
 

July 21, 2021 

Sacramento Planning and Design Commission 
Members of the Sacramento City Council 
City of Sacramento Housing Element Staff 
 

Re: 2040 General Plan Housing Element – Reservations and Concerns 

 

To Whom It May Concern: 

In our letter of April 5, 2021, the Sierra Curtis Neighborhood Association explained that we 

support more equitable and inclusive neighborhoods, and the City’s larger goal of more 

affordable housing and inclusivity. We continue to support these goals; however, we do not 

support the City’s one-size-fits-all approach. This letter suggests alternative solutions and 

strategies to achieve these goals. 

We previously suggested that the City was moving too fast with its housing proposal, and that 

the process be slowed to allow time for more thoughtful consideration of the community’s 

concerns. We raised several specific questions about the efficacy of the City’s proposal in our 

April 5 letter. Since then, we have more thoroughly addressed the proposal and discussed our 

concerns. We spoke with representatives of the City, other neighborhood associations and a 

historic preservation advocacy organization about their views of the proposal. We then invited 

those individuals to speak at a Zoom forum we hosted, which drew over eighty participants 

from in and around Curtis Park. We continue to review materials and dialogue with our 

neighbors about their concerns.   

Based on these considerations we submit to you the following concerns and suggestions about 

the proposal:  

1. Allow neighborhood-by-neighborhood surveys of parcels suitable to upzoning with 

residents playing a significant role in determining locations for real affordable housing.  

 

A. The City working group should work with neighborhoods to develop a survey 
process to identify parcels that are suitable for the addition or creation of smaller 
units such as parcels that back onto existing alleys, or parcels that are deeper, wider 
or larger than typical average neighborhood parcel size. Rather than eliminating R-1 
zoning, parcels that are identified through the survey process would receive 



additional zoning designation as R-Plex. Some type of zoning code should be used as 
an overlay to R-1 when a parcel is identified as a good candidate for the addition of 
plexes. 
 

B. The City should adopt plans to allow a greater array of housing types in single family 
neighborhoods by permitting duplexes, triplexes or quad units on parcels that have 
been designated as R-Plex and can accommodate more than one housing unit. 
Criteria for identifying such parcels should be developed by the City’s soon-to-be-
formed working group with consultants, planners and neighborhood 
representatives.  Criteria should include, but not be limited to, existing height, 
setbacks and other City zoning rules, proximity to transit, and parcel size. 

 

C. The City should provide clarity about the potential property tax implications of 
rezoning. The City should review the CalTax analysis of the proposal (found here: 
https://www.caltax.org/2021/03/12/local-zoning-changes-may-trigger-higher-
property-taxes-for-some-homeowners/), which suggests that upzoning alone might 
cause these units to be reappraised to market value, stripping property owners from 
their historic protections against reassessment. 

 

2. Institute City policies that require affordable–not just market rate–housing.  

A. All Planned Unit Development’s approved within City limits should be required to 

maximize multi-unit development and affordable housing, especially on corner parcels. 

B. The City assumes that allowing a greater array of housing types in Sacramento’s 

residential neighborhoods will produce this result; however, to date (and despite 

requests) it has provided no empirical evidence that upzoning will create more 

affordable housing. The City plans to conduct an economic analysis over the next year to 

understand to what extent allowing a greater array of housing types will provide lower-

cost (market) housing options. We welcome this analysis.  

C. The City should encourage owners of residentially-zoned vacant parcels (i.e., the City 

and other public entities such as RT and CalTrans) to sell or transfer vacant parcels to 

third parties who commit to build residential units on these parcels within a certain 

timeframe. Such incentives may include but not be limited to fee waivers, expedited 

permit issuance and density bonuses within existing zoning and planning regulations.  

3. Design requirements should ensure that plexes are compatible in height and mass with 

surrounding neighborhood buildings.  

 

A. The right to build new units or modify an existing, single-family home into more than 
one unit should be subject to setback, height, and lot coverage requirements to be 
determined. The newly-established working group should work with the community to 

https://www.caltax.org/2021/03/12/local-zoning-changes-may-trigger-higher-property-taxes-for-some-homeowners/
https://www.caltax.org/2021/03/12/local-zoning-changes-may-trigger-higher-property-taxes-for-some-homeowners/


develop a plan that maintains the current scale and feel of the neighborhood block, 
while allowing a few more neighbors to move in. 
 

B. Design requirements for missing middle units on eligible parcels should be such that 
plexes are compatible with the predominant historic residential architectural styles, 
height and massing in the neighborhood.  
 

4. Allocate permits for building additional plexes equitably among neighborhoods to be 
impacted 

 
A. The City should continue to seek new opportunities for funding the construction of 

regulated affordable units, which should be cited in every neighborhood on an equitable 
basis.  The City should continue a “Fair Share” approach to locating affordable housing, 
and should explore increasing the requirement of Inclusionary Zoning in all new housing 
developments. 
 

B. The City should plan for equitable allocation of permits for building plexes among 
neighborhoods by developing a formula that would avoid concentration of development 
in lower-income neighborhoods. The City must recognize the risk to low-income 
neighborhoods of displacement and rapid gentrification induced by rezoning and an 
otherwise one-size-fits-all solution.  

C. The City plans to provide a displacement risk analysis over the next year to help 
determine if allowing a greater array of housing types will lead to an increased risk of 
displacement, especially for residents of under-served neighborhoods that may be more 
attractive to developers because of cost considerations. Whatever the findings, the City 
should promote programs to protect residents and communities from displacement 
including tenant protections, preserving existing affordable housing, creating more 
homeownership, and community planning. This could stabilize households facing 
displacement pressures and provide an opportunity for residents to purchase their 
homes and stay in their neighborhood.  

D. The City could also explore new models of financing (like those in Portland and the Fund 
Rise program) to increase home ownership of the community by the community. Also, 
residents could build wealth by investing money in a socially conscious way that would 
support the growth of their community directly. Relocation policies when adopted 
should include language requiring same-neighborhood relocation and equitable or 
greater access to amenities. 

 

 

 

 



Affordable, inclusive housing if created in a meaningful and responsive manner will benefit all 

members of our community. SCNA would be honored to participate in the working group the 

City is creating to further explore these issues Our members include individuals with decades of 

experience in housing and city planning who can bring valuable insight and skill to the working 

group. We look forward to further engagement on this lofty and laudable housing goal. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

 

 

Bill Hoover 

Bill Hoover 

President, SCNA 


