for the animals housed at the Sacramento Animal Care Services Center. The project
would not increase the City population to an extent that it might require new or upgraded existing facilities
for Animal Care services.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Animal Care services would be extended to the area upon annexation.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
Animal Care is partly paid for by the City’s General Fund, as well as donations and fundraising from other
outside sources and animal rights groups. All fees are based upon a case-by-case assessment of owner
infractions. The Panhandle Annexation and PUD project area would contribute to development fees and
property taxes to the City’s General Fund, which funds Animal Care.

3.5 Code Enforcement
The City would provide code enforcement services for the project. A summary regarding the implementation
measures and funding necessary to serve the project would be identified herein. All matters are generally
handled by Code Enforcement within the Community Development Department.
1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
Code enforcement for the City is handled by the Code Enforcement Division of the Community Development
Department. The main goal is to enhance public health, safety and welfare by eliminating blighted areas of
development within the City limits. There would be minimal need for code enforcement within Panhandle
Annexation and PUD project area because it consists of new homes and buildings that have not succumbed
to blight or structural damage.
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
City of Sacramento/Sacramento LAFCo
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Code Enforcement services would not need to be expanded due to the inclusion of the project area.
Immediate needs are met with existing personnel and infrastructure. The Panhandle Annexation and PUD
project area would not necessitate the construction of additional facilities.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Code Enforcement services to the project would be provided consistent with the absorption of dwelling units
and other structures as they are occupied.
Because the Panhandle Annexation and PUD project area would be a new community, there would be little
need for code enforcement. The Code Enforcement Division focuses mainly on illegal garage conversions,
additions, patio covers, and structural damage that potentially pose a threat to public safety, as well as
areas of blight. Because the project would consist of a new development that meets current building
standards, code enforcement can be feasibly extended to the project area.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
Code Enforcement is paid for out of the City’s General Fund. All other fees are based upon a case-by-case
assessment of owner infractions. The Panhandle Annexation and PUD project area would contribute to
development fees and property taxes to the City’s General Fund, of which a portion would be allocated to
fund Code Enforcement.

3.6 Law Enforcement
The City would provide law enforcement services for the project. This section identifies the details regarding
a description of services. A summary regarding the implementation measures and funding necessary to
serve the project is identified herein.
The following City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan policies are applicable to law enforcement:


Policy PHS 1.1.2: Response Time Standards. The City shall strive to achieve and maintain optimal
response times for all call priority levels to provide adequate police services for the safety of all city
residents and visitors.



Policy PHS 1.1.3: Staffing Standards. The City shall maintain optimum staffing levels for both sworn
police officers and civilian support staff in order to provide quality police services to the community.



Policy PHS 1.1.4: Timing of Services. The City shall ensure that development of police facilities and
delivery of services keeps pace with development and growth in the city.



Policy PHS 1.1.7: Development Review. The City shall continue to include the Police Department in the
review of development proposals to ensure that projects adequately address crime and safety, and
promote the implementation of Crime Prevention through Environmental Design principles.



Policy PHS 1.1.8: Development Fees for Facilities and Services. The City shall require development
projects to contribute fees for police facilities.

The North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) was updated as part of the 2035 General Plan on March 3,
2015 and provides the City’s vision statement as well as supplemental policies for the community related to
land use and urban design, housing, circulation, community services and facilities, public health and safety,
and environmental resources. The following policies are applicable to the project.
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Policy LU 1.4: Financing Plan. The City shall ensure that the Financing Plan will provide assurance that all
essential infrastructure and public facilities (necessary for public health, safety, welfare, and education)
are in place and operational to serve each phase of development.



Policy PHS 1.2: Police Protection Service. The City shall locate a five acre police substation in the Town
Center. Locating the police station near the regional park enhances the sense of safety in the park. Prior
to development, the City Police Department must verify adequate police protection facilities and
services, including equipment and personnel, exists to serve the project, or will be provided, to maintain
a police protection service standard of 1.60 police officers per 1,000 residents and 1.0 non-sworn
personnel for every 1.60 police officers added either through a funded program or as a condition of
approval for the project. The Police Department requires a police substation to be provided prior to 60
percent of the land being developed within the North and South Natomas areas. The station provides
service to the subregion of North and South Natomas and is able and projected to accommodate 220
officers and non-sworn personnel. (Note: This police substation facility has been subsequently removed
from law enforcement planning and the General Plan)

1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
Police protection services in the City of Sacramento are provided by the City of Sacramento Police
Department (SPD). Additionally, the CHP responds to all incidents on the state highways, state-owned
buildings, and state property within the City. The TRPD is responsible for providing police services to the
students, staff and facilities within the Twin Rivers Unified School District (TRUSD). Regional Transit
contracts with both the SPD and the Sacramento Sheriff’s Department to provide police services. The RTPD
is responsible for monitoring light rail stations, light rail trains, bus stops, buses, bus routes, regional transit
riders, and other associated transit needs with regard to safety.
The SPD is managed by the Chief of Police and three deputy chiefs who oversee the Office of Operations,
Office of Investigations, Office of Specialized Services, and Office of the Chief, respectively. In 2016, the SPD
was staffed with 697 sworn officers and 269 civilian employees. The SPD’s 2016/2017 budget provides
funding for 757 sworn officers and 282 civilian employees (SPD 2016).
The SPD uses a variety of data including geographic information system (GIS) based data, call and crime
frequency data, and available personnel to rebalance officer deployment on an annual basis to meet the
changing needs of the City. Along with this, the SPD changes the size of its patrol districts within its four
established geographic police commands approximately every two years to reflect population growth, crime,
and other factors which require boundary adjustments. Upon annexation, the project area would be located
within the North Command, District 1A (North Natomas) (SPD 2015).
The fiscal year 2016/2017 operating budget for SPD totaled $132.2 million. Funding is received through a
variety of sources with the primary source being the City’s general fund and Measure U. With regard to
serving new development, the SPD realizes minimal revenue generation through licensing and fee recovery
programs.
The main headquarters for the SPD is located at the Public Safety Center, Chief Deise/Kearns Administrative
Facility, 5770 Freeport Boulevard. The Patrol Division in the SPD’s Office of Operations is directly responsible
for managing and responding to emergency and non-emergency calls for service. The department has three
substations from which the patrol divisions operate. The facility that serves District 1 is the William J. Kinney
Police Facility located at 3550 Marysville Boulevard. This station is approximately five miles southeast of the
project area south of Interstate 80 (I-80).
Currently, there is no secondary station in this area. The other substations are the Joseph E. Rooney Police
Facility located at 5303 Franklin Boulevard (South Command) and the Richards Police Facility located at
300 Richards Boulevard (Central and East Commands).
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Average SPD response times and workload are measured by the number of calls for service. Calls are
categorized based on urgency of the situation from Priority 2 (P2) being the highest priority to Priority 6 (P6)
being the lowest priority. Priority 1 (P1) calls are officer-initiated emergency requests for help which are
responded to in real time. The SPD does not have an adopted response time standard. In 2016, the SPD
received a total of 351,472 calls for service including 246,292 citizen calls for service and 105,180 officerinitiated calls for service. In the same year, the median response time for calls was 9 minutes (SPD 2016).
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
The project would result in the development of up to 2,699 new residential units and the addition of
approximately 7,287 residents. Based on the City’s standard of 1.6 sworn officers per 1,000 residents and
1.0 civilian support staff for every 1.6 sworn officers (North Natomas Policy PHS 1.2), the residential portion
of the project would result in the demand for as many as 12 additional sworn officers and 7 civilian support
staff at build-out. The elementary school, middle school, and high school would be policed by the school
districts.
This is consistent with the analysis provided in the City of Sacramento General Plan Master EIR for the 2035
General Plan which found that buildout of the General Plan, including the project area, would require the
addition of 330 to 413 additional sworn officers and 165 to 207 civilian support staff. The 2035 General
Plan identifies several new police stations and associated facilities as subsequent projects. These facilities
would accommodate up to 600 new sworn officers and support staff. Potential impacts associated with
construction of these facilities were programmatically evaluated in the City of Sacramento 2035 General
Plan Master EIR.
The Panhandle Annexation and PUD EIR also identified the following mitigation measures for the project (see
Appendix D for Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program):


Payment of fees (Mitigation Measure 5.10-1a)



The Panhandle PUD PFFP shall ensure that public facilities and equipment required to service the
project are in place concurrent with site development (Mitigation Measure 5.10-1b)

Other conditions the City would impose or require providing police services would be detailed in the future
Conditions of Approval and Improvement Standards for the City of Sacramento.
The Sacramento County Sheriff’s Department (SCSD) would continue to provide specialized law enforcement
services to the southern area of the SOI. Specialized law enforcement includes providing court security
services, operating a system of jails for pretrial and sentenced inmates, and operating a training complex.
Local police protection includes response to calls and trouble spots, investigations, surveillance, and routine
patrolling. There are seven patrol districts in the unincorporated area of the county covering approximately
880 square miles. The nearest sheriff’s station is McClellan Station located at 6028 Price Avenue,
McClellan, approximately 6 miles east of the SOI. The annexation and development of the project site would
not use these existing law enforcement services for the SOIA area.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Upon annexation, the Sacramento Police Department would provide law enforcement services to the project.
The elementary school, middle school, and high school would be policed by the school districts.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
Additional police services required for the proposed project would be funded by City general fund revenue
including tax revenues generated by the residential uses proposed by the project, such as property tax and
sales tax.
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3.7 Fire Protection Services
The City would provide fire protection services for the project. This section identifies the details regarding a
description of services and level of service. A summary regarding the implementation measures and funding
necessary to serve the project is identified herein.
The following City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan policies are applicable to fire protection services:


Policy PHS 2.1.2: Response Time Standards. The City shall strive to maintain emergency response times
that provide optimal fire protection and emergency medical services to the community.



Policy PHS 2.1.3: Staffing Standards. The City shall maintain optimum staffing levels for sworn, civilian, and
support staff, in order to provide quality fire protection and emergency medical services to the community.



Policy PHS 2.1.4: Response Units and Facilities. The City shall provide additional response units, staffing,
and related capital improvements, including constructing new fire stations, as necessary, in areas where
a fire company experiences call volumes exceeding 3,500 in a year to prevent compromising emergency
response and ensure optimum service to the community.



Policy PHS 2.1.5: Timing of Services. The City shall ensure that the development of fire facilities and
delivery of services keeps pace with development and growth of the city.



Policy PHS 2.1.11: Development Fees for Facilities and Services. The City shall require development
projects to contribute fees for fire protection services and facilities.



PHS 2.2.2: Development Review. The City shall continue to include the Fire Department in the review of
development proposals to ensure projects adequately address safe design and on-site fire protection
and comply with applicable fire and building codes.



PHS 2.2.4: Water Supply for Fire Suppression. The City shall ensure that adequate water supplies are
available for fire-suppression throughout the city, and shall require development to construct all
necessary fire suppression infrastructure and equipment.

The North Natomas Community Plan (NNCP) was updated as part of the 2035 General Plan on March 3,
2015 and provides the City’s vision statement as well as supplemental policies for the community related to
land use and urban design, housing, circulation, community services and facilities, public health and safety,
and environmental resources. The following policy is applicable to the project.


Policy LU 1.4: Financing Plan. The City shall ensure that the Financing Plan will provide assurance that all
essential infrastructure and public facilities (necessary for public health, safety, welfare, and education)
are in place and operational to serve each phase of development.

1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
The City of Sacramento Fire Department (SFD) provides fire protection services to a 146.3-square-mile
service area including the entire City of Sacramento (City) as well as some unincorporated areas of
Sacramento County (County) and holds jurisdiction over fire code compliance, monitoring and enforcement.
These services include fire suppression, emergency medical services, fire prevention and investigation,
hazardous materials response, search and rescue, and extrication within the city. Contracted areas within
the SFD’s jurisdiction include the Natomas Fire Protection District (NFPD) and the Pacific Fruitridge Fire
Protection District (PFFPD), both of which provide service outside of the City.
The project area is currently located within the boundaries of the NFPD. Since 1984, NFPD, a County agency,
has contracted with the City to provide emergency, medical, rescue and fire protection services to the North
City of Sacramento/Sacramento LAFCo
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Natomas community. Under this contract, most of the property tax collected for fire service is paid to the
City. The NFPD, in conjunction with the SFD, provide service to the unincorporated areas of North Natomas
which includes the project area. Upon annexation, the project area would be served by the SFD.
The SFD has 24 active stations within its service area. The project area is currently served and, with project
implementation, would continue to be served by NFPD Fire Stations 18 and 30. Fire Station 18 is located
south of Del Paso Road, approximately 1.2 vehicle miles from the project area, at 746 North Market
Boulevard. The station is equipped with a Type I Engine which is staffed with four personnel each day
including a company officer (captain), engineer, and two firefighters.
Fire Station 30 is located immediately west of the project area, at 1901 Club Center Drive in the North
Natomas community. The station is equipped with a Type I engine, a truck, and an ambulance which are
staffed each day with 10 personnel. Station 30 was constructed in 2005 with the intention of serving the
growing population of the North Natomas area.
The SFD has 589 full-time equivalent employees (SFD 2016). In 2016, the SFD responded to approximately
88,242 calls with the majority of calls for emergency medical service (50,755 calls or 57.5 percent of total)
(SFD 2016). SFD has a goal to have its first responding company, which provides for fire suppression and
paramedic services, arrive within four minutes (City of Sacramento 2014).
The SFD maintains automatic aid agreements with all its neighboring agencies including the Sacramento
Metropolitan Fire District and Cosumnes Fire. Under these automatic aid agreements, all related emergency
calls are routed through a central dispatch center and the nearest apparatus are dispatched to emergency
incidents, regardless of political jurisdiction. 2016, SFD provided mutual aid response for 8,235 incidents
(SFD 2016).
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
As required for mandatory compliance with the UFC/City Code Chapter 15.36, project design would comply
with regulations relating to construction, maintenance, and use of buildings. The UFC contains specialized
technical regulations related to fire and life safety. Such mandatory fire prevention and deterrence measures
would include, but not be limited to, fire department access, fire hydrants, automatic sprinkler systems, fire
alarm systems, fire and explosion hazards safety, hazardous materials storage and use, provisions intended
to protect and assist fire responders, industrial processes, and other fire-safety requirements for new and
existing buildings and the surrounding premises. As described above in “Water,” there is adequate water
supply and distribution facilities to provide sufficient fire flow to the project area.
Development would also be required to comply with state and local fire regulations, as outlined in the
California Health and Safety Code and the City Code. Compliance with these mandatory regulations would
ensure that fire and other emergency service providers would have adequate access to all properties within
the project area in the event of a fire emergency. Compliance would also support fire suppression and
decrease the likelihood of fire spreading through preventative measures such as fire sprinklers and
appropriate fire-safe vegetation choices and clearing requirements, and through the use of fire-safe building
materials, building plans, emergency access details and site plans.
The project area would be served by Station 30, which was recently constructed to serve anticipated growth
in the North Natomas area, development of the project area would not result in the need for the construction
of new fire protection facilities. The project would contribute to the need for facility improvements and
equipment needs that would be addressed through its payment of impact fees and funding through the
Panhandle PUD PFFP.
New fire personnel need would be addressed through the project property taxes and funding allocations
through the City’s budget and general fund.

24

City of Sacramento/Sacramento LAFCo
Panhandle Annexation and PUD

Ascent Environmental

Plan for Services

The Panhandle Annexation and PUD EIR also identified the following mitigation measures for the project (see
Appendix D for Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program):


Payment of fees (Mitigation Measure 5.10-1a)



The Panhandle PUD PFFP shall ensure that public facilities and equipment required to service the
project are in place concurrent with site development (Mitigation Measure 5.10-1b)

Other conditions the City would impose or require providing fire protection services would be detailed in the
future Conditions of Approval and Improvement Standards for the City of Sacramento.
As noted above, the southern portion of the SOI outside of the project is within the contracted area within
the SFD’s jurisdiction include the NFPD, which provides service outside of the City. Since 1984, NFPD, a
County agency, has contracted with the City to provide emergency, medical, rescue and fire protection
services to the North Natomas community. Fire protection services for the southern SOI area would continue
under this contract and would not be altered by the annexation.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Upon annexation, the Sacramento Fire Department would provide fire protection and emergency services to
the project.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
The Panhandle PUD would contribute to the funding needed to construct new fire facilities to provide fire
protection services to the Panhandle. The Panhandle PUD PFFP identifies the project’s fair share
contribution to future fire facilities (approximately $902,000), which would be funded by the Panhandle PUD
SFD or participation in other existing impact fee programs.
Additional fire services required for the proposed project would be funded by City general fund revenue
including tax revenues generated by the residential uses proposed by the project, such as property tax and
sales tax.

3.8 Solid Waste Services
The City would provide solid waste services for the project. This section identifies the details regarding a
description of services and level of service. A summary regarding the implementation measures and funding
necessary to serve the project is identified herein.
The following City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan policies are applicable to solid waste services:


Policy U 1.1.1 Provision of Adequate Utilities. The City shall continue to provide and maintain adequate
water, wastewater, and stormwater drainage utility services utility services to areas in the city currently
receiving these services from the City, and shall provide and maintain adequate water, wastewater, and
stormwater drainage utility services to areas in the city that do not currently receive these City services
upon funding and construction of necessary infrastructure.



Policy U 1.1.4 Timing of Urban Expansion. The City shall assure that new public facilities and services are
phased in conjunction with the approved urban development they are intended to serve.



Policy U 1.1.5 Growth and Level of Service. The City shall require new development to provide adequate
facilities or pay its fair share of the cost for facilities needed to provide services to accommodate growth
without adversely impacting current service levels.
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Policy U 2.1.9 New Development. The City shall ensure that water supply capacity is in place prior to
granting building permits for new development.



Policy U 5.1.5 Residential and Commercial Waste Disposal. The City shall continue to provide curbside
trash and recycling collection service to single-family residential dwellings and offer collection service to
commercial and multifamily residential development.

1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
Within the City, residential solid waste is collected by the City’s Recycling and Solid Waste Division.
Residential solid waste is taken to the Sacramento Recycling and Transfer Station and the North Area
Recovery Station where it is sorted for transportation to the following landfills (based on 2015 data):


Kiefer Landfill (Sloughouse, California): the landfill has a permitted capacity of 10,815 tons per day. The
landfill has approximately 113 million cubic yards of available capacity that is anticipated to have
sufficient capacity through the year 2035.



Forward Landfill (Stockton, California): the landfill has a maximum daily throughput capacity of 8,668
tons per day and approximately 24 million cubic yards of remaining capacity. It is anticipated to have
sufficient capacity through the year 2021.



L and D Landfill (Sacramento, California): the landfill has a maximum daily capacity of 2,540 tons and a
total remaining permitted capacity of 6,031,055 cubic yards. It is anticipated to have a sufficient
capacity through the year 2023.



Yolo County Central Landfill (Yolo County, California): the landfill has a maximum daily throughput
capacity of 1,800 tons and a total permitted capacity of 49 million cubic yards. It is anticipated to have
sufficient capacity through the year 2081. (City of Sacramento 2016b)

CalRecycle identifies that the City disposed of 508,213.83 tons of solid waste in 2015 (approximately
1,392.37 tons per day). The City was below its disposal rate targets for population (5.8 pounds per day
[target was 6.9 pounds per day]) and employment (9.3 pounds per day [target was 10.8 pounds per day]).
(CalRecycle. 2017a)
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
Table 5 provides an estimate of solid waste disposal for project operations at build-out based on 2015
disposal rates for the City identified by CalRecycle (CalRecycle 2017a). This assumes current City waste
diversion and recycling programs would continue to be implemented (e.g., City Planning and Development
Code Section 17.616.030 that specifies recycling volume requirements for new development).
As shown in Table 5, the project would generate approximately 22.78 tons per day of solid waste for
disposal. This would increase the City’s 2015 solid waste disposal rate of 1,392.37 tons per day to
1,415.15 tons per day. There is adequate capacity to accommodate the project’s solid waste generation as
this would be 0.1% of the total combined daily permitted capacity of approximately 23,823 tons per day of
the Kiefer, Forward, L and D, and Yolo County Central landfills. In addition, these landfills have 143.03
million cubic yards of remaining capacity to accommodate solid waste.
Table 5

Estimated Project Solid Waste Disposal at Build-Out
Land Use

Tons Per Day

Tons Per Year

Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (2,699 dwelling units/7,287 residents)1

21.13

7,712.45

Elementary School and Middle/High School (East Natomas Education Complex) (3,300 students)3

1.65

602.25
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22.78

8,314.70

1 City of Sacramento 2015 solid waste disposal factor of 5.8 pounds per day per person.
2 City of Sacramento 2015 solid waste disposal factor of 9.3 pounds per day per person.
3 CalRecycle Estimate Solid Generation Rate: schools factor of 1 pound per day per student.

Source: CalRecycle 2017a and b

In addition to the solid waste generation from project operations, construction activities would generate solid
waste from excess/unused building materials, construction waste, packing materials, and other related
sources. City Code Section 17.616.020 requires that a demolition and construction plan be developed for
the project to address the recycling of construction waste to reduce construction solid waste disposal at
landfills. Construction solid waste generation would be temporary and would not exceed daily permitted
capacities of the regions landfills.
Solid waste services for the southern portion of the SOI outside of the project is provided by the Sacramento
County Waste Management and Recycling. This includes garbage and recycling collection services, garbage
disposal and recycling facilities, and recycling programs. Solid waste would continue to be same facilities as
the project. The annexation would not alter current solid waste services to the southern portion of the SOI.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Solid waste service to the Panhandle Annexation and PUD project area would be provided consistent with
the absorption of dwelling units as they are occupied.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
Solid waste services are funded through user fees. The rate schedule for solid waste services can be viewed
at:
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/public-works/RSW/About-RSW/2015-Rate-Adjustments/rate-adjustmentmatrix
Rates are updated annually.

3.9 Drainage and Flood Control
The City would provide drainage services for the project in continued coordination with Reclamation District
1000 (RD100). This section identifies the details regarding a description of services and level of service. A
summary regarding the implementation measures and funding necessary to serve the project is identified
herein.
The following City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan policies are applicable to drainage services:


Policy U 4.1.1: Adequate Drainage Facilities. The City shall ensure that all new drainage facilities are
adequately sized and constructed to accommodate stormwater runoff in urbanized areas.



Policy U 4.1.4: Watershed Drainage Plans. The City shall require developers to prepare watershed
drainage plans for proposed developments that define needed drainage improvements per City
standards, estimate construction costs for these improvements, and comply with the City’s National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit.



Policy U 4.1.6: New Development. The City shall require proponents of new development to submit
drainage studies that adhere to City stormwater design requirements and incorporate measures,
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including “green infrastructure” and Low Impact Development (LID) techniques, to prevent on- or off-site
flooding.


Policy ER 1.1.4: New Development. The City shall require new development to protect the quality of
water bodies and natural drainage systems through site design (e.g., cluster development), source
controls, storm water treatment, runoff reduction measures, best management practices (BMPs) and
Low Impact Development (LID), and hydromodification strategies consistent with the city’s NPDES
Permit.



Policy ER 1.1.5: Limit Stormwater Peak Flows. The City shall require all new development to contribute
no net increase in stormwater runoff peak flows over existing conditions associated with a 100-year
storm event.



Policy ER 1.1.6: Post-Development Runoff. The City shall impose requirements to control the volume,
frequency, duration, and peak flow rates and velocities of runoff from development projects to prevent or
reduce downstream erosion and protect stream habitat.



Policy EC 2.1.11: New Development. The City shall require evaluation of potential flood hazards prior to
approval of development projects and shall regulate development in urban and urbanizing areas per
state law addressing 200-year level of flood protection.



Policy EC 2.1.24: Flood Risk Notification. The City shall annually notify owners of residential development
protected from flooding by a levee and/or subject to inundation in the event of levee failure of the risk.



Policy EC 2.1.25: Deed Notification. The City shall require, for areas protected by levees, all new
developments to include a notice within the deed that the property is protected by flooding from a levee
and that the property can be subject to flooding if the levee fails or is overwhelmed.

1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
Upon completion and acceptance of the infrastructure necessary to provide drainage to the project, the City
would own and operate the system and would provide maintenance and repair of the system. The project
area is in the North Natomas Comprehensive Drainage Plan (CDP) Service Area and Northgate Business
Park Drainage Assessment District. RD1000 is the principal agency responsible for conveying and pumping
storm runoff from the Natomas Basin. Runoff from the urbanized areas of the basin is collected, conveyed,
and pumped to RD1000 facilities (i.e., canals). The storm runoff is then conveyed in the RD1000 channel
system to the RD1000 pumping facility located on the Garden Highway. At this point, the storm runoff is
pumped into the Sacramento River.
In general, drainage in the project area trends east to west, in conformance with local topographic
conditions, with the exception of lateral storm drains, interceptor canals, and outfalls. Drainage facilities on
the project area include drainage canals, culverts, and two 60-inch drainage pipelines that discharge off-site.
In addition to these facilities, a portion of the eastern boundary includes the North Natomas Levee
associated with the Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC).
In December of 2008, the Flood Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) for the Natomas Basin were remapped by
Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). The area, which was previously understood to offer
between 100-year and 500-year protection (Shaded X Zone) was reclassified as within the 100-year flood
hazard zone (AE Zone) after the Corps decertified the levee system protecting the basin. The remap required
mandatory flood insurance for property owners and meant all new construction or substantial improvements
to structures had to meet a 33-foot base flood elevation requirement. Prior to the Corps decertification, the
Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) implemented the Natomas Levee Improvement Program
(NLIP) to upgrade the levee system protecting the Natomas Basin. Construction on the NLIP began in 2007.
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Following 18 miles of levee improvements efforts by SAFCA and the California Department of Water
Resources that began in 2007 and the congressional authorization in June 2014, the Natomas Basin, as of
June 2015, is now mapped as Zone A99 (areas subject to inundation by the 1-percent-annual-chance flood
event, but which would ultimately be protected upon completion of an under-construction federal flood
protection system) In June 2015, the City began processing applications and issuing building permits for
projects in the Natomas Basin. Flood insurance is still mandatory.
The principal objective of the NLIP is providing 200-year flood protection to the Natomas Basin. The
remaining 24 miles of improvements to the Natomas Basin will be constructed by the USACE under the June
2014 congressional authorization.
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
The primary drainage improvement for the project would consist of an on-site stormwater detention basin on
the west side of the project area north of Club Center Drive. The detention basin would provide storage to
allow outflows to be metered at a reduced rate to discharge to existing twin 60-inch pipelines that drain
runoff from the site to the canal that runs parallel to Truxel Road, with no offsite improvements required. The
detention basin would be sized to contain the 100-year, 10-day runoff volume assuming a maximum
pumping rate of 0.10 cubic feet/acre for the project area as well as for the on-site East Natomas Education
Complex. Water quality control features would also be incorporated in the basin design.
The detention basin would serve both to control the release of storm water flows into the existing surface
water drainage facilities and to facilitate storm water treatment. In addition, as required by the City’s
Stormwater Management Plan, and the City’s NPDES storm water permit, the project would incorporate
BMPs to reduce runoff containing urban pollutants. The modeling and analysis in the Drainage System
Modeling Report for the Natomas Panhandle (Panhandle Owner’s Group 2016) indicate that the proposed
storm water system would comply with applicable City of Sacramento standards with respect to the water
surface elevations generated during 10-year flows. The analysis also determined that the proposed
detention basin would have the capacity to detain both the 100-year, 24-hour event and the 100-year 10day event. Thus, implementation of these improvements would accommodate increased drainage flows from
Panhandle PUD buildout. However, phased development of the site could potentially result in temporary
drainage impacts if the necessary drainage facilities are not in place at the time of site development.
Development could also worsen existing drainage and local flooding issues at the intersection of Del Paso
Road and Sorento Road.
The Panhandle Annexation and PUD EIR also identified the following mitigation measures for the project (see
Appendix D for Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program):


As part of approval of each small lot final map and/or each subsequent project, the project applicant
shall demonstrate that drainage facilities are consistent with the Drainage System Modeling Report for
the Natomas Panhandle (Mitigation Measure 5.8-1)

The southern area of the SOI outside of the project is also served by the RD1000 through existing drainage
infrastructure. The annexation and development of the project site would not change the existing drainage
facilities for the remaining SOI area.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Drainage facilities that would serve the project area already exist in the area. Improvements to the North
Natomas Levee that is associated with the NEMDC. This levee is planned for improvement associated with
the Sacramento Area Flood Control Agency (SAFCA) implemented the Natomas Levee Improvement Program
(NLIP), Phase 4b Landside Improvements Project (Phase 4b Project),
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
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The PUD project area would require the construction of backbone drainage facilities, including the storm
drainage system and detention basin. The drainage facilities would be funded by the Panhandle PUD SFD,
with initial funding provided by project developer capital. The PFFP indicates a total cost of $11.8 million
associated with the design and construction of backbone drainage facilities,
SAFCA has two (2) annual tax assessments that apply in North Natomas that the project would be subject to:


Operation and Maintenance Assessment District: Section 103 of the Sacramento Area Flood Control Act
provides the SAFCA the authority to levy annual assessments for the operation and maintenance of
projects, for the satisfaction of liabilities arising from projects, for the administrative costs of SAFCA, and
to accumulate a fund which may be used to advance the costs of SAFCA projects, provided that the
advances be repaid, with interest as determined by the Board of Directors, from assessments,
reassessments or special taxes, charged by SAFCA pursuant to the Sacramento Area Flood Control Act.
The assessment will be used to fund the operation and maintenance of SAFCA to continue coordinated
efforts to bring flood protection to the greater Sacramento Area. Operation and maintenance
assessments are levied on lands influenced by flows on the Sacramento and American Rivers and
contributing tributary creeks and drainage channels within SAFCA’s jurisdictional boundary.



North Area Local Project Assessment District No. 2 (NALP AD No. 2): The Sacramento Area Flood Control
Agency Act of 1990 (“SAFCA Act”) provides the authority for SAFCA to levy assessments within the entire
SAFCA jurisdictional area or within any project area determined to particularly benefit from the North
Area Local Project. The purpose of the assessment is to fund engineering design, construction, right of
way acquisition and utility relocation of the North Area Local Project. NALP AD No.2 improvements
include primarily levee strengthening projects along the Sacramento and American Rivers. The North
Area Project also consists of a series of levee and other flood control improvements designed to provide
increased flood protection to the Natomas Basin and portions of Rio Linda, and North Sacramento along
the lower Arcade and Dry watersheds.

The City of Sacramento North Natomas Mello-Roos CFD No. 97-01 was formed in 1997 to fund area wide
drainage facilities and habitat land acquisition. Authorized improvements include local levee construction,
pumping plants, channel improvements, land acquisition, design, engineering, and administration. The
drainage facilities are operated by RD1000. In accordance with the Panhandle PUD PFFP, the project would
annex into CFD 97-01 to fund their fair share of improvements to the RD1000 system.
City drainage maintenance services are funded through user fees. The current rate schedule for drainage
services can be viewed at:
http://www.cityofsacramento.org/online-services/FeeChargeSearch?cu_fee_id=3278

3.10 Parks and Recreation
The City would provide park and recreation services for the project. This section identifies the details
regarding a description of services and level of service. A summary regarding the implementation measures
and funding necessary to serve the project is identified herein.
The following City of Sacramento 2035 General Plan policies are applicable to parks and recreation:


Policy ERC 2.2.2: Timing of Services. The City shall ensure that the development of parks and community
and recreation facilities and services keeps pace with development and growth within the city.



Policy ERC 2.2.3: Service Level Radius. The City shall strive to provide accessible public park or
recreational open space within one-half mile of all residences.
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Policy ERC 2.2.4: Park Acreage Service Level Goal. The City shall strive to develop and maintain 3.5
acres of neighborhood and community parks and other recreational facilities/sites per 1,000 population.



Policy ERC 2.2.5: Meeting Service Level Goal. The City shall require new residential development to meet
its fair share of the park acreage service level goal by either dedicating land for new parks, paying a fair
share of the costs for new parks and recreation facilities or renovation of existing parks and recreation
facilities. For new development in urban areas where land dedication or acquisition is constrained by a lack
of available suitable properties (e.g., the Central City), new development shall either construct
improvements or pay fees for existing park and recreation enhancements to address increased use.
Additionally, the City shall identify and pursue the best possible options for park development, such as joint
use, regional park partnerships, private open space, acquisition of parkland, and use of grant funding.



Policy ERC 2.2.12: Compatibility with Adjoining Uses. The City shall ensure that the location and design
of all parks, recreation, and community centers are compatible with existing adjoining uses.



Policy ERC 2.2.17: Joint-Use Facilities Co-located. The City shall support the development of parks and
recreation facilities co-located with public and private facilities (e.g., schools, libraries, and detention
basins).



Policy ERC 2.4.1: Service Levels. The City shall provide 0.5 linear mile of parks/parkways and
trails/bikeways per 1,000 population.



Policy ERC 2.4.3: Connections to Other Trails. The City shall maintain existing and pursue new
connections to local, regional, and state trails.



Policy ERC 2.5.4: Capital Funding. The City shall fund the costs of acquisition and development of City
neighborhood and community parks, and community and recreation facilities through land dedication, in
lieu fees, and/or development impact fees.

NORTH NATOMAS COMMUNITY PLAN


Policy ERC 1.3: Park Phasing. The City shall require that neighborhood and community parks be provided
when a minimum of 50 percent of the residential land development in the park service area is completed.



Policy ERC 1.8: Park Location Criteria. The City shall require that parks with active recreational uses
which may negatively impact residential areas due to traffic, noise, and lighting should be sited so as to
have minimal impact on surrounding residences. The City shall discourage or minimize residential backon lots or side lots adjacent to parks. Neighborhood parks should be located along small residential
streets or other connections within neighborhoods where they are easily accessed on foot. Community
parks should be located along drainage canals or basins and/or along major streets where the park is
easily visible and accessible by foot, bike, transit, or car.



Policy ERC 1.9: NN.ERC 1.9 Park Dedication Standard. The City Parks & Recreation Department must
verify that the park standard has been met with dedicated park lands or in-lieu fee credit. With a
projected population of 66,910, the number of required neighborhood park acres is 167, and the
number of the required community park acres is 167. The number of acres of community and
neighborhood parks shown on the map includes 247.8 plus 20 acres of the regional park, or 267.8
acres. This number of acres does not include any joint-use school/park acres.

1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
The City of Sacramento Parks and Recreation Department (SPRD) oversees and manages park and
recreation resources within the city limits. The City currently owns and operates 226 parks and parkways
totaling nearly 3,200 acres of land including developed and passive parks, golf courses, bikeways and trails,
lakes/ponds and beaches, dog parks, community gardens, skate parks and other recreational facilities. The
City of Sacramento/Sacramento LAFCo
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City also operates other types of recreational facilities including a senior center, numerous community
centers, and several clubhouses (i.e., activity buildings available for rental by the public for small parties,
gatherings, and meetings) (SPRD 2016).
Table 6 presents the park service level goals for each category of park.
Table 6

City of Sacramento Parks and Recreation Department Park Service Level Goals
Acres/1,000
Residents

Park Type

Size Guidelines

Service Area Guidelines

Less than 5 acres

½ mile

5-10 acres

½ mile

1.75

10 – 60 acres

Drivable from several neighborhoods, 3
miles

8.0

Varies; may be larger than community
parks and/or have destination attractions.

Citywide and beyond

Neighborhood Serving

Urban Plaza / Pocket Parks

1.75

Neighborhood Parks
Community Serving

Community Parks
Citywide / Regionally Serving

Regional Parks, Open Space, Parkways

Linear Parks/Parkways and
Trails/Bikeways (off and on street)

Along all major public waterways in City limits, contributing to interconnected regional system of open
space/trails/bikeways
 0.5 linear miles / 1,000 population of trails/bikeways implemented per adopted City Bikeways,
Pedestrian, and Trail Master Plans
 Locate next to compatible uses (greenbelts, multi-use trail corridors, schools, waterways, and parks)

Open Space

Implementation dependent on numerous factors, including but not limited to: current and future mitigation
requirements, land set aside for community separators, protection of sensitive habitat/wetlands, etc. Locate
near existing open space, parks, urban forest, wildlife preserve, nature area or parkway, drainage area, wetland,
environmentally sensitive area. Locate near existing or proposed trail system. Locate to take advantage of
scenic vista, existing cultural or historical significance, and passive recreation and education potential. Provide
adequate access for Fire, Emergency, and Maintenance.



The SPRD’s recreational grounds are divided into ten community planning areas. Upon annexation, the
project area would be located in Community Planning Area (CPA) 10 – North Natomas. Table 7 summarizes
the existing neighborhood and community serving parks for each of the planning areas. The table also
illustrates existing school sites and state and county facilities serving the City.
Table 7

Acreage of Existing Neighborhood and Community Serving Parks by Community Planning Area

Community
Planning Area

City Owned/Controlled Acres*

School Acres**

State/County Acres

Neighbor-hood
Parks

Community
Parks

Neighbor-hood
Parks

Community
Parks

Neighbor-hood
Parks

Community
Parks

1) Central City

48.7

56.4

11.5

0.0

5.0

0.0

2) Land Park

33.4

57.7

37.5

26.5

0.0

0.0

3) Pocket

66.3

95.7

35.8

21.8

0.0

0.0

4) South Area

137.7

133.8

86.1

83.0

0.0

0.0

5) Fruitridge/Broadway

63.3

89.6

62.5

29.4

0.0

0.0

6) East Sacramento

31.6

19.9

32.5

0.0

5.0

0.0

7) Arden-Arcade

8.4

10.0

7.1

0.0

0.0

0.0
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Acreage of Existing Neighborhood and Community Serving Parks by Community Planning Area
City Owned/Controlled Acres*

Community
Planning Area

School Acres**

State/County Acres

Neighbor-hood
Parks

Community
Parks

Neighbor-hood
Parks

Community
Parks

Neighbor-hood
Parks

Community
Parks

8) North Sacramento

70.0

71.4

78.1

64.4

5.0

0.0

9) South Natomas

72.3

56.2

41.5

42.5

5.0

0.0

10) North Natomas

185.5

233.1

16.1

21.0

3.0

0.0

717.3

823.9

408.7

288.6

23.0

0.0

Totals
Source: SPRD 2009

Notes:
*Neighborhood needs are served by community serving acres (not double counted); neighborhood and community needs are served by some regionally serving acres (not
double counted). Includes some portions of City Regional Parks and City public Golf Courses in City limits.
**Forty percent assumption on portions of school sites (based on typical site design) and all sites are usable and accessible for public use after school hours

Table 8 summarizes the existing citywide/regionally serving parks in the city.
Table 8

Acreage of Existing Parks Serving the City of Sacramento
Park Type

Existing Acreage

Regional Acres

1,965.8

Parkway Acres

409.9

Neighborhood/Community Serving Acres1

142.0

Total Acres

4,779.2

Source: City of Sacramento 2009
Notes:
1 While Regional Park and Parkway Acres have a service area of citywide and beyond, portions of most regional park sites also meet neighborhood/community acreage
requirements of adjacent neighborhoods.

According to SRPD’s 2009 Parks Master Plan, the past several years has seen extensive growth in park and
recreation facilities in the North Natomas area with the addition of 293 acres of developed parkland
including five community parks, numerous neighborhood parks, parkways, and trail corridors. As of 2009,
CPA 10 was served by a total of 478.7 acres of parkland including 418.6 acres of City-owned/controlled
parkland, 37.1 acres of parkland located on school sites, and 23.0 acres of state/county parkland. The
North Natomas area is further served by 1.49 acres of trails and 20.8 miles of multi-use, off-street trails.
Of the total park acreage, 309.4 acres are developed parkland, 267.3 are undeveloped parkland, and
46.6 acres are open space. The 2009 Parks Master Plan shows a total of 14 future parks in the North
Natomas area.
The Natomas East Main Drainage Canal (NEMDC) extends up the east side of CPA 10 and includes the
northern section of the Ueda Parkway. The parkway, located to the east of the project area, is a paved
bicycle and pedestrian trail that connects communities in the north Sacramento area including North
Natomas community to the American River Parkway. The parkway follows the NEMDC. In 1992, Congress
authorized the U.S. Corp of Engineers to proceed with construction of needed levees and related
improvements in and around the north Sacramento and Natomas areas. Included with authorization was
$8.8 million in recreational trail improvements to be constructed with the flood control project. Portions of
the parkway have been paved and completed, while other sections would be finished in later phases when
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funding becomes available. The section of the trail adjacent to the project area has been developed in
conjunction with the existing levee maintenance road as a joint-use facility.
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
Based on City and NNCP requirements (North Natomas Community Plan and City Code Title 17, Chapter
17.512), the Panhandle PUD’s parkland dedication requirement would be 15.4 acres using the City’s
acreage factor of 0.0095 for single-family dwelling units. This is a conservative estimate as it assumes all
residential units in the project area would be single-family units. The number of two-family and multiplefamily dwelling units that would be constructed in the project area has not yet been determined. As
individual development projects are proposed within the Panhandle PUD, the precise parkland requirements
would be calculated. Based on the City’s goal for the provision of trails and parkways (0.5 miles of trail per
1,000 residents), the project would also be required to provide approximately 3.1 miles of linear trail.
The Panhandle PUD proposes 61.5 net acres of parks and open space uses consisting of park facilities
(23.5 net acres), open space parkway (24.6 net acres) and detention areas (13.4 net acres). The Ninos
Parkway would be situated in the eastern part of the Panhandle PUD and would provide active and passive
recreation opportunities and a trail system. Future development of the Krumenacher Ranch site would be
required to demonstrate compliance with City park dedication requirements and would complete the
northern extent of the Ninos Parkway.
Detachment of the project area would result in a reduction in the Rio Linda Elverta Recreation and Park
District’s (District) service area by only 2.5 percent. Further, there are no on-site park facilities maintained by
the District and because there are no residents or businesses within the site generating tax revenues for the
District, a significant economic loss would not occur. The Panhandle Tax Exchange Agreement would provide
the District funding commensurate with undeveloped land as part of the detachment. The detachment of the
project area from the District would not alter park demands for park facilities or result in the loss of park
facilities to the District.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Park land within the project would be dedicated consistent with both the Quimby and City of Sacramento
Standards. Park development can then occur either as a turnkey facility by the developer (where credits are
received against Park Fees) or improved by the City. For purposes of this report, it is assumed that the land
would be dedicated by the developer including public services extended to the parks. The parks would then
be improved and maintained by the City of Sacramento. Timing for on-site park development would then be
subject to priorities set by the SRPD staff.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
Land and service extensions to the park sites are provided by the developer, subject to the provisions of City
Code Chapter 17.512 (Quimby Ordinance). Preliminary cost estimates for the on-site development of parks
are based on the citywide Park Improvement Fee (PIF) revenue generated by the project. The Panhandle
PUD PFFP estimates the cost for development of parks within the project would total approximately $5.6
million, which would be funded through the citywide PIF that would be collected at building permit issuance.
The fee may be adjusted each July 1 for inflation purposes.
Consistent will all new development with park amenities, ongoing Park operation and maintenance will be
funded entirely by a combination of the City’s Citywide Landscape and Lighting Assessment District, and a
maintenance Mello-Roos district specifically created for Park maintenance in the Panhandle and supported
by the residents and businesses. The Ninos Parkway will be maintained through a Homeowner’s Association
(HOA) and backed by the Mello-Roos district. As standard City practice at other park locations, the City will
consider the HOA’s proposed level of maintenance for the Ninos Parkway based on their residents’
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preference, as long as maintenance is at or above minimum standards. Other sources of parks funding
include user fees where appropriate.

3.11 Libraries
The City would provide library services for the project. This section identifies the details regarding a
description of services and level of service. A summary regarding the implementation measures and funding
necessary to serve the project is identified herein.
1. Description, Level, and Range of Services to be extended to the affected territory.
The Sacramento Public Library (SPL) is a joint power authority of the County and the City. The SPL provides a
variety of library services to residents of the city and county. The SPL operates 28 branches as well as
bookmobiles that visit numerous community sites throughout the county. The library system currently
maintains approximately 0.35 square feet of library space per capita and 1.54 volumes per capita. The library
does not currently have per capita standards to define adequate service levels for space and holdings.
The North Natomas area is served by the North Natomas Library constructed in 2009 and located at 4660
Via Ingoglia, Sacramento and is the closest library to the project. The library consists of 22,645 square feet
and a collection 82,000 volumes (SPL 2016) and is the second largest library in the SPL system second only
to the Central Library. The North Natomas area is secondarily served by the 13,615-square-foot South
Natomas Library constructed in 2001 and located at 2901 Truxel Road, Sacramento.
The Sacramento Public Library Authority Facility Master Plan 2007-2025 was prepared by the SPL in March
2007. The Master Plan describes existing facilities and identifies needs for new and expanded facilities.
According to the Master Plan, given the recently constructed North Natomas Library, no new or expanded
facilities are proposed in the North Natomas area. However, the South Natomas Library is planned for an
expansion to 20,000-square feet by 2025 (SPL 2007).
2. An indication of any improvement or upgrade of facilities and other conditions the City would impose or
require within the affected territory if the reorganization is completed.
The project area would be served primarily by the North Natomas Library and secondarily by the South
Natomas library. Together, these libraries can accommodate the population in the project area. Thus,
development of the project area as proposed would not, in and of itself, trigger the need for new or
expanded library facilities in addition to the existing North and South Natomas libraries.
In June 2016, City of Sacramento voters approved to extend Measure X, an initiative to continue a parcel tax
providing the library with approximately $5 million annually, for an additional ten years. Measure X levies a flat
tax of $31.53 per household annually. The residential units in the Panhandle PUD would be subject to, and
comply with, Measure X. In addition, the project would be required to pay development fees through the
Panhandle PUD PFFP that would support the funding of public services needed to serve all development within
the project area. The fee program would be structured to ensure that basic facilities are in place when needed
for development, including library services. The need for expansion of library services and facilities is discussed
in the Sacramento Public Library’s Facilities Master Plan and is based on SACOG population projections.
3. An indication of when the services can feasibly be extended to the affected territory
Upon annexation, library services would be available to the project.
4. Information with respect to how the services will be financed.
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The project would provide funding under Measure X through property taxes. Measure X levies a flat tax of
$31.53 per household annually. In addition, the project would contribute to the construction of new library
facilities needed to serve development within the project area as identified in the Panhandle PUD PFFP. The
Panhandle PUD SFD would be structured to ensure that the Panhandle PUD contributes its fair share
towards new library facilities needed to provide services to the project.

4.
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BARROS DR.
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THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 1

Elkhorn Blvd. - Northwest Corner of Project Boundary
Southward view of site along western edge

Location 1

Elkhorn Blvd. - Northwest Corner of Project Boundary
Southeasterly view of site
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January 29, 2016

THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 1

Elkhorn Blvd. - Northwest Corner of Project Boundary
Eastward view along northern edge of site fronting Elkhorn Blvd.

Location 1

Elkhorn Blvd. - Northwest Corner of Project Boundary
Northeasterly view of properties to the north of Elkhorn Blvd.
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THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 2

Elkhorn Blvd. - Mid-Point Between Western and Eastern Boundary
Southeasterly view from northern edge of site

Location 2

Elkhorn Blvd. - Mid-Point Between Western and Eastern Boundary
Southwesterly view from northern edge of site
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THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 2

Elkhorn Blvd. - Mid-Point Between Western and Eastern Boundary
Westward view from northern edge of site

Location 2

Elkhorn Blvd. - Mid-Point Between Western and Eastern Boundary
Eastward view along northern edge of site fronting Elkhorn Blvd.
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THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 3

Elkhorn Blvd. - Northeast Corner of Project Boundary
Southern view of eastern edge of site and E. Levee Road

Location 3

Elkhorn Blvd. - Northeast Corner of Project Boundary
Southwesterly view of site at intersection of Elkhorn Blvd. & E. Levee Rd.
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THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 3

Elkhorn Blvd. - Northeast Corner of Project Boundary
Westward view of site’s northern edge from E. Levee Road

Location 3

Elkhorn Blvd. - Northeast Corner of Project Boundary
Northward view of properties across Elkhorn Blvd. from E. Levee Road
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THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 4

Sorento Road - Northern Terminus at E. Levee Road
Northwesterly view of site and E. Levee Road

Location 4

Sorento Road - Northern Terminus at E. Levee Road
Westward view of site from intersection of Sorento Rd. and E. Levee Rd.
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THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 4

Sorento Road - Northern Terminus at E. Levee Road
Southwesterly view of site from intersection of Sorento and E. Levee

Location 4

Sorento Road - Northern Terminus at E. Levee Road
Southern view of site’s eastern edge and Sorento Road
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Location 5

Sorento Road - South of Intersection with Barros Drive
Southward view of site and Sorento Road

Location 5

Sorento Road - South of Intersection with Barros Drive
Northwestern view of site from eastern edge
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THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 5

Sorento Road - South of Intersection with Barros Drive
Northward view of site and Sorento Road

Location 5

Sorento Road - South of Intersection with Barros Drive
Westward view of rural residential property along east edge of Sorento
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Location 6

Sorento Road - Southeast Corner of Project Boundary
Westward view of site’s southern edge and Del Paso Road

Location 6

Sorento Road - Southeast Corner of Project Boundary
Northwesterly view of site
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Location 6

Sorento Road - Southeast Corner of Project Boundary
Northward view of site’s eastern edge and Sorento Road

Location 6

Sorento Road - Southeast Corner of Project Boundary
Southward view of properties across Del Paso Road from Sorento Road
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Location 7

Del Paso Road - Southwest Corner of Project Boundary
Northward view of site’s western edge and adjacent properties

Location 7

Del Paso Road - Southwest Corner of Project Boundary
Northeasterly view of site
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Location 7

Del Paso Road - Southwest Corner of Project Boundary
Eastward view of site’s southern edge and Del Paso Road

Location 7

Del Paso Road - Southwest Corner of Project Boundary
Westward view of Del Paso Road and adjacent properties
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Location 8

Aimwell Avenue - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Northeasterly view of site and adjacent properties

Location 8

Aimwell Avenue - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Eastward view of site
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Location 8

Aimwell Avenue - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Southeasterly view of site and adjacent properties

Location 8

Aimwell Avenue - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Westward view of adjacent residential neighborhood and Aimwell Ave.
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Location 9

Club Center Drive - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Northeasterly view of site and adjacent properties

Location 9

Club Center Drive - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Eastward view of site
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THE PANHANDLE Site Photo Imagery

Location 9

Club Center Drive - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Southeasterly view of site and adjacent properties

Location 9

Club Center Drive - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Westward view of adjacent residential neighborhood and Club Center Dr.
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Location 10

Amazon Avenue - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Northeasterly view of site and adjacent properties

Location 10

Amazon Avenue - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Eastward view of site
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Location 10

Amazon Avenue - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Southeasterly view of site and adjacent properties

Location 10

Amazon Avenue - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Westward view of adjacent residential neighborhood and Amazon Ave.
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Location 11

Sandmark Drive - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Northeasterly view of site and adjacent properties

Location 11

Sandmark Drive - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Eastward view of site
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Location 11

Sandmark Drive - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Southeasterly view of site and adjacent properties

Location 11

Sandmark Drive - Terminus at West Edge of Project Boundary
Westward view of adjacent residential neighborhood and Sandmark Dr.
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Attachment 23: Community Comments

Garrett Norman
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Heather Taylor <htaylor@djusd.net>
Tuesday, March 20, 2018 3:59 PM
Angelique Ashby
Garrett Norman
Panhandle and coyotes

Good afternoon Council Member Ashby,
My name is Heather Taylor and I am the homeowner at 4926 Alterra Way in the Natomas Park development. My house
is adjacent to the Panhandle Annexation development. My concern with this development is lack of protection for the
wildlife that live in those fields. I have a four year old son that loves to watch the four coyotes that currently reside in
that area and found it interesting how important those animals are to our ecosystem. In addition we have watched
rabbits chasing each other, burrowed owls protecting their nests, and numerous hawks out on a hunt. With these in
mind, I ask that any development on this land consider the preservation of the animals on site regardless of their status
with being extinct or not. Preservation for animals are imperative for the education of our children and for overall well‐
being of our ecosystem.
Also, with being a resident at this location for a number of years, I wanted to ask that you consider larger lots that abut
my parcel as when I reviewed previous preliminary subdivision maps there would be approximately five new homes that
were located relatively close. I understand that development happens, but would appreciate more consideration to the
existing neighborhood.
Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.
Heather Taylor

1

Larry Greene

AIR POLLUTION CONTROL OFFICER

4/14/2017

SENT VIA EMAIL
Garrett Norman
Assistant Planner
City of Sacramento | Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, California 95811
Subject: Panhandle Annexation
Dear Mr. Johnson,
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (District) thanks you for the opportunity to
comment on the Panhandle annexation. District comments follow:
1.

2.

3.

Consider the addition of an additional East-West Class 2 or Class 3 bikeway in the Northern portion of the
project; perhaps at Sandmark Drive or Domino Avenue, connecting the existing network in Natomas to
Sorrento road.
The latest version of the project design reduces the number of complete intersections and the total
intersection density. This may result in elongated local trips & increased traffic congestion. The District
encourages the City to consider modifying the design to retain a more traditional grid-style roadway
network.
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD or District), working with other
air districts, state and federal agencies, prepares a State Implementation Plan (SIP) for the Sacramento
Federal Ozone Non-Attainment Area. The SIP is a roadmap on how the District will achieve attainment of
the Air Quality Standards. In creating the SIP, the District utilizes the assumptions of the Metropolitan
Transportation Plan (MTP) adopted by SACOG. If growth occurs in areas not considered for development
by the MTP, the air quality impacts of that growth will not have been considered in the SIP and the project
may put attainment in jeopardy. The Panhandle Annexation is not anticipated in the MTP, consequently
the District anticipates that the environmental document will include a plan for achieving a 35 percent or
better reduction in operational emissions of criteria Air Pollutants.

Please contact me (916) 874-2694 or jhurley@airquality.org with any questions.
Sincerely,
-JJ Hurley
Joseph James Hurley
Associate Air Quality Planner/Analyst
Land Use & CEQA section
Communication, Land Use & Mobile Sources Division
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
777 12th Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95814
jhurley@airquality.org
916.874.2694
777 12th Street, 3rd Floor ▪ Sacramento, CA 95814-1908
916/874-4800 ▪ 916/874-4899 fax
www.airquality.org

Garrett Norman
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Arshad <marshad786@gmail.com>
Thursday, April 27, 2017 2:30 PM
Angelique Ashby; Brandon Black; Kevin Greene; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; bodipo50@gmail.com;
cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com;
matt@mrpe.com; wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com;
wdfarrell@hotmail.com; aogilvie.sacpdc@gmail.com; Kate Gillespie; Teresa Haenggi; Garrett Norman;
Ryan DeVore; nnatomas@aol.com
Panhandle Construction

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s adverse and potentially dangerous effects on
my community and especially Sorento Road, my family and my neighbors. The proposed road
connections will bring a lot of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school property,
making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. There was a time when Sorento Road was connected
to Elkhorn Blvd. There was so much traffic on Sorento Road and Cary Road that it was next to
impossible to walk on these streets in the morning or evening hours. People were always over
speeding as well. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because it was unsafe and
to calm traffic in the interior neighborhoods. Since then, life is peaceful again and we the residents of
Valley View Accres along with our children can walk on our streets without the fear of getting run
over. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento Road as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which
was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning Commission. If roads are connected to
Sorento Road from the new development or the school, we will be facing the same traffic nightmare
again and this time it will be permanent. Please don't destroy our way of life.
I also support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our
rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural
neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course
now. Please let us live the life we love peacefully. Thank you.
Sincerely
Mohammad Arshad
4920 Sorento Rd
Sacramento, CA 95835
916-588-6166

1

Garrett Norman
From:
Sent:
To:

Subject:

Ray McDole <mcdoleray236@gmail.com>
Thursday, April 27, 2017 2:21 PM
Angelique Ashby; Brandon Black; Kevin Greene; Kate Gillespie; Teresa Haenggi; Garrett Norman; Ryan
DeVore; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com;
dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com;
ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; wdfarrell@hotmail.com;
aogilvie.sacpd@gmail.com; NNatomas@aol.com
NO ROADS TO SORENTO

We do not want roads coming into Sorento Road.
I live on Sorento. This effects Sorento residents. I have seen and heard the noise that happens with increased
traffic.
It can not be controlled.
Roads encourage cut through speeding traffic from the panhandle making Sorento unsafe. The road was closed
for this and many reasons. It is popular for pedestrians, joggers, bicyclists and equestrians. Many pets and
wildlife lost their lives. Many children had to avoid speeding cars while playing or walking to school bus stops.
I've heard mention that police/fire want to use Sorento to access the new development. Why wouldn't they use
the new roads within the panhandle to access it? Are the new roads in the panhandle going to be too narrow or
congested to use? Will they also be using roads on the east through Natomas Park?
Commercial development is also not wanted. There seems to be all the commercial we need and can
support. There is much vacant and vacated commercial property in the area.
A buffer between Sorento and the panhandle would be ideal and large lots like those desired by Natomas Park
residents.
I thank you for your time and answers,
Barbara McDole
916 991 0279
916 756 5888
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Garrett Norman
From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

David Lichman <dlichman@me.com>
Tuesday, April 25, 2017 12:55 PM
Angelique Ashby; Brandon Black; Kevin Greene; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; bodipo50@gmail.com;
cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com;
matt@mrpe.com; wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com;
wdfarrell@hotmail.com; aogilvie.sacpdc@gmail.com; Kate Gillespie; Teresa Haenggi; Garrett Norman;
Ryan DeVore; Barbara Graichen
Nancy
Panhandle Application

David and Nancy Lichman - Valley View Acres, Tunis Road.
Three areas of concern for us are:
First, the two proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood,
making our streets unsafe. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic
because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action. I know the defense has
been that these roads are not “through streets,” but it is obvious to us that folks
encountering congestion in the development area when going north, will fly up Sorento
and cut over into the Panhandle, make a quick right and keep on going north. Folks
traveling south at those commute times, especially around school getting out, will make a
quick left and then zoom down Sorento.
And further, East Levee and Sorento Roads are popular walking, running, biking and
equestrian thoroughfares, and any increase in traffic will have a immediate detrimential
affect on these activities. Locals, as well as others from surrounding neighborhoods enjoy
this area as an escape from suburbia for their walks; more traffic will cause a very unsafe
condition for all users. The road is very narrow and there is no safe shoulder to side step
speeding cars and motorcycles.
Second, I fully support the provision of a reasonable buffer along Sorento Road to
separate the urban properties from our rural and horse properties, for the peace and
comfort of all concerned. The affects of dust, flies and loud animal sounds and smells are
prevalent and will surely cause complaints and other actions by new homeowners that
could negatively impact this neighborhood.
We are very aware that other "rural" communities in the area have been closed down,
zoned out; because of urban sprawl that is not conducive to the rural lifestyle. People want
to "live in the country" but they don't want the environmental and natural affects that go
along with it. They would prefer a more upscale sterile environment, with the appearance
of living in the country without the dust and flies which accompany it. I can see progress
pushing our livestock and large animal pets out just as has happened in other former rural
1

communities in the past.
We are not part of anyone's HOA, and have no desire to be.
Third, the impact on the natural inhabitants and environment. There is an abundance of
wildlife that live within our pastures and surrounding areas. The inevitable development is
certain to have a profound impact on their environment and ability to live. There is no
getting away from that, but I feel that a buffer will at least help to decrease the impact and
help support the natural environment for the wildlife.
The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and
new urban development (1985, 1994, 2007) and keeping traffic off/calming traffic on
Sorento (1985, 1994, 2004, 2007) and our other streets. Please don’t change course now.

2

Garrett Norman
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

David Lichman <dlichman@me.com>
Monday, April 03, 2017 1:22 PM
Brandon Black; Kevin Greene; Garrett Norman
Angelique Ashby; Darrell Steinberg; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; Nancy
Panhandle Meetings

From:
David & Nancy Lichman
Valley View Acres Neighbors Working Together
5000 Tunis Rd
Sacramento, CA 95835
Dear City Planners,
We were a bit surprised to find out that after months without any notices, we now have two meetings next week, and
we won’t get the staff report until Friday of this week ‐ with no time to review and comment.
Please be advised that Passover begins Monday, 10th, April 13 is Holy Thursday, and next week begins spring break for
our children, and there’s just not enough time for us to give relevant input.
We just don’t see the rush. Can we continue the meeting scheduled for the 13th to a later date.
Also, if you please, two clarifications.
I see that the Suburban Center has been moved Eastward to the NW corner of Sorento and Del Paso. National Drive
curves around it and comes to a traffic circle. Heading East out of the traffic circle is a vague dotted arrow that is the
same width as National Drive. There is no reference to this arrow ‐ is it your intention that a road of equivalent come off
that traffic circle and connect to Sorento?
It appears that this plan now REDUCES parkland??? The new proposal replaces the park at the corner with a 10.9 acre
shopping center because the parks department stated they wanted parkland distributed better, then removes almost
that much Quimby parkland acreage (6.71 acres) and allows in lieu fees. This hardly matches the “better distribution”
model..

DML / NIL

1

Garrett Norman
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

David Lichman <dlichman@me.com>
Sunday, July 09, 2017 11:15 PM
Angelique Ashby
Kevin Greene; Deb Wurgler; Brandon Black; Nancy; Barbara Graichen; Garrett Norman
Panhandle

Hi All,
I am so deeply disappointed and frustrated by this plan.
In the PUD Goal #1: Respect and complement the adjacent built environment
In the PUD Goal #2: Respect the Valley View Acres (VVA) community rural residential lifestyle
At Angelique’s April meeting ‐ we discussed adding an equestrian trail to the dedicated Class 1 bike trail on WEST side of
Sorento. Now the dedicated bike trail is gone, and the on‐street bike lane only goes as far as Barros. We had discussed
putting a nice buffer/bike trail/equestrian trail on the EAST side of Sorento ‐ but that’s not in the plan either.
This proposed plan does not honor the above stated PUD Goals. It’s bad enough that there will be a big traffic increase
on Sorento ‐ but not providing an appropriate buffer that would allow us to continue to use Sorento Road for bikes and
horses is just a slap in the face that makes a mockery of the stated goals.
:‐(
David Lichman
Tunis Road
Valley View Acres

1

April 20, 2017
Garrett Norman
Assistant Planner
City of Sacramento | Community Development Department
300 Richards Blvd, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
RE: Comments regarding the Tentative Parcel Map – Panhandle

Dear Garrett;
Good afternoon Garrett. Many VVA neighbors attended the meeting April 10, 2017 regarding changes to the
land use plan for the Panhandle project. We have compiled our comments below:


The commercial site that was moved to be located adjacent to Sorento Road on the west side is not
acceptable to our neighborhood. This commercial center does not fit the personality of the
neighborhood and creates an abrupt change in land uses which makes the transition to rural estate
awkward, as such we respectfully request it be moved back to the previous location west of the WAPA
lines and place residential land uses in the space between the WAPA lines and Sorento Road.



Now that SMUD has agreed to move the 69KV lines along the WAPA corridor it was mentioned that the
class 1 bike trail will be changed since the easement would no longer be necessary. We feel that the
Class 1 bike trail should remain along Sorento Road as a transition between our neighborhoods. In
addition, a Class 1 bike facility would be an amenity to both current and future residents of both areas.



Several references were made to lot sizes on the west side of the Panhandle project regarding village 8.
Donna mentioned using the same or similar lot sizes of the properties face village 8. While we realize
our lot sizes are much bigger we would like to see the same treatment regarding homes on Sorento,
with larger lots that are wider and more closely resemble property sizes in VVA.



VVA expects that when Sorento Road is improved as part of this development that both sides of the
road will be repaired and repaved. Sorento Road has long been in disrepair and needs to be repaired.



Does SMUD plan to reserve the proposed easement along Sorento Road for future powerlines? This is
an important issue to VVA. We oppose any new powerlines along Sorento or any easement that
provides this ability for SMUD in the future. 69kV lines along Sorento present a significant threat to
the desirability and aesthetics of Sorento Road, we are fiercely opposed to this possibly.



VVA would like to see stop signs at both connector roads to Sorento. We would also like to see some
other types of traffic calming measures explored, however, we do not necessarily want to see speed
humps.



Placement of homes along Sorento – some are proposed to front on and some to side on to Sorento.
What type of wall of fence would be placed at the end of the street for side on streets? Will there be
transitions from the street view to the backyards on the side?



Driveway placement on Sorento. We would like to see driveways of front on properties grouped
together whenever possible to allow for longer uninterrupted walkways along the bike and walking
trail.

Garrett, thank you for your time and consideration regarding these issues. We look forward to discussing these items in
more detail with you at a future meeting. Please let me know if you have any questions or require additional
clarification.
Sincerely,
Dolores Santos
721 Barros Drive
Sacramento, CA 95835
916-718-8005

April 21, 2016
Dear Planning Commissioners
Reg; Panhandle PUD
My name is Michael Lopez Sr., I’m a resident of Valley View Acres Neighborhood. VVA’s is a
small residential community zoned rural estates, bordering the Panhandle development to the
east.
This Panhandle development is very important to the VVA community, especially for those of
us that live on Sorento Road. Sorento Road boarders the eastern side of the Panhandle.
VVA’s is zoned Rural Estates and lot sizes range from ½ acre to 20 acres but most homes are
on 1 acre parcels. All of us are connected to well water and septic systems.
For months now I’ve had many meetings with my neighbors and we’ve attended meetings
with City Planner Garrett Norman and Donna of MacKay & Somps Planners and we’ve been
asked to express our needs for the Panhandle Development. The following is what my
neighbors and I have come up with that will support SMART growth for our community and
the entire North Natomas communities.
#1-Lot sizes along Sorento Road
Several references were made to lot sizes on the west side of the Panhandle project
regarding village 8. Donna mentioned using the same or similar lot sizes of the properties
face village 8. While we realize our lot sizes are much bigger we would like to see the same
treatment regarding homes on Sorrento, with larger lots that are wider and more closely
resemble property sizes in Valley View Acres.
#2-Placement of homes along Sorento
Homes sites are proposed to front on and some to side on to Sorento Road. What type of
wall or fence would be placed at the end of the street for side on streets? Will there be
transitions from the street view to the backyards on the side? Will there be long runs of
walls or fences? VVA’s residents are concerned about this because if there is long walls or
fences allowed? Is so, this presents division and exclusion and will bring more crime in the
form of illegal dumping and graffiti. What VVA’s wants to see is a mixture of front on and
side on lots along Sorento Road with minimum wall and fence space. This recipe will create
a smooth transition from the panhandle to VVA. The front on lots will place more eyes on
Sorento Road and have a more connection to VVA’s neighborhood.
#3-Driveway placement on Sorento.
We would like to see driveways of front on properties grouped together whenever possible
to allow for longer uninterrupted walkways along the bike and walking trail. By feeding

onto Sorento it also places more eyes on the road to prevent crime and illegal dumping
that happens to frequently.
#4-Repair and Improve Sorento Road
VVA expects that when Sorento Road is improved as part of this development that both
sides of the road will be repaired and repaved. Sorrento Road has long been in disrepair
and needs to be repaired.
#5-Class 1 bike trail along Sorento Road
We feel a Class 1 bike trail should be placed along Sorento Road as a transition between
VVA’s and the Panhandle neighborhoods. A Class 1 bike trail facility would be an amenity to
both current and future residents of both neighborhoods.
#6-Yes to Traffic Control measures
VVA would like to see stop signs at both connector roads to Sorento. We would also like to
see some other types of traffic calming measures explored, however, we do not necessarily
want to see speed humps.
#7-NO SMUD 69Kv power poles on Sorento Road
SMUD has proposed putting an easement along Sorento Road to run 69Kv power lines
along Sorento Road for future development to the north of Valley View Acres. 69kv power
lines along Sorento present a significant threat to the desirability and aesthetics of all
neighborhoods, we are fiercely opposed to this proposal. We recommend that this power
pole project be built along the WAPA power corridor and stay away from residents. We are
working with SMUD staff to support this recommendation.
#8-Move the Commercial site
The commercial site that was moved to be located adjacent to Sorrento Road on the west
side is not acceptable to our neighborhood. This commercial center does not fit the
personality of the neighborhood and creates an abrupt change in land uses which makes
the transition to rural estate awkward, as such we respectfully request it be moved back to
the previous location west of the WAPA lines and place residential land uses in the space
between the WAPA lines and Sorento Road.
Your consideration to our concerns would be greatly appreciated.
Respectfully
Michael A. Lopez Sr.
Valley View Acres resident

Garrett Norman
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ray McDole <mcdoleray236@gmail.com>
Friday, April 07, 2017 8:34 PM
Garrett Norman
Re: Panhandle Annexation Review and Comment - Planning and Design Commission

I will be unable to attend the meeting of April 10, 2017. I can see NO reason for a road to connect to
SORENTO ROAD. Perhaps you could give a reason? I can't think of anything positive. What would be the
benefit to anyone? I have experienced through traffic on Sorento. It is unsafe, uncontrollable, noisy, polluting
and dangerous.
Thank you for your time,
Barbara McDole
On Fri, Apr 7, 2017 at 1:25 PM, Garrett Norman <GNorman@cityofsacramento.org> wrote:
Hello,

Please note that City staff is continuing the Planning and Design Commission’s Review and Comment of the
Panhandle Annexation project to April 27, 2017. Please note that this meeting is for informational purposes
only and no actions will be taken on the project at this meeting. The staff report for this item will be available
for review by end of day on Friday, April 21, 2017 at the following link:
http://sacramento.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=21

Please find attached public notice for additional meeting information.

Please feel free to contact me with questions.

Thank you,

Garrett Norman
Assistant Planner
City of Sacramento | Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor
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Sacramento, California 95811
Phone: (916) 808-7934
gnorman@cityofsacramento.org
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Garrett Norman
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Debra Banes <redbanes@gmail.com>
Saturday, April 08, 2017 12:35 AM
Garrett Norman
Panhandle project

Hi,
When I worked on this project, years ago when I was on the
planning commission, there was a flooding problem in the
southeast corner of the property. I toured the area when flooded.
On the original plans there was going to be a park in that area that
could be flooded in the winter. On the updated project I remember
seeing something was being built there. Do you know if the flooding
issue been corrected?
Thank you,
Red Banes
916-448-0433

1

April 11, 2017
Garrett Norman, Assistant Planner
City of Sacramento, Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, Third Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811-0218
gnorman@cityofsacramento.org
Subject: Panhandle Annexation and Planned Unit Development (P16-013)

Dear Mr. Norman:
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the resubmittal of the project plans for the
Panhandle Annexation.
As we previously noted in our comments on the Notice of Preparation of an Environmental
Impact Report for the project, the proposed project will have a significant adverse impact on
bicycling if it “fails to adequately provide for access by bicycle.” A failure to provide adequate
access for bicyclists will occur if the project does not have these elements:


An internal bikeway network that is safe, comfortable, and continuous for riders of all
ages and abilities (i.e. a low-traffic-stress network as defined in Mekuria et al., 2012), and



Connections between the internal bikeway network and important destinations in
surrounding neighborhoods.

We greatly appreciate that the resubmitted project plans show a dense network of bikeways
interior to the project and also show abundant connections to surrounding neighborhoods and
key destinations. Also we appreciate the new configuration of Street G and Club Center Drive
which should help calm north/south traffic through the project site. We also appreciate that most
sections of collectors will have bike lanes but not parking which greatly increases the comfort of
riding in those bike lanes (because it eliminates the hazard of opening doors on parked cars).
Finally, we appreciate the connections of Street F and Barros Drive to Sorrento Road and
neighborhoods to the east which will greatly improve access from the project site and
neighborhoods farther west to the Ueda Parkway bike trail, an important bikeway connection to
downtown Sacramento for commuters.
We have two requests that we believe would further improve biking access for the project:
1. Extend the Class 1 bike trail proposed along the northside of Del Paso Road along the
south edge of the project for approximately 400 feet east from the southeast corner of
the project site to provide biking access to Sotnip Road and onward to the East Levee
Road along Steelhead Creek (it appears that public right-of-way from a previous
intersection of Sotnip Road and Del Paso Road is available to construct this short
segment of Class 1 trail)
2. Remove on-street parking from the segment of Club Center Drive south from the Street
C intersection to improve the comfort of the bike lanes along Club Center Drive in this
segment.

SABA works to ensure that bicycling is safe, convenient, and desirable for everyday
transportation. Bicycling is the healthiest, cleanest, cheapest, quietest, most energy efficient, and
least congesting form of transportation.
Thank you for considering our comments.
Sincerely,

Jordan Lang
Project Analyst
CCs:

Paul Philley, SMAQMD (pphilley@airquality.org )
Jennifer Donlon Wyant, Sacramento Alternative Transportation Specialist
(jwyant@cityofsacramento.org)
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From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

tasleem.chechi@tu.edu
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@DavidLichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Sorento Rd. Panhandle
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 11:49:07 PM

> Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
>
> I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community. The three
proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school
property, making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic
because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
>
> I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which was recommended
for approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
>
> I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our rural and horse
properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban
development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
>
> Thank you
Fatima Chechi
>
> Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Madeeha Dean
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Valley View Acres
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:36:05 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community, Valley View
Acres. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the
high school property, making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to
through traffic because it was unsafe. Please do not undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which was recommended
for approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our rural and horse
properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban
development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.
Madeeha Dean
Valley View Acres Resident

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mohammad Dean
shbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Valley View Acres
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:35:13 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community, Valley View Acres. The three proposed road connections will bring
lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making
streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to
through traffic because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.
Mohammad Dean
Valley View Acre Resident

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Hafsah Dean
shbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Valley View Acres
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:32:06 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community, Valley View Acres. The three proposed road connections will bring
lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making
streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to
through traffic because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.
Hafsah Dean
Valley View Acre Resident

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

libbyharmor@gmail.com on behalf of Libby Harmor
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
Valley View Acres concerned about the plans for the Panhandle
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:21:34 PM

I am concerned about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my
community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of
traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school
property. The influx of traffic will adversely impact our quiet
community. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic
because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007
Panhandle map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the
Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate
urban properties from our rural and horse properties. We need to keep
a space between the communities. Our new neighbors will not be
pleased with the sights and sounds of our farm animals. The City has
previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood
and new urban development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change
course now.
Thank you.
Elizabeth Harmor
4930 Tunis Road
Sacramento, CA 95835

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Aminah Iyyaz
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE-VALLEY VIEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:02:48 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Sameena Fayyaz
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE-VALLEY VIEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:01:06 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Sameena Fayyaz
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE-VALLEY VIEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:59:24 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Mohammad Fayyaz
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE-VALLEY VIEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:55:00 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Shikeba Fayyaz
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE-VALLEY IEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:52:50 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.
Shikeba Fayyaz

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

maria fayyaz
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE-VALLEY VIEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:52:48 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:

Cc:
Date:

Sobia Arshad
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
NNatomas@aol.com; David@davidlichman.com
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:48:26 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.
-Sobia Arshad

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

ateeb arshad
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE-VALLEY VIEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:47:46 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Tasleem Chechi
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@DavidLichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Sorento Rd. Panhandle
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:45:34 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community. The three
proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school
property, making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic
because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which was recommended for
approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our rural and horse
properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban
development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you
Tasleem Chechi
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Sadia Iyyaz
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE- VALLEY VIEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:47:13 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Sabila Iyyaz
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE- VALLEY VIEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:44:11 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on
my community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because
it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle
map which was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning
Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties
from our rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer
between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994,
2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Ray McDole
Garrett Norman
Panhandle Review P16-013
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:23:00 PM

Please be advised that we want NO ROADS or DRIVEWAYS connecting to SORENTO
ROAD. A buffer which I believe we already have would be ideal.
Thank you,
Barbara McDole
5620 Sorento Raod
Sacramento CA 95835-1102

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Linda Meyer-Ehly
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
Panhandle Property Development
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 8:18:42 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners, and Staff,
My name is Linda Meyer-Ehly, and I live at 5350 Sorento Road. The land that I live on has belonged to my family
since 1953.   That's 63 years and counting! I grew up on Sorento Road, and returned with my own family in 1994
to live back here after building a new home. The house I am in is adjacent to the home I grew up in, and I have a
vested physical and emotional interest in what is being discussed for development of the Panhandle property
directly across the street from my home and my neighborhood.
As you well know, this area called Valley View Acres is the ONLY property left in the city which is considered
rural property, and allows for residents to have livestock. As residents we have lived without city improvements of
water, sewers, sidewalks, gutters, and street lighting since this area was conceived, and to be honest, I don't miss
any of those conveniences. I love that Sorento Road is a rural road into this neighborhood, along with Carey,
Kenmar, and Tunis Roads. I love that this neighborhood has not only domesticated animals and birds in our midst,
but also wild turkeys, pheasants, quail, cotton tails, raccoons, coyotes, and even red foxes. I even found a large redeared turtle swimming in my pool one day! I invite you to come and listen to all the different birds that fill the air
with their songs when the mornings are cool. It's truly a cacaphony! Even the noise from the trains that travel
along the canal across from East Levee Road are a part of this very unique neighborhood. I truly feel that this
lifestyle we have out here contributes to my mental and emotional well-being and physical health. I would also
venture to say that the majority of my neighbors all feel the same way.  
I wrote the previous paragraph so you can understand the importance of the decisions that will be made concerning
the development of the Panhandle Project, and how they will affect my neighborhood.
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community. The three
proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school
property, making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic
because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which was recommended for
approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our rural and horse
properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban
development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
I am not in favor of improvements on Sorento Road itself, except for those needed to support the creation of a buffer
along Sorento Road. It is not necessary to improve both sides of Sorento Road, as I know that the county, and I
assume the city also, has streets that are not fully improved on both sides. See Cypress Avenue in the county for an
example of a mixed improvement road.
I truly believe that the desire and needs of the city, the developers, and our neighborhood can be worked out to a
mutual satisfaction for all if we are respectful and if we are allowed a voice that will be heard and considered.
Respectfully,
Linda Meyer-Ehly

5350 Sorento Road
Sacramento, CA 95835
(916)991-5773
quilter0817@yahoo.com

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Arshad
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@DavidLichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Panhandle Project and Valley View Accres
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 9:37:19 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community. The three
proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school
property, making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic
because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which was recommended for
approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our rural and horse
properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban
development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.
Mohammad Arshad
4920 Sorento Rd
Sacramento, CA 95835

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Shabina Iyyaz
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
PANHANDLE-VALLEY VIEW
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:01:52 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community. The three
proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school
property, making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic
because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which was recommended for
approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our rural and horse
properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban
development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Gulshan Dean
shbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Valley View Acres
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:35:59 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community, Valley View
Acres. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the
high school property, making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to
through traffic because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which was recommended for
approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our rural and horse
properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban
development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.
Gulshan Dean
Valley View Acre Resident

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Samina Dean
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@DavidLichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Panhandle- Valley View
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:49:58 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community. The three
proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school
property, making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic
because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which was recommended for
approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our rural and horse
properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban
development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
Thank you.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Big Al
Garrett Norman
Panhandle development.
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 11:52:45 PM

Hello. My name is Al and I live on Sorento Road across from the panhandle annexation / development area. I would
like to express my opinion at this point that the only way as a home owner to keep our community ( valley view
acres ) in its unique charm of no traffic or associated problems from traffic is by not having it come-in at all in the
first place. Please do NOT tie in any roads or houses from this development on to Sorento Road. This will ruin our
rural setting here. I'm sure there is a way to provide a buffer and landscape in a way that is ascetically pleasing to all
parties involved. I feel very strongly on this that the only way to keep this community as it is will be by not
bringing access in at all. There should be a way to accomplish this. Thank you for taking the time to read my
concerns. Al
Sent from my iPhone

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Arshad
Angelique Ashby; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com; bodipo50@gmail.com;
cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net; todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com;
ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com; wangconnellypdc@gmail.com;
rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@DavidLichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Panhandle Project and Valley View Acres
Thursday, July 14, 2016 7:01:13 AM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community. The three
proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school
property, making streets unsafe and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic
because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which was recommended for
approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our rural and horse
properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban
development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
There is another petition being circulated by Mike Lopez and his friends stating that they are ok with two roads
joining Sorento Rd form new project. He came to my home the other day as well and when he told me that he lives
on Sorento Rd, I did not think he would be working against majority of the Valley View Acres Residents. I signed
that petition and later realized that he is working against the rest of us for his selfish interests. If you see that
petition with my signatures on it, please be advised that I have rescinded those signatures. I did sign a petition
circulated by Barbara Graichen and I am still for that position.
I have lived in Valley View Acres since 1992 and have no plans to go anywhere else. Life is peaceful in Valley
View Acres and we would like to keep it that way. Please do not let selfish and greedy people destroy our way of
life.
Thank you.

Mohammad Arshad
4920 Sorento Rd
Sacramento, CA 95835
916-231-1603

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Bill Trinkle
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
Partial Opposition to Panhandle Development Proposal
Thursday, July 14, 2016 9:29:53 AM

Dear Honorable Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners, and Staff:
I write regarding the planning project in North Natomas called the Panhandle project, north of
Del Paso Road and west of Sorrento Road. My family resides and has resided in the adjacent
Valley View Acres community since 2009 and previously resided in this community from
1983 to 1990. It has always retained its semi-rural nature and our community has always
been an active and protective one
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on our
community. The three proposed road connections to Sorrento Road will bring substantial
traffic into our neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe
and encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because it
was unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.
I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which
was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.
I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our
rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time
rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change
course now.  
These limitations on the project will protect our community and also the new Panhandle
project community.
Thank you.
Bill---Wiilliam J. Trinkle
5026 Kenmar Road
Valley View Acres
Sacramento, CA 95835

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Judith Lamare
Garrett Norman; Lindsey Alagozian; Lynn Lenzi
Angelique Ashby; Kevin Greene
Panhandle Annexation
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 7:44:58 PM

Dear Planning staff and Planning Commissioners
I spent quite a bit of time in meetings about the Panhandle development on behalf of
Environmental Council of Sacramento as part of the Panhandle Working Group conducted by
City Planning some ten years ago. I supported and continue to support the position of the
Valley View Neighbors Working Together (David Lichman and Barbara Graichen letter) to
achieve an open space buffer on the east side of the power lines, and a project that is not
growth inducing to the east and north.
Judith Lamare, President
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk
swainsonshawk@sbcglobal.net
916 769 2857

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

JoAnna
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@davidlichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Valley View Acres Comments on Panhandle Project
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 3:56:20 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff, and others
I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my community.
Three areas of concern for me are:
First, the three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our neighborhood, making our streets
unsafe. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because it was unsafe. Please don’t undo that
important action.
And further, East Levee and Sorento Roads are popular walking, running, biking and equestrian thorough fares,
and any increase in traffic will have a immediate detrimential affect on these activities. Locals, as well as others
from surrounding neighborhoods enjoy this area as an escape from suburbia, for their walks; more traffic will
cause a very unsafe condition for all users. The road is very narrow and there is no safe shoulder to side step
speeding cars and motorcycles.
Second, I fully support the provision of a reasonable buffer along Sorento Road to separate the urban properties
from our rural and horse properties, for the peace and comfort of all concerned. The affects of dust, flies and loud
animal sounds and smells are prevalent and will surely cause a reason for complaints and other actions by new
homeowners that could negatively impact this neighborhood.
We are very aware that other "rural" communities in the area have been closed down, zoned out; because of
urban sprall that is not conducive to the rural lifestyle. People want to "live in the country" but they don't want the
environmental and natural affects that go along with it. They would prefer a more upscale sterile environment,
with the appearance of living in the country without the dust and flies which accompany it, I can see progress
pushing our livestock and large animal pets out just as has happened in other former rural communities in the
past.
We are not part of anyone's HOA, and have no desire to be.
Third, the impact on the natural inhabitants and environment. There is an abundance of wildlife that live within our
pastures and surrounding areas. The inevitable development is certain to have a profound impact on their
environment and ability to live. There is no getting away from that, but I feel that a buffer will at least help to
decrease the impact and help support the natural environment for the wildlife.
The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time rural neighborhood and new urban development
(1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change course now.
We are committed to preserving our lifestyle
Thank you.
JoAnna Zumwalt
5311 East Levee Rd
Sacramento 95835
(916) 501-8967

From:
To:

Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Paula Johnson
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore
David@DavidLichman.com; NNatomas@aol.com
Panhandle Public Meeting July 14, 2016
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 11:13:40 AM

To whom it may concern:
I wish our household could be there to verbally tell you our views and concerns in person,
however that will not be possible. Please consider this letter as if we were there in person.
History - Our property (4930 Sorento Rd) has been in the Johnson family since 1950 when it
was originally purchased. We have grown up on this property, raised another generation on
this property, and wish to pass it along to the next generation and the next.
Concerns - Our major concern is increased traffic on Sorento Rd. We fully supported the
closing of East Levee Rd. The traffic that coursed down our street came to a point where we
would have to wait up to 15 minutes to pull out of our driveway! We don't want that to
happen again!
Also our daughter, as she was growing up, was in 4H for a while. We don't want to see any
changes to our zoning so that her son and daughter can (if they wish it) participate in 4H. If a
buffer zone isn't there, I see that possibility going away.
Thank you for taking into consideration our concerns. The increase in traffic and a buffer
zone. We do understand that progress and changes will come, I just pray that the changes
won't damage our way of life.
Gary Johnson
Paula Johnson
Morgan Caluza
Dorothy (Johnson) Caluza
Edward Caluza
Morgan L. Caluza

July 8, 2016

Dear Fellow neighbors,

As a resident of 5400 Sorento Road (past 33 years) I’ve seen many challenges that our neighborhood has
faced. I have to say that most of the challenges came out positive. This is due to the strength and unity of my
neighbors, through our volunteer neighborhood association.
I am coming to you today to ask you for your support, because we are once again faced with a large challenge,
especially if you live on Sorento Road. The City is planning to annex and develop the Panhandle property, just
west of Sorento Road. This will affect our rural lifestyle as we have now. The development will bring
connector roads that will pour traffic, noise and light pollution, onto Sorento Road. This development could
have a wall that will create separation from our neighborhood and the new developed neighborhood, which in
my opinion will cause more crime and blight to our neighborhood in the form of prostitution and illegal
dumping. I have a major concern about this.
On Wednesday, July 14th the City Planning Commission is hosting a public hearing to approve this
development and they want to hear public comment from surrounding neighborhoods that will be directly
affected. Believe me if you live on Sorento Road you will be directly affected.
I WANT TO SEE THE PLANNING COMMISSION ADOPT A PLAN THAT IS FOR SMART GROWTH AND WORKS
FOR ALL NEIGHHOODS INVOLVED.
I plan to attend the meeting for the purpose of speaking on behalf of my family, myself and many of my
neighbors that support the below listed bullet points;









A maximum of 2 roads connecting to Sorento Road.
Roads entering Sorento from the new neighborhood will not terminate in front of any existing home.
Lots to the immediate west of Sorento Road will be half acre parcels, which mirrors Valley View Acres.
These Lots will feed out to Sorento Road and be connected to VVA neighborhood.
If the Lots on the west side of Sorento Rd. are less than a half-acre we request that a minimum of a 50
foot landscaped buffer along Sorento Road that houses a detached meandering sidewalk and
landscape that allows for bikes, walking and riding trails.
Lighting along the Sorento Road new development must be low level lighting.
The City must improve both sides of Sorento Rd, not just the west side.

If you support these points would you please sign this statement.

Respectfully Submitted
Michael A. Lopez
Longtime resident of Valley View Acres

Name

Signature

Address

BACKGROUND
Valley View Acres is a well established neighborhood consisting of homes varying from ½ acre lots to
multi-acres lots. Our community lies east of the Panhandle, which from our understanding will share
Sorento Road.
Our unique neighborhood is unlike any other in North Natomas and we take pride in our uniqueness.
Our community is zoned for animals, and it is important to us that we are able to keep them. Our
community association, The Valley View Acres Community Association, (VVACA), has been well
established and involved with community affairs regarding the development of North Natomas, since
the early 1990’s. Our commitment to our community includes monthly meetings, bi-annual
neighborhood cleanups and individual celebrations throughout the year. All in our community members
are welcome to partake in these activities and are encouraged to have a voice regarding any potential
changes to our community.

REGARDING THE PROPOSED PANHANDLE DEVELOPMENT
While we welcome responsible development, we feel strongly about voicing our concerns, and would
like to make suggestions that could help blend our neighborhoods, bringing beauty and enrichment to
both North Natomas, and Valley View Acres.
Connectivity to Sorento Road:
Currently, Sorento Road is a narrow rural road, with drainage ditches on both sides. While it connects to
Del Paso Road, speeding traffic on Del Paso (45 to 50 mph) makes entering and exiting Sorento Road
extremely hazardous. Numerous accidents have occurred at that intersection.
•

Concern: Staff indicated making improvements to the west side of Sorento Road only. Both sides
of Sorento Road will be driven on by new residents, why would only half the road be improved?

Connection of 3 roadways to Sorento Road
•

Concern: Staff indicated three road connecting to Sorento Road. Again, the current standard of
Sorento Road is lacking in both road standards and safety. A long narrow, straight road, only
invites speeding cars to our joining neighborhoods. We don’t believe anyone wants that.

Club Center Drive Connection: how much traffic will this main thoroughfare bring to an unimproved
road?
•

Suggestion: While we know that connectivity is important, we would request, for the safety of
all, that the entrance onto Sorento be minimize so it does not become a dangerous “cheatstreet” for speeding vehicles.

•

Improvements be made to Sorento Road, with traffic calming techniques utilized within
appropriate increments.

Aimwell Drive;
We request that if Aimwell Drive is to be a thoroughfare, that it be connected to Sorento Road at Barros
Drive, an already lighted intersection. However we would request that it not be connected through nondirect-drive, but rather utilize staggered streets, roundabouts, stop signs or traffic lights.
Mayfield Drive:
At this point, it is our understanding that it will not connected to Sorento.

Our other suggestions would be
•

Suggestion: Houses facing Sorento Road, be on ½ acre lots, mirroring the minimum standards of
land currently allowed to build within Valley View Acres. These homes could be set back from
the roadway with a detached meandering sidewalk and landscape which would allow walking,
biking and riding trails. (An example of preferred treatment is included.) These large lots will
have no problem selling, as we within Valley View Acres are well aware of. Visitors to our
community are constantly approaching VVA residents asking if we would be willing to sell our
land or our homes to them. This is a very desirable place to live; we have experienced a large
demand for our large lots and large homes, built in our community over the past 40 years.

•

Suggestion: Fire hydrants and utility lines be placed on the west side of Sorento,

•

Suggestion: Utilize low lighting for street lighting on Sorento

•

Suggestions: if the above home lot size is not a consideration that a 50 ft buffer line the west
side of Sorento Road, utilized as a walkway, bike and riding path to be enjoyed by both
communities.

Questions:
Will water and sewer lines be stubbed into the west side of Sorento Road for possible later connection
of Valley View Acres residents?

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sue Thompson
Garrett Norman
Valley View Acres
Tuesday, July 12, 2016 1:35:23 PM

Hello Mr. Norman,
I am concerned about the proposed development that impacts Valley View Acres. There are
proposed streets that would promote “connectivity” to Sorrento, when in fact there is nothing in
Valley View Acres to connect to. Valley View Acres was originally developed as 10 acre parcels to
allow folks to have horses or boutique farms. There is no reason to impact this rural neighborhood
with “low” density homes (4-6 per acre) and increased traffic. In actuality 4 to 6 homes per acre is
not low density. Low density should start at a minimum of one third of an acre per parcel. The
higher density homes that have been approved in the past by the City of Sacramento in North
Natomas, such as zero lot line and t-court homes, have continued to be a problem for homeowners
and HOA’s, who do not have adequate parking facilities, driveways, or space between their homes.
Please feel free to distribute my comments to the Planning Commission and City Council.
Sincerely,
Sue Thompson
5041 Sienna Lane
Sacramento, CA 95835
Sue.thompson@att.net
916-769-8565

From:
To:

Subject:
Date:

Tarry Loop
ashbyangelique@yahoo.com; Kevin Greene; brandon_blackford@yahoo.com; lynnlenzi2@gmail.com;
bodipo50@gmail.com; cburke.realestate@gmail.com; dcovill@cbnorcal.com; darryl.lucien@sbcglobal.net;
todd.s.kaufman@gmail.com; ALofaso@sbcglobal.net; phil.pluckebaum@gmail.com; matt@mrpe.com;
wangconnellypdc@gmail.com; rwconsultants@hotmail.com; Kathryn Gillespie; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett
Norman; Ryan DeVore; David Lichman; NNatomas@aol.com
Panhandle
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 3:48:22 PM

Dear Council Member Ashby, Planning Commissioners and Staff,

I am writing to express concerns about the Panhandle’s potential adverse effects on my
community. The three proposed road connections will bring lots of traffic into our
neighborhood, especially from the high school property, making streets unsafe and
encouraging crime. In 2004, the City closed Sorento Road to through traffic because it was
unsafe. Please don’t undo that important action.

I support no road connections to Sorento as was the case with the 2007 Panhandle map which
was recommended for approval by City staff and the Planning Commission.

I support the provision of a buffer along Sorento Road to separate urban properties from our
rural and horse properties. The City has previously supported a buffer between our long time
rural neighborhood and new urban development (1985, 1994, 2007). Please don’t change
course now.

-Tarry Lee Loop ¸.•´¯) ¸.•*
5230 Sorento Rd
Sacramento, CA 95835
916-478-1815

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Nathan U
Garrett Norman
Brian Holloway
Panhandle Development, Regency Park Neighborhood Association
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 8:57:13 PM

Hello Mr. Norman,
My name is Nathan Ulsh and I am the president of Regency Park Neighborhood Association
(RPNA). I do not think I will be able to attend the Planning & Design Commission hearing
tomorrow night, albeit we would like to express our appreciation for the project. RPNA
scrutinized the project and expresses approval for the project to move forward. We support
responsible development that keeps the community involved throughout the process and adds
value to the area. The consultants and developers of this project have taken the initiative to
involve us in the process and we anticipate further conversation and involvement in adjacent
projects that affect RPNA.
Thank you,
Nathan Ulsh
President of Regency Park Neighborhood Association
360.213.3932

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Alan LoFaso
NNatomas@aol.com
Jose Bodipo-Memba; Lenzi Lynn; Stacia Cosgrove; Lindsey Alagozian; Garrett Norman
Re: Panhandle Project & May 29 - Serious Accident on Sorento Road
Thursday, July 14, 2016 8:42:00 AM

Ms. GraichenThank you for your comments regarding the proposed Panhandle annexation and related
application. Public comments are essential to our work, and I know all of the
commissioners will reflect on your comments prior to any final decisions. As I am sure you
know, this is a "review and comment," meaning no action will be taken at this meeting.
Thank you.
Alan LoFaso
PDC Chair
On Wednesday, July 13, 2016 10:42 PM, "NNatomas@aol.com" <NNatomas@aol.com> wrote:

July 13, 2016
Dear Council Member Ashby, Commissioners, and Staff,
I live in Valley View Acres. There are many Panhandle development issues which need to be resolved.
I am writing about the ones most important to our rural area. In 2004, the City voted to close Sorento
Road to through traffic. I believe Mr. Watters was on City Council at that time. It was closed because
there were so many accidents on Sorento and the E. Levee Road, some fatal. Since February, there
have been two serious accidents on Sorento (please read my May 29 letter below).
City staff is currently recommending (per e-mail correspondence to me) that three roads from this urban
development connect to our rural streets. Please advise them to reconsider.
When the Panhandle project came through in 2007, there were no through roads to Sorento, a park buffer
along the south end of Sorento and a buffer along the entire length of Sorento. No houses faced Sorento.
The urban community was oriented to the west.
These features were recommended by planning staff, agreed upon by fire, parks and other
departments, and supported by the entire Planning Commission. A lot of hard work went into that
proposal. Please don't abandon the features designed to protect our rural way of life. The proposal
before you removes all three protections.
The 1994 Community Plan advised that Sorento could be closed. An on-demand light could be placed at
Sorento road and Del Paso if needed.

We and the City need to be protected from future nuisance complaints. Urban
dwellers are likely to complain about horses, rural noise, unmatched fences with
barbed wire, sheds and rural structures. Past plans have always been designed to
avoid future land use conflicts. People who move near airports complain about
airport noise. people who move near horse properties complain about smells, sounds
and flies. Please don't change course on that issue.

Also, several real estate professionals have looked at the map and commented to me
that 4.5-6 units per acre are not estate and upscale lots. This is simply low density
residential typical of most pre-2000 developments. Upscale lots need to be at least
1/2 acre. I believe some of you have already received comments either orally or in
the past few days from real estate professionals who disagree with the estate
classification of those properties.
Thank you.
Barbara Graichen
5020 Sorento Road
Sacramento California 95835

On May 29, 2016 8:53 PM, NNatomas@aol.com wrote:
Dear Angelique and all,
Last night, someone ran a car into a power pole across the street (5020
Sorento) from my house. There were two long bangs and two power
interruptions in our area. SMUD was busy last night and this morning. Six
weeks ago, a speeding youth ran into the other power pole in front of my
property knocking it down. The driver was observed being picked up by a
friend and fled the scene. About 400 houses were without power for
several hours. Fortunately, I have candles. SMUD worked through the night
to replace the pole.
Both of these accidents occurred since the City sent the Panhandle project
to us on February 11.
The City spent $50,000 to get people off the dangerous East Levee and
Sorento Roads in 2004 as part of a Traffic Calming Process.
When we talk about accidents, death and injuries, we are not kidding. These
two accidents occurred because kids party on the hill near the school site,
get drunk and race on our road.
The Panhandle project proposes three access roads to Sorento and thus the
East Levee Road. Each of these roads facilitates through traffic from
Elkhorn and Del Paso Road via National and another north-south route.
Numerous teenagers will leave the high school and find their way here to
speed on the narrow shoulder less levee road which is considered great
fun, and Sorento and Carey.
Before our road network was closed to through traffic, accidents occurred at
least weekly; some were fatal. One person was airlifted from in front of my
next door neighbor’s house; another taken away by ambulance from mine.
Someone died at the north curve. People regularly drove into my neighbor,

Bob’s yard north of Barros. A number of people drove off the East Levee
Road into neighbors’ yards along Tunis or worst into high waters. When we
talk about the danger of reopening our roads to substantial traffic, we are
not exaggerating.
I need to remind you that this is the first time any Panhandle applicant has
proposed access to Sorento from national. At the scoping meeting on May
9, the applicant’s engineer told me they could eliminate the south access to
Sorento; and apparently told my neighbor they could eliminate the other
accesses. We have not seen anything in writing to verify such actions. We
welcome the opportunity to resolve this issue with the applicant.
However, we need your help to ensure a safe neighborhood with calmed
traffic pursuant to City policy and human compassion. Please work to
remove these road accesses to Sorento. Please call me of you have any
questions. Dana and Garrett, could you please add this correspondence to
the project file.
Thank you.
Barbara Graichen
Valley View Neighbors Working Together
718-0877; 991-2177  
PS We are not suggesting that the Panhandle proposal includes opening the
gate at the East Levee Road and Elkhorn. There is apparently some
confusion about that.

Subject: Panhandle Annexation Review and Comment (P16-013)

Sent from my Verizon phone.
On May 29, 2016 8:53 PM, NNatomas@aol.com wrote:
Dear Angelique and all,

Last night, someone ran a car into a power pole across the street (5020 Sorento) from my house.
There were two long bangs and two power interruptions in our area. SMUD was busy last night and
this morning. Six weeks ago, a speeding youth ran into the other power pole in front of my property
knocking it down. The driver was observed being picked up by a friend and fled the scene. About 400
houses were without power for several hours. Fortunately, I have candles. SMUD worked through the
night to replace the pole.
Both of these accidents occurred since the City sent the Panhandle project to us on February 11.
The City spent $50,000 to get people off the dangerous East Levee and Sorento Roads in 2004 as part
of a Traffic Calming Process.
When we talk about accidents, death and injuries, we are not kidding. These two accidents occurred
because kids party on the hill near the school site, get drunk and race on our road.
The Panhandle project proposes three access roads to Sorento and thus the East Levee Road. Each of
these roads facilitates through traffic from Elkhorn and Del Paso Road via National and another northsouth route. Numerous teenagers will leave the high school and find their way here to speed on the
narrow shoulder less levee road which is considered great fun, and Sorento and Carey.
Before our road network was closed to through traffic, accidents occurred at least weekly; some were
fatal. One person was airlifted from in front of my next door neighbor’s house; another taken away by
ambulance from mine. Someone died at the north curve. People regularly drove into my neighbor,
Bob’s yard north of Barros. A number of people drove off the East Levee Road into neighbors’ yards
along Tunis or worst into high waters. When we talk about the danger of reopening our roads to
substantial traffic, we are not exaggerating.
I need to remind you that this is the first time any Panhandle applicant has proposed access to Sorento
from national. At the scoping meeting on May 9, the applicant’s engineer told me they could eliminate

the south access to Sorento; and apparently told my neighbor they could eliminate the other accesses.
We have not seen anything in writing to verify such actions. We welcome the opportunity to resolve
this issue with the applicant.
However, we need your help to ensure a safe neighborhood with calmed traffic pursuant to City policy
and human compassion. Please work to remove these road accesses to Sorento. Please call me of
you have any questions. Dana and Garrett, could you please add this correspondence to the project
file.
Thank you.
Barbara Graichen
Valley View Neighbors Working Together
718-0877; 991-2177  
PS We are not suggesting that the Panhandle proposal includes opening the gate at the East Levee
Road and Elkhorn. There is apparently some confusion about that.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

David Lichman
Garrett Norman
nnatomas@aol.com; libbyharmor@gmail.com; Lindsey Alagozian; Tom Buford; Jim McDonald; Stacia Cosgrove;
Nancy
Panhandle Annexation - P16-013 - Issues
Thursday, April 14, 2016 8:02:49 AM

Dear Garrett,
When Nick Avdis, and three other Valley View Acres Board members
made comments about there being broad support for the comments made
in their letter to you dated March 21, 2016, they were mistaken. They
failed to ask this neighborhood what we want.
I, along with eight other volunteers, have done just that. We have walked
our streets, bearing maps, and spoken with all but three households.
The results are tabulated. 95% of our neighbors have signed a petition
asking for the same things City Council approved for us in 1985: a Sorento
Road closed to through traffic, and a buffer between our rural
neighborhood and the Panhandle urban development to the west.
Please remember that City Council has already voted to keep outside
traffic off Sorento by approving a traffic calming measure. The City spent
substantial funds to close the east Levee Road in the early 2000s,
following a City poll of Valley View residents and property owners on the
east and west sides of Sorento Road. We do not want the new urban road
network connecting to our rural and agricultural neighborhood for many
reasons.
We will be submitting our petition at an appropriate time to our Council
Member and planning staff.
Our neighborhood has numerous other concerns with the Panhandle
submittal as proposed, and will submit detailed comments before the April
30 deadline requested by Commissioner Lenzi. We are currently reaching
out to the broader community and the environmental associations, as we
have in the past.
Hopefully, our entire neighborhood will be united soon and be speaking
with one voice. We object to the letter's comments, not the commenters.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
David Lichman
Leader
Valley View Acres Neighbors Working Together
cc.

Barbara Graichen
Elizabeth Harmor
Lindsey Alagozian
Stacia Cosgrove
Jim McDonald
Tom Buford
Nancy Lichman

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

David Lichman
Garrett Norman
nnatomas@aol.com; Nancy; Tova Lichman; Sam Lichman
Proposed Panhandle Development Plan
Thursday, March 17, 2016 7:40:55 AM
Rural Lifestyle Petition.pdf
ATT00001.htm

Hello Garrett,
My name is David Lichman, and I have been a Valley View acres resident for 33 years. We
moved here because it was, and remains, the last rural lifestyle community in the city. We
fought long and hard to establish our Rural Estates, 1-acre minimum parcels with livestock
allowed during the formation of the North Natomas Community plan. And the mayor and city
council overwhelmingly agreed that we are a community that deserves preservation.
I am grateful to Barb Graichen and Nick Advis for bringing the proposed panhandle plans to
our attention. When we were working on this before, everyone in the neighborhood was
individually advised when something was being proposed that would directly affect us. I
would like to see that reinstated… especially now when email is so easy.
I understand the comment period for this initial proposal ends in a week, so I wanted to get my
feelings on record, and let you know that I feel a majority of the residents feel the same. To
that end, Barb and I have circulated the attached petition, which she will submit to you prior to
the end of the comment period. In one day of circulating we have over 50 names.
I know it would be great to have the Valley View Acres Community Association take a
unified stand on this and present it to the planners, but there’s not enough time to get that done
and our next meeting is not until after comment deadline.
As I emailed the petition to my neighbors, I included the following letter, which I would like
to serve as my personal comments to your planning commission. We made the petition much
simpler and more to-the-point, but I want you to see the underlying sentiment.
We take our rural lifestyle very seriously - and we feel that any higher density development
must be buffered from us, with zero traffic impact on our local streets.
Thanks for your attention,
David Lichman (representing also Nancy, Tova and Sam Lichman, all living at the same
address)
5000 Tunis Road
(916) 205-1092 (cell)
==================================
Hi Neighbors.
Please pass this along to all concerned. When the first North Natomas Community Plan was
implemented over 30 years ago, Valley View Acres residents rallied to preserve our rural
lifestyle - the last of it’s kind in Sacramento. We attended planning sessions and city council

meetings - it was a very big effort that took hundreds of man-hours over many months.
The plan includes a green belt and buffer zone on the west side of Sorento to avoid conflict
with the higher density development to the west. It does not allow Sorento Road to be used for
that development. We again worked very hard to obtain Rural Estates zoning - a new zoning
created especially just for us. It requires a minimum of one-acre lots, on which livestock are
allowed. Existing half-acre lots are grandfathered in.
About ten years ago, we again faced a challenge to our lifestyle, and through another long
and difficult traffic-calming process, the City agreed to close access to Valley View Acres
from the north by closing the East Levee Road. City Council recognized our special needs
and were aware of the many accidents that had occurred on Sorento when it was used by
thousands of cars every day. The traffic calming fix was adopted as permanent.
Now we are facing this again. A current plan is being proposed which removes all our gains.
It proposes up to 8 units per acre, without a buffer zone, with multiple busy streets feeding
onto Sorento from an extension of National Drive which has been moved eastward, closer to
us. The access south of Barros Road has an elementary school on it, and connects to a large
shopping center. The access north of Barros connects to National and the new high school. If
implemented, this will result in thousands of trips per day on Sorento, plus cut-throughs onto
Carey Road and Kenmar Road as happened before. This will invade deeply into our rural
lifestyle.
I do not wish to restrict anyone’s right to develop their property. But it must be done in
cooperation with the desires of the neighbors - most of whom moved here for exactly the
reasons stated above - a rural lifestyle close to the city.
Our neighborhood needs to be isolated from the proposed high density areas, so we don’t
become a throughway for more dense development.
We also have concerns about, crime, invasive lighting, livestock complaints and the reduction
of our rural pleasures, such as walking, biking and exercising the dogs and horses. We are
circulating a petition (attached). Sign it if you agree with these ideas, or come to the
Wednesday community meeting where one will be available to sign. The time for comments on
the new proposal is right now, and we need to make a statement that our desires have not
changed since we were granted Rural Estates zoning back in the 80s.
I sincerely hope we can find a compromise that will allow those who desire to develop their
properties to do so, without negatively impacting the very last rural lifestyle neighborhood in
the City of Sacramento.
Sincerely,
David Lichman
Tunis Road

Date: April 21, 2016
To: Garrett Norman, Assistant Planner, City of Sacramento Community Development Services
Subject: NNCC Initial Comments on Panhandle Project (P16-013)
Dear Mr. Norman:
I am writing this letter on behalf of the North Natomas Community Coalition (NNCC). We are a
community-based group consisting of residents from many HOAs and Community Associations
in the North Natomas Area. Our goal is to analyze any new projects in our area and determine
how they may or may not benefit our area. Since the Panhandle will have a significant impact on
the future of North Natomas, it is our intention to work very closely with the City and the
applicant to ensure it will be a benefit for all of North Natomas. The Panhandle is one of few
prime locations for move-up and executive-type housing in our community, something North
Natomas lacks and desperately wants. Because of this, and the opportunity for improved
connectivity to the recreational opportunities east of the Panhandle, we intend to work closely
with the applicant throughout the application process to maximize the Panhandle’s enormous
opportunity. We provide the following initial comments but look forward to additional
opportunities to review this project as more details on landscaping, elevations, etc. become
available:
First off, we applaud the project applicant and the City for reducing the density of the project
when compared to previous proposals. With this reduction in density comes the welcome
inclusion of larger lots immediately adjacent to Sorento Road. Larger estate lots had been in the
original plan for this site and are a key need for move-up & executive housing opportunities.
We also applaud the project for excluding apartment complexes from the project design.
In terms of lot lay-outs, it is an important priority that homes face every street, integrating our
community rather than segregating it, and enhancing future security of both the development and
surrounding areas by having "eyes on the street". We understand that some other community
residents have concerns about increased traffic on Sorento Road. However, our position is that
community connectivity is important, and traffic impacts could be mitigated by incorporating
appropriate design features, such as traffic circles, to minimize speed. Additionally, design of
roadways could encourage use of more appropriate primary paths of travel, like National Drive,
vs Sorento Road. We are very interested in partnering with the City and the applicant on
ensuring responsible traffic flows into, out of, and around the project area.
Increased connectivity both from a vehicular traffic circulation and bicycle/pedestrian
perspective is an important need in the east-west direction, as well as north-south. Many
residents of North Natomas would enjoy the natural beauty of Steelhead Creek and use the
bike/ped trail along the Ueda Parkway if there was safer, easier and more convenient access to
them. The Ueda Parkway is a tremendous amenity. It is also a major bicycle transportation
corridor that connects North Natomas to the American River Bikeway that should be easily
accessible to all residents of North Natomas. Because of this, we strongly encourage appropriate
roadway and bike/pedestrian connections to the Ueda Parkway, both internally, within in the
project, as well as along its perimeter (Del Paso, Sorento, etc.)
1

We strongly encourage the use of Home Owners Associations (HOA’s) for the entire Panhandle
development. HOAs have proved an invaluable tool to assure proper maintenance and security of
other communities in North Natomas. HOA’s are also a “must” for homebuyers seeking moveup or executive housing. To ensure HOAs are successful, realistic, fiscally-responsible dues
structures and provisions for developer hand-off of facilities need to be in the HOA agreement.
These will help ensure successful turnover of community assets from the developer to HOA
boards of directors who will then be equipped to execute the community's vision long term.
We are also pleased to see the proposed use of the Western Area Power Authority (WAPA)
corridor as a public open space amenity. However we request the applicant obtain a
memorandum of understanding (MOU), to ensure WAPA, the city, and the applicant have a
consistent agreement on public use, maintenance and liabilities. This MOU would ensure WAPA
has approved the use of the high power line corridor for public park use. We are encouraged that
they would, but think an MOU between the project and WAPA would be appropriate. We also
urge the project applicant and the City to explore long-term, secure funding sources to keep
control and responsibility for the ongoing operation and maintenance of the WAPA open space
corridor in the hands of local residents (perhaps making it an HOA responsibility or some other
CFD-financed/maintained asset). Doing so reduces the possibility of neglect in the future and
provides direct control of its operation and maintenance.
In terms of the East Natomas Education Complex (ENEC) school site, we have serious concerns
about how long it will take to open this school site. Currently, there is a serious shortage of 7-12
grade facilities in the North Natomas portion of the Twin Rivers Unified School District. We
urge and support the opening of a starter school at initial phase construction to provide the
desperately needed facilities sooner rather than later.
In addition, we have concerns about access to the ENEC school site in the future and recommend
an access road be included in the project. To reduce traffic on Sorento Road, we recommend an
access road from National Drive.
Again, thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. We look forward to working
with both the City and the applicant as this application progresses.
Best regards,
Chris Paros

Chris Paros
President, North Natomas Community Coalition
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From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Judith Lamare
Garrett Norman
letters on Panhandle annexation/tentative map
Thursday, May 05, 2016 11:16:29 AM
Panhpud-ECOSetal.5.07.doc
panhandle12.18.06final.pdf

Dear Mr. Norman
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk represented ECOS in the Panhandle working group and
commented on various issues, along with partner environmental groups -- issues that are still
relevant to the shape of the tentative map for the panhandle area. Of particular concern is the
preservation of an open space corridor on the east side of the power lines, an important raptor
foraging area and wildlife corridor for natural areas to the north and east. Also we are
concerned about any urban planning that has negative impacts on the remaining agricultural
and habitat areas preserved in North Natomas. Care should be taken to avoid any urban
impacts north of the project area.
Here are environmental group letters December, 2006 and May 2007.   

Judith Lamare, President
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk
www.swainsonshawk.org
swainsonshawk@sbcglobal.net
916 769 2857

2/26/2016

VIA EMAIL

Garrett Norman, Assistant Planner
City of Sacramento Community Development Department
300 Richards Boulevard, 3rd Floor
Sacramento, CA 95811
RE: Panhandle Annexation (P16-013)
Dear Mr. Norman:
WALKSacramento has conducted an initial review of the Panhandle Annexation (P16-013)
project and we offer the following preliminary comments. We will follow up with more
detailed comments.
1. Elementary school site should be closer to Club Center Drive.
a. The proposed site was more logical for the 2006 PUD which had a lot of high- and
medium-density residential nearby. Now the site is within the least dense area of the
PUD, therefore walking and biking rates will be the lower than if the site was closer to
more residences.
b. The proposed location is far from Regency Park neighborhoods that might be within
the school’s attendance area, hence more driving and less walking and biking.
c. The park site next to the school site has some limited access to Natomas Park via
Mayfield Street, a residential street.
2. Commercial Center
a. Pedestrian and bicycle access will be limited by the limited number of crossings of
National Drive, a 4-lane arterial. Intersection crossing distances will be long and
midblock crossings may require signals of some type.
b. There may be a desire to cross at the northern edge of the center, but it may be too
close to the Mayfield intersection to allow for a midblock crossing.
c. The project description in the routing states that the 10-acre site is “intended to serve
the neighborhood shopping and service needs of the community.” The peripheral
location at the intersection of 6-lane and 4-lane arterials is not contiguous with any
residential parcels; it doesn’t convey a neighborhood orientation nor a pedestrian
orientation.
3. Streets
a. The streets labeled cross section E, Modified “Residential Street”, on the north and
south sides of the elementary school and adjoining park have unacceptably narrow
sidewalks. We’d like to see schools and parks frontage with 10’-wide sidewalks. If
the streets are constructed after the school and parks plans are approved, then
appropriate segments for 8’ sidewalks could be identified.

b. The street on the west side of the park and school, cross section C, has a wall on the
side opposite the park. This virtually eliminates “eyes on the park” and will
discourage legitimate park use and walking/biking to school.
c. The street on the east side of the school, cross section B, and on the west side of the
school do not allow parking. With parking on only two sides of the school and a
student body that will likely have lower than desired walking and biking rates, more
parking will be needed on the school site. This will generate more traffic at ingress
and egress points, which means more vehicle-pedestrian and vehicle-bike conflicts
and greater rates of injuries and fatalities.
d. Club Center and Collector ‘A’ will have walls on sides that have residential. Are VMT
and speeds so high that walls are needed? If so, that means the PUD is not
designed to encourage and facilitate walking and biking. Also, note that the Regency
Park side of existing Club Center in North Natomas has side-on homes but doesn’t
have walls. Residential streets with walls don’t have good “eyes on the street” and
many people feel isolated and unsafe walking in such places.
e. Street ‘A’, cross section G, has detached sidewalks and landscape planter with rolled
curb on the residential side. Not only is the 6.5’ landscape planter narrow for “estate
homesites” but the 30’-wide pavement will encourage drivers to park with one side of
the vehicle in the planter. The setback distance is not indicated, but perhaps it could
be reduced with an equivalent increase in the planter width.
f. Sorrento Road, cross section D, also has a narrow landscape planter. The 25’
setback could be reduced with an equivalent increase in the planter width.
g. Del Paso Road and Elkhorn Blvd, cross section A, each have an 8.5’ landscape
planter, detached sidewalk and 25’ landscape corridor/PUE. Considering the traffic
volumes and speeds on those roadways, the pedestrian environment would be
improved by a few more feet of separation between the travel lanes and the
sidewalk. Pedestrian scale lighting is important for these sidewalks, too.
WALKSacramento is working to support increased physical activity such as walking and
bicycling in local neighborhoods as well as helping to create community environments that
support walking and bicycling. The benefits include improved physical fitness, less motor
vehicle traffic congestion, better air quality, and a stronger sense of cohesion and safety in
local neighborhoods.
Thank you for your consideration of these comments and recommendations. If you have
questions or need additional information, please contact me at (916) 446-9255.
Sincerely,
Chris Holm
Project Manager
Attachment: Development Checklist for Biking and Walking

DEVELOPMENT CHECKLIST for BIKING and WALKING
Prepared by WALKSacramento and SABA (Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates)
September 2012

This checklist is provided to give an indication of design, engineering, and policy
elements that we consider when reviewing development projects.
POLICIES
 Walking and biking is a priority
 Adopted a policy to develop a full multi-modal and ADA accessible
transportation system

Project Review and Comment
POLICY CONSIDERATIONS
 Pedestrian Master Plan
 Bicycle Master Plan
 Regional Blueprint
 Regional Blueprint Consistent General Plans
 Adopted Climate Action Plans
 Subdivision ordinances to support pedestrian and bicycle access and safety
 Zoning ordinance to support pedestrian and bicycle access and safety
ENGINEERING
 SIDEWALKS & BIKELANES ON BOTH SIDES OF MAJOR ROADWAYS
o Pedestrian Level of Service “C” or better on arterials
o Bicycle Level of Service “C” or better on arterials
 SAFE CROSSINGS FOR PEDESTRIANS
o every 300-600 feet on major arterials
o well lit, marked crosswalks
o audible signals & count-down signals
o median refuge islands
 SPEED MANAGEMENT
o Speed limits based on safety of pedestrians and bicyclists
o Implement “road diets” where there is excess lane capacity
 STREET DESIGN STANDARDS
o Maximize pedestrian and bicyclist safety
o Sidewalks buffered by trees and landscaping on major arterials
o Vertical curbs
o 5’ minimum sidewalk widths, 8’ in front of schools
o 6’ minimum bike lanes on busy streets





INTERSECTIONS
o Median refuge islands for pedestrians
o Signal timing to enable safe passage
o Signal detection for bicyclists
o Crossings on all 4 legs of intersections
ELIMINATE BARRIERS
o Freeway, railroad, river and creek crossings
o Obstructions in sidewalks and bike lanes

NEW DEVELOPMENT – REQUIRE
 Walking & bicycling circulation plans for all new development
 Direct and convenient connections to activity centers, including schools,
stores, parks, transit
 Mixed uses and other transit supporting uses within ¼ mile of light rail
stations or bus stops with frequent service
 Minimum width streets
 Maximum block length of 400’
 4-lane maximum for arterials; Recommend 2 lanes wherever possible
NEW DEVELOPMENT – DISCOURAGE
 Cul-de-sacs (unless it includes bike/ped connections)
 Gated and/or walled communities
 Meandering sidewalks
 Inappropriate uses near transit (gas stations, drive-thru restaurants, mini
storage and other auto dependent uses)
BUILDINGS – REQUIRE
 Direct access for pedestrians from the street
 Attractive and convenient stairways
 Bicycle parking – long & short term
 Shower & clothing lockers
OLDER NEIGHBORHOODS
 Improve street crossings
 Reduce speeds
 Provide new connections
 Create short cuts for walkers and bicyclists by purchase of properties or other
means
 Provide sidewalks on both sides of major streets

Policy Review and Comment
ENFORCEMENT & MAINTENANCE
 Enforce speed limits
 Enforce crosswalk rules – conduct crosswalk sting operations
 Enforce restrictions against parking on sidewalks
 Enforce bicycle rules including riding with traffic, lights at night, stopping at
red lights
 Implement CVC 267 setting speed limits based on pedestrian and bicyclist
safety
 Sweep streets and fix hazards
 Repair and replace broken sidewalks
EDUCATION
 Train staff on pedestrian and bicycle facility design.
 Train development community about pedestrian and bicycle planning and
safety issues
 Bicycle skills training
FUNDING
 Include pedestrian and bicycle facilities in capital improvement programs
 Include pedestrian and bicycle facilities as a part of roadway widening and
improvement projects
 Support Measure A pedestrian and bicycle facility allocation
 Set priorities based on safety and latent demand
 SACOG Community Design grants & Bike/Ped grants
 California Bicycle transportation Account
 Safe Routes to School

www.walksacramento.org

www.sacbike.org

WALKSacramento
909 12th Street, Suite 203
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 446-9255

Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates
909 12th Street, Suite 116
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 444-6600

915 L Street, C-425
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
916-447-4956

909 12th St., 100
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
916-443-1033

1414 K Street, 500
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
916-557-1100, x 108

www.swainsonshawk.org

www.ecosaramento.org

www.motherlode.sierraclub.org

Natomas Community Association
5010 Sorento Road
Sacramento, CA 95835
www.natomascommunity.org

December 18, 2006
Jennifer Hageman
City of Sacramento
Development Services Department
Environmental Planning Services
2101 Arena Boulevard, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95834
Telephone: (916) 808-5538
E-Mail: jhageman@cityofsacramento.org
Re: Panhandle Annexation and PUD DEIR Comment
Dear Ms. Hageman,
The following comments, which incorporate the attached “Panhandle Working Group Support
Position for Open Space Buffer,” and accompanying Exhibits 1 – 13, are submitted on behalf of
the Environmental Council of Sacramento, Natomas Community Association, Friends of the
Swainson's Hawk, and Sierra Club - Mother Lode Chapter, regarding the DEIR for the proposed
annexation of Panhandle, PUD, and related approvals. We also incorporate into our comments
all of the comments of other individuals and organizations, and will rely on these comments as
well as our own. These comments highlight some of the deficiencies of the DEIR and the
project. We also request information in a Recirculated DEIR. Our organizations oppose the
project, including the annexation, General Plan Amendments, rezone, PUD, and development of
the project site.
Agricultural Resource
While the DEIR contains mitigation for agricultural resource lost, LAFCo is now
reconsidering its mitigation policies. The final EIR should include any mitigation
necessary to comply with LAFCo policies.
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An agricultural buffer on the northern boundary of the project area is necessary to be
consistent with the NNCP. The DEIR recommends mitigation to include this buffer and
its maintenance (MM4.2.2a and MM 4.2.2b). However the funding mechanism for
acquisition and maintenance of the buffer is not identified in the DEIR or other project
documents. Therefore there is no evidence that implementation of this proposed
mitigation measure is financially feasible, and thus no evidence supporting the finding
that impacts are mitigated to less than significant. (MM 4.2.2 – see discussion, below,
regarding funding for traffic mitigation measures).
The DEIR MM 4.2.1 states that the requirement to acquire land suitable to mitigate for
loss of farmland shall be satisfied by acquisition of habitat mitigation land to mitigate
for impacts on wildlife (ie: compliance with the NBHCP, MM 4.8.1). There is no
substantial evidence that preservation of habitat mitigation land under the NBHCP will
also mitigate for loss of farmland. The farmland and endangered species habitat
mitigation requirements having differing goals which in some instances are
incompatible. Mitigation for loss of agricultural land is intended to preserve
production agriculture. By contrast the Natomas Basin Conservancy is mandated to
manage its land as “high quality habitat” for covered species, notably the threatened
Giant Garter Snake and the Swainson’s Hawk. Twenty-five percent of NBC land is
required to be converted to managed marsh, a non-agricultural use, and another 25%
managed for high quality upland habitat values, which, due to soil and agricultural
market conditions, is nearly impossible to achieve in the Basin on land managed for
production agriculture. Moreover, it cannot be determined whether “stacking” can
succeed for Panhandle’s agricultural and habitat mitigation, because no land has been
identified for the proposed mitigation of habitat and agricultural impacts of the
Panhandle project.
The DEIR does not address the incompatibility of NBHCP and stacking or the risk and
consequences of failing to multiple mitigation objectives with the same land easement.
There is substantial risk that the multiple mitigation objectives cannot be met in
perpetuity. Given the legal status of the NBHCP as a state and federal permit, it is
likely the objectives of the agricultural land mitigation measure would ultimately not be
met if the mitigation requirements were stacked. Therefore stacking is not an adequate
CEQA mitigation measure because there is no evidence that it is capable of full
implementation.
MM 4.2.1 states that agricultural protection easement may be “dedication of
open/recreational space.” It is inappropriate to mitigate for loss of farmland with open
space/recreational land. To mitigate for the loss, the land must be placed in an
agricultural use. We would urge you to include a mitigation measure that requires at
least some on site mitigation and the use of the land for organic farms serving local
needs for fruit and vegetables.
Air Quality
The Panhandle DEIR Air Quality analysis is incomplete. It refers to an air quality plan
for the project which is not appended. CEQA requires that all parts of a DEIR be
circulated for at least 45 days for public comment. Therefore, the DEIR and project
documents, including the missing Air Quality analysis, must be recirculated for at least
2

45 days. Moreover, though the project is conditioned with air quality mitigation
measures, these are measures that apply to projects that are included in the land use
base for the air quality plan. The Panhandle PUD is inconsistent with the current federal
ozone attainment plan adopted by the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality
Management District because that plan is based on a land use map that assumes
Panhandle remains in agricultural land.
The Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District is presently preparing
an ozone attainment plan to be submitted to state and federal regulatory agencies by
June 2007. In order to be consistent with the upcoming air quality plan, the DEIR
should be delayed until that plan is adopted and the DEIR should include sufficient
mitigation measures to be found consistent with the new air quality plan.
The DEIR Air Quality analysis points out (4-5-10) that the transportation conformity
requirement of the federal Clean Air Act:
“ The region’s transportation plan must conform and show that implementation will not
harm the region’s chances of attaining the ozone standard. The SIP is tied to a “motor
vehicle emissions budget” and thus, transportation planners must ensure that emissions
anticipated from plans and improvement programs remain within this budget.”

However, the DEIR fails to identify the interaction between the transportation
improvements required for this project and the necessary air quality plan adoption and
conformity finding. What transportation mitigation measures and required
transportation projects could be at risk if the necessary approvals are not obtained? Nor
does the DEIR identify what additional air quality mitigation requirements will be
forthcoming with the adoption of the new air quality plan.
Alternative Analysis
The DEIR should quantify the differences between alternatives in impacts rather than
classify them arbitrarily as in the same category.
The DEIR at 6.0-21 makes no meaningful distinction between the project
alternative and the other alternatives in terms of stormwater run-off and surface
water drainage, flood risk, and groundwater quality, although the plans differ
substantially in impervious surface.
The DEIR does not distinguish between the transportation maintenance, traffic
and transit impacts of the various alternatives although they do differ in the
acreage used to serve about the same population.
The DEIR should quantify the impacts on existing neighboring land uses and
residents of the alternatives.
The DEIR should quantify the differences between alternatives in cost to
municipal services to the population since the project requires a larger service
area.
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The DEIR should quantify the differences in impact between the alternatives on
the biological resource, including nesting and foraging Swainson’s Hawks,
White Tailed Kites, Burrowing owls and impacts on and adjacent, wildlife
corridor along Steelhead Creek and along Hansen Ranch to Placer County.
The DEIR should quantify and compare the alternatives in terms of meeting
diverse housing needs. All inclusionary housing is for rent. The DEIR fails to
analyze the impacts of the use of rental properties for all inclusionary housing
compared with a mix of housing spread over neighborhoods and a requirement
for senior housing. The project alternative lacks an institutional designation for
senior independent and assisted living as compared with the community
proposed plan (so-called “Trujillo” alternative).

Biological Resources
With MM 4-8-2a the DEIR states that compliance with the NBHCP will require
“Payment of HCP fees or dedication of land at a ratio of 0.5 to 1.” All land
requirements should be met with dedication of land, not through payment of fees.
Under CEQA, land acquisition requirements for mitigation must be met through land
dedications because fee programs to acquire land for habitat mitigation have
consistently failed in our region. (Examples are the former SWH mitigation programs
of the City of Elk Grove, County of Sacramento, and County of Yolo.) Use of fees to
acquire mitigation land is inconsistent with CEQA’s requirement that mitigation be
financially feasible and capable of being implemented.
The DEIR (Impact 4.8.1) concludes that grassland is not significantly impacted by
development of 590 acres of annual grasslands: “The loss of annual grasslands and
associated common wildlife is less than significant because this biological community is
locally and regionally abundant and losses from this project would not result in
grasslands of the region to drop below a self-sustaining level.” (p. 4-8-29) The DEIR
provides no evidence to support this conclusion. The DEIR at 4-8-29 states that the
conclusion is based on:
“The impact assessment was based on the project description for the
Panhandle annexation and PUD, information described in the existing setting
(including technical biological reports prepared for the project site), and the
standards of significance described above.”

No technical biological reports are appended to the DEIR. The DEIR
should be recirculated with the necessary appended reports.
The DEIR Violates CEQA By Failing To Make Necessary Documents Available For
Public Review During the Entire 45-Day CEQA Public Comment Period (Financing
Plan)
Public Resources Code § 21091(a) requires that the public review period for a Draft EIR
be at least 45 days, which begins when the project documents and DEIR are complete
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and Notice of Availability is given. The DEIR is incomplete because neither it nor the
project documents include a financing plan to commit necessary and sufficient funding
for the mitigation measures in the DEIR, and to demonstrate that proposed mitigation
measures are financially feasible.
Instead, there is a "Draft Public Facilities Financing Strategy" which states that a
"Panhandle Public Facilities Financing Plan" will be drafted at an unspecified time and
adopted when the project is approved. Otherwise, the Draft Public Facilities Financing
Strategy" only recites the various financing options which may be selected by City,
contains a list of estimated costs of infrastructure, and contains no data or calculations
which demonstrate how these costs will be paid. Page 5 of the "Financing Strategy"
recites that project-related infrastructure and public facilities required to serve the
project are similar to those of nearby projects and do not appear prohibitively high. It
then concludes: "As a result, the project should be able to feasibly fund the cost of the
required mitigation measures and infrastructure facilities." (Id, p. 5) The DEIR contain
no evidence supporting that conclusion.
CEQA requires that mitigation measures be feasible. "Feasible" includes "financially
feasible." Measures which are not financially feasible are, by definition, not feasible.
The public and responsible and trustee agencies in reviewing the DEIR cannot form an
opinion about the feasibility of proposed mitigation measures without a financing plan
which demonstrates that there will be funding adequate to pay for the mitigation
measures. The DEIR is incomplete because the financing plan is a necessary element to
provide mitigation for the project's impacts.
Indeed, the DEIR states that such data will be available to the decision-makers prior to
their action, in the "Panhandle Public Facilities Financing Plan". However, CEQA
requires that the "Panhandle PUD Public Facilities Financing Plan" also be made
available to the public for the requisite 45-day public comment period, so that the public
may examine the Financing Plan and form an opinion as to whether the mitigation
measures to be financed by the Financing Plan are, in fact, financially feasible. The
nonexistent financing plan has significant environmental impacts because it determines
whether there will be funding to implement the Mitigation Measures proposed in the
DEIR.
CEQA requires an agency to address specific economic considerations related to
mitigation measures to determine if they are feasible or infeasible. See Public Resources
Code §21081(a)(3); Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations v City of Los Angeles
(2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 1252, 1259, 1260.
On point is Ultramar, Inc. v. South Coast Air Quality Management District (“Ultramar”)
(1993) 17 Cal. App. 4th 689, 700 - 701, in which the agency failed to mail out a section of
an DEIR to requesting parties. The agency learned of the omission and mailed out a
supplemental environmental document, but refused to extend the comment period to
provide the full public review period for the supplemental document. The Court of
Appeal held that failure to permit public review in the manner required by law, was a
per se prejudicial abuse of discretion, and that no deviation from CEQA’s notice and
public review requirements are acceptable.
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At minimum, Public Resources Code §21092.2 and CEQA Guideline 15088.5 will require
recirculation of the DEIR for the statutory 45-day comment period after public notice of
availability of the Finance Plan. Sutter Sensible Planning v Board of Supervisors (1981) 122
Cal App 3d 813.

No Evidence That Traffic Mitigation Measures Are Financially Feasible, or Will
Mitigate Impacts to Less Than Significant
MM 4.4.1 states that certain traffic impacts will be mitigated by measures funded by the
Panhandle PUD Finance Plan, which does not exist. There is no evidence in the DEIR or
any other project documents that the Panhandle PUD Finance Plan will provide
funding sufficient to implement all or any of the mitigation measures and infrastructure
improvements needed to mitigate for the traffic impacts of the project.
Mitigation Measures 4.4.2.a, 4.4.2.b, 4.4.2.d, 4.4.2.f, 4.4.2.h, 4.4.7.a, and 4.4.7.b call for
financing of traffic mitigation measures by the developer's payment of unspecified "fair
share" of the cost of various traffic facilities and infrastructure.
CEQA requires an agency to address specific economic considerations related to
mitigation measures to determine if they are feasible or infeasible. See Public Resources
Code §21081(a)(3); Federation of Hillside and Canyon Associations v City of Los Angeles
(2000) 83 Cal. App. 4th 1252, 1259, 1260.
"The commitment to pay fees without any evidence that the mitigation will actually
occur is inadequate." (Save Our Peninsula Committee v. Monterey County Board of
Supervisors (2001) 87 Cal.App.4th 99, 140, citing Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of
Hanford (1990) 221 Cal. App.3d 692, 728.) Without review of the Financing Plan in
conjunction with the DEIR (as was anticipated by the authors of the DEIR, see "Draft
Panhandle Public Facilities Financing Strategy", p. 5 ), it is impossible to determine
whether the promised mitigation measures will be fully implemented or at all. The
public needs to be able to review the fee program in conjunction with the Mitigation
Measures to determine if there is sufficient funding to pay for the infrastructure
improvements relied upon by the Mitigation Measures and proposed Findings. In Napa
Citizens for Honest Government v. Napa County Board of Supervisors (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th,
342, 363-365, the court said that the EIR included information about the fees to be paid
by the project and said: "Although the existing mitigation fee appears to be a reasonable
attempt to have developers pay their proportionate share of the costs of needed
highway improvements, and the continued use of such fees undoubtedly would be
useful, it cannot reasonably be argued that the funds that the county already has raised
or that it reasonably can expect to raise in the future, will be enough to mitigate the
effect on traffic that will result from cumulative conditions."
In Anderson First Coalition v City of Anderson (2005), 130 Cal. App. 4th 1173, the Court of
Appeal held that bare recitation that a project would pay "fair share" fees towards
highway improvements, was too speculative to be deemed an adequate mitigation
measure. (Id., pp. 1193, 1194.) The Court of Appeal ruled that to be sufficient under
6

CEQA, a "fair share" mitigation fee measure must (1) specify the actual dollar amount
based on current or projected construction costs; (2) specify the improvement projects
for which the fair share fee will be used; (3) if the fair share contribution is a percentage
of costs which are not yet known, then specify the percentage of costs, (4) make the fees
part of a reasonable enforceable plan or program which is sufficiently tied to actual
mitigation of traffic impacts at issue.
CEQA Guideline 15130(a)(3) states that an EIR may find that a project's contribution to
cumulative impacts is less than significant if the project is required to implement or
fund its "fair share" of mitigation measures designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.
However, "The Lead Agency shall identify facts and analysis supporting its conclusion
that the contribution [by the project to cumulative impacts] will be rendered less than
cumulatively considerable." CEQA Guideline 15130(a)(3). The Panhandle DEIR does
not identify the facts and analysis supporting its conclusions that contribution of "fair
share" will render impacts less than significant. There is no evidence of the amount of
money represented by "fair share," no evidence as to how "fair share" will be
calculated, no evidence that the amount of "fair share" funding will be adequate to
construct the infrastructure which comprise the Mitigation Measures, and no evidence
that any other party or entity will contribute amounts towards their unspecified "fair
shares" which are sufficient to construct the infrastructure which comprise the
Mitigation Measures.
Hydrology and Water Quality
The relative costs and risks of the detention basins being located in the southwest
corner of the site as opposed to the project alternative location for detention basins are
not adequately analyzed in the DEIR. The sheet flow goes in the southwest direction
and it will be expensive to pump it north to Country Club, west to the Main Canal,
south to the C-1 canal and back east past the Panhandle to Steelhead creek. A detention
basin next to Charter School, with culvert under Del Paso and larger pipe (across
Pardee) accomplishes the same thing and costs much less, particularly for on-going
operations. The project proposed increases flooding potential in the Main Drain by
pumping uphill and west and trying to dump all the natural flow from the stubbed Dry
& Robla Creek, and all runoff from Valley View to the north instead of south west as it
flows naturally.
The DEIR does not address the impacts on the existing North Natomas Community
residents in the event of conditions approaching or exceeding the 100 year flood
condition with and without the Panhandle development.
• What is the additional risk to the existing North Natomas Community Plan
area of the failure of the planned detention basin to contain run-off in high water
events?
• For situations requiring emergency evacuation, what is the additional burden
posed by development of the Panhandle area? The DEIR does not quantify the
additional emergency services and evacuation burden posed by the proposed
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project when considered in combination with all other development within the
Natomas floodplain.
The DEIR does not address the alternative requested by the Environmental Council of
Sacramento and the Natomas Community Association that no annexation for new
development be approved until the flood risk is fully assessed and reduced to less than
significant. The EIR should include as a mitigation measure that no annexation proceed
until SAFCA has completed all necessary levee improvements.
The last section of this letter addresses further concerns with hydrology related
specifically to flood risk.
Transportation
A number of issues very important to the existing communities are not adequately
addressed in the DEIR.
o

The proposed project changes the location of National Drive from that
envisioned in the Community Plan. It moves National Drive east, away
from the location of most homes, and the new location impacts homes in
Valley View Acres. The Panhandle working group agreed that the road
should stay where it was in the Community Plan or be moved to the
center of the new growth area.

o

The DEIR should include noise and air pollution mitigation along east
side of National concurrent, or before, development to protect adjacent
neighbors from noise and air pollution impacts of the proposed project.

o

The DEIR fails to consider the cumulative impact of the expected
development north and east of the project area on National Drive in
estimating traffic counts and consequent impacts on neighbors.

o

The DEIR does not adequately address the noise, nuisance, and safety
impacts of the additional roads into Regency Park from the proposed and
unexpected school and denser proposed project annexation. It lacks
adequate mitigation for these impacts. Please note that the eastern portion
of North Natomas is supposed to be less dense because of distance from
light rail and employment centers and lack of adequate access to the east
and south. A portion of the area immediately west of the site is already
denser because the city rezoned a large portion of the once approved and
now gone golf course for urban uses.

o

The DEIR does not address the growth inducing impacts of proposing two
full width roads with bollards that connect to the Avdis urban proposal
on the north end of Valley View. They would eventually allow National to
connect with Sorento, and are growth inducing because they bring 2 roads
adjacent to a 60 acre development proposed along Steelhead Creek.

o

The DEIR does not address the impact of the lack of east-west off street
bikeways and the absence of a ramp up the levee side in the proposed
8

project. These need to be added to mitigate impacts of the additional
vehicle travel.
o

Other Issues
The DEIR fails to adequately address the following issues which were discussed in
detail in the Panhandle Working Group.
• The exclusion of the open space in the eastern part of the Panhandle that was
included in the 1994 community plan has a number of impacts not addressed in the
DEIR and which are described in the attached “Panhandle Working Group Support
Position for Retention of the City Council Approved WAPA/Valley View
Acres/Steelhead Creek Open Space Buffer.”
• WAPA set back. The 1986 adopted NNCP EIR included an adopted mitigation
measure requiring a 250 foot setback from the WAPA lines. How did the 1986
NNCP EIR envision that this mitigation measure would be funded?
• The acreage figures used in the EIR do not match the acreage figures on the May
1994 community plan map. No amendments have been made since that time. The 10
acre school site doesn't show up in the EIR as it does on the 1994 map, and the city is
behaving as if the Quimby Ordinance didn't apply to the urban area. We went over
this problem in the working group. Proponents claim that eliminating a portion if
the open space buffer is a good thing because it means more parks scattered
throughout the plan area. However about 28 acres of parks were required under
the City's Quimby Ordinance requirement in addition to the open space buffer. This
is akin it to having $50 in bank (Quimby) and $150 in bank (open space buffer) and
having the bank tell you they will put the $150 in several accounts so you have
greater investment variety, but taking away the $50/Quimby. You now only have
$150 instead of $200.
•

The school site needs an underlying designation of public facility. Otherwise,
these sites are appraised at urban values and the districts can't afford them or
pay inflated prices. Plus, community plan has a requirement that they revert to
urban with no community plan amendment after 5 years. The DEIR fails to
analyze the impacts of this requirement. What we have seen in other Natomas
neighborhoods is that the school sites are rezoned for profit and educational
needs, and consequent transportation demand, change with negative impacts to
the community.

•

The negative impacts of strip commercial along Del Paso, south of Del Paso,
along the north part of Northgate and other locales in combination with strip
commercial on this site are not analyzed in the EIR. What are the impacts of the
distribution of commercial in and adjacent to the project site for trip generation
and vehicle travel demand?

•

The location of higher density apartments on Del Paso Road at the edge of the
project area raises a number of issues of best fit with adjoining land uses and
transit service that are not addressed in the DEIR. In particular, the community
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is interested in assessing the impacts of locating the apartments further east
(which would be compatible with the community’s proposed use of the
southwest corner for detention basin.)
FLOOD HAZARD FROM POTENTIAL LEVEE FAILURE ON SACRAMENTO AND
AMERICAN RIVERS, AND NATOMAS CROSS-CANAL: Revision and
Recirculation of DEIR Required
1.

Violations of CEQA

Information provided by the DEIR on potential flood hazard is incomplete and
misleading, and lacks the level of detail and specificity required by CEQA. The DEIR
fails to disclose to the public the well-documented proven inadequacy of the levees
protecting Natomas Basin and the potential for catastrophic deep flooding.
A Recirculated DEIR which truthfully discloses and addresses the deficiencies of the
levees surrounding the Basin and the potential effects of deep flooding, including flood
depths on the high and low elevations of the project site during a 100-year and 200-year
flood from the American or Sacramento Rivers, is required by Public Resources Code
21092.1 and CEQA Guideline 15088.5. Likewise, the type and extent of damage to
property, (assuming that it is built out as proposed), displacement of future residents of
the project, and potential loss of life, should be disclosed. Such a Recirculated DEIR
must also provide the sufficient level of detail and specificity required by CEQA which
is sorely lacking in the present DEIR's discussion of the flooding issue
a.

The DEIR misrepresents and fails to disclose the full extent of
the potential for flooding and the impacts of such flooding

The DEIR, p. 4.11-2 correctly states that in l996, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
determined that levee improvements along the Sacramento and American Rivers,
NEMDC (Steelhead Creek), and Natomas Cross Canal "were sufficient to provide a
level of protection to the project site that met or exceeded a 100-year return period
event."
The DEIR, p. 4.11-9 states that SAFCA "has succeeded in achieving 100-year flood
protection in the Natomas Basin." The DEIR, p. 4.11-12, in its discussion of "Flood
Control Guiding Policy A", states that 100 year flood protection has been previously
obtained. As shown below, those statements are patently false.
The DEIR admits that that upgrading of the levees will be needed to achieve 200-year
level of flood protection (DEIR p. 4.11-5), that "risk of flooding is greater than
previously assumed" (DEIR p. 4.11-5), that "the current level of flood protection is now
in question in some areas," (DEIR p. 4.11-9), that the levees are "at risk of underseepage
and erosion hazards during a 100-year storm event" (DEIR p. 4.11-21. -22, and that the
risk of underseepage and erosion hazards in a 100-year storm event is "potentially
significant." (Impact 4.11.3).
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In fact, the DEIR inexcusably fails to disclose that by letter dated July 20, 2006, the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers ("Corps") formally withdrew its 1998 opinion (attached to the
July 20, 2006 Corps letter) that the levees protecting the Basin were adequately
constructed to withstand the FEMA 100-year flood. (EXHIBIT ONE).
The now-rescinded 1998 Corps opinion was the sole basis for FEMA's decision to show
the Basin on the FEMA's Flood Insurance Rate Map ("FIRM") as being outside of the
FEMA 100-year flood plain. FEMA's National Flood Insurance Program is primarily an
insurance program which relies upon engineering determinations performed by, or
reviewed by, the Corps, in its determination of those lands to include in its Flood
Insurance Rate Map, ("FIRM").
In a press interview which accompanied the release of the Corps letter of July 20, 2006,
a spokesman for the Corps stated that "We agree, the levees today do not meet current
certification criteria" (EXHIBIT TWO, Sacramento Bee, "Faith in Levees Officially
Downgraded", July 27, 2006).
Lester Snow, Director of the California Department of Water Resources, by letter
addressed to Sacramento Mayor Heather Fargo, dated November 21, 2006, (EXHIBIT
THREE) stated that the Natomas levee system does not meet minimum federal flood
insurance program standards for 100-year flood protection, that "the area is at high
risk" and that DWR was working with FEMA to have the Basin remapped into an AR
or A99 Special Flood Hazard Zone. Director Snow further stated: "In the meantime it is
imperative that additional measures be taken to reduce the threat to public safety and
property" and that "with less than 100-year flood protection, the chance of homes
flooding over the next ten years is approximately 10 percent." He recommended a
number of measures which City of Sacramento should undertake "to protect the public
against this higher risk," which included a "limitation on new construction until
minimum flood protection is achieved." (Id, p. 2)
By separate letters dated July 31, 2006, to SAFCA and to FEMA, Les Harder, Deputy
Director of the California Department of Water Resources ("DWR") stated that DWR
concurred with the Corps opinion; that "additional analyses are underway to develop a
strategy for providing FEMA 100-year flood protection"; and that "even under the best
scenario, it will take several years to make the necessary improvements." (EXHIBITs
FOUR, FIVE)
Mr. Harder's July 31, 2006, letter to SAFCA, p. 2, stated DWR's concurrence with the
Corps letter of July 29, 2006, and expressed the urgency of timely FEMA re-mapping of
the Basin "to accurately depict the level of increased flood risk" because of the extent of
existing and planned development. (EXHIBIT FOUR) In his letter to FEMA, Mr. Harder
stated that "it is clear that that portions of the levees protecting the Natomas Basin do
not meet the [FEMA] levee certification requirements." (EXHIBIT FIVE.)
The SAFCA "Executive Director's Staff Report for August 2006" to the SAFCA Board
states that the Natomas levees do not meet the 100-year FEMA standards for
certification, that re-mapping Natomas Basin as a flood zone is not a high priority for
FEMA, and that the final FEMA flood zone maps will be completed in 2012 by which
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time SAFCA anticipates completing its Natomas Levee Improvement Project. (EXHIBIT
SIX).
The SAFCA Executive Director's report to the SAFCA Board ,dated February 16, 2006,
titled "Information - Natomas Levee Evaluation Study", (EXHIBIT SEVEN)
acknowledged that less than 100-year flood protection was "high risk", and that greater
than 100-year but less than 200 year protection was "moderate risk." (p. 1); that a study
by URS in 2002 concluded that most of the levees would need "substantial additional
work . . .to reach a high level of flood protection" (p. 2), and that the 2005, URS report
for the Corps determined that at some locations, there was potential for subsurface
permeability "that could threaten the stability of the affected levees ..." (p. 3)
Does City agree with the statements by the Director of DWR, supra, that Natomas is at
high risk of flooding from the Sacramento or American Rivers due to having less than
100-year flood protection? (see EXHIBIT THREE p. 1.) If not, please explain why not?
Does City agree with the statements by the Executive Director of SAFCA, supra, that less
than 100-year flood protection is “high risk”? (See EXHIBIT SEVEN, p. 1) If not,
please explain why not.
Does the City contend that the Basin is not at high risk of flooding due to its present
lack of 100-year flood protection? If so, please explain why City believes that the Basin
is not at high risk of flooding.
There is a long history of through-seepage and underseepage of the levees protecting
the Basin during high water events. The failures of the levees along the Feather and
Yuba Rivers in l986 and 1997 were caused by underseepage, during high water
conditions which were well below the tops of the levees. There were significant
weaknesses manifested at points along the Sacramento River levee during the l997 high
water event. During the January 1, 2006 high water event, which was much less than
the 100-year flood river elevation, there were numerous boils landward of the
Sacramento River levee at the RD 1000 Prichard Lake Pump Station, which were
remedied by removal of the pump station and filling 800 feet of the North Drainage
Canal. Major repairs at that site were authorized by SAFCA and are ongoing.
Well before release of the DEIR in November 2006, geotechnical engineering studies
and soil borings performed for the Corps in 2000-2001 (see EXHIBIT EIGHT) circular
for the Corps and SAFCA distributed to public meetings, July 2002) and 2005 ("Final
Geotechnical Report For Sacramento River East Levee and Natomas Cross Canal South
Levee" November 2005, by URS Engineering for the Corps), and the Draft and Final
SAFCA Levee Evaluation Report, March 2006 and July 14, 2006, (EXHIBIT NINE) and
exhaustive geotechnical engineering studies, released in March 2005, (see EXHIBITS
TEN, ELEVEN, TWELVE), technical charts omitted but available at SAFCA office) and
designated as Appendices of Draft and Final SAFCA Reports, disclosed extensive
subsurface soil permeability and vulnerability to serious underseepage in numerous
locations along the levees of the Sacramento and American Rivers and the Natomas
Cross-Canal protecting the Basin, that failed to meet Corps standards for the 100 and
200-year water surface event and could cause levee collapse during high water events
occurring more frequently that the 100-year event (i.e.: the levees did not provide 10012

year flood protection.) The DEIR spoke generally about studies and planned
improvements but failed to disclose the identity of these documents or list them as
references in the DEIR, except for the Draft SAFCA Draft Levee Evaluation Report.
Exhaustive engineering studies designated as Appendices of SAFCA's Draft and Final
Natomas Levee Evaluation Study Reports disclose numerous reaches of levee which do
not meet U.S. Army Corps ("ACE") underseepage guidelines for the 100-year Water
Surface Elevation (WSE.) See (1) "Problem Identification Report, Sacramento River
East Levee Natomas Basin Evaluation," February 1, 2006, EXHIBIT TEN, pp. 12, 22, 30,
33, 35, 40, 46, 50, 54-55, 58, 62; "Problem Identification Report, American River North
Levee Natomas Basin Evaluation," February 1, 2006, EXHIBIT ELEVEN, (failure to
meet Corps guidelines for through seepage) pp. 16, 21, 25, 27; and (3) "Problem
Identification Report, Natomas Cross Canal Levee Natomas Basin Evaluation," March
14, 2006, EXHIBIT TWELVE, pp. 24, 27, 29, 32, 34, 37, 39. The reports recommend
construction of deep slurry walls, to depths ranging from 50 to 110 feet deep through
and beneath much of the levee system on the Sacramento and American Rivers to attain
compliance with Corps standards. A map showing the location of recommended
slurry walls is in SAFCA's Draft and Final Natomas Levee Evaluation Study Reports.
Please review EXHIBIT THIRTEEN, letter of Jay Punia, General Manager, California
State Reclamation Board, September 5, 2006, commenting on City's Greenbriar DEIR,
which is applicable to Panhandle and any other project in the Basin. Mr. Punia
correctly states that the current FEMA FIRM designation, that Natomas is outside the
100-year flood plain, "is an outdated regulatory designation, which is not supported by
the present best available information regarding the integrity of the Natomas levee
system." (Id., p 2).
All of the reports and documents cited above, except for the DWR letter dated
November 21, 2006, were in City's possession and known to City staff and the project
consultant prior to issuance of this DEIR in November 2006. Indeed, our organizations
raised these very same issues, and cited the very same documents in our letter to City
and LAFCo dated September 5, 2006, commenting on the DEIR for the Greenbriar
project, yet City's DEIR for this Panhandle project failed to disclose most of these
documents or the information contained therein, and only hinted at the existing flood
hazard. A reasonable person can only conclude that City is systematically engaged in a
pattern of deliberate deception and concealment of the true condition of the levees
protecting the Basin.
It is increasing apparent that the City and Applicant are fast-tracking the Panhandle
project for expedited approval, hoping for land use entitlements and start of
construction before FEMA issues new a Floodplain Insurance Rate Map ("FIRM") which
recognizes that the Natomas Basin, including much or all of the Panhandle project area,
is a flood plain with less than 100-year flood protection. Such a designation by FEMA
would require City to impose very strong restrictions on new development within the
Natomas flood plain, including Panhandle, as a condition of retaining the community's
eligibility for FEMA Flood Insurance.
The DEIR, at pp.4.11-5 and 4.11-23, mistakenly asserts that the necessary levee upgrades
"are anticipated to be constructed within the next 2 to 5 years." In fact, SAFCA's own
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Natomas Levee Evaluation Study, Final Report, July 14, 2006, "Final Report Summary"
states that 2012 is the targeted date of completion, assuming that the first construction
contract is executed in 2007. See also Table FR-1 of the "Final Report Summary", supra.
Does City disagree with SAFCA's estimate of the date of completion of levee
improvements (2012)? If so, please explain why.
Does City contend that SAFCA will be able to achieve 100-year flood protection, under
current Corps and FEMA criteria, prior to 2012? If so, please explain why.
Does City contend that the levees protecting the Basin meet the current FEMA
standards for 100-year flood protection? If so, please explain in detail how the levees
protecting the Basin meet current FEMA and Corps standards for certification as
providing 100-year flood protection, and please disclose all documents and engineering
reports supporting such a contention. Such discussion should consider all of the
documents referenced above which state that portions of the levees do not meet current
Corps criteria for 100-year flood protection.
What is the likelihood, expressed in percentage of occurrence of a flood event
occurrence equal to, or exceeding, the FEMA 100-year flood event occurring during any
one-year period? What is the mathematical likelihood of such an event during a 30-year
period? Please provide documentation and calculations which support the answer.
Using current Corps of Engineers hydrologic engineering criteria, please disclose the
estimated water surface elevation and flood depths estimated to occur at the highest
and lowest present elevations of the Panhandle project during both a 100-year flood
event and a 200-year flood event on the Sacramento River, and, alternatively, the
American River.
Please describe the anticipated physical impact, upon persons and property, of flooding
of the project site in the event of levee failure during estimated 100-year and 200-year
flood events.
The DEIR, pg. 4.11-5 erroneously asserts that the Natomas Levee Evaluation Report
estimate that the required levee improvements would cost approximately $270,000,000.
The Recirculated DEIR should state that SAFCA's Levee Evaluation Report, July 14,
2006, "Final Report Summary" states that the "fully funded cost of the project, assuming
a annual 10% escalation rate, could rise to $414 million, " assuming that the project
starts in 2007 and is completed during 2012.
Please identify the amount and sources of all funding which has been approved,
authorized and appropriated, or is actually available now or is committed to being
available when needed, to pay for the upgrades necessary to provide FEMA 100-year
and 200-year levels of protection. Please identify and provide supporting
documentation.
Please disclose and identify anticipated sources of funding which have not yet been
approved or committed. Please disclose why City believes that that such funding will
be approved?
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Please describe what the City has done to fund the future upgrading of the levees
protecting the Natomas Basin. How much money has City contributed, or has
committed to contribute, to efforts to upgrade the levees, since January 2005?
What actions is City undertaking to comply with the request of the Director of the
California Department of Water Resources (EXHIBIT THREE p. 2) to limit new
construction in Natomas Basin until the levees are upgraded and re-certified by the
Corps as providing adequate protection against the FEMA 100-year flood event?
Does the City intend to comply with the request of the California Department of Water
Resources (EXHIBIT THREE, p. 2) to limit new construction in the Basin "until
minimum flood protection is achieved"?
If the City does not intend to comply with his request, please explain why.
b.

Mitigation Measures

Proposed Mitigation Measure 4.11.3, states that if FEMA decertifies the levees , the
applicant shall implement one of the following mitigation measures, to be terminated
upon re-certification by FEMA: either (a) raise building pads high enough to remove
structures from the 100-year floodplain as identified by FEMA in its decertification, , or;
(b) developer would participate in a regional mechanism for funding the upgrade of
levees to the FEMA 100-year level of protection. However, neither measure would be
applicable to construction started prior to FEMA's de-certification, thereby leaving the
residents of those homes vulnerable to deep flooding. The regional funding mechanism
hypothesized by MM 4.11.3 does not exist.
These Mitigation Measures obviously fail to mitigate for impacts of flooding as to those
structures built prior to FEMA's re-mapping of Natomas Basin as a flood plain.
Moreover, the regional funding mechanism hypothesized by MM 4.11.3 even if
implemented, provides no mitigation until the levees are upgraded and certified by the
Corps as adequate to protect the Basin against the FEMA 100-year flood event, or such
greater level of protection that the Corps may deem adequate to provide a safe level of
flood protection for an urban area. Mere payment of money to a levee repair fund (if
one then exists) as required by MM 4.11.3 provides no flood protection. Flood
protection is only provided by upgraded levees.
Does the levee repair fund described in MM 4.11.3 presently exist? If so, please
describe.
Until necessary levee upgrades are completed and certified by the Corps as adequate to
protect the Basin against the FEMA 100-year flood event, will the City require that
Panhandle landowners, developers and their successors-in-interest, employees, and
agents, including real estate brokers, provide written disclosure to all prospective
buyers, lenders, bond, and insurers of property within Panhandle of (1) the Corps
determination that levees surrounding the Basin may fail during high water events
which are less than the FEMA 100-year flood; and (2) the anticipated flood depths at
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Panhandle, as estimated by the Corps, in the event of levee failure during 100-year
FEMA flood event, and also during a 200-year FEMA flood event?
If the City will not require such written disclosures, explain why not.
Will the City provide such written disclosures? If not, please explain why not.
If the City will not require such written disclosures, will the developer applicants
provide such disclosures? If not, please explain why not.
Will City require all owners of residential and commercial property in Panhandle to
buy and maintain FEMA flood insurance, until the levees are re-certified by the Corps?
If not, please explain why.
The letter of Lester Snow, Director of California Department of Water Resources, to
Mayor Fargo, November 21, 2006, recommends that the City undertake a number of
actions to protect the public against the current high risk of flooding, pending
completion of the levee upgrades. (EXHIBIT THREE, p. 2).
For each measure listed by Director Snow, please state (1) whether City will implement
those measures, and (2) if the City will not implement any of these measures, please
explain why not.
We suggest the following alternatives:
(a)
Consideration of annexation, and development be deferred until levee upgrades
are complete, and the Corps has certified that the levees meet the FEMA and Corps of
Engineers criteria for 200-year flood protection. If the annexation is approved by
LAFCO, it should be subject to the above conditions, which should be enforceable by
LAFCo and citizen suits.
(b) If LAFCO approves the annexation without conditioning development upon
completion and certification of levee upgrades as meeting the FEMA and Corps criteria
for 100 or 200-year flood protection, then LAFCO should require, as conditions of
approval, that all structures be built at least 3 feet above the 100-year flood elevation, as
determined by the Corps, that flood insurance be required, that City undertake those
measures recommended by Lester Snow, Director of California Department of Water
Resources, in his letter to Mayor Fargo, dated November 21, 2006 (EXHIBIT THREE)
and that the City develop an evacuation plan for Natomas Basin, to be implemented in
the event of levee breach.
c.
The DEIR failed to consider effect of global warming in its
analysis of flood hazards threatening the Natomas Basin
The DEIR fails to disclose, analyze or consider the possible effect of global warming on
the frequency and elevation of high water conditions in the Sacramento or American
Rivers, and thus the potential for flooding of Natomas Basin. A Recirculated DEIR
should do so.

16

It is now generally recognized that global warming will, among other things, lead to (1)
sea level rise, and (2) generally warmer winters in California. See, for example,
California Dept. of Water Resources, "Progress on Incorporating Climate Change Into
Planning and Management of California's Water Resources: Technical Memorandum,"
July 2006. Sufficient modeling data now exists to permit estimates of risk in future
years.
The elevation and flow of the Sacramento and American Rivers adjacent to Natomas
Basin, are affected by the level of the sea and tidal action, particularly during winter
and spring, when the tides are the highest and when the flows of the Sacramento and
American Rivers are the greatest. The juxtaposition of high tide and high river flows
led to the near-overtopping of the Sacramento River east levee, at Sacramento, in l987.
It is logical to conclude that the predicted rise in sea level, accompanied by a correlating
rise in the elevation of the tides, may affect the influence of high tides on the surface
elevation and flow of the Sacramento River. A probable consequence would be to
increase the river's surface elevation beyond what it is under today's tidal conditions.
Assuming, hypothetically, that winter and spring precipitation remains the same, and
that the prediction of generally warmer winters is accurate, then a larger proportion of
the winter and spring precipitation on the Sacramento and American River watersheds
will be in the form of rainfall, which drains to the Sacramento and American Rivers,
and a lesser proportion will be retained as snowpack, which melt more gradually in the
spring. This phenomenon has already been observed occurring in recent years, as
northern California's winter snowline shifts to higher elevation, and rains more
frequently fall onto snowpack during winter.
The scenario of sea level rise and warmer winters during the lifetime of the Panhandle
project have potential to lead to increased volume and surface elevation of the 100-year
flood event, and more frequent occurrence of what is recognized by the Corps today as
the 100-year flood event under present conditions.
Thus, the Recirculated DEIR should base its analysis of flood hazard not only on the
present flows of the Sacramento Rivers, but also on the projected future flows and
surface elevations during the lifetime of the project which take into account climate
change, including the effects of (1) rising sea level, and (2) a higher proportion of winter
precipitation being in the form of rainfall, possibly leading to increased rate and volume
of runoff during the winter and early spring. Recent scientific studies regarding the
effect of global warming on California's future climate and water regime are readily
available from the State of California global climate change website.
Climate change in the near future which will affect sea level and flows of the Central
Valley rivers is now recognized as something that will happen, and cannot be dismissed
as too speculative for analysis and consideration in an EIR for a project which is
protected from deep flooding by levees which the Corps has determined do not meet
even the FEMA standards for protection against the 100-year flood event.
d.

Exposure Of City And Possibly LAFCO To Legal Liability For
Consequences Of Flooding Of Project Approved With
Knowledge That Project Was Exposed To Hazard Of Flooding
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The Paterno decision found the State of California liable for damages to persons and
property arising from a 1986 levee breach because the State knew that a levee section
was defective and did not make repairs. The full scope of governmental legal liability
for damages due to flooding have not yet been determined. The City does not address
the issue of liability for approving development in areas that are not safe. The City
exposes itself to future court or legislative action that will extend liability to local
government, such as the City of Sacramento when it exercises its discretion to approve a
project in a floodplain with full knowledge that engineers and the Corps have
determined that the project site has less than 100-year flood protection. Despite
SAFCA's plans for upgrading the levees, which are not yet funded and which cannot be
implemented until fully funded, the project site and the entire Natomas Basin, will be
remain exposed to unreasonable flood hazard until the levees are upgraded to a level
sufficient to protect against flood hazard.
Be assured that if there is a levee breach, and massive damage therefrom, the City will
be one of the defendants named in the resulting lawsuits.
The cost of defending litigation and paying awards of damages may significantly
impact the environment to the extent that City's ability to perform those functions
which would benefit the environment (e.g.: trash collection, parks) may be impeded by
the diversion of resources to defending litigation and paying damages. The DEIR
should address the potential for such impacts.
LAFCO should also consider that its approval of this annexation, with full knowledge
of City's intention to permit residential development of the Panhandle without
adequate flood protection, may carry the possibility of exposing LAFCO to potential
liability in the event of levee breach and flooding.
2.

Development of the Panhandle Would Violate Sacramento General Plan
Section 8, Health and Safety, Goal A, Policy One (Flood Hazards)

Development on the Panhandle site prior to upgrade of the levees to 100-year level of
flood protection (current FEMA and Corps standards) would be inconsistent with
Sacramento City General Plan Section 8, Goal A, Policy One, Flood Hazards, which
states:
"Prohibit development of areas subject to unreasonable risk of flooding unless
measures can be implemented to eliminate or reduce the risk of flooding." (DEIR
p. 4.11-10.)
DEIR p. 4.11-10 states that the project is consistent because "it is currently located in
FEMA Zone X, designating areas protected from 100-year flood by levees." As stated
above, the Corps, DWR, and SAFCA have determined that Natomas Basin, including
the Panhandle, is not protected from flooding at the 100-year level. The current
designation of Natomas Basin as being in FEMA Zone X is outdated and is based on a
Corps opinion which was formally withdrawn.
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Lester Snow, Director of DWR, in his letter dated November 21, 2006, EXHIBIT
THREE, p. 2, first paragraph, states that "with less than 100-year flood protection, the
chance of homes [in Natomas Basin] flooding over the next 10 years is approximately 10
percent."
The Director of the California Department of Water Resources has stated that Natomas
is at high risk of flooding from the Sacramento or American Rivers due to having less
than 100-year flood protection. (see EXHIBIT THREE p. 1.) The Executive Director of
SAFCA, supra, has stated that less than 100-year flood protection is “high risk”? (See
EXHIBIT SEVEN, p. 1) If not, please explain why not.
Does City believe that the expert opinions of the Directors of DWR and SAFCA is
conclusive evidence that there is "unreasonable risk of flooding", which requires
prohibition of development in the Basin under General Plan Section 8, Goal A, Policy
One (Flood Hazards), supra?
If not, please explain why City believes that there is not unreasonable risk of flooding
which triggers the prohibition against development in the Basin pursuant to General
Plan Section 8, Goal A, Policy One (Flood Hazards).
Isn't new development Panhandle project site inconsistent with this General Plan
policy?
If City believes that new development on the Panhandle project site, prior to upgrading
of the levees to 100-yer level of flood protection as determined by current Corps
standards, is consistent with General Plan Policy One, Flood Hazards, please explain
why.
3.

Development of the Panhandle Would Violate the North Natomas
Community Plan Flood Control Policy Guiding Policy A

Development on the Panhandle site prior to upgrade of the levees to 100-year level of
flood protection (current FEMA and Corps standards) would be inconsistent with the
North Natomas Community Plan Flood Control Guiding Policy A, which states:
"One hundred year flood protection must be obtained prior to any new
residential development in the North Natomas Community." (DEIR p. 4.11-12.)
The DEIR, p. 4.11-12, states that "this level of flood protection has been previously
obtained", which was once believed to be true. Per the documents and reports cited and
discussed above, it is now known that the Basin does not have 100-year flood
protection, which is known to City. City's assertion in this DEIR that the Basin
currently has 100-year flood protection is dishonest.
City cannot rely upon the fact that FEMA's Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) still
shows the Basin as outside the 100-year flood plain. Per the documents cited above, the
Basin clearly does not have 100-year flood protection.
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4.

Flood Hazard for the Basin Has Increased Since 1997 Due to Levee
Improvements On the Feather and Yuba Rivers Upstream of Sacramento

The DEIR, p. 4.11-2, references the "demonstrated ability of the applicable levees
to withstand high flows in the Sacramento and American Rivers during the storms of
l997.
The DEIR fails to disclose that the east levee of the Feather River failed in the l997
storms, thereby causing the diversion of a large volume of water into the Middle
American Basin, between Yuba City and the Bear River, and its temporary detention
during the remainder of the flood. Had the Feather River levee held, this volume of
water would have passed by Sacramento at the height of the l997 event. Whether the
Sacramento River levee would have held if the Feather River levee had not failed in l997
is unknown. The same situation occurred in the l986 flood event.
During the past two years, those parts of the Feather and Yuba River levees
which failed in l986 and l997, and other vulnerable portions of the Feather-Yuba-Bear
River levees have been upgraded. Consequently, it is much less likely that the FeatherYuba-Bear River levees will fail during a future major storm event. Consequently, the
DEIR should re-examine its assessment of the likelihood of flooding in light of the fact
that the area east of the Feather River upstream of Sacramento is much less likely to
provide a de fact "detention basin" during future major storm events.
We hope these comments are helpful in clarifying community concerns about the
proposed Panhandle project area development.
Sincerely,

Barbara Graichen, President
Natomas Community Association
916-991-2177

Janis Heple, Chair
Sacramento Group, Sierra Club
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Andy Sawyer, President
Environmental Council of Sacramento
916-442-4215

Jude Lamare, President
Friends of the Swainson's Hawk
916-447-4956
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James P. Pachl
Attorney at Law

717 K Street, Suite 534
Sacramento, California, 95814
Tel: (916) 446-3978
Fax: (916) 447-8689

jpachl@sbcglobal.net

May 24, 2007
Chair and Members
Sacramento City Planning Commission
915 I Street
Sacramento, Ca. 95814
Re:

M05-031/P05-077 Northgate 880/Panhandle

Dear Joseph Yee, Chair, and Members of the Commission,
I represent Sierra Club, ECOS - The Environmental Council of Sacramento and Friends of the
Swainson's Hawk. We filed extensive comments on the DEIR. We learned about the hearing
earlier this week and are requesting more time to be able to review the FEIR and comment in
detail. Staff did not mail notices of availability of the FEIR, nor the FEIR, to us. Staff also
advises that it did not send notice of this hearing to us, although it appears that a notice of
hearing but not notice of availability of the FEIR was sent to ECOS. We understand that other
parties received copies of the FEIR on Saturday May 19, which leaves much too little time for
review of an FEIR for a project with controversial issues.
We object to the approval of the project as presented.
1.
Certification of EIR. CEQA Guidelines § 15025(b) and (c) prohibit certification of
an EIR by the Planning Commission in projects where the Planning Commission sits as an
advisory body to make a recommendation on the project to a decision-making body (Board
of Supervisors).
CEQA Guideline § 15025 (b)(1) states:
"(b) The decision-making body of a public agency shall NOT delegate the following
functions:
(1)
Reviewing and considering a Final EIR or approving a Negative Declaration prior
to approving a project."
CEQA Guideline § 15025 (c) states:
"(c) Where an advisory body such as a planning commission is required to make a
recommendation on a project to the decision-making body, the advisory body shall also
review and consider the EIR or negative declaration in draft or final form."

Guideline 15025, like many of the CEQA Guidelines, is followed by Discussion by the drafters
intended to provide interpretation of the Guideline (c) says (attached.):
"Subsection (c) reflects an administrative interpretation which applies the requirements
of CEQA to advisory bodies. Such bodies need not and may not certify an EIR, but
they should consider the effects of a project in making their decisions."
Here the Commission is only advisory to the Council on most aspects of the project approval,
including key elements such as application for annexation and amendment of the General Plan.
The decisions proposed for the Commission to approve cannot be implemented without the
Council approval of all of the other elements of the staff recommendation.
2) Definition of Flood Hazard Safety Measures. The FEIR and staff report recommend that
the project mitigate placing new houses in a flood hazard area by compliance with those
conditions that will be imposed by FEMA which are predicted to be in the AE Zone, AR Zone
and/or A99 Zone. However, the FEIR and staff recommendation fail to disclose what levels of
safety are required by each FEMA zone. A 99 zone, for instance, requires no protections at all.
CEQA requires information like this to be disclosed to the public and decision makers so that
informed opinions based on fact can be developed before making decisions about approvals.
The environmental community and community associations in Natomas have asked the City to
adopt a moratorium on further development entitlements in the Natomas Basin until the levees
are repaired. This proposed project approval and accompanying EIR fail to adequately disclose
the full consequences of improving more development now, and the EIR does not respond
adequately to the request for a moratorium on growth approvals in the face of very high
uncertainty about future flood protection.
3) Open Space Buffer. The SACOG Blueprint principles do not justify eliminating the open
space buffer from the community plan as claimed by staff. The EIR fails to respond to our
comments on the importance of maintaining the open space buffer as originally planned. The
Staff recommendation refers to Smart Growth Principles that do not address transitions between
urban uses and rural and natural conservation areas. Moreover, the EIR alternative that includes
the Open Space Buffer on the east side of the project area has higher density land uses and is very
compatible with the Blueprint principles.
4) Finance Plans. As we pointed out in the DEIR, the Finance Plan should be circulated
for a 45 day review period. That has not been done. Moreover, the mitigation program now
refers to two financing plans, including a future finance plan for all park, trails, open
space/parkway or other open space areas:
Finance Plan: The Applicant shall provide a Finance Plan for the project
prior to final map approval that includes the development of all designated
park facilities, trails, open space/parkway or other open space areas
anticipated to be maintained by the City of Sacramento Department of
Parks and Recreation. The Plan shall include all improvements costs
associated with the designated park facilities, trails, open space/parkway
or other open space areas along with ongoing maintenance and operation
costs for these facilities in perpetuity.

The public has a right to review of any Finance Plan as an integral feature of the mitigation
program. The public and decision makers cannot form an opinion on the feasibility of the trails,
open space and parks without an opportunity to review and comment upon the financing plan
prior to project approval. To postpone the financing plan until after project approval is a
violation of CEQA.
5. Agricultural Land Impacts Not Mitigated. The project has significant direct and
cumulative impacts on preservation of agricultural lands. Mitigation Measure 4.2.1 proposes to
"stack" mitigation of loss of agricultural land onto the mitigation requirement established by the
Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan for protection of threatened species.
Mitigation Measure 4.2.1 (From MMP). The Applicant shall protect one acre of
existing farmland of equal or higher quality for each acre of Prime Farmland or
Farmland of Statewide Importance that would be converted to non-agricultural
uses in the Panhandle PUD. This protection may consist of the establishment of
farmland easements or other appropriate mechanisms. The farmland to be
preserved shall be located within the County. This mitigation measure may be
satisfied by compliance with other mitigation requirements involving the
permanent conservation of agricultural lands and habitat.
This impact is significant and unavoidable.
As we have stated previously in comments on the DEIR, it is not appropriate to use habitat
lands to mitigate for agricultural impacts.
"There is no substantial evidence that preservation of habitat mitigation land under the NBHCP will also
mitigate for loss of farmland. The farmland and endangered species habitat mitigation requirements having
differing goals which in some instances are incompatible. Mitigation for loss of agricultural land is
intended to preserve production agriculture. By contrast the Natomas Basin Conservancy is mandated to
manage its land as “high quality habitat” for covered species, notably the threatened Giant Garter Snake and
the Swainson’s Hawk. Twenty-five percent of NBC land is required to be converted to managed marsh, a
non-agricultural use, and another 25% managed for high quality upland habitat values, which, due to soil
and agricultural market conditions, is nearly impossible to achieve in the Basin on land managed for
production agriculture. Moreover, it cannot be determined whether “stacking” can succeed for Panhandle’s
agricultural and habitat mitigation, because no land has been identified for the proposed mitigation of
habitat and agricultural impacts of the Panhandle project."

Very Truly Yours,

JAMES P. PACHL, Attorney

TEXT OF CEQA GUIDELINE SECTION 15025

15025. Delegation of Responsibilities
(a) A public agency may assign specific functions to its staff to assist in administering CEQA.
Functions which may be delegated include but are not limited to:
(1) Determining whether a project is exempt.
(2) Conducting an Initial Study and deciding whether to prepare a draft EIR or Negative
Declaration.
(3) Preparing a Negative Declaration or EIR.
(4) Determining that a Negative Declaration has been completed within a period of 180 days.
(5) Preparing responses to comments on environmental documents.
(6) Filing of notices.
(b) The decision-making body of a public agency shall not delegate the following functions:
(1) Reviewing and considering a final EIR or approving a Negative Declaration prior to
approving a project.
(2) The making of findings as required by Sections 15091 and 15093.
(c) Where an advisory body such as a planning commission is required to make a
recommendation on a project to the decision-making body, the advisory body shall also review
and consider the EIR or Negative Declaration in draft or final form.
Note: Authority cited: Section 21083, Public Resources Code; Reference: Section 21082,
21100.2 and 21151.5, Public Resources Code; Kleist v. City of Glendale, (1976) 56 Cal. App. 3d
770.
Discussion: This section is a recodification of former Section 15055 with one additional feature.
The section is necessary in order to identify functions in the CEQA process that a decisionmaking body can delegate to other parts of the Lead Agency. The agency can operate more
efficiently when many functions are delegated to the staff rather than requiring the decisionmaking body to perform all the functions.
Subsection (b) codifies the holding in Kleist v. City of Glendale by identifying the functions that
cannot be delegated. The functions of considering the environmental document and making
findings in response to significant effects identified in a final EIR are fundamental to the CEQA
process. These steps bring together the environmental evaluation and the decision on the project.
This section is intended to assure that the environmental analysis of a project is brought to bear
on the actual decision on the project. The section also serves to guide agencies away from
practices that have been ruled invalid.

Subsection (c) reflects an administrative interpretation which applies the requirements of CEQA
to advisory bodies. Such bodies need not and may not certify an EIR, but they should consider
the effects of a project in making their recommendations. This section also suggests that advisory
bodies may consider a draft EIR.
(Underlining added for emphasis/ jpp)
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General Comments:
All projects are subject to District rules in effect at the time of construction. A complete listing of
current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by calling (916) 874‐4800. The District thanks the City
of Sacramento for the opportunity to comment on this project. If you have additional questions or
require further assistance, please contact me at jhurley@airquality.org or (916) 874‐2694.
Sincerely,
‐JJ Hurley
Joseph James Hurley
Planner/Analyst
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
916.874.2694
Attachments: SMAQMD Rules & Regulations Statement





SMAQMD Rules & Regulations Statement (revised 3/12)
The following statement is recommended as standard condition of approval or construction document
language for all development projects within the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management
District (SMAQMD):
All projects are subject to SMAQMD rules in effect at the time of construction. A complete listing of
current rules is available at www.airquality.org or by calling 916.874.4800. Specific rules that may relate
to construction activities or building design may include, but are not limited to:
Rule 201: General Permit Requirements. Any project that includes the use of equipment capable of
releasing emissions to the atmosphere may require permit(s) from SMAQMD prior to equipment
operation. The applicant, developer, or operator of a project that includes an emergency generator,
boiler, or heater should contact the SMAQMD early to determine if a permit is required, and to begin
the permit application process. Portable construction equipment (e.g. generators, compressors, pile
drivers, lighting equipment, etc.) with an internal combustion engine over 50 horsepower are required
to have a SMAQMD permit or a California Air Resources Board portable equipment registration. Other
general types of uses that require a permit include, but are not limited to dry cleaners, gasoline stations,
spray booths, and operations that generate airborne particulate emissions.
Rule 403: Fugitive Dust. The developer or contractor is required to control dust emissions from earth
moving activities, storage or any other construction activity to prevent airborne dust from leaving the
project site.
Rule 414: Water Heaters, Boilers and Process Heaters Rated Less Than 1,000,000 BTU PER Hour. The
developer or contractor is required to install water heaters (including residence water heaters), boilers
or process heaters that comply with the emission limits specified in the rule.
Rule 417: Wood Burning Appliances. This rule prohibits the installation of any new, permanently
installed, indoor or outdoor, uncontrolled fireplaces in new or existing developments.
Rule 442: Architectural Coatings. The developer or contractor is required to use coatings that comply
with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the rule.
Rule 460: Adhesives and Sealants. The developer or contractor is required to use adhesives and
sealants that comply with the volatile organic compound content limits specified in the rule.
Rule 902: Asbestos. The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of any regulated
renovation or demolition activity. Rule 902 contains specific requirements for surveying, notification,
removal, and disposal of asbestos containing material.
Naturally Occurring Asbestos: The developer or contractor is required to notify SMAQMD of earth
moving projects, greater than 1 acre in size in areas “Moderately Likely to Contain Asbestos” within
eastern Sacramento County. Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measures, Section 93105 & 93106 contain
specific requirements for surveying, notification, and handling soil that contains naturally occurring
asbestos.

