ORDINANCE NO. §4/-033

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

ORDINANCE AMENDING CERTAIN DISTRICTS IN AIRPORT-
MEADOWVIEW ESTABLISHED BY THE COMPREHENSIVE
ZONING ORDINANCE, NO. 2550, FOURTH SERIES, AS
AMENDED AND DESCRIBED IN SECTION 1. (M-675)

BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:

SECTION 1.

The attached exhibit describes Airnort-Meadowview pronerties and their current
zoning as established by Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series. The exhibit further
designates the zones for which the pronerties are to be nlaced pursuant to this
amendment.

SECTION 2.

The City Clerk of the City of Sacramento is hereby directed to amend the mans which
are a part of said Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, to conform to the provisions
of this ordinance.

SECTION 3.

Rezoning of the property described in the attached exhibit(s) by the adoption of this
ordinance shall be deemed to be.in compliance with the procedures for the rezoning
of property described in Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as said premises have
been affected by recent court decisions.

PASSED FOR PUBLICATION:

PASSED:
EFFECTIVE:
MAYOR
ATTEST: -5
APEROYEE
) APR 171984
CITY CLERK K
i THE
lao " OEE#?E?ERK -
attachments
M-675



RICHARD C. VIEILLE

REALTOR q
1851 Heritage Lane, Suite 128
Sacramento, California 85815

(216) 820-05449

April 17, 1984

City Council
Sacramento, California

Dear Council Members:

You are hereby advised that Robert Kwong has contracted to purchase
Sacramento Assessor Parcel Number 052-010-38, being the Southwest
Corner of Amherst and Meadowview in Sacramento. His offer was’
accepted and we were verbally notified by phone of the acceptance,

the sales contract has been signed by the owner of the property and

is in the mail to us. We should have it in our possession by tomorrow,
April 18.

If there are any questions about this transaction, please call me or my
Associate, Joe Ehly.

Yoqrs very truly,
(lechun ) /ety
RICHARD C. VIEILLE
RCV/dh

Y

MEMBER, SOCIETY OF INDUSTRIAL REALTORS

[
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r . AREA ONE
" EXISTING PLAN
. DESIGNATION:

' PROPUSED PLAN
' DESIGNATIUN:

HEAVY CO“MERCIAL OF
INDUSTRIAL

INDUSTRIAL i

"indicate an upgrading trend.

PROPERTY

i

A

OWNER REQUESTS

No opposition to the =~
proposed M-1R zoning i
.+ was stated.

-

PURPOSE OF CHANGE

This area contains a relatively large amount of vacant

land. Recent office developments in the southern portio
In order to provide direct
for improvement, to ensurc that new development is com-
patible with residential neighborhoods to the north and
east, and to provide an attractive area for new light
industrial development, the plan recommends a rezoning
from M-1 to M-1R, with standards for review as stated

by'a)'and b) of the preceding page of the Area 1
. . staff report.
APNs:  35-091-02,06,07,09,10; -
035-092-01,03,10,12,12.14,16,17,18;
035-101-24; 035-102-01,02,07,08,09,10,11:
-035-1G3-06,07; 035-111-10,13,14;

( PLANNING COMMISSION
ACTION

Recommend rezoning the area
outlined above and identified bv
the APNs at left from M-1 to
M-1R, with the standards for
review as stated in a) and b)

of page 1 of the Area 1 staff
report. .

L
Lon

035-112-01,02,20,22,26,27,28,29

J

— o



, April 10, 1984
SUBJECTE AREA 1

ISSUE:

The original staff recommendation was to rezone the area from

M-1 to M-1S. Several property owners with existing develooments

in this area were concerned about the effect of the M-1S standards,

particularly the feasibility of the requirement for a 25-foot land-

scaped front and street side setback. Generally, however, there

was support for an effort to improve the area. There was also

a question about the potential for developing additional access ways
from the frontage road to Freeport Boulevard.

The Commission directed staff to investigate lot deoths, exnlore
the possibility of applying an R-review to existinc develoved
parcels and/or parcels less than two acres in size, and to develo»
standards to incorporate into the community plan, with which
future development would need to be consistent.

Attachment A notes the size of the five vacant parcels in the area.
Onlyv one, the o0ld Jensen Field airstrip, is greater than two acres
in size. After consideration of lot sizes and the objectives
being pursued in this area, staff modified the recommendation so
that the area outlined in the attached map and identified by
Assessor's Parcel- Number (APN) would be rezoned from M-1 to M-1R,
rather than M-1S.

The standards to be met and ensured by the R-review will be
incorporated into the Airport Meadowview Community Plan and will
read as follows:

a). All uses shall be conducted wholly within a completely
enclosed building or within an area enclosed and screened
on all sides by a fence or wall at least six feet in
height. Chain link fences shall be planted with
evergreen vines So that screening is rprovided within a
reasonable period of time, or shall incorporate durable
slats into the chain link fabric in order to provide
screening.

b) A minimum five foot landscaped front and street side
setback shall be provided. The area between the sethack
line and the property line shall be developed and
maintained as open landscaped and green area, preferably
within a raised planter.

Freeport Boulevard is a State Highway, and the City Trafiic Engineer
indicates that permission to develop additional access ifrom the
frontage road onto Freeport Blvd. would be extremely difficult to obtair

VOTE OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission voted 7 aves, with 2 abstentions to recommend the
revised staff recommendation.

aff recommends that the Council rezone the identified varcels to
M-1R, with standards for review as stated in a) and b) above.



I ATAHAENT A

L | S0 S S 1 1 g’
_—g S’Q | S ]‘L d;___‘_.
= T :
<] po
: T - LISTER
4 | T
— _4A
v—q‘n -
—
T 7

BLAIR _ AV

735 fect

ST

14TH

LT L LTS AN

)

N

] 14 TH \ T
/A SRR NANEN

it d sm%é
afp(0x/ma\‘€e/§{ﬁ %

255 fiot




Hopied. by Uity Cuned April 17,198
Tn effct a5 of MMy 17, 1957
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(E“SNTNG o N PURPOSE OF CHANGE (" PLANNING COMMISSION
5 | LIGHT DENSITY RESIDENIlIAL is vacant parcel, ue to site confiquration, accesf, -
UESIGNATION: and the nature of adjacent .dovelopment (medical ACTION
PRUPUSED PLA offices and shopping ccnter)! is more suitable “or - A .
UESIGNAT'iur:- OFFICE office use than for residential development. The Recommend rezoning varcel
* community plan (page 38) contains policies to a) locat} 035-010-38 from R-1 to OB.
of fice development along major thoroughfares, and b) :
PRUPERTY UWNER REQUESTS‘ encourage new, attractive office development in the
L. ) community. The fact that several of the uses within
No opposition to tlie proposed the recently remodeled adjacent shopping center are
OB zoning was stated. ° office-related (dentist, real estate, insurance, incong:
tax), indicates a demand for additional office snace

, in the area. The owners of the adjacent medical offic}s .
i also own this vacant. parcel. . . -
1 : . : ‘

&\; i _ ‘ JQPNS: 035-010-38 | j\ e ; J
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EXISTING ZONING

SEE ATTACHED

A

PROPOSED ZONING

by,

(" s FOUR
EXISTIRG PLAN

UESIGNATION:

: i\[ PURPOSE OF CHANGE
LIGHT DENSITY RESID.

MULTIPLE FAMILY RESID

PROPUSED PLAN

VARIOUS RESIDENTIAL
DESIGNATIUN:

DENSITY DESIGNATIONS
and TNFILL AREA

The Infill Incentive Program adopted by City Council
on October 4,

areas" could be designated as a part of the communitv
plan update pvroccss. Areas with a concentration of

PRUPERTY UWNER REQUESTS

No opposition to the prbposed
designation was stated, -

most appropriate for designation as infill areas.
Within a designated Infill Area, lots meeting certain
size standards (see attached Ordinance) are elxgxble
for a density bonus of up to 25%, or flexible
development standards, as outl:nedxn the Infill
Incentive Program.

J

-

1983 included a provision wherehbv "infill

vacant lots and with economic and site constraints are

~

rPLANNING COMMISSION\
ACTION

Recomnend designation as a
Designated Infill Area.
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EXISTING PLAN

DESIGHATION: LIGHT DENSITY RESID.

PROPUSED PLAR

DESIGHATIUN: RESIDENTIAL 4-8

PRUPERTY UWHER REQUESTS

No opposition to the proposed

H zoning was stated.

A

PURPOSE OF CHANGE

APNs:  047- 014-09

Place this major medical care facility in the
proper zone so that it is no longer i

n nonconforming
use status. : .

EXISTING ZONING PROPOSED ZONING [
{1 manor p.3 ' o (& $ ' ”?-L; 1 MANOR 08 I. | II[ I
:U‘ » Vacant R ] « R3 .Kélﬁ\) | S FE
= 2| NUHTHH}WD) ‘ X -
-4 R" E ] - ””lllbl . BYPASS 1:EH
E > @t L1 T Y i -
R-1 ) = AL -
3 five Staticn B St : 3 ,I') TITT % ]
= o GARDENOALE - CAROEHOOLE
| cwm?cs B I-?'E Pogers . Chured , : : 3
, LE ! 113 1L Gorviesend | p-1 | CHARLES - i 5
IR A= 1= I el ¢ fo| e E l A
! JR. HIGH | MIE o - . . x - : , ' ‘JR HIGH - | 21— 'ili : = 1
i . té._;_g_: R’/ f. Va/k F EY : V ‘(_;._1_.‘?__. ; j—j %
3 - 3+ J 3 - . :
' POIRER - IL'LJ — " 0] \ [ojmcn QLJ(TI —:i Fr 8 ok
MARK MARK _é’ MARK © MARK é : i)y
. . ) ) B . — - WGT
\ HOPKINS He’igl’?s 31| Vacant | HOPKINS , “%'Z'é'.?s —13=
(" mea FIVE - Y

' \/ PLANNING COMMISSIO

ACTION

Reconmend rezoning from R-1

to H.

S
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| PURPOSE OF CHANGE o ;; PLANNING COMMISSION

~T

EXISTi'!GA%S:- LIGHT DENSITY RESID. The Plan recommends that vacant residential parcels ' ACTION .
DESIGH : greater than 5 acres in size be rezoned. from R-1 - :
PROPUSED PLAN ppoineNTIAL 4-8 to R-1A (or apply R-review suffix) so that the City Recommend rezoning parcel number

VESIGNATION: RESTDENTIAL 7-15 can obtain review authority and attempt to encourage
- - T higher guality new residential development in the
Airport Meadowview community. The standards for review

049-101-57 from R-1 to R-1A, and.
varcel number 049-041-07 from
R-1 to R-1R. .

PROPERTY OWNER REQUESTS to be used will be developed and incorporated into the
e Airport Meadowview Community Plan as a part of the
L - recommended Residential Design Guilelines, to be .
No cpposition to the proposed formulated in the Plan implementation phase. ciy CoquL CTIoON:

R-1R and R-1lA zoning was stated.
’ On April 17, 1984, City Council
) rezoned both parcels noted at left
APNs: 049-010-57: Rr-1 to R-1® _ to R-1R, as shown by the amended
"}\\‘ ) 049-041-07: R-1 to R-1R exhibit abowe. IN effect 5/17/84.

Ton e




AREA 7 PROPOSED REZONING HAS BEEN

WITHDRAWN BY STAFF AND COMMISSION
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EXISTING PLAN
DESIGHATION:

PROPUSED PLAN
VESIGNATIUN:

SHOPPING-COMMERCIAL

RESIDENTIAL 11-29

Qo

PRUPERTY UWNER KEQUESTS

The property owner does not

intend to file a final map,

therefore no new assessor's

parcel will be created. The
owner intends to make use of
the entire parcel.

A

The vacant C-2 parcel was split in Auqust of 1982,
(Tentative approval will expire in August of 1984.)
The owners (U-Haul) intended to sell off the westerly lot.)
In order to reduce the amount of vacant commercial land
in the community and to provide an opoortunity for some
higher density residential development to expand the rangg
of housing opnortunities, the plan recommends designation
of the newly created parcel at the west as Residential
11-29, with R2A zoning., The rezoning, however, cannot
occur until a final map is recorded and an Assessor's
Parcel Number assigned. A legal description of this
varcel is attached. )

APNS: - 449.360-10: C-2 to R-2a

A

TR T m@,\ - AL LIS
AL fIl HhoOAL o o K
area SEVEN PURPOSE OF CHANGE Y PLANNING commxssxow\

ACTION

Due to the policy not to place
two zoning classifications on
one parcel, and in light of the

owner's intention to make use
of the entire parcel, staff
withdrew the prooosed rezoning.

J

Planning Commission also
recommended deletion of this
parcel from the proposed
rezonings.

———
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" PROPERTY OWNER REQUESTS

The property owner of parcels
048-172-01 through -12 requests
retention of C-2 zoning or adding -
an R-review requirement to the
existing C-2 zoning so that review
of buffering aspects could‘occur‘l)

with evaluation of a development
application

e

CP\NS:

(~wen EIGHT \ PURPOSE OF CHANGE Y PLANNING -comussxow\
EXISTING PLAN  5HOPPING-COMMERCIAL e ' - : ACTION :
DESIGNATIOR: e Reduce vacant commercial acreage in community . .
PROPUSED PLAN - . Recommend designation of APNs
UVESIGNATIUN: gggigg:g;it ii_ég e Discourage pattern of small commercial lots 048-172-01 through -12 for

e Buffer the existing residential area‘from thg
impacts of commercial development (lights, signs,

traffic, noise, hours of operation)

048-172-01 thru -12: C-2 to C-2R

"Residential 7-15" and rezoning of
these parcels from C-2 to R-1.

Recommend rezoning parcel number
048-250-06 from C-2 to R-3.

CITY Councit ACTION

On April. 17, 1984, City Council rezone
the barcels as noted left

048-250-06: C-2 to R2AR

J

and shown by the amened exhibit aizj

G
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( EXISTING ZONING x[ ‘ _ PROPOS_ED ZONING ‘\
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"“aReA NINE - LiGHT DENSITY RESID Y PURPOSE OF CHANGE \( PLANNING ‘COMMISSION\
EXISTING PLAN yi;;m7pLE FAMILY RESID ACTION '

uESI"NATION'SHOPPING COMMERCIAL e Reduce vacant commercial acreage in community
Encourage slightly higher residential densities
e Make parcels have one zone rather than split zoning

PROPUSED PLAN ppoinpnrIAL 7-15

'Recommend'rezoninqslés detailed
VESIGNATION: ppSTDENTIAL 11-29 :

at left for the identified
e Rezone vacant residential parcels greater than Assessor's .Parcel Numbers.
PROPERTY OMNER REQUESTS 5 acres in size from R-1l to R-1A (or apply R-review
Mr. Crabtree, th £ 1 suffix) so that the City can obtain review c OWCJ RCTldN
. , e owner of .parcels " authority and attempt to encourage higher quality on April 17, 1984, City Councl

47,64,66 and 68, requested Tetentidch
of current HCR zoning and rezoning APNge_awresuientlal develooment in the community. rezoned the parcels as detailed

from R-1 to R-2B, rather than R-1A. 052-010-38: C-2 toR-2A at left and as shown in the amended

' ' : 052-010~-47,67,68: HCR TO R-1R exhibit above

Mr. Saathoff, of Fortunes Limited, . 052-010-65: ‘HCR/R-3 to R-1R Zone changes take effect on May 17,

reguested retention of C-2 zoning : 052-010-64,66: R-1 to R-1R 1984.
:, *a=her than the proposed R-3 zone A‘)\\¥ ")
e .
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/~men TEN - V PURPOSE OF CHANGE ‘\(PLANNING comnssmiv\

Exég{:ﬁ;‘igﬁ, MULTIPLE FAMILY RESID| Rezone so that the zoning is consistent with the : ACTION
" LIGHT DENSITY RESID. pattern of existing development. )
PROPUSED PLAN :
UES;GNATIUN; RESIDENTIAL 4-8 ’ Recommend rezoning of the parcels

identified at left from R-2 and
R-3 to R-1.

CITY Coun/cll. ALTION

On April 17, 1984, the City Council

PRUPERTY UWNER REQUESTS

No opposition to the proposgd -

rezonings was stated. 'APNS: 052-141-01 thru -21: to

R-3 R-1
. 052-141-22 thru -31: R-2 to R-1
052-142-01 thru -18: R~-3 to R-1 rezoned as shown b . :

< in. y this exhibit
052-143-01 thru -10: i g Eg z i and- detailed at 1left. Zone changes

v : J ' 052-143-11 thru -20: . ~ take effect on May 17, 1984.

-
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I LS -cf" : - el
::f‘s‘rﬁ:-f&’"e” PURPOSE OF CHANGE ~ .= }f PLANNING COMMISSION\
DESIGNATION:; SHOPPING-COMMERCIAL |{e Reduce vacant commercial acreage in community. ' o ACTION C
PROPUSED PLAN i e Provide opportunity for some higher residential density Recommend designation of the

SPECIAL PLANNING DIST . N
RESIDENTIAL 11-21 developments in order to expand the range of housing

opportunities.in the Airport Meadowview community and
encourage more efficient land use.:

parcels outlined above and
identified at left as a Special
Planning District(SPD).

VESIGNATION:

PROPERTY OWNER REQUESTS
Recommend rezoning parcel number

e Designate Special Planning District (SPD)and apply an
'049-050-11 from C-2 to R-2B.

implementing Special Planning District (SPD) zone in
areas necding revitalization, where existing zoning

No opposition to the proposed SPD
. de51gnat10n or to the ptoposed

R-2B zenlng was stated. : . cateqories would not adequately regulate the types and - A specially-tailored SPD zone
: ' standards of development (see p.37 rec.#4d of the Plan).{ is to be developed as an
APNSs:" implementation measure after

a 049-050-11:. C-2 to st, 053-010-27: OB to SPD : Community Plan adoption.:
053-010-26: C-1 to SPD 053-010-41,43,44: C-2 to SPD \ S -

L

- '**Implementing ‘SPD_zone developed after SPD desxgnation is adonted'”
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EXISTING PLAN

DESIGNATION: Light Density Resid.,

* Shopping-Commercial

PROPUSED PLAN .
UVESIGNATIUN: Residential 4-8 ! !
Residential 7-~15

r

PROPERTY OWNER REQUESTS

No opposition to the proposed
" rezoning from R-1 to R-1lR‘and
'R~1A was stated.

APNs. 052-010-32,37,47,55,56,58:

PURPOSE OF CHANGE

The Plan recommends that vacant residential parcels
greater than 5 acres in size be rezoned from R-1 to
.R-1A (or apply R-review suffix) so that the City can
obtain review authority and attempt to encourage
higher quality new residential development in the
Airport. Meadowview community.

R~-1 to R-1R
R-1 to R-1R
R~1 to R-1A

052-085-20,21:
053-010-29,48,49,51,53:

PLANNING COMMISSION\
! ., ACTION :
: Recommend rezon1ng the parcels

identified at left as detailed
at left.
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EXISTING

ZONING

. PROPOSED ZONING

'SEE ATTACHED

A

"~ meA TWELVE
EXISTING PLAN
DESIGNATION:

PROPUSED PLAN cpECIAL PLANNING DIST|
DESIGNATIUN:* OFFICE
" RESIDENTIAL 11-21

'SHOPPING-COMMERCIAL

_PRUPERTY OWNER REOUESTS

The representative for the County parcel
wanted at first to retain C-2 zoring,
but expressed no opposition to the
proposed OB zoning.

Mr.

Edwards expressed opposition to
the proposed SPD designation and
QGPD zonlng.

A

PURPOSE OF CHANGE

(SPD) zone i
where existina zoning

0Prov1de areas within the community for office development
Provide an opportunity for some higher density residential.

eDesignate Special Planning Distric®SPD)and apply an
implementing Special Planning District
areas needing revitalization.

n

categories would not adequately regulate the tvpes and

standards of development ( see p.37 rec.#4d of the Plan).
APNS: (47-013-07;10:
047-013-11:

035-334-02,18,

047-012- 10,*~,14 17,20,23,24,25,27,28 (SW):

047-013-04,058

C-2 to OB
C-2 to R-2B

24,25,29,30 (NW corner):

(SE corner)

***Implementing SPD zone developed after SPD designat
is adooted.****

C-2 to SPD/EA-4 )
C-2 to SpPp/ra-4
C -2 to SPD (-04 also EA-

4)

ior the !
the prooosed

PLANNING COMMISSION\
ACTION .

Recommend boundarles for SPD as
depicted by Attachment A and includj
the Assessor's Parcel Numbers at le

Recommend rezoning parcel 047-01307
from C-2 to OB, parcel 047-013-10
from C-2 to OB, rarcel 047 013 11
frem C-2 to R-2B.

Cll! couwvcil ACTioN
pri 1ty Council

Approved re"onlngs as deplcted by
Attachment A, thus deleting

]

SPD designation.
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ISTING PLAX
DESIGNATION:

OPUSED PLAN
DESIGNATIUN:'

SHOPPING-COMMERCIAL

SPECIAL PLANNING DIST

OFFICE
RESIDENTIAL 11-21

Y.

PURPOSE OF CHANGE

eProvide areas within the community for office development.:
o Provide an opportunity for some higher density residential.
ebesignate Special Planning DistricHSPD)and apply an
implementing Special Planning District (SPD) zone in
areas needing revitalization. where existina zoning

f want
but
| prop
.
tihe
’.'7?0

The representative for the County parcel

..PRUPERTY_UNNER REQUESTS

ed at first .to retain C-2 zoning
expressed no opposition to the
osed OB zoning.

Edwards expressed opposition to

categories would not adequately regulate the types and
standards of development ( see p.37 rec.#4d of the Plan).

APNS: 417-013-07;10: c-2 to ob
047-013-11: C-2 to R-2B
035-334-02,18,24,25,29,30 (NW corner}):
047-012-10,12,14,17,20,23,24,25,27,28
047-013-04,05 (SE corner):

’

C-2 to SPD/EA-4
(sw):
C-2 to SPD (-04 also EA-4)

*

proposed SPD designation and
zoning. ;/)

C-2 to SPp/ctA-4

**Implementing SPD zone develoved after SPD designatior,
\\_> is adooted,*t**

PLANNING COMMISSION\
JACTION

Recommend boundaries for SPD as
depicted by Attachment A and includ|
the Assessor's Parcel Numbers at lef

Recommend rezoning parcel 047-01307
from C-2 to OB, parcel 047-013-10
from C-2 to OB, parcel 047 013-11
from C-2 to R-2B,

ng

J




‘April 10, 1984

SUBJECT: AREA 12

-

ISSUE

The varcels proposed for a zoning change within Area 12 (the area

of Florin Road and 24th Street) are currently zoned C-2. The three
corners o f the intersection are the location of 3 shopping centers,
and the two southernmost parcels are vacant. The three existing
shopping centers contain many vacant and underutilized buildings (see
the Commercial Vacancy Study attached to the Area 3 report) and are
in need of revitalization measures. '

Two measures designed to enhance the business situation in the
community are a) rezoning excess, vacant commercial parcels to a
zone (office and/or residential) which will increase the population
base and buying power within the Airport Meadowview community, and

. b), establishment of Special Planning Districts,

At the City Planning Commission hearing, some property owners were
concerned about issues related to the recommended Special Planning
District (SPD) zone. Most property owners who spoke desired the
retention of C-2 zoning.

The original staff recommendation was to rezone the two southernmost
parcels of Area 12 from C-2 to R-O (see Attachment B). Some
commissioners had concerns about the R-O zone, apparently because

it was originally developed for use in the Central City, and Aid
not clearly indicate whether residential or office use was most-
desired. The Commission directed staff tc provide some additional
information on the SPD zone, and to consider alternatives to the
R-0 zone.

The action taken by the Planning Commission is shown by Attachment A,
and includes the designation of the SPD and rezonings from C-2 to

OB and R-2B.

The discussion below reviews SPD zoning and discusses alternative
zoings for the two vacant southernmost parcels in Area 12.

BACKGROUND

SPD Zoning-

Many possible variations exist for the structure, criteria, and
procedural requirements of the proposed SPD zone. A copy of the
County's "SPA Special Planning Area Land Use Zone" is attached as

an informational item. A discussion about Special Planning District
objectives is found on pages 26 through 29 of the Draft Plan.

The "Commercial Zoning" report discusses symptoms and oroblems of
declining commercial areas, and strategies to revitalize these areas.
Designation of Special Planning Districts within the Airport
Meadowview community will focus attention on these areas, provide
ﬁlexibility of use, provide technical assistance with physical
improvements, and may provide a basis for designation as an SHRA
Commercial Revitalization Area, which would provide further
professional assistance, funding, and eligibility for other assistance
programs. (The Area 11 SPD has already been .added to the SHRR
commercial revitalization list, and has been funded for a market
study in 1984.)




At this time, it is envisioned that planning staff, property owners,
‘merchants, and other interested parties would all have input in
developing the standards and procedural requirements of the SPD Zone.
Allowing flexibility of use (for example, considering uses normally
found in C-4 or even M-1 zones, rather than the C-2 zone) should be

of benefit to the property owner/merchant. Physical upgrading of

the areas will benefit the community as a whole. This can be achieved
by requiring a development to come into conformance with the

adopted standards of a specially-tailored SPD. Zone. The issue of

when Planning Commission and/or: Design Review Board review will be
required will need to be resolved when the zone is developed. At the
very least, improvements should be triggered when a) increased
intensity of use over C-2 levels is allowed; or k) a development or
area receilves some sort of economic subsidy, for example a low-interest
loan or other governmental assistance.

R-O Zoning

Although the Planning Commission is not recommending any R-O
zoning for this area, the original staff report did recommend
R-0 zoning for the two southernmost parcels (see Attachment B).

If the Council desires to consider an alternative to the Planning
Commission recommendation of R-2B and OB zoning, staff feels that

R=0 zoning would be appropriate., Staff feels that either residential
or office, or a mixture of both, would augment the population base and
help to support existing commercial development within the community.
Providing a signal for flexibility, rather than a clear direction

for just oné land use category, is beneficial because it allows the
landowner/developer more options and provides the community with
supportive development, perhaps sooner than would occur if only

one allowable use category were identified by the zone apvlied.

VOTE OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission voted 7 ayes, with 2 abstentions, to recommend
designation of a Special Planning District as depicted by Attachment

A, and including the Assessor's Parcel Numbers identified on the

Area 12 staff report sheet. Rezonings depicted by Attachment A were
also recommended. The County-owned parcel (047-013-07), being used

for a Multi-Service Center and Health and Welfare offices, would be
rezoned from C-2 to OB, which is more consistent with the existing

uses on the site. The southernmostvacant two parcels (047-013-10,
047-013-11) would be rezoned to OB (parcel #10) and to R-2B( barcel #11).

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends designation of the Special Planning District as
shown by Attachment A of the Area 12 staff report, and the
rezonings as recommended by the Planning Commission, as detailed above.

As an alternative to the Planning Commission recommended rezonlrco,
sta ff recommends R-O zoning for the two parcels being recommeded
for OB and R-2B zoning.
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Zoning Code of Sacramento County o Chapter 35
Article 6

SPA SPECIAL PLANNING AREA LAND USE ZONE

235-90. PURPOSE. The purpose of this Article is to establish a
procedure whereby the Board ar the Camission may initiate proceedings to
regulate property in areas throughout the County area that have unique
envirommental, historic, architectural, or cother features which require
special corditions not provided through the application of standard zone -
regulations. It is recognized that in certain circumstances it may be
desirable to provide for a greater range or mixture of uses in an area
than would be permitted in the standard land use zones of this Code. It
is the purpose of this Article to provide the method for the County to
guide the development of such areas so as to preserve such wnique char-
acteristics or provide for a broader mixture of land uses when appropriate.

235-91. [ESIGATIN. The abbreviation SPA appearing on a compre—
hensive zone plan incorporated in Title I, Chapte.r 1, Article 4 of this
Code indicates that the property so classified is subject to the provisions
of this Article and an ordinance adopted pursuant to this Article.

235-92. INITIATION CF ZONE. The Board or the Cammission may initiate
proceedings to place parcels within the SPA Land Use Zone, provided that
said Board ar Camnission has made the findings set forth in Section 235-95.

235-93. MANDATORY CONTENTS OF SPA ORDINANCE. An SPA Zone shall
be established by ordinance, and provisions shall be included in each SPA
Ordinance for the following matters:

(1) A list of permitted uses.

(2) Performance and development requirements relating to yards, lot
area, intensity of devequnent on each lot, parking, landscaping,
ard signs.

(3) Other design standards approprlate for the spec1f1c site and
' developnent.

(4) Legal description of property covered by the ordjname.

(5) Reasons for establishment of an SPA Land ﬁse Zone on the
particular property.

235-94. ADDITIONAL PERMISSIVE CONTENTS CF SPA ORDINANCE. The
followmg provisions are permissive and are not intended to be an exclu-
sive list of the prcm.s:Lons which may be included in an SPA Ordmance.

7C-6 B-11 . ' 2217 ' (continued)

2y
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Zoning Code of Sacramento County Chapter 35
. : Article 6

(1) Procedure for review of proposed development. The procedures
may include:

(a) Types of projects that require review.
(b) Documents required fram developers.
(c) Hearing procedures, if any.

(2) Regulations relating to ronconforming lots, uses, structures,
and signs. o

(3) Time phasing and sequence of development of projects.

235-95. FINDINGS. The Planning Camnission shall not favorably
recamend an SPA Ordinance unless the Cammission first finds that:

(a) The area included within the SPA Zone has cne or more wunusual
envirammental, historical, architectural, or other specified
significant features which justify the adoption of the SPA
Zone. .

(b) The said unusual features cannot adequately be protected by
the adoption of any other land use zone.

235-96. APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO THE SPA LAND USE ZONE. The
procedures amending an SPA Land Use Zone adopted pursuant to this Article
shall be the same as for any amendment to the Zoning Code, as set forth in
Title I, Chapter 15, Article 2 including an application therefore pursuant
to the provisions of Section 115-12.

v 235-97. SIS. Signs and permitted advertising devices may be
erected in the Special Planning Area subject to the development standards
of Title III, Chapter 35. Where specific conditions of the SPA are less
or more restrictive than the development standards, the conditions shall

apply.

Z2C-6 B-12 228



CITY OF SACRAMENTO

MARTY VAN DUYN

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT _ e DIRECTOR
$27 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO. CA 85814 ‘
SUITE 300 TELEPHONE (916} 449-5604

February 21, 1934

"MEMORANDUM

T0: O0fficial Record M-675
FROM:  Art Gee
SUBJECT:  Abstention By Commissioners Ishmael and Holloway cn

Airport Meadowview Community Plan and Related Matters

On the advice of the City Attorney's Office, Commissioners Ishmael and
Holloway abstained from participation on the following areas of discussion:

Goals, Objective, Recommended Actions & Policies

Page 35 - Objective £7
Page 36 - Recommended Action 2d,4a,4f,5a,6b

iiext Step
Page 100 & 101 - 1 (d,i,k,0,0,q)
Page 102 - 2
Page 106 - 5
Addendum

Paage 10 - Page 27,g
Page 11 - Page 37, schools

Zoning

Area528,9,11

19

Page ¢ Attachment F




AREA 3: AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW COMMUNITY PLAN

ZONE CHANGES ADOPTED BY CITY COUNCIL ON APRIL 17, 1984 ARE AS
FOLLOWS. THE ZONE CHANGES GO INTO EFFECT ON MAY 17, 1984:

041-014-09: R3/R1 to H/EA4

.041-014-12,15: R3/R1l to R2B/EA4
041-051-13: R3/Rl to R3/EA4
041-052-09,10: C2 to RO/EA4
041-054-04: R3 to R2A/EA4
041-071-01,02,08,09: C2 to RO
041-071-03,04,10: C2 to C2R/EA4
041-072-01,05: R3 to R2A/EA4

041-073-01,02,03,04: R1/R3/C2 to C2R/EA4
041-075-02,03,04,05: R1/C2 to C2R

041-082-06: C2R to R2A
" 041-084-01,02: Rl to C2R
041-086-24: C2 to R2A

041-086-21-27: Rl to R2A
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4 EXISTING ZONING Y | PRO

'SEE ATTACHED

\.

POSED ZONING \

.(A-REA THREE . | D(} PURPOSE OF CHANGE \

EXISTING PLAN Light Density Res eReduce vacant commercial acreage in community.
DESIGHATION: Multiple Family Resid| ’ :

Shooping-Commercial eProvide opportunity for some higher residential density

PROPUSED PLAR  pot v TaT1 11-99 developments in order to ecxpand the range of housing
UESIGNATION: oo 3 Use/Qffice opportunities in the Airport Meadowview community and

Crmma-~d Al encourage more efficient land use.

. - ity f £ i i '
PROPERTY UHNER REQUESTS Provide opportunity for office and/or mixed use developmq
Please refer to attached "Existing
Land Use" map. Property owners
Poncioni apd Fluallen desire retenti®jace the convalescent hospital in the proper zone (H)
of R-1 zoning rather than the proposedo that it is no longer in nonconforming use status.

R-2A zoning. Blue Lake Enterprises, . . .
Komoorian and Chinn desire retention® Discourage strip commercial development.

® Place parcels in one zone rather than having split .zonir

ACTION

Recommend rezoning as per the origin
staff recommendation,. except-that thq
Blue Lake Enterorises, Komoorian and
Chinn varcels that are currently zoned
nt C-2 or C-2R are recommended for
Y OB zoning, and the residential
parcels owned by these property
owners would retain their current
R-3 or R~-1 zoning.

It should be noted that this area is
very controversial, and that the

4 PLANNING COMMISSION

of C-2, R-3 and R-1 rather than re-f apns: SEE ATTACHED .
zoning to R-2A or OB. N “}

Planning Commission had trouble
\Mmaking a recommendation that was able
to get the necessary number of votes.



April 10, 1984
SUBJECT: AREA 3.

ISSUE

Area 3, located north of Florin Road within the Woodbine neighborhood,
contains a large amount of vacant land (see attached aerial photo)
that is currently zoned C-2, R-1 and R-3. 1In order to implement
community plan policies to improve the business climate and revitalize
existing commercial development, some parcels are pronosed to be
rezoned in order to reduce the oversupply of vacant commercial land
and to increase the population base and buying power within the
community. ' '

The recommendation submitied to the Planning Commission was to rezone
parcels from C-2, R-1 and R-3 to R-O, R-2A and R-2B (see Attachment B).

Several property owners are opposed to the recommended rezonings of
Area 3. Attachment A shows existing land uses, and also depicts those
varcels where property owners expressed ovposition to the recommended
rezonings. Two proverty owners oppose rezoning lands from R-1 to R-2A
and R-2B. Three parties representing other parcels ooposed rezonings
from C-2, :C-2R, R-3 and R-1 to R-0O and R-2A. After considering many
options, the Planning Commission recommended OB zoning for the dispnuted
varcels currently zoned C-2 or C-2R, with the residential proverties of
Komoorian and Chinn to retain current zoning. The other recommended
zone changes within Area 3 are as proposed by the original staff
recommendation.

This report discusses the issues of a) rezoning C-2 parcels, and
b) R-O zoning. The Planning Commission recommendation (attachment C)
and a final Staff recommendation (attachment D) are presented.

BACKGROUND

Rezoning C-2 Parcels

Given the results of the attached Commercial Vacancy Study, staff
concludes that there is an excess of commercially-zoned vacant land

and vacant and/or underutilized commercial buildings within the

Airport Meadowview community. Of a total of 173 acres of commercially-
zoned land, 117 are vacant, and the vacancy rate for buildings within
the existing commercially developed areas is high (11% to 21%).

There is a definite need to revitalize the existing commercial development
in the community, especially within the two proposed Svecial Planning
Districts. One of the strategies designed to lessen potential
competition and to augment the population base (thus imcreasinag demand
for commercial goods and services) is to rezone vacant commercial lands
to a use that would bring peovnle, rather than additional commercial
uses, to the area.

The Florin Road area currently contains 35 vacant commercial acres
and has a vacancy rate of 11% for existing buildings. Also, several
structures not counted as "vacant" are only partially used.

The Meadowview Road area contains 39.7 vacant commercial acres, and
has a vacancy rate of 21% for existing buildings. In addition, the
Delta Shores Village project was approved with 42 acres of commercial.




The south side of Florin Road is more of a commercial "strip" than the
north side of Florin Road within the Airport Meadowview community.

On the south side, three large vacan commercial parcels exist which
comprise about 10 acres. Future demand for commercial develoopment
should be directed to infilling these sites. The north side of

Florin Road, as depicted by the attached aerial photo, contains

rather widely-spaced development, with a great deal of vacant acreaae.
The character of this area is not yet established. To the east oI the
WPRR tracks, on the north side, is a mobile home park. To the east

of the WPRR tracks on the south side, is a high school. These
developments do provide a "break" in the strip development that

exists along Florin Road in the area outside of this community plan area.

The commercial parcels fronting along the north side.of'FIorin Road
are about 100 feet in depth, although common ownership 1n some cases
extends back over 200 feet.

Residential development could be oriented toward the interior of the

Woodbine neighborhood, with parking areas and/or buffer wall placed
closest to Florin Road.

!
R-0 Zoning

Although the Planning Commission is not recommending any R-0O
zoning for this area, the original staff report did recommend

R-0 zoning for the large parcel at the northeast corner of Florin
Road and 24th Street (see Attachment B). A new alternative, as
depicted by Attachment D - "Staff Alternative", also suggests

R-0 zoning, which would occur on all vacant parcels currently
zoned for commercial use.

If the Council wishes to consider an alternative to the Planning
Commission Recommendation for OB zoning, and to the Original Staff
Recommendation for R-0O/R-2A zoning, than staff would recommend

R-0 zoning for the disputed C-2/C-2R parcels.

Staff feels that R-O zoning would be appropriate because either
residential or office, or a mixture of both, would augment the
population base and help to support existing commercial develonment
within the community. Allowing this flexibility of use is beneficial
because it allows the landowner/developer more options and provides
the community with supportive development, perhaps sooner than would
occur if only one allowable use category were identified by the zone
applied.

VOTE OF THE COMMISSION **The recommendations of the Planning Commission
are as detailed below. For a specific list of
the voting record on all of the motions . which
were made and failed, refer to Attachment F.

The Commission, by a vote of 5 ayes, 2 noes, and 2 abstentlons,
recommended rezonings as depicted by Attachment C.

The Komoorian and Chinn parcels currently zoned commercial

C-2 or C-2R would be rezoned to OB. There would be no change of
zoning for the residential parcels owned by these property owners.

By a vote of 6 ayes, 1 no, and 2 abstentions, the Commission
recommended rezoning the Blue Lake Enterprises parcel from C-2 to OB.




By a vote of 7 ayes, with 2 abstentions, the Commission recommended
rezoning . the other proposed rezonings in Area 3 as per the original
staff recommendation, including the Poncioni and Fluallen parcels.

The Vote of the Commission is depicted by Attachment'c, and
Attachment E identifies the rezonings by Assessor's Parcel Number.

Lo -

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Council adopt one of the following
alternatives, with the zones changes for each alternative as

identifies by Attachment E:
Attachment B Original Staff Recommendation

Attachment C Planning Commission Recommendation
Attachment D Staff Alternative
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'COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION'

APNs

ORIGINAL STAFF RECOMMENDATION

APNs

STAFF ALTERNATIVE
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ATTACHMENT F

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION VOTING RECORD
(Actions taken February 23, 1984)

- TOPIC: FINAL EIR - DRAFT AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW COMMUNITY PLAN
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TOPIC:

RELATED ORDINANCES - DRAFT AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW COMMUNITY PLAN

*x*xx*x WITHDRAWN BY STAFF - NO ACTION NECESSARY BY PLANNING COMMISSION

RECOMMENDED ZONE CHANGES - DRAFT AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW COMMUNITY PLAN
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Existinc commarcial development in the community 1is shown by the
folliowing table. Vacant buildings and vacant leasable stores
within cen*ers are noted.

TOTAL TOTAL  VACANCY
"STORES VACANCIES RCREAGE  RATE

- Florin Rocad (wesst to east)

Medical Offices 21 0 1.5 0%
Florin Amerst Center 11 2 3.0 18%
N4 Florin/Z4th (Junto) : 18 3* 7.4 17%
NE Florin/24tn (vacant gas’ 1 1 .2 100%
station) .
.SV7 Florin/24th (Alpine Village) 25 3 9.0 12%
SE Florin/24th "(Safeway) - 10 2 5.2 20%
NW Florin/27th 3 0 .6 %
Florin-Carnation to Indian 4 0 1.2 0% .
Florin/indian (Furrows) B 3 (0] 10.1 0% .
Scuth Florin (25th to WPRR) 13 1 5.0 %
109 12 47.2 118
Mealowview Road (west to east)
N Meadowview/Amherst (vacant l 1 .3 100%
gas station
. SE Meadowview/Amherst (7-11) 1 0 .2 0%
NE Meadowview/24th (mini-mart, 3 0 .3 0%
laundramat, cleaners)
SE Meacowview/24th (vacant 14 3 8.0 213
Buyrite) '
19 4 8.8 21%
TOTAL EXISTING COMIERCIAL 128 16 56.0 12.5%

(including vacant and partially
utilized stores)

* Also, half of the large building used for offices is vacant.
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- SUBJECT: Commercial Vacancy Survey
’ ISSUE

At .the Planning Commission meeting of February 15, 1984, ‘it
came apgarent that clarification about commercial vacancies
(lané and buildings) was nacessary. The following information
should be useful when evaluating land use needs in the ARirport
Meadowview comaunity.
ANALYSIS
Pages 22 and 23 of the Drait Comm urlt Plan discuss cu*ren*
shopping places within the community: centers and stri ips.

Vacant comm

ercial land in
-figures: :

+he community is shown by the Zfollowing

Florin Road (west to east)

Meadowview Road (west to east)

Delta Shores Village

TOTAL' VACANT LAND

North: 7.6
1.4
.7
.5
1.4
. . .6
"South: 2.4
9.7
3.0
.9
6.8
35.0 acres
North: 2.3 (HCR)
18.5
.4
12.4
South: .3
.7
2.5
1.6 (C-1)
39.7 acres

42.0 acres

116.7 acres




The fcllow

‘X provides a summary of the commercial 51;La ion
in thes Airgo

nart
t Meadowview community:

EXISTING
DEVELOPMENT®* VACANT LAND

Flerin PRoad 7.2 acres - 35.0 acres
Meadowview Rozd 8.8 acres 39.7 acres
Delta Shores Village 0 acres 42.0 acres
TOTAL ' o 56 acres 116.7 acres




PHONE (916) 334-0400

4777 AUBURN BOULEVARD, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 93841 ‘

February 14, 1984

Sacramento City Planning Division
927 Tenth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: City Planner

Re: Proposed Rezoning
Parcels: 041-052-09,10

041-071-01,02,03,04,08,09,10

Dear Sir:

This letter is written to protest the proposed zoning changes being
considered by the Planning Commission for the above referenced parcels.

We purchased these parcels with the intent to erect a shopping center
in the future. While we do not have any leases signed or sales pending,
we have represented the property as C-2 and have continuing negotiations

with clients who desire C-2 zoning.
would render this land useless to us for our purposes.

‘A zoning change from C-2 to R-O

We request you reconsider rezoning these parcels and allow them to

remain in a C-2 classification.

Your thoughtful consideration in this matter will be appreciated.

Sincerely,
Ve

P - 7
A e /(:/,'7 -, /7__4.-_-.1

Donald M. Murchison, Partner
BLUE LAKE ENTERPRISES

DMM/eh
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*PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS February 16, 1984 Fri s !9 '4

City Planning Commission
City Council

City Hall

Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Opposition to proposed Airport Meadowview
Community Plan, Environmental Impact Report,
and Rezonings, and Request for Continuance and
Special Notice
Honorable Members of the Commission and Council:

I represent Arika Komoorian who owns parcels of
real property, described as Assessor's Parcel Nos. 041—073—01,
02, 03, and 04, and 041-075-02, 03, and 04.

Planning Stéff has proposed to you that certain of
said parcels be rezoned from the C-2, R-3, and R-1 to R-2A
classification. The parcels are unimproved and front on the
north side of Florin Rbad on either side of Woodbine.

The purpose of this letter is to express the objections
of my client to the proposed rezoning and reasons for said
objections. The character of Florin Road from Tamoshanter to

and past Stockton Boulevard is, and for many years has been,

commercial in nature. The corridor of commercial activity and



City Planning Commission
February 15, 1984
Page Two
use is thus very well established. Although this long corridor
is currently zoned Commercial, only my client's few parcels and
a few others are being proposed for change to residential uée.
The impact upon the reclassification will be disas-
trous for my client and is entirely discriminatory in nature as
hereinafter discussed. It is incomprensible that anyone would
develop low density residential housing upon my client's parcels
in view of the busy and commergial nature of the entire corridor.
Thus, the effect of the proposed rezoning would be to totally
frustrate any development upon my client's property to her
significant loss. Any attempt at residential construction upon
these parcels woﬁld, at best, result in a slum condition, a
condition which the City of Sacramento must not permit to occur.
My client acquired the real property in the mid-1950's
and particularly acquired the northerly-most parcels to assure
that ultimately an orderly commercial development could be
accomplished with adequate parking and other accoutrements
required by good land use planniné.
The propoéed~zoning reclassification would result in
a discriminatory and unlawful "spot zoning." Spot zoning would
occur here because my client's small parcels would be restricted
and given less rights than the surrounding property, thereby

creating an "island" in the middle of the larger corridor



City Planning Commission
February 15, 1984
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devoted to commercial use.

Since my client's property is valueless for residen-
tial use and commercial use .of the property would not at all
adversely affect any adjacent residential property, the rezoning
classification should not be entertained by the City of Sacramento.
To reciassify the zoning would be to needlessly injure my client
without any compensating benefit to the public. We would urge
you, therefore, not to unfairly discriminate against my client
by entertaining the proposed rezoning. The City of Sacramento
simply cannot create a business district as it has done and now,
entirely within that business district create an "island" restricted
to residential purposes. There is absolutely no rational reason
for such a reclassification.

Also, your ordinance must not arbitrarily impose
greater restrictions on certain classifications or uses of
property than upon others similarly situated. The proposed
reclassification would do exactly that in the case of my
client's real property. 1In this regard, my client's real prop-
erty stands in precisely the same relationship as the surrounding
properties which would receive preferential treatment under the
proposed reclassification, i. e.,.those other commercially zoned

real properties which are not proposed for 'change. Moreover,



City Planning Commission
February 15, 1984
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my client submits that the reclassification is arbitrary and
not based upon any distinction, natural, intrinsic or con-
stitut;onal, which suggests a reason for, and justifies, the
particular classification proposed.

Arika Komoorian, therefore, respectfully requests
that the proposed zoning reclassification not be entertaiped
and further requests that, if the City of Sacramento does
intend to cause the rezoning, that the hearing scheduled for
February 16, 1984, before the City Planning Commission be
continued to permit Ms. Komoorian to explore the problems
raised and attempt to work out a solution with Planning Staff.
In support of this request, Ms. Komoorian received notice of
the February 16 hearing by letter, postmarked February 6, 1984,
and has, therefore, had no adequate or reasonable time to
attempt to resolve the problems which are raised by instant
proposal.

I further request written notice of any and all
hearings set in connection with this matter, as well as written
notice of any and all action taken.

Respectfully submitted,

n s '[- . N At //

4 / ,:1' ‘/;’/0'/]'.—
!

St S A

‘.

RICHARD H. HOFFELT, INC.

RHH/pr

cc: Arika Komoorian



Dennis and Arlens Chinn
8212 Roundtree Cowt
Sacramento., CA 938351
A{R1S) I9TI-Z177

February 14&, 1984

Hand Delivered

City Flanning Commission

City of Sacramento

P27 Tenth Street

Sacramento, CA 93814

Fe: Airport Meadowview. EIR,

Community Flan Draft, and
Rezonings. ..
as applied to lots bordered
by Florin Road, Sam Avenue,
27th Street % Carnation.

Dear Commissioners,

The above referenced parcel represents approximately half of
the land under mutual ownership. The other "half" 1is the
contiguous block to the immediate north {see enclosed map). We
mention this so that you are aware that the Froposed Rezoning
addresses only the southern portion of the larger parcel and
ignores the northern side. We shall also discuss only the south
"half" of the property

This letter will present owr views on the Airport Meadowview
Community Flan Draft, the Draft Environmental Impact Report, and

the Rezonings as best as possibly, however, it will be
incomplete due to the time constraint imposed by the short notice
given us. From notice to this hearing only ten days pzascsed.

Frior to this time, not one notice was given that the Draft, et
al were even contemplated...even though the Draft was published
over 7 months ago in August of 19831, One can only guess as to
how long it was in the writing. It is unfortunate that the
property owners who’s interest will be most affected were not
notified of the proposed planes until the very last minute (i.e.)
ten days ago.

We presume that the Zoning Change Map that was mailed to us
on February 7., 1984 was based on the Community Flan Draft and the
Draft Environmentsal Impact Report of October 1983,  The Ione
Change Map proposes that the land under ouwr cwnership be changed
from C-2R &% F-1 to R2A. We do not agree with that proposal. Cur

suggestion is that the C-2R &% R-1 zoning be changed to &l1 C-2 in

accordance with the 19465 General Flan which heretofore has been
followed For properties along Florin Road. Froperties on &ll



csides of the subject land (excepting the north side, which we
own) is zoned and DEVELOFED for C-2 usage already.

It appears that the reasoning behind the proposed downzoning
from C-2F to RPA is because of a perceived excess of commercially
zaned vacant land in the area. How valid can such an argument
be? Just a few months back 42 acres of agriculturally zoned land
located in the proposed Delta Shores Froject was approved for
rezoning to C-2. Delta Shores as you may know is less then aone
mile from ocur property...a two to three minute drive. Qw-  land
area presently zoned C-2R comprises 1 1/4 acres surrounded by
existing commercial developments. Delta Shores 1is presently
vacant land out in the boonies. Over 2Z,000 cars & day, each
containing at least one potential customer, pass along Florin
Road in front of our lot. Delta Shore has no streets yvet.

To get an idea of how much commercial area 432 acres of C-Z2
is one needs to look at Appendix B, Pg. A-3 in the Draft Community

Flan {Green covered). 42 acres of C-2 will support a REGIONAL
SHOFFING CENTER. Sunrise Mall, Florin Mall, and Alta Arden Mall
are examples of regional shopping centers. Surely the outlook

for commercial space must be very good for Dzlta Shores to obtain
that much agricultural land rezoned to C-2!

The existing commercial wvacancy rate in the Florin Road /
24th Street area we are told by the Draft Flan is 3%. This 158 &
low rate as compared to the 25.6% vacancy rate for office space
in the Highway S0 corridor. (Vacancy rates were csupplied by
Flanning Department reports).

The outlook is wvery good for commercial property, the
Flanning Department estimates that the number of dwelling unit
along with the number of people in the area will grow S0% within
ten to fifteen years. Only 1.8% of the total land area 1is
presently devoted to commercial uses i¥ all homes are completed
as zoned there would be a shortage of commercial property &along

Florin. The number of vacant lots in the Florin Foad Commercial
Strip are down to a mere handful as contrasted to the acres and
acres of wvacant land in that same strip just & few vears back.

Any person who has driven Florin Road during different periods
over the last S to 10 years can attest tc that rapid commercial

development. Even today, homeowners in the area, during
community workshops, _have stated that they feel the Meadowview
area has "inadequate commercial facilities".

All of the 4 1/2 to S miles of Commercial frontage along
Florin FRoad from I-5 to Stockton Boulevard ics now filled with
businesses of all types. The last remaining area with any decent
sized C-2 lote are the handful remaining near 24th and Florin
Road. The Flanning Draft proposes to eliminate and downzone
those very zame lotes just as they are about tec come to commercial
fruitation. Freposterous. I+ that ise allowed to occcur Delta
Shore will have nearly a monopoly on new commercial construction.
The new kid on the block will take home &ll the marbles. The ocld
kide will be allowed to build coffices and apartments. Too bad



there is no foreseeable demand for vacant residential and office
land for at least the next decade. With vacancy rates faor
cffices soaring and approaching# the 25% mark in some areas it
will take a rich speculator indeed to build many offices at Z4th

~and  Florin. Vacant recsidentially zoned land abounds in  this

area. Even the S0% population growth expected will not eliminate
all the land presently vacant and already zoned for residential
use.

The Community Flan Draft proposes to make our present viable
commercial land into lots that will accommodate essentially
duplex density type residences. This residential use is proposed
despite the fact that the Environmental Impact Report states that

Florin Road is one of the noisiest streets in the area. They
estimate that the EXISTING DECIREL LEVEL of Florin Road in front
of our lot toc be 70 Ldn @ 100 feet firom the source. 70 Ldn  1is

the approrimate sound level one hears 1007 away from FREIGHT
CARS, or closer to home, 37 away from a running GAREBAGE DISFOSAL
UNIT. It is certainly louder then a VACUUM CLEAMER 1+ you -are
standing 107 away. {Data from Fg. 5-4, EIR Draft).

The report also states, "During the nighttime, exterior
background noises are generally lower than the daytime levels.
However most household noise also decreases at night and exterior
noises become very noticeable. Further most people are sleeping
at night and are very sensitive tc noise intrusion."” It further
=states that "Residential use (in areas with a 70 Ldn) SHOULD EE
DISCOURAGED. AND IF FERMITTED, MNOISE REDUCTION MEASURES MUST BE
TAKENMN. "

How does the Community Flan Draft react to the EIR noise
study? By merely saying at the beaginning of the Draftt that: "The
plan is not a detailed, through discussion of every subject a
community plan can address. For example, THERE IS NO DISCUSS5ION
OF NOISE, flooding or agricultural precservation.”

Why did they make the study to begin with i1+ their only

intent is to ignore adverse findings. I am sure the decibel
sound study cost the taxpayers thousande of dollars to
make...shouldn®t 1t have been put to constructive use? In any

event, the noise does not go away by just ignoring it.

Florin Road is not suitable for recidential u=sage because of
the deadening noise ° level and the present and future
overabundance of vacant R zoning in - the area. It alsao is
unsuitable because the traffic speed and density of cars on the
street would make it dangerous for children playing near or
arocund their living quarters. Florin Road does not make a good
front yard. Nor does it make a pleasing restful csite for living.

Zoning should serve the health and welfare of the community.
The proposed zone change would serve neither of those goals. The
health of persons living in recsidential urite facing Florin would
be compromised by fast traffic, and the daily and nightly
bombardment of noise and carbon monoxide from 27,000 paseing cars



&  trucks & day. The welfare of the community will not be
enhanced since an RZ zoning would make 1t economically unteasible
to develop the land. It would merely lay fallow for .years to
come. The property tax base will suffer and the empty lot would

be -a detriment to the surrounding commercial uses.

We end by asking the Flanning Commission to consider our
comments and not allow the proposed discriminatory zZcning to
proceed further. As you may be aware, blueprints for the
commercial development of this lot has already been submitted to
Mr. Art Gee. They were made in anticipation of development. The
proposed =zone change to R-2 would make these plans useless. . An
approval of our architectural planms will give Florin Rocad and the
Meadowview area another commercial shot in the arm.

Yours truly,
Qi ~
T%;q?&/ CL)\JJh6T\

Dennis and Arlene Chinn

F.S. Flease note our new
mailing address above.

Flease send further
notices to the new
address. Thank vyou.
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The Honorable City Flanning
Commission, City of Sacramento
@27 Tenth Street

Sacramento, CA 93814

Re: Fublic Hearing on Airport
Meadowview Community Flan
(to be held February 16)

Gentlemen:

An  attractive shopping complex has been planned for quite
some time for two commercial frontage lote on the north side of
Florin Road, between 27th Street and Carnation. Eeside the plans
I am submitting, the sewer and storm drains have been installed,
and water main design have been completed, ready for taking bids.

On February 7, 1984, my clients Mr. Dennis Chinn and the
other owners of the land were notified for the first time that a
hearing would be held on February 16 on the Froposed Airport
Meadowview Community Flan, which modifies the zoning of certain
empty lots along the Florin Road Commercial Strip.

The owners of the land want me to present to your staff, the
amount of planning and drawings completed to date for the
intended project. Also to appear at the hearing to answer any
questions you may have about the project aside from the drawings.

It would be a big disappointment to my clients if at this

-

late date, they cannot proceed, after paying taxes on C-2 zoning

for years. Up to this time we have worked and planned under the
zoning rules and guidelines as set forth under the 19465 General
Flan. I have a copy of that plan, and the zoning limits for C-2

zoning extendes up to Sam Avenue from Florin Road.

-

For tax economy teasons, the rear two lots facing Sam Avenue

were kept at R-1 zoning. They felt they could easily re-zone to
C-2 up to BSam Avenue just as the adjoining properties have
successfully done, from time to time. Our final plans may.

necessitate that C-2 zoning be extended to Sam Avenue as &llowed
under the 19465 General Flan. -



- ‘Fresently, it appearcs that the Froposed Airport Meadowview
Community Flan intends to down-zone some C-2 lots facing Florin
Road without regard to suitability. I¥f the nmnew zoning 1s not
compatible and economically feasible for use or sale, the land
could become useless, and could remain empty for years or even
decades.

The development and growth of Florin Road has been quite
successful, and within the next few years should fill all frontage
land, if rnot disrupted by changes to the 19485 General Flan. (As
in any business area, however, pace could be slowed by & poor
economy. )

As  stated in the August 1987 Airport Meadowview Community
Flan Draftt, at page 23, the entire Florin Commercial Strip has
only a &% vacancy rate, and the subject site area has a S%
vacancy rate. This is swprising low conesidering the fact that
the economy is just coming out of the worse recession since that
of the 1929 Great Depression. Lots on Florin Road that have not
been built upon are getting fewer and fewer. 0One can now count
the empty lots on one’s fingers. The once prevalent 1land gaps
are closing, and our new shopping complex will close ancther 470
foot gap. between 27th Street and Carnation.

The design of the new complex will be attractive and
different, and will escsentially serve csmall neighborhood
businesses. It should be an asset to the immediate surroundings
and will provide local job opportunities. It is my hope that the
development of the lots will not be hurt or delayed by the
Froposed firport Meadowview Flan.

I will be happy to meet with yvour able staff to discuss
scheduling of the project, if vouw would withhold any re-zoning of
the four lots involved until &ll detsils are worked out to mutual
agreement, and to the benefit of the community.

I chall be happy to appear at the February 1&6th Hearing and
answer any guestions you may have regarding the design of the
project.

Because of the short notice given to some property owners, I
cannot guess what their re—actions are to the intended changes, I
do feel that in some cases, it would be hard to evaluate and make
adjustments for any economic loss that may result.

We sincerely hope that we could proceed with our plans for
the shopping complex as permitted under the 1965 General Flan.
The Plan that has helped to develop Florin Road to the degree it
has had to date.

Very truly yours,

224

Firancis Lai Chinn, Architect

Enclosures JiT% @l ghi s mos cmm oy e Calif. Lic. C-380
PO VLR Ry e an RGN
FEB 151984 =



February 16, 1984

The Honorable City Planning Commission
City of Sacramento

227 10th Street RE: Down-Zoning of C-2
Sacramento, California Lots along¢ Florin
Dear Sir!

I was surprised and shocked to know by short notice that
a recommendation is being made to down-zone all empty C-2
lots along Florin Road to multi-residential use, wnich 1
absclutely insane.

S

e own 2 lots between Carnation and 27th on Florin,
anc¢ was told by my Project Architect that annot kuild
shcroing complex if the down-zoning cccurs.
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am not in a position to judge the merits
Airport Meadowview Community Plan, but if it is
tc rob the property owners along Florin to fawor
Meacowview area, justice is plind.

M o

ct O

I want to ask all vou gentlemen why is it
Florin ccmmercial strip just =2
Theilr pro

1na11y,
necessary to disturb the
you wish to develop area scuth of Florin.
must succeed by its own merits.
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Khan Chinrn

840 Senior Yay
Sacramento, California
916 427-1711

95831
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N RESOLUTION No. 75/ <577
opted by The Sacramento City Council on date[(:%'z —OVED

BYTHECWYCOUNUL

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW o 084
COMMUNITY PLAN (M-675) APR 171
£ OF THE
ORI TERK

WHEREAS, the presently adopted Community Plans now encom-
passed within the Airport Meadowview community area are now 19
years old and thus outdated;

WHEREAS, the Council directed the preparation of an updated
Airport Meadowview Community Plan in early 1982;

WHEREAS, the Council has received a draft Airport Meadowview
Community Plan transmitted after Planning Commission conolderatlon
of oral and written evidence at public hearings and after recom-
mending adoption by the Council;

WHEREAS, the Council has held public hearings on the Airport
Meadowview Community Plan, and determined that implementation
will have a beneficial effect upon the Community and City-at-

(: Large;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Sacramento City
Council finds:

1. THEAT replacement of existing community plans in the
project area by the new Airport Meadowview Community
Plan will mitigate many adverse impacts potentially
arising from continuance of now obsolete land use and
development policies; and specifically, the new Plan
will guide:

a. Population growth, housing development, and com-
mercial revitalization in a manner that will con-
serve the existing hcusing stock, improve neighbor-
hood and commercial stability, and promote higher
quality future residential development to serve a
range of housing needs;

b. The location of high technology industry in this
area of the City is consistent with the adopted City
1982 Growth Policy, creating up to 17,600 additional
permanent jobs in a community experiencing high
unemployment, and conserving land in other undeveloped
areas of the Citv which are of agricultural use; and




_o- (

2. THAT the Council hereby adopts that certain document
entitled "Airport Meadowview Community Plan" for the
following reasons:

a. It will revise and update the existing Community
Plans for the area adopted in 1965, and the Sacra-
mento City General Plan adopted in 1974;

b. It will provide specific policies for long-range
physical development of Airport Meadowview in a
coordinated and well thought out manner -and - °
can be used as a guide in reaching future land
use and general development decisions;

¢. It will provide standards and criteria for com-
patible land use patterns and mixtures;

d. It will encourage a variety of housing densities,
types, and designs which are consistent with the
housing needs of Airport Meadowview and of the

region;
e. It will establish a circulation system which will g
provide for safe and efficient movement of people (

and goods in and through Airport Meadowview, and
protect residential neighborhoods from excessive
traffic; and

f. It will encourage maintenance of an adequate level
of public facilities and services to serve Airport
Meadowview.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK




CITY OF SACRAMENTO

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT MARTY VAN DUYN

927 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 PLANNING DIRECTOR

SUITE 300 . TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

une APPROVED,A

Apri " . /EYTHECWYCOUNCm ég/

pril 3, 1984 o AFK 10 v~ |

. . T . " APR 1 L 164 ?
City Council E OFFICE OF THE de ,
Sacramento, California : CITY CLERK < OFFICE OF THE / A 1

: -, CITY CLERK s

Honorable Members in Session: @}JJPFO

SUBJECT: Airport Meadowview Community Plan and Related Items (M-675)

SUMMARY

An updating of the Community Plan for the Airport Meadowview Area has been completed
by the Planning Division staff. The plan covers 5,100t acres and combines the 1965
planning areas of Airport and Meadowview. The Plan was prepared utilizing comments
received at community meetings held throughout the study process. In addition, a
preliminary draft was reviewed by a committee of citizens formed by Councilpersons
Kastanis and Robie. Lastly, the Planning Commission has held two public hearings on
the Draft Plan and proposed zone changes.

There are eleven areas recommended for land use plan/zoning changes. Of the eleven

areas, four of the changes are opposed by property owners (Areas 3,8,9,12 of
Attachment F).

Two public hearings are scheduled for Council consideration of the final
Environmental Impact Report, Community Plan and zone changes., Staff would also like
to provide an opportunity for a Council tour of the community, prior to final
action.

BACKGROUND

Attached for the City Council's review are the following:

1. Final Environmental Impact Report

The draft and final environmental impact report for the Airport Meadowview
Community Plan are attached separate from this report. Significant
environmental impacts have been identified and mitigation measures have been
developed to reduce these impacts to a less than significant level,
Attachment A is a stafff report on the final EIR and Attachment B is a
resolution for its adoption.
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2. Airport Meadowview Community Plan

The focus for preparation of the plan was provided by planning issues raised
during community meetings. Attachment C provides background information on
the study process and highlights the key issues and major recommendations.
Attachment D is an addendum to the Draft Community Plan and contains changes:
recommended by staff and by the Planning Commission, These changes are
recommended to be adopted as part of the Plan, Attachment E is the resolution
amending the General Plan and adopting the Updated Airport Meadowview
Community Plan,

3. Rezoning for Consistency

Concurrent rezoning of properties for consistency with proposed land uses is
one of the most important features for implementing a plan., There are eleven
areas where land use and zoning changes are recommended, These areas are
identified and discussed in Attachment F, The ordinance for adopting the
proposed zoning changes is Attachment G,

Planning Commission Action

On February 23, 1984, the City Planning Commission unanimously approved the amended
Community Plan and Final Environmental Impact Report, The Commission vote on each
area of land use and zoning change is indicated on the Attachment F of this staff
report.

RECOMMENDATION

There are two public hearings scheduled for this matter. Final action is scheduled
for April 17, 1984, The folowing is recommended by the Planning Commission and
staff after public hearings are closed:

1. Final EIR
a. Determine the Final Eir is adequate.

b. Certify that the EIR has been prepared in compliance with State CEOA
Guidelines and that the City Council has considered the information
contained in the EIR.

Ce Determine that the project will not have a significant effect on the
environment because all potential significant impacts have been mitigated
to a less than significant level by including mitigation measures in the
Final EIR and in the Community Plan's goals, objectives, policies and
implementation strategies.

d. Adopt the resolution for the Final EIR on the Airport Meadowview
Community Plan (Attachment B).
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2. Community Plan - Adopt the resolution amending the General Plan and adopting
the Airport Meadowview Community Plan, as amended (Attachment E), _

3. Implementation - Adopt the ordinance (Attachment G) rezoning various parcels
as discussed in Attachment F,

Respectful ly- submitted,

—
Marty Van Duyn/
Planning Directo
Recommendation Approved:
. AN
QL L &pe
Walter J. Sliqgﬁ City Manager
AG:lao : April 10, 1984
attachments Districts No., 7 & 8

M-675
wp 1L




CITY OF SACRAMENTO

MARTY VAN DUYN -
PLANNING DIRECTOR

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

927 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
SUITE 300 TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

April 10, 1984

City Council Attachment A
Sacramento, California

Members in Session:

SUBJECT: Final Environmental Impact Report for the Airport
Meadowview Community Plan (M-675)

SUMMARY

The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Airport Meadowview Community Plan have been circulated for review
and comment. All significant environmental impacts have been
identified and mitigation measures have been developed. On
February 23, 1984, the City Planning Commission received testimony
on the Final EIR, and recommended that the City Council certify the
document. After taking testimony on the Final EIR, staff recommends
that the City Council determine that the Final EIR is adequate; -
certify that it has been prepared in compliance with State CEQA
Guidelines; determine that most significant impacts have been
mitigated; and adopt the attached resolution, with the Statement

of Overriding Consideration for certain Unavoidable Significant
Impacts, for which mitigation measures have been developed to
reduce the impacts to the extent feasible.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Planning Pivision of the Sacramento City Department of
Community Development has prepared a Draft Community Plan for
Airport Meadowview, which updates the policies and land use
designations of two previous community plans adopted in 1965.
City-wide policies of infill, reuse and increased residential
densities have been incorporated by:

® Establishing a Designated Infill Area in the Woodbine
neighborhood.

® Establishing Special Planning Districts to help revitalize

existing commercial. development at the corners of
Meadowview Road/24th Street and Florin Road/24th Street.

Attachment A
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@ Rezoning to reduce the amount of vacant commercial
land.

o Rezoning to provide appropriate areas for higher density
residential development.

In order to improve the economic base of the community, provision
of some land for office development is recommended, in addition
to incorporation of the recently approved Délta Shores Village

- planned unit development.

A Draft EIR on the Draft Community Plan was prepared and released
on November 3, 1983 for public review. The Planning Commission
conducted a public hearing on December 8, 1983 to receive public
comments on the Draft EIR. Comments received on the Draft EIR
have been addressed in the Final EIR, which was distributed for.
public review on February 6, 1984. The Planning Commission re-
ceived testimony on the Final EIR on February 23, 1984, and then
forwarded the document to the City Council with the recommendation
that it be certified and the EIR resolution be adopted.

POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The EIR identifies the following potentially significant impacts
(I) of the proposed Community Plan, and identifies mitigaticn
measures (iMM) which will reduce the impacts to a less than
significant level.

Population, Employment, and Housing

(1) A significant number of new jobs (21,400) would be
generated within the community. Special efforts to
ensure that local residents obtain their fair share of
jobs will be necessary.

(MM) Expand and monitor Delta Shores Village Jobs Program
Partnership to meet specific job training and placement
needs of employers who will locate in community.

(I) Housing affordability will continue to be a problemn,
: especially for single-wage households. Households earn-
ing less than the present median income will have limited
housing opportunities.

(MM) Implement programs and policies to assist in the pro-
vision of housing affordable to future employees in

community. Develop programs oOn a community-wide and
city-wide basis.

Attachment A
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Transportation

(1) Project would generate 197,000 additional vehicle trips
per day.

(MM) Implementation of Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
measures would reduce the number of vehicle trips (see
page E-28 of Draft EIR).

(1) Of the seven key intersections in the community, all but
one (24th Street and 47th Avenue) would operate at a
LOS "E" in the p.m. peak hour.

(MM) In order to accommodate projected traffic at key inter-

sections, the following improvements should be made.

e The Freeport Boulevard/Meadowview Road intersection
will require three through lanes on all approaches:
shared right turn lanes, dual lefts on both Freeport
Boulevard approaches, and single lefts on both Meadow-
view approaches.

@ The Florin Road/Freeport Boulevard intersection will
require three through lanes on all approaches: shared
right turn lanes on the Freeport Boulevard approaches,
separate right turn lanes on both Florin Road approa-
ches, dual left turn lanes on both Freeport Boulevard
approaches, and single left turn lanes on both Florin
Road approaches.

@ The Freeport Boulevard/Blair Road intersection will
require the addition of a separate right turn lane on
the eastbound Blair approach.

© The Florin Road/Z4th Street intersection will require
three through lanes including shared right turn lanes
and single left turn lanes on all approaches.

© The 24th Street/Meadowview Road intersection will
require three through lanes on both Meadowview Road
approaches. Additionally, dual left turn lanes on
both Meadowview Road approaches, shared right turn
lane on the westbound Meadowview Road approach, a
single left turn lane and a separate right turn lane
on the eastbound Meadowview Road approach, dual
approach lanes on both 24th Street approaches, a !
separate right turn lane and a single left turn lane
on the southbound approach, and dual left turn lanes
and a separate right turn lane on the northbound
approach will be required.

Attachment A
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(I)

(MM)

(MM)

(M)

(1)

(1)

(MM)

(L)

- (MM)

(MM)

Noise

(1)

With the éxception of Arterial 148, the other major
streets would operate at unacceptable levels of service.

Florin Road requires widening to six lanes along'its
entire length through the Airport Meadowview community.

‘Current development makes widening of this street ex-

tremely costly if not infeasible.

‘Meadowview Road requires widening to six lanes along its

entire length through the Airport Meadowview community.
Current development makes widening of this street
extremely costly if not infeasible.

Twenty-fourth (24th) Street requires widening to six
lanes from Meadowview Road southbound to its inter-
section with the Delta Shores Village access road.
Current residential development, a school, and a park,
again, make widening of this street extremely costly if
not infeasible.

Northbound Interstate 5 would operate at LOS "E" at
River Bend interchange to its widening to three lanes.

Interstate 5 requires a third northbound lane from the
River Bend interchange to its current three lane con-
figuration. '

The River Bend interchange serving Delta Shores Village
will require two lanes for northbound on and southbound
off movement.

The single Interstate 5 interchange at River Bend would
operate at an unacceptable level of service (northbound
on-ramp in the a.m. and p.m.; southbound off-ramp in

- the p.m.).

A seéond Interstate 5 interchange should be constructed.

The access to Arterial 148 and the Delta Shores Village

‘internal road should be designed to allow and encourage

the orientation of Interstate 5 traffic to the second
interchange.

Along Interstate 5 noise levels are expected to increase
by up to 8 dB. Complaints from existing residents

along Interstate 5 south of Meadowview Road. can be
expected.

Attachment A
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(r1) Consider construction of a noise barrier along Inter-
state 5.

Public Facilities and Services

(1) There would be a cumulative impact due to extension of
necessary public facilities and services.

(MM) Provide neceséary services to meet projected demand.
Schools
(1) Increased enrollments will result in the need for addi-

tional classroom space. Current fiscal situation makes
it difficult for District to provide space.

(MM) The City and School District together should develop a
program to aid in providing adequate school facilities.

Hazardous Materials

(1) Development of high technology industry in Delta Shores
Village will result in the transportation, storage, and
disposal of hazardous materials.

(MM) City should adopt a city-wide hazardous materials manage-
ment program and/or ordinances.

Energy

(I) Development in accordance with Community Plan would re-
sult in long-term impacts on energy consumption.

(MM) New development should comply with existing City energy

conservation ordinances.

UNAVOIDABLE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS

The unavoidable impacts that would occur as a result of imple-
menting the Community Plan are listed below. The list includes
both impacts that would be reduced through the incorporation of
mitigation measures (but not to a "less than significant" level)
and changes which could not be reversed within the life of the
subsequent development that will occur, due either to the nature
of the impact or the probable infeasibility of the mitigation
measure(s), such as some of the traffic mitigation measures
listed above. Approval of the proposed Community Plan with these
unavoidable significant impacts will require that a Statement of
Overriding Consideration be adopted.

Attachment A
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Unavoidable Significant Impacts

@ Traffic generated by future development would add to
existing traffic volumes experienced on the local and
regional road system and would require an expansion of
"that systemn. ‘ :

o Increased traffic volumes would result in an increase in
noise levels on Interstate 5 north of the River Bend
interchange.

© Expansion of public facilities and services, including
construction of a fire station, extension of water and
energy facilities, redesign of sewage and drainage
facilities, and the need for new school facilities.

® Development in the planning area would result in increased

energy consumption from the construction, operation, and
maintenance of new facilities.

BENEFICIAL IMPACTS

The EIR recognizes that under the "No Development" or "Buildout
of Current Community Plans" alternatives, "the policies of the
Plan that are designed to eliminate many of the existing commu-
nity problems, such as physical deterioration, blight, and crime,
would not be implemented". The following Beneficial Impacts
have been identified.

Land Use

@ Promotion of the policies of the 1974 General Plan. The
majority of future development would be concentrated in
the south while elsewhere infill and reuse would focus
on building-out already established land uses.

@ Promotion of policies consistent with the aims articulated
by the City's 1982 Growth Policy Conclusions and Recom-
mendations:

Residential Density

"In conformance with the City's growth policies,
residential densities would be increased slightly
with Community Plan implementation though develop-
ment within predominantly low density single family
neighborhoods would continue at prevailing densities,
and higher density development would occur either

(1) where higher densities previously have been
designated (such as for multiple family areas)

or (2) in the southern portion of the planning area,

— L Attachment A
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separated from low density residential development
by gradually decreasing densities. Thus, city-wide
planning objectives can be achieved without result-
ing in significant adverse impacts on existing resi-
Gents of the community."

Revitalization -

Community Plan policies focus on revitalizing
existing commerical areas so that they are im-
proved physically and are economically viable.
The extent to which Plan implementation is suc-
cessful in achieving these aims will determine
the benefit to businesses and the community as
a whole.

Population, Employment, and Housing

e Creation of a significant number of new jobs (approxi-
mately 21,400):

"In conformance with city-wide policy to accommodate
new industrial development and in recognition of
community concerns about the locally high rate of
unemployment, the Community Plan empliasizes the
development of employment-generating industrial
uses. These uses primarily would be concentrated

in the Delta Shores Village and Jensen Field areas."

@ Expansion of opportunities to create some affordable and/

or multiple-family housing in appropriate areas of the
community. :

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council take the following
actions:

1. Determine that the Final EIR is adequate.

2. Certify that the EIR has been prepared in compliance with
State CEQA Guidelines and that the City Planning Commis-
sion has considered the information contained in the EIR.

3. Determine that the most of the project's potential signi-
ficiant impacts have been mitigated to less than signifi-
cant level by including mitigation measures identified in
the Final EIR into the Community Plan's goals, objectives,
policies and actions; and that other impacts identified

Attachment A
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as unavoidable significant impacts are acceptable be-
cause mitigation measures have been developed in order

"to reduce these impacts to the extent feasible, and, on

balancing the benefits to be realized by approval of the
project against the remaining environmental risks,
certain economic, social and other considerations as
identified in the attached Resolution, outweigh the
impacts and support approval of the project.

. Recommend that the City Council adopt the attached
‘resolution for the Final EIR on the Airport Meadowview

Community Plan, including Statement of Overriding
Consideration.

Respectfully submitted,

MVD:KM: 1lr

M-675

Attachment A



COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
DEPARTMENT OF AIRPORTS

6968 AIRPORT BOULEVARD
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Mr. Cliff Carstens

City Planning Department
927 Tenth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: FINAL EIR FOR AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW COMMUNITY PLAN
(M-675)

Dear Mr. Carstens:

By correspondence dated January 26, 1984, Mr. Art Gee of your staff
responded to the Department of Airports comments regarding the Airport
Meadowview Community Plan. Both issues presented in the Department's
comments involve changes in airport related '"designations' that have
been the subject of internal department discussion. The community plan
update process merely presented an opportunity to express Department
views on these issues in what seemed to be a timely manner. For the
present, any progress toward achieving the proposed airport revisions
recommended by the Department of Airports has been deferred, however,
because the City planning Department's response to these comments are
incorporated into the Final EIR, several clarifications may be in order.

1. It is acknowledged that the City Council must review and accept any
plan specifically identifying a wuse for the 14 acre "Future
Aviation or Non-Aviation Development" parcel at the east airport.
No attempt to usurp this authority was intended. An Executive
Airport Master Plan revision hearing is the appropriate forum for
any subsequent proposal.

2. The Department of Airports did not oppose the Airport Little League
relocation to the subject 14 acre site. In fact, the Department of
Airports offered this area as one of the alternatives for relo-
cation. The Airport Little League representatives opposed this
site. With respect to safety, the east airport site is preferable
to the Airport Little League's current location within the runway
clear zone and approach zone.

3. The Department of Airports' comment stated that the 14 acre site is
inappropriate for '"additional airport Fixed Base Operators (FBO)"
not "inappropriate for aviation related uses' as expressed in the
City Planning Department response. Our internal analvsis, which is
not substantiated by formal study, indicates other- types of
aviation related development may be appropriate and beneficial.

SACRAMENTO METARQ EXECUTIVE AIRPDRT FRAMKLIM FIZLD



Mr. Cliff Carstens
February 15, 1984
Page 2

4., The suggestion of a specific Airport Zone is based, in part, on
proposed State legislation which would immunize cities and counties
against '"nuisance" law suits for airports so designated with
published noise contours., The Department of Airports feels
this is still a recommendation worth pursuing.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on these issues of mutual
interest, ' ' :

Sincerely,

Airport Planner
LEK:sam
cc: Sam Miller, County Planning Director

Marty Van Duyn, City Planning Director
Art Gee, Principal City Planner
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RESOLUTION No. §4-27°
Adopted by The Sacramento Clty Council on date of
APFROVED

BY THE crrY COUNCIL
RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE FINALHNVIRONMENTAL IM-

PACT REPORT FOR THE AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW COMMUﬁ&TYU

PLAN - *
(M-6 75) : OFFICE OF THE
. CITY CLERK

1

WHEREAS, the City has had two noticed public hearings on
the document entitled "Final Environmental Impact Report --
Airport Meadowview Community Plan", by the City Planning Com-
mission on February 16, 1984, and City Council on April 10, 1984;

WHEREAS, the City Council and the City Planning Commission
have considered the ~documentary and oral evidence submitted at
public hearings;

WHEREAS, the City Council has received and reviewed the
City Planning Commission's recommendation on environmental
effects of the Airport Meadowview Community Plan;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council that
the Council hereby determines and certifies: -

1. That the Final Environmental Impact Report is adequate.

2. That the document has been prepared in compliance with
the provisions of the California Environmental Quality
Act, the State CEQA Guidelines, and the City Environ-
mental Procedures, and that the decision-making body
has reviewed and considered the information contalned
in the Final EIR.

3. That although certain unavoidable significant impacts
have been identified, most of the project's potential
significant impacts have been mitigated to a less than
significant level by including mitigation measures iden-
tified in the Final EIR into the Community Plan's goals,
objectives, policies and actions; and that other impacts
identified as unavoidable significant impacts are
acceptable because mitigation measures have been deve-
loped in order to reduce these impacts to the extent
feasible, and, on balancing the benefits to be realized
by approval of the project against the remaining en-
vironmental impacts, that the following economic, social
and other considerations outweigh the impacts and support
approval of the Community Plan:

Attachment B
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a. Promotion of policies consistent with the policies.
of the 1974 General Plan and 1982 Growth Policy,
including infill, reuse and revitalization, and
‘increased residential densities where appropriate.

b. Creation of approximately 21,400 jobs within the
- community (in addition to construction jobs),
which presently has a high unemployment rate.

c. - Diversification of the City's economic base, by
designating an area for. high technology industry.

That the alternative "No Development" is the only
scenario which will reduce significant and unavoidable
impacts on transportation, noise, public facilities and
services, schools, and energy to less than significant
levels, except for the unacceptable level of service

at the intersection of Meadowview Road and Amherst

Street which would remain; and that this alternative

" is not feasible because:

a. The 1974 General Plan and 1982 Growth Policy desig-
nates the area for urbanization; including infill,
reuse, and high technology industry, in order to
conserve land in other undeveloped areas of the City
which are of agricultural use.

b. The area has some existing municipal services.

Cc. There is a need for housing near a future major
employment center (Delta Shores Village), which
could create up to 17,600 new jobs and expand the
opportunity to create some affordable and multiple
family housing.
That the alternative "Buildout of Current Community Plans"”
will also have significant and unavoidable impacts on
transportation, noise, public facilities and services,
schools and energy, but would not create the beneficial

‘impacts of:

a. Consistency with the City's 1974 General Plan and
1982 Growth Policy.

b. Creation of approximately 21,400 jobs.

c. Diversification of the City's economic base.

Attachment B
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The alternative "Buildout of Current Community

Plans" is not feasible because some of the significant
and unavoidable impacts can be mitigated but would not
have any social, economic or housing opportunities as
provided for in the proposed Community Plan.

6. That the proposed Community Plan will be developed over
an extended period of time and some individual projects
will be subject to further environmental review, pro-
viding an opportunity to require mitigation measures to
reduce potential specific or cumulative impacts.

MAYOR

CITY CLERK

(M-675)

Attachment B




April 10, 1984

City Council T
Sacramento, Californi

Members in Session:

SUBJECT: 1983 Airport Meadowview Community Plan (M-675)

Attachment C
SUMMARY achimen

This report describes the background of and process used for Communi-
ty Plan update. The "Key Facts and Issues" and "Major Recommenda-
tions" of each of the five elements of the Plan are also highlighted.

BACKGROUND

The 1983 Airport Meadowview Community Plan updates the policies and land use
designations of two previous community plans adopted in 1965. Since 1965, the
Airport and the Meadowview community areas have been consolidated, Citywide policies
have been modified, and conditions within the community area have changed. In
addition to calling for infill, reuse and increased densities citywide, the City
Council has selected the south portion of the community for the location of focused
efforts to attract high technology firms. The recently approved residential projects
in the south area and the Delta Shores Village project reflect these residential

and industrial policy decisions. .

This community plan update was started in May of 1982. The approach used in
arriving at this published version of the draft Community Plan was one of periodic
interaction and discussion between City staff and community residents as the plan
formulation proceeded through its many stages. First, statistical data and other
information about the community area was gathered and presented to the community
during several neighborhood workshops. Concerns and issues voiced by residents
were noted, and further research then conducted. These results, along with draft
goals and objectives, were then presented to the community. After additional input,
further research was done and anaction plan was developed. A preliminary draft

plan was then distributed and discussed at several more community meetings.

Up to this point the general meetings were open to any interested citizens and there
was no formal advisory committee. After the completion of a preliminary draft plan,
Council persons Kastanis and Robie formed a task force of nineteen interested resi-
dents to review the preliminary draft. -Each of the elements of the preliminary

draft was restructured, refined and presented to the review committee during five
sessions in order to evaluate the elements in more detail. After the review committee
completed the sequence of meetings, planning staff incorporated additional informa-
tion and refined the plan to present form. An environmental impact report was then
done in order to assess potential impacts of the proposed community plan and possible
alternatives to the plan. It should be noted that the draft community plan discusses
the Delta Shores Village project as it was conceptually approved by the Planning
Commission. The draft EIR, which was prepared . at a later stage, discusses the pro-
ject in its final form after City Council approved the final MRD ordinance and the
final Delta Shores Village project. For this reason, there are some differences

in numbers and discussion between the two documents. The attached "Addendum"

to the Community Plan (Attachment D) details the necessary changes to
be made to the Community Plan, so that consistency with the final Delta
Shores Village Project is obtained.

M-675 April 10, 1984 Attachment C




-2 -

"~ As a result of this substantial community input, staff feels that the concerns of
residents are well-represented in the Plan. The recommended policies and actions
represent the best effort of the Planning Department to accurately assess issues
and-come up with realistic and feasible approaches to dealing with the issues

and providing positive direction for 1mprov1ng the Airport Meadowv1ew commun1ty

. as 1t evolves and grows..

DRAFT PLAN HIGHLIGHTS

The draft community plan contains five major elements, and the issues and concerns
of community residents and planning staff were categorized and discussed in the
appropriate element:

Population and Housing

Land Use

Transportation

Neighborhood Environment
Public Facilities and Services

WM =

The Appendices provide background materials and expanded information about several
concerns that were felt to be important, but not usually treated at length in a
community plan. Each element contains a "Conclusions" section that lists conclu-

. sions about- the major concerns discussed in the element. This is followed by

"Goals', "Objectives", and "Recommended Policies and Actions" sections which present
the proposed approach to dealing with each of the concerns discussed in the element.

A strong emphasis was made on developing recommendations that were realistic, feasible,
and not heavily dependent on increasingly scarce City resources and funds. Citizen
involvement is strongly encouraged, and it is hoped that this plan will act as a
catalyst for community-supported improvement and revitalization.

The -key issues and recommendations of each element are as follows:

POPULATION AND HOUSING

Key Facts and Issues Major Recommendations

o Expected 50% increase from existing. e Accommodate increases in population
levels in population size and by incorporating policies for
number of dwelling units reuse (rehabilitation), infill,

and increased residential densities
where appropriate

e Community concern about condition, o Adopt Residential Design Guidelines
type, and quality of existing and and Density Standards to encourage
future residential development a more attractive, diverse housing

stock and enhance housing values

e Initiate discussion with groups
such as the Building Industry
Association (BIA) about needed
housing types
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¢ Community concern about perceived )
concentration of public high density
housing in the community
o Evidence of physical deterioration e
and deferred property maintenance
contributes to a poor image for
the community, especially in the
Woodbine and Meadowview neighborhoods e
°
LAND USE
Key Facts and Issues
¢ One-third of community plan area .
currently vacant, but several projects
recently approved for over half of
this vacant land
e
o Need for more diverse, higher quality e
housing stock, including higher density
multiple family rental opportunities
in appropriate areas ®
(The Planning Commission
reconmended deletion of this
"Residential 1-4" designated
area, replacing it with a
"Residential 4-8" designation).
)
e Vacant, blighted and declining )
commercial areas due to excessive
amount of commercial land and other
factors °

M-675
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Notify SHRA and HUD of concerns and
encourage interaction between citizens
and these agencies

Focus code enforcement in the areas
with higher incidence of problems as
indicated by Neighborhood Survey results

Include landlord/tenant information
in the recommended Citizen's Handbook

Encourage formation of a tools and

labor exchange and/or information
program

Major Recommendations

Incorporate the Village Meadows,
Sunnyside Meadows and Delta Shores
Village projects as approved

Establish the Woodbine neighborhcod
as a Designated Infill Area

See Recommendations listed under
Population and Housing section

Provide for an area of very low density
residential (1 - 4 du/acre) south of
the-Job Corps
**** This recommendation is still
‘under consideration and subject
to further discussion and revisinn

Rezone vacant residential parcels
greater than 5 acres to R-1A or apply

an R-suffix, so that the City will

have review authority of future projects

Reduce (rezone) amount of vacant
commercially zoned land

Establish Special Planning Districts
(SPDs) SPD Zones, Design Review District
and Merchant Associations to address
commercial deterioration and safety
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Lack of employment base in community e

Need for additional positive ]
direction in underutilized or

vacant areas, particularly the old
Jensen Field airstrip in Freeport

Manor, and the lands south of the

Job Corps and east of Delta Shores

Executive Airport noise, safety and ]
land use concerns

TRANSPORTATION

Key Facts and Issues

Circulation network will be needed ]
to serve the vacant south area as it
develops, including Arterial 148 and

one or two new I-5 interchanges

Areas within the Woodbine target area o
lack adequate street improvements

Traffic control is a major concern of e
residents -- undulations are particularly
controversial and there is strong desire
for a traffic signal at the intersection
of Meadowview and Amherst

.

M 675 April 10,

Incorporatelthe Delta Shores Villag
high tech/office project

Establish additional lands for office

use in the area of 24th Street and
Florin Road

Support. formation of the Celta Shores-
assisted Economic Development Corporation;
and encourage community job training
efforts and local hiring policies

In the Freeport Manor neighborhood,
rezone industrial areas from M-1 to M-R,
to encourage a higher standard of
development

Incorporate the Executive Airport
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP;
policies and standards

Major Recommendations

Ensure that future streets meet City
standards, designate an alignment of
Arterial 148, and desiagnate two I-5

interchanges

Continue use of CDBG funds to upgrade
subStandard streets in the Woodbine area

Improve resident notification and input
regarding changes or additions to the

traffic control system and maintain safe
traffic flows as the community develops

Investigate moving up the priority of the
Meadowview/Amherst traffic signal
(included in the 1984 CIP/Budget)
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e Additions and improvements to o Amend the Bikeways Master Plan to
alternative modes of transit will be include additional routes
necessary, especially as the employment -
base increases e Explore financing for and support

expansion of bus service and a future
‘Light Rail Transit line

e Require and/or encourage private TSM
programs and developer contributions to
public and alternative transit

NEIGHBORHOOD ENVIRONMENT

Key Facts and Issues Major Recommendations

o Need to improve community- and City o Assist in formation of Citizen Groups
wide perceptions about community to monitor Plan implementation, to
image and encourage citizen pride foster community pride and involvement,
and involvement and to provide services and activities

beyond City-provided levels

o Provide a Citizen Handbook 1in order to
improve City and citizen efficiency and

effectiveness
e Deterioration, inadequate property o Focus code enforcement and nuisance
maintenance and blight are found abatement in areas showing most
| throughout the community, especially deterioration, continuing to use CDBG
| in the Woodbine and Meadowview areas funds where possible for these purposes

e Require front yard landscaping and
maintenance conditions in new residential
subdivisions greater than 20 acres in siz

(This project is proceeding,
with some improvements, to
the fence scheduled to be-

gin in the summer of 1984). o Investigate further use of Emergency

Jobs Bill funding, along with other
sources, to improve the appearance of
Meadowview Road fencing

e Commercial areas perceived as e Encourage property owners and Merchant
blighted and unsafe Associations to improve commercial areas
and make use of the Police Department
Commercial Security Program
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PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES

Key Facts and Issues

e Growth will necessitate extension and
improvements to water, sewer, drainage
and utility services

e Growth will necessitate increases in

school and park facilities, and police
and fire protection facilities

o Potential use of hazardous materials
in high tech developments is a concern

e Lack of street lights in some areas
is a resident concern

NEXT STEPS

Major Recommendations

Continue drainage improvement study
and ensure that future utility services
meet City standards

Explore funding sources for additional
school facilities

Incorporate the recommendations of the
Recreation Master Plan when in is adopted.
and encourage provision of private
recreation facilities in new projects

Ensure that police and fire protection
services are expanded to the developing
areas, including a new fire station in
the south area

Develop City policies and standards to
adequately address the issue of
hazardous materials

Assist in the formation of Assessn
Districts for street light installac.on

The last section of the Plan regroups the recommended implementation actions
“ found in. each element and identifies the department or group responsible for

implementation.

The responsibilities of the City Council include adoption

of the community plan and land use plan map, certification of the Final EIR,
adoption of appropriate specific plans, ordinances and rezonings to imple-
ment the plan, and assistance with formation of Merchant Association(s) and
Citizen Group(s) in order to encourage efficient use of existing City re-
sources and to develop criteria for the recommended SPD Zones, Design

" Review Districts, Residential Design Guidelines and Density Standards. The
Plan strongly encourages resident and citizen group involvement.

M-675
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~ CITY OF SACRAMENTO

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT MARTY VAN DUYN

v o T
927 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 LANNING DIRECTOR
SUITE 300 TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

April 10, 1984

City Council
Sacramento, California

Members in Session: Attachment D

SUBJECT: Addendum to the Draft Airport ieadowview Community Plan
(M-675)

SUMMARY

After printing and release of the Draft Airport Meadowview
Community Plan in August and November of 1983, respectively, new
or changed information, city policies, and/or staff position have
necessitated refinement of the draft document. This addendum
details the recommended changes to the Community Plan and land
use map, including the revisions, and recommendations made by the Planning
Commission at hearings held on February 16 and 23, 1984. '

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The suggested changes can be classified into six "reason for
change" categories. Each of the listed changes will be keyed
by number to the following categories:

1. Delta Shores Village (DSV)

The Draft Community Plan uses numbers for the Delta Shores
project as it was recommended for approval by the Planning
Commission, in July of 1983. The project, given final approval by City
Council on September 28, 1983, was different as detailed below. The EIR

on the Airport Meadowview Community Plan uses the "final" project
numbers, but the Draft Community Plan must be revised for con-
sistency.

The PUD consists of the following:
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TOTAL GROSS BUILDING

NET ACRES . SQUARE FEET

MRD Total ' 320 4,181,800

MRD East 257 . 896,600 (0B) + -

: 2,718,200 (non—OB)

MRD West , ‘ 63 570;000 (OB)

sC Eas£ _ _ ' 22 239,580

SC West _ 8 87,120

HC East ' 12 . 130,680
Residential

10 du/acre - ' 113 1,130 du

12 du/acre 29 348 du

18 du/acre - , 34 612 du
West CIC Buffer 27 0

School Site _ 8 . -

Fire Station Site 1.4 -—
Eastside SMUD Substations 2 0
Interchange, Roads and Open Space 119.5
~TOTAL GROSS . 695.9 Acres

2. Environmentél Impact Report (EIR)

The EIR process has identified mitigation measures that will be
necessary to reduce significant impacts to a less than significant
level, or to the extent feasible. These mitigation measures
should be incorporated into the Final Community Plan's goals,
objectives, policies, and actions before final approval by City
Council.
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3. New or Modified City Policies and/or Information (City)

Since printing of the Draft Plan, other documents have been
released, new City policies or standards have been established,
and information either has become newly-available or has been

modified. Examples include:

a. Adoption of the Infill Incentive Program and Ordinance,
including a procedure by which to establish "Designated
Infill Areas" via the Community Plan update process.

b. Planning Commission approval of revised Residential
Density Standards, in conjunction with review of the
North Sacramento Community Plan.

c. Release of the Draft Recreation Master Plan.

d. Approval of the Library Master Plan.

e. New information regarding the 1984 CDBG Program, the
Meadowview Economic Development Corporation, and the
Meadowview Road Fence Design Project.

f. Consideration of withholding tax benefits of landlords
owning substandard rental housing.

4. Staff-Initiated Changes or Alternatives (Staff)

Since release of the Draft Plan, further research and/or refine-
‘ments of planning strategies call for some changes. Also, more
specific information about possible alternatives to some land uses
is presented. Alternative land uses are suggested for:

a.

The "Residential 1-4 du/acre" area at the south portion
of the Job Corps site. Alternatives would be designa-
tion as "Residential 4-8" or "Residential 7-15".

Areas for which a different land use designation and/or zoning
was recommendeq by the Planning Commission. (The final "alternatives"
will reflect City Council actions).

Other staff-initiated changes include:

C.

"

Use of the term "Special Planning District (SPD)
rather than "Special Planning Area (SPA)", in order to
be consistent with other community plans and to be less
confusing when SPD Zones are created.
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Recommend that vacant residential parcels greater than
5 acres in size be rezoned from R-1 to either R-1R or

.R=1A, depending on desired residential density, in

order to obtain review authority over future residen-
tial development. The R-zone suffix would be amended
to expand review authority from existing levels, and
the R-1A zone requires a Special Permit, thus ensuring
Planning Commission review and offering opportunities
to upgrade housing quality in the community. '

e. Establishing timeframes in the "Next Steps" section for
implementation of identified policies and actions.
5. ~ Changes to the Proposed Land Use Plan Map (Map)

Due many of the above changes, the proposed land use plan map
requires revision. The legend will read as follows:

Regidentiat-3+~4  (Planning Commission recammended deletion

of this category)

Residential 4-8
Residential 7-15
Residential 11-21
Residential 11-29
Office

Commercial

Mixed Use

Special Planning District
Industrial

High-Tech Industrial
Public/Quasi-PUblic
Parks

Agriculture/Open Space

dajProposed School Ji Proposed Fire Station
ﬁ Existing School - 4 x Existing Fire Station
* Library T Proposed Transit Center
U vtility %*& Potential Interchange

The map will also be cleaned up to eliminate the problems.caused
by slippage of the graphic materials used (the "slipped-zip"
phenomenon) .

6. Review Process (Review)

Through the review process, several changes were recommended for
the following reasons:
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a. Typographical errors. ‘
b. Clarification or re-wording necessary.
c. Consistency with other agencies necessary.

SUGGESTED CBANGES OR ALTERNATIVES

By page sequence, the suggested changes or alternatives are as
follows:

1. pPage ii (Staff, 4d)

Change Special Planning Area to Special Planning District.

2. Page 5 (Dsv, 1)

Revise numbers in paragraph "B" to reflect 2,090 dwelling units
over 176 acres for Delta Shores, rather than 1,961 units over
168.4 acres.

3. Page 5 (Review, 6Db)

The number "866" under paragraph "D" should be changed to "859"
total units.

4, Page 15 (City, 3a)

Add a sentence to Policy/Action #1l: "Establish a portion of the
Woodbine neighborhood as a Designated Infill Area".

5. Page 15 (Staff, 4)

Add a sentence to Policy/Action #2: "Compile this information
into a comprehensive packet available to property owners,
developers, architects, and interested citizens".

6. Page 15 (EIR, 2)

Add a Policy/Action #8: "Develop programs on a community-wide
and city-wide basis to assist in the provision of housing afford-
able to future employees in the community".

7. Page 17 (City, 3a)

Include on this map the boundaries of the Designated Infill Area,
as per Exhibit 4 of the Zone Change Report.

8. Page 18 (DSV, 1l; City, 3; Staff, 4)

e . Revise Table 4 to include the final Delta Shores acreage
figures, so that the table is consistent with Exhibit
C-22 of the Draft EIR.
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° Revise Table 4 to reflect the new residential density
categories as detailed in the revised Appendix D.
e "Change SPA to SPD (Special Planning District).

9. _.Page 19 (Dsv, 1)

Revise the numbers in the last paragraph to. reflect the revised
Delta Shores Village project.

10. Page 27 (Staff, 4c)

e Change references to Special Planning Areas(SPAs) to Special
Planning Districts (SPDs).

e Deléte the word "Overlay" from references to the Special

‘ Planning District Zone. Rather than an overlay zone, it is
recommended that a specially-tailored SPD Zone be developed :
and applied to the District, replacing previous zoning.

11. Page 28 (Staff, 4c)

Revise language to delete sentence '"the existing C-2 zoning will
remain", to change SPA to SPD, and to delete the word "overlay"
from references to the SPD Zone.

12. Page 29 (City, 3e)

Include language in the third paragraph under "Merchants Association"
to discuss the fact that the southeast corner of Meadowview Road

and 24th Street has been added to the SHRA commercial revitalization
list, has been allocated $10,000 in the 1984 CDBG budget for a
market study, and could potentially be funded for an economic
development coordinator in the 1985 CDBG budget.

13. Page 30 (DSv, 1)

Revise language in paragraph 3 "Delta Shores" to reflect the final
project approved on September 28, 1983. '

14. Page 30-31 (City, 3a)

Add under paragraph 4 "Innappropriate or Inefficient Land Uses”
the establishment of a portion of the Woodbine neighborhood as a
Designated Infill Area and discuss the available infill incentive
options.

15. Page 31 (Review, 6c)

In order to reflect the contents of the ALUC plan (Executive Airport
CLUP) in the community plan, amend the discussion of Jensen Field
to include the following paragraph at the end of the first paragraph:
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"The entire Jensen Field area is within the Executive Airport
Overflight Zone (EA-4). Due to adopted EA-4 standards, the
following uses will not be allowed in this industrial area:
petroleum refining, rubber and plastic manufacturing, stadiums,
-arenas, auditoriums, and amphitheaters."”

16. Page 31 (Review, 6b)

The standards to be met and ensured by the R-review will be incorporated
into the Airport Meadowview Community Plan and will read as follows:

a) All uses shall be conducted wholly within a completely enclosed
building or within an area enclosed and screened on all sides by a
fence or wall at least six feet in height. Chain link fences shall .
be planted with evergreen vines so that screening is provided within
a resonable period of time, or shall incorporate durable slats into
the chain link fabric in order to provide screening.

b) A minimum five foot landscaped front and street side sethack shall he
provided. The area between the setback line and the property line shall
be developed and maintained as open landscaped and gnaaxarea, preferably
within a raised planter. &

17. Page 32 (Staff, Alternative 3a)

Under the discussion "Not Enough High Quality Homes", further
define the recommended land use for the southern portion of the
Job Corps site. Rather than the "Residential 1-4 du/acre"
currently shown on the provosed land use plan map, consider
designation as "Residential 4-8" or "Residential 7-15". Refer
to Draft EIR pages C-10, D-42 through D-45, D-49 for a discussion
of this issue.

18. Page 33 (Staff, Alternative 4a and 4b)

Under the discussion "Development in the Southeast", further define.
the recommended land use(s) for this southeast portion of the
community plan area above the future Arterial 148.

® Consider deletion of the "Residential 1-4 du/acre" designation
and replacement with "Residential 4-8" or "Residential 7-15".

(The Planning Commission recammended for this alternative).

19. ‘Page 35 (Review, 6b)

For clarification purposes, revise Policv/Action #la to read as follows:
"New residential development within existing developed areas of thg
community should be compatible in density and design with surrounding
areas."
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20. Page 36 (City, 3a; Staff, Altenative 4a; Staff 4d)

Under "Residential Land Use Actions", make the following revisions:

o #2b. Delete the existing action, and insert "Establish a
portion of the Woodbine neighborhood as a Designated Infill Area."

e #Zf: Adq the following sentence: "As an alternative, consider
designation of this area for "Residential 4-8" or "Residential 7-15".

(The Planning Commission recammended designation as "Residential 4-8).

e #2h. Revise to read as follows: "Apply an "R"'Review Zone
suffix or rezone to R-1lA existing vacant residential parcels
over 5 acres in size.

21. Page 37 (City, 3b; Staff, 4c; Staff Alternative 4b)

Under "Retail Commercial Development Actions", make the following revisions

e i#d4a. The last part of this action should read: ". . . and
the northeast corner ‘of Meadowview Road and 24th Street for
"Residential 11-21" with compatible (R-2B) zoning."

e #4b,4c,4d,4e. Change Special Planning Areas (SPAs) to Special
Planning Districts (SPDs). Delete references to an "overlay"
zone.

e #4f. The word "not" should be added to this sentence so that
the action reads: "To the maximum extent possible, encourage
new commercial development within Delta Shores to consist of
uses that will not compete with uses in existing commercial
development in the Airport Meadowview community.

22. Page 38 (EIR, 2; Dsv, 1)

e Add the following action in order to incorporate an EIR-identified
mitigation measure:
"d. Expand and monitor the Delta Shores Village Jobs Program
Partnership to meet specific job training and placement
needs of employers who will locate in the community."

e #6b. Change "250" to "320". '
#6c. Delete the word "industrial" from this sentence.
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23. Page 41 ( City, 3; Review, 6)

Due to modification of City information and timing considerations
regardlng the Delta Shores circulation pattern, Map 9 requlres
revision so that it will look like the pattern as presented in the
proposed Land Use Plan Map.

24. Page 45 (ReView, 6a; City, 3e)

Revise map as follows: Take the "A" off the first Assessment
District title (1983 construction). Correct the boundaries of
Assessment District #3A. Add in the boundaries of the 1984 CDBG funded
_Assessment District 4. '

25. Page 47 (DSV, 1l; City, 3c; Review, 6Db)

Add a sentence to the end of the last paragraph: "Also, the
Bikeways Master Plan should be amended to include extension of
the 24th Street bikeway south to the proposed urban forest to be
established in the Regional Sanitation Bufferlands area.”

The map on page 49 should be revised to include this recommended addition.

26. Page 56 (Review, 6b; EIR, 2)

The Western Pacific Railroad (the tracks that form the eastern
boundary of the community plan area) has recently been acgquired by
Union Pacific, and references throughout the Plan to "Western"
Pacific should be changed to "Union" Pacific.

Add the following sentence to the end of paragraph 3 under "Railroads":
"Construction of a noise barrier along Interstate 5 should be considered.

27. Page 58 (EIR, 2)

Add the following EIR-identified mitigation measures as Policy/Action
#1i under "Streets":
"i. To mitigate potentially significant adverse impacts on the
future Airport Meadowview circulation pattern, ensure that
the following street improvements, or equally effective measures,
are taken as the need arises, in order to ensure a safe and
efficient roadway system within the community:

a. Implementation of Transportation Systems Management (TSM)
measures would reduce the number of vehicle trips.

b. In order to accommodate projected traffic at key intersections,
the following improvements should be made:

1. The Freeport Boulevard/Meadowview Road intersection
will require three through lanes on all approaches:
shared right turn lanes, dual lefts on both Freeport
Boulevard approaches, and single lefts on both
Meadowview approaches.
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- 2. The Florin Road/Freeport Boulevard intersection will

require three through lanes on all approaches: shared
right turn lanes on the Freeport Boulevard approaches,
separate right turn lanes on both Florin Road approa-

ches, dual left turn lanes on both Freeport Boulevard

approaches, and single left turn lanes on both Florin

Road approaches.

3. The Freeport Boulevard/Blair Road intersection will
require the addition of a separate right turn lane on
the eastbound Blair approach.

4. The Florin Road/24th Street intersection will require
three through lanes including shared right turn lanes
and single left turn lanes on all approaches.

5. The 24th Street/Meadowview Road intersection will
require three through lanes on both Meadowview Road
approaches. Additionally, dual left turn lanes on
both Meadowview Road approaches, shared right turn
lane on the westbound Meadowview Road approach, a
single left turn lane and a separate right turn lane
on the eastbound Meadowview Road approach, dual
approach lanes on both 24th Street approaches, a
separate right turn land and a single left turn lane
on the southbound approach, and dual left turn lanes
and a separate right turn lane on the northbound
approcacn will be. required.

Florin Road requires widening to six lanes along its
entire length through the Airport Meadowview community.
Current development makes widening of this street
extremely costly if not infeasible.

Meadowview Road requires widening to six lanes along its
entire length through the Airport Meadowview community.
Current development makes widening of this street
extremely costly if not infeasible.

Twenty-fourth (24th) Street requires widening to six
lanes from Meadowview Road southbound to its inter-
section with the Delta Shores Village access road.
Current residential development, a school, and a park,
again, make widening of this street extremely costly if
not infeasible.

Interstate 5 requires a third northbound lane from the
River Bend interchange to its current three land con-
figuration.

The River Bend interchange serving Delta Shores Village
will require two lanes for northbound on and southbound

off movement.
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h. A second Interstate 5 interchange should be constructed.

i. ' The access to Arterial 148 and the Delta Shores Village
internal road should be designed to allow and encourage
the orientation of Interstate 5 traffic to the second
interchange.

28. Page 60 (EIR, 2)

Add the following EIR-identified mitigation measure as Policy/Action
#7b under "Railroads":

"7b. Consider construction of a noise barrier along Interstate 5."

29. Page 77 (City, 3e)

Add the following entry to the list of activities under 'CDBG Programs"
3b: "Meadowview Road Fence Improvement Project"

Add the following sentence to action 4c under "Public Facilities and
Services":  "Contribute to the extent possible toward the imple-
mentation of the Meadowview Road Fence Improvement Project."

30. Page 79 (Review, 6C)

Previous storm drainage design criteria is approximately 60 percent of
City standards, not 50 percent.

31. Page 86 (Dsv, 1)

Table 10, "Estimated School Enrollment Generation" will be
updated to reflect the Delta Shores Village project approved on
September 28, 1983, with a total of 2090 dwelling units.

32. Page 87 (City, 3; DSV, 1)

Revise the third paragraph to read as follows: "The approved Delta
Shores Village project includes a reserved 8-acre elementary school
site. This site will be kept in reserve for four years from the date
of the project approval (thus, September 28, 1987), and four l-year
extensions for this reservation will be granted if the school district
so requests. The school district indicates that the Delta Shores
school site will be kept in reserve until expansion needs are '
determined and/or funding for purchase is obtained.”

33. Page 87 (City, 3)

Add the following to the end of the second paragraph under "Parks,
Recreation and Open Space -- Sites and Programs": "The City has
recently amended the Fiscal Year 1983-84 City Capital Improvement
Budget to appropriate monies for the development of the Mayfair
Gardens park site. Citizen and private sector efforts are also
contributing to the improvement effort."
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- 34, Page 88 (City, 3c)

Map 24 will be updated to depict: : ,
1) school sites recommended to be acquired or recognized via the
Recreation Master Plan Update process as serving neighborhood
park needs (preliminary recommendations include Goethe as a
community park, Huntington and Sloat as neighborhood parks) ;
2) the Mayfair Gardens park site;
3) Argonaut Park shown as a community park;

- 4) Future park sites identified by the Recreation Master Plan
(expansion of Meadowview Park westward to a community-size
park; provision of a school park adjacent to a future
elementary school south of the Job Corps site).

5) the proposed Urban Forest to be located in the Regional
Sanitation Bufferlands, which could fulfill regional park needs:

6) the Sacramento River Parkway recreation area, which could
fulfill regional park needs.

35. Page 91 (City, 3c; Review 6c)

In the middle of the "Parks'Need Assessment" paragraph, change
"Susan B. Anthony" to "Meadowview".

36. Page 98-99 (EIR,2; Review 6cC)

Under "C. RECOMMENDED POLICIES AND ACTIONS" make the following revision

Add the following EIR-identified mitigation measure: "Ensure that .
necessary public facilities and services are provided to meet
projected demands".

Add the following EIR-identified mitigation measure: "New development
should comply with existing City energy conservation ordinances".

Add the following clause to the beginning of Policy/Action #4:
"The City should adopt a city-wide hazardous materials management
program and/or ordinance to ensure that . . . "

Add the following EIR-identified mitigation measure: "The City and
School District together should develop a program to aid in providing
adequate school facilities."

Delete recommendations #6 and #7 and insert the following recommendation:
"Incorporate the recommendations and policies of the Recreation
Master Plan when it is completed and adopted. The preliminary
recommendations pertaining to park site acreage include:
a) development of a neighborhood school park adjacent to the
future elementary school site which is designated below the
Job Corps site in the southeast area of the community; and
b) expansion of Meadowview Park westward and development of
appropriate acreage and facilities so that the status changes
from a neighborhood park to a community park, as defined by
the Recreation Master Plan.”

Attachment D
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37. Pages 100-109 (Staff, 4e)

® The "Next.Stepé" section will be revised to ensure that all additions,
deletions, rewordings, etc..in the previous Policy and Action
sections are incorporated.

e Timeframes for implementation will be established as follows:
less than 1 year
1-5 years
greater than 5 years

38. Pages A-3 (City, 3)

Delete the word "Proposed" from the title, as these standards have
been adopted.

39. Page A-7 (City, 3b)

Revise the "Recommended Density Guidelines" to be consistent with
those recently approved in conjunction with the North Sacramento
Community Plan:

Density Ranges * Housing Types Consistent Zones **
Agricultural-maximum Single family A
1 unit per 5 acres :
Rural estate-between -Single family R-E(1/4, 1/2, 1/1, 1/.8)%**

1 unit per 4 acres and
1 unit per half acre ***

4-8 units per acre Single family detached, R-1, R-1-A
clustered, zero lot line,
patio; halfplex; duplex

7-15 units per acre Single family detached, R-1-A, R-2, R-1 (will need to
clustered, zero lot line, be combined with other zones
patio; halfplex; duplex; to achieve minimum density)
townhouse: condominium

11-21 units per acre Halfplex, duplex, townhoyse, R-1-A, R-2, R-2-A, R-2-8
condeminium, garden apartment

11-29 units per acre Halfplex, duplex, townhouse, R-1-A, R-2, R-2-A, R-2-8,

' condominium, garden apartmant, R-3
apariment
29 + units per acra Apartment "~ R-3-A, R-4, R-5

* A1l densities use net acreage.

** Qyerall dansity of & project cannot exceed the maximum of
the density rangs even though an individual zone may in
the Zoning ordinancz permit a higher maximum yield.

*** This zone is presently being considerad for adoption.

Elimination of the "average minimum density" found used in South Natomas and or’<;1na1ln/
- proposed for North Sacramento and Airport-Meadowview is suggested in an effort to
reduce confusion and misinterpretation.

Attachment D
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.40. Page A-13 through A-14 (City, 3b; Staff, 4c; Map, 5)

Revise the "Proposed Land Uses" definitions and terminology ‘to be
consistent with the revised residential densitv categories;

. use the term Special Planning District (SPD) rather than Special

Planning Area (SPA); and have the categories as listed under #5
on page 4 of this report (the revised leqend for the proposed
land use plan map).

41. Changes to the Proposed Land Use Plan Map

e Show and/or Name Park Sites: "Meadowview", not "John Still" Park
Argonaut Park
Willow Rancho Little League
Mayfair Gardens
Kemble Park
Anthony Park

e Name the "Regional Sanitation Bufferlands" on the map-

e Consider designatioh of a recreation node as per the Sacramento
River Parkway Plan in the area north of Freeport.

e Use a different graphic pattern to distinguish "parks" from
"open space"” -

e Use the legend as detailed under #5 on page 4 of this report

e Take the "commercial" designation off the northeast Indian"
Lane/Florin Road area (Furrow's site) and leave this area in
its present designation: "industrial"

e Take the southernmost two parcels currently shown in the
Florin/24th SPD (as shown in exhibit 12 of the Zone Change report)
out of the SPD designation, and place in "office" designation, or

the land use designation consistent with the zoning classification approved by
the City Council.

e Due to recent rezoning, designate the northwest corner of
Ventura Street/47th Avenue "Residential 11-29"

e Designate to northeast corner of 24th Street/47th Avenue as
"Public/Quasi-Public"

e To reflect existing land use, designate a small area on the east
side of 29th Street, south of Florin Road, for "Residential 11-29"

e Show the street connection from Amherst Street through the future
Steamboat Bend subdivision to the Delta Shores Village project.

e Use a different graphic pattern to distinguish "industrial"
from "high tech industrial"

e Show the Designated Infill Area boundary

e Possibly re-desigrate the areas for which Alternatives are

suggested (#4a on page 3 of this staff report, or areas for which the
Planning Camnission and/or City Council have revised the originally-proposed
designations) .

Attachment D
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e Add a scale, date and source to the final map
e Change map to say "Union Pacific" rather than "Western Pacific"
e Re-do portions'of the map to eliminate the problems caused by

slippage of the graphics materials used, and to better represent
the street system.

COUNCILPERSON SUGGESTION

It has been suggested that the need for a comunity center within the Airport
Meadowview camunity be more explicitly identified and discussed within the
Neighborhood Envirorment and/or Public Facilities and Services element(s)

and recammendations.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION

Due to timing considerations, many of the above changes (such as
incorporation of the final Delta Shores Village numbers) were
considered in the Environmental Impact Report on the community plan.
The nature or extent of the remaining recommended changes are not of
the magnitude that would require any further environmental analysis.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council approve incorporation of some or all
of the above-listed changes and the Planning Camission reccmmended alterna
tives into the Draft Airport Meadowview Community Plan.

Respectfully submitted,

M-675
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RESOLUTION No.
Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of

RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW
COMMUNITY PLAN (M-675)

. WHEREAS, the presently adopted Community Plans now encom-
passed within the Airport Meadowview community area are now 19
years old and thus outdated;

WHEREAS, the Council directed the preparation of an updated
Airport Meadowview Community Plan in early 1982;

WHEREAS, the Council has received a draft Airport Meadowview
Community Plan transmitted after Planning Commission consideration
of oral and written evidence at public hearings and after recom-
mending adoption by the Council;

WHEREAS, the Council has held public hearings on the Airport
Meadowview Community Plan, and determined that implementation
will have a beneficial effect upon the Community and City-at-
Large;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Sacramento City
Council finds:

1. THPAT replacement of existing community plans in the
project area by the new Airport Meadowview Community
Plan will mitigate many adverse impacts potentially
arising from continuance of now obsolete land use and
development policies; and specifically, the new Plan
will guide:

a. Population growth, housing development, and com-
mercial revitalization in a manner that will con-
serve the existing hcusing stock, improve neighbor-
hood and commercial stability, and promote higher
guality future residential development to serve a
range of housing needs;

b. The location of high technology industry in this
area of the City is consistent with the adopted City
1982 Growth Policy, creating up to 17,600 additional
permanent jobs in a community experiencing high
unemployment, and conserving land in other undeveloped
areas of the City which are of agricultural use: and

Attachment E
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2. THAT the Council hereby adopts that certain document
entitled "Airport Meadowview Community Plan" for the
following reasons:

a.

ATTEST:

It will revise and update the existing Community
Plans for the area adopted in 1965, and the Sacra-

~mento City General Plan adopted in 1974,

It will provide specific policies for long-range
physical development of Airport Meadowview in a
coordinated and well thought out manner:and - @
can be used as a guide in reaching future land
use and general development decisions;

It will provide standards and criteria for com-
patible land use patterns and mixtures;

It will encourage a variety of housing densities,
types, and designs which are consistent with the
housing needs of Airport Meadowview and of the
region;

It will establish a circulation system which will
provide for safe and efficient movement of people
and goods in and through Airport Meadowview, and
protect residential neighborhoods from excessive
traffic; and

It will encourage maintenance of an adequate level
of public facilities and services to serve Airport
Meadowview.

MAYOR

CITY CLERK

Attachment E
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CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT : : MARTY VAN DUYN

PLANNING DIRECTOR
927 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTQO, CA 95814 ECTO
SUITE 300 TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

April 10, 1984

City Council .
Sacramento, California . Attachment F

Members in Session:

SUBJECT: Proposed Zoning Chnages for Consistency with Proposed
Land Uses of the Airport Meadowview Community Plan
(M-675)

SUMMARY

This report details the proposed zoning changes to be made in
order to implement the land use designations and policies of the
Airport Meadowview Community Plan. There are eleven areas being
recommended for land use designation/zoning changes, and one

area being recommended as a Designated Infill Area. The Zoning
Change Index Map keys each area by number to the appropriate

Zone Change Exhibit and discussion. Of the eleven areas, op-
pcsition by property owners has been expressed in four (area 3,8,
9,12). These areas are discussed in more detail, with supple-
mental information and exhibits incorporated into the Area Reports.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Council receive public testimony on each
of the zone change areas and adopt the proposed zoning changes for
the various parcels identified in this Zone Change Report.

Respectfully submitted,

Méity Van Duyn
Planning Direc

MVD:KLM:slm



CITY OF SACRAMENTO

MARTY VAN DUYN

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT L ANING DIRECTOR
927 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
SUITE 300 TELEPHONE (916) 443-5604

February 21, 1934

MEMORANDUM

TO: 0fficial Record M-675
FROM: Art Gee

SUBJECT:  Abstention By Commissioners Isinmael and Holloway cn
' Airport Meadowview Community Plan and Related Matters

On the advice of the City Attorney's Office, Commissioners Ishmael and
" Holloway abstained. from participation on the following areas of discussion:

Goals, Objective, Recommended Actions & Policies

Page 35 - Objective #7
Page 36 - Recommended Action 2d,4a,4f,5a,6b

Next Step
Page 100 & 101 - 1 (d,i,k,0,0,0)
Page 102 - 2
Page 106 - 5

Addendum

Page 10 - Page 27,0
Page 11 - Page 387, schools

Zoning
Areas 3,9,11

19
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AREA ONE

EXISTING PLAN
DESIGNATION:

PROPUSED PLAN
DESIGNATION:

HEAVY COMMERCIAL OR
INDUSTRIAL

INDUSTRIAL

Y

PROPERTY UWNER REQUESTS

No opposition to the
proposed M-1lR zoning
was stated.

- APNs:

.

_PURPOSE OF CHANGE

This area contalns a relatlvely large amount of vacant
land. Recent office developments in the southern portio
indicate an upgrading trend. In order to provide direct
for improvement, to ensure that new development is com-
patible with residential neighborhoods to the north and
east, and to provide an attractive area for new light
industrial development, the plan recommends a rezoning
from M-1 to M-1R, with standards for review as stated

by a) and b) of the preceding page of the Area 1

staff report.

035-091-02,06,07,09,10; .
035-092-01,03,10,22,12,14,16,17,18;
035-101-34; 035- 102 01,02,07,08,09, 10 11;
035-1€3-06,07; 035-111-10,13,14; '
035-112-01,02,20,22,26,27,28,29

on

PLANN!NG COMMISSIONN
ACTION :

Recommend rezoning the area
outlined above and identified by
the APNs at left from M-1 to
M-1R, with the standards for
review as stated in a) and b)

of page 1 of the Area 1 staff’
report.




April 10, 1984
SUBJECT: AREA 1

ISSUE:

The original staff recommendation was to rezone the area from

M-1 to M-1S. Several property owners with existing develooments

in this area were concerned about the effect of the M-1S standards,
particularly the feasibility of the requirement for a 25-foot land-
scaped front and street side setback. Generally, however, there

was support for an effort to improve the area. There was also

a question about the potential for developing additional access ways
from the frontage road to Freeport Boulevard.

The Commission directed staff to investigate lot deoths, exnlore
the possibility of applying an R-review to existino developed
parcels and/or parcels less than two acres in size, and to develoo®
standards to incorporate into the community plan, with which
future development would need to be consistent.

Attachment A notes the size of the five vacant parcels in the area.
Onlv one, the old Jensen Field airstrip, is greater than two acres
in size. After consideration of lot sizes and the objectives
being pursued in this area, staff modified the recommendation $o
that the area outlined in the attached map and identified by
Assessor's Parcel Number (APN) would be rezoned from M-1 to M-1R,
rather than M-1S. ’

The standards to be met and ensured by the R-review will be
incorporated into the Airvort Meadowview Community Plan and will
read as follows:

a) All uses shall be conducted wholly within a completely
enclosed building or within an area enclosed and screened
on all sides by a fence or wall at least six feet in
height. Chain 1link fences shall be planted with
evergreen vines So that screening is provided within a-
reasonable period of time, or shall incorporate durable
slats into the chain link fabric in order to provide
screening.

b) A minimum five foot landscaped front and street side
setback shall be provided. The area between the sethack
line and the property line shall be developed and
maintained as open landscaped and green area, preferablv
within a raised planter.

Freeport Boulevard is a State Highway, and the City Traffic Engineer
indicates that permission to develop additional access from the
frontage road onto Freeport Blvd. would be extremely difficult to obtain.

VOTE OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission votéd 7 ayes, with 2 abstentionsg to recommend the
revised staff recommendation. .

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Council rezone the identified parcels to
M-1R, with standards for review as stated in a) and b) above.

-1-
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ﬁmn TWO" -~ \( " PURPOSE OF CHANGE " PLANNING COMMISSION \
Exééli:ﬁﬁiﬁ: LIGHT DENSITY RESIDENTIAL This vacant parcel, due to site configuration, accesg,.

and the nature of adjacent .development (medical ACTION
* PROP . offices and shopping center), is more suitable f“or e -
UE??E?«A?}UN;- OFFICE office use than for residential development. The Recommend rezoning parcel
. b community plan (page 38) contains policies to a) locatp 035-010-38 from R-1 to OB.
office development along major thoroughfares, and b) ’ '

. . NER REQUESTS encourage new, attractive office development in the

PROPERTY UWNER KEQ community. The fact that several of the uses within
No opposition to the proposed the recently remodeled adjacent shopping center are
OB zoning was stated.  ~

office-related (dentist, real estate, insurance, incon
. tax), indicates a demand for additional office snace
~: in the area. The owners of the adjacent medical offi
| .also own this vacant parcel.

Jeemn

i

N s o .J\APNs:"' 035-010-38
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é EXISTING ZONING | Y PROPOSED ZONING )

/

EXISTING PLAN Light Density Resid. leReduce vacant commercial acreage in community.
DESIGNATION: Multiple Family Resid|] ¥ -

Shopping-Commercial eProvide opportunity for some higher residential density

PROPUSED PLAN poct et T2l 1139 developments in order to expand the range of housing
DESIGNATION: . ; opportunities in the Airport Meadowview community and
Mixed Use/Qffice = e
Commoar~ial encourage more efficient land use.

. . ££i a .
PROPERTY UMNER REQUESTS eProvide opportunity for office and/or mixed use developmg
Please refer to attached "Existing
Land_Use" map. Property owners )
Poncioni and Fluallen desire retentiyhizce the convalescent hospital in the proper zone (H)

of R-1 zoning rather than the proposedo that it is no longer in nonconforming use status.
R-2A zoning. Blue Lake Enterprises, . .
Komoorian and Chinn desire retention® Discourage strip commercial develooment.

. of C-2, R-3 and R-1 rather than re-{ aApNs: SEE ATTACHED
s zoning to R-2A or OB.

® Place parcels in one zone rather than having split .zonip

(" nven THREE . \(r PURPOSE OF CHANGE )

[PLANNING COMMISSION \
ACTION

Recommend rezoning as per the originall
staff recommendation, except: that the
Blue Lake Entervrises, Komoorian and
Chinn varcels that are currently zoneﬁ'
nt C-2 or C-2R are recommended for
5 OB zoning, and the residential
parcels owned by these property
owners would retain their current
R-3 or R~1 zoning.

It should be noted that this area is
very controversial, and that the
Planning Commission had trouble

\Mmaking a recommendation that was able
to get the necessary number of votes.
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SUBJECT: AREA 3

ISSUE

Area 3, located north of Florin Road within the Woodbine neighborhood,

_ contains a large amount of vacant land (see attached aerial photo)

that is currently zoned C-2, R-1 and R-3. In order to implement
community plan policies to improve the business climate and revitalize
existing commercial development, some parcels are pronosed to be
rezoned in order to reduce the oversupply of vacant commercial land
and to increase the population base and buying power within the
community.

The recommendation submitted to the Planning Commission was to rezone
parcels from C-2, R-1 and R-3 to R-O, R-2A and R-2B (see Attachment B).

Several property owners are opposed to the recommended rezonings of
Area 3. Attachment A shows existing land uses, and also depicts those
parcels where property owners expressed oobposition to the recommended
rezonings. Two proverty owners oppose rezoning lands from R-1 to R-2A
and R-2B. Three parties representing other parcels opposed rezonings
from C-2, C-2R, R-3 and R~1 to R-O and R-2A. After considering many
options, the Planning Commission recommended OB zoning for the disputed
parcels currently zoned C-2 or C-2R, with the residential proverties of
Komoorian and Chinn to retain current zoning. The other recommended
zone changes within Area 3 are as proposed by the original staff

recommendation.

This report discusses the issues of a) rezoning C-2 parcels, and

b) R-O0 zoning. The Planning Commission recommendation (attachment C)
and a final Staff recommendation (attachment D) are presented.

BACKGROUND

Rezoning C-2 Parcels

Given the results of the attached Commercial Vacancy Study, staff
concludes that there is an excess of commercially-zoned vacant land

and vacant and/or underutilized commercial buildings within the
Airport Meadowview community. Of a total of 173 acres of commercially-
zoned land, 117 are vacant, and the vacancy rate for buildings within
the existing commercially developed areas is high (11% to 21%).

There is a definite need to revitalize the existing commercial development

in the community, especially within the two proposed Special Planning
Districts. One of the strategies designed to lessen votential
competition and to augment the population base (thus imcreasing demand
for commercial goods and services) is to rezone vacant commercial lands
to a use that would bring people, rather than additional commercial
uses, to the area.

The Florin Road area currently contains 35 vacant commercial acres
and has a vacancy rate of 11% for existing buildings. Also, several
structures not counted as "vacant" are only partially used.

The Meadowview Road area contains 39.7 vacant commercial acres, and
has a vacancy rate of 21% for existing buildings. In addition, the
Delta Shores Village project was approved with 42 acres of commercial.



The south side of Florin Road is more of a commercial "strip" than the
north side of Florin Road within the Airport Meadowview community.

On the south side, three large vacan commercial parcels exist which
comprise about 10 acres. Future demand for commercial development
should be directed to infilling these sites. The north side of

Florin Road, as depicted by the attached aerial photo, contains

rather widely-spaced development, with a great deal of vacant acreace.
The character of this area is not yet established. To the east oI the
WPRR tracks, on the north side, is a mobile home park. To the east

of the WPRR tracks on the south side, is a high school. These
developments do provide a "break" in the strip development that

exists along Florin Road in the area outside of this community plan area.

The commercial varcels fronting along the north side of Florin Road
are about 100 feet in depth, although common ownership in some cases.
extends back over 200 feet.

Residential development could be oriented toward the interior of the
Woodbine neighborhood, with parking areas and/or buffer wall placed
closest to Florin Road.

|
R-0 Zoning

Although the Planning Commission is not recommending any R-O
zoning for this area, the original staff report did recommend

R-0 zoning for the large parcel at the northeast corner of Florin
Road and 24th Street (see Attachment B). A new alternative, as
depicted by Attachment D - "Staff Alternative", also suggests

R-0 zoning, which would occur on all vacant parcels currently
zoned for commercial use.

If the Council wishes to consider an alternative to the Planning
Commission Recommendation for OB zoning, and to the Original Staff
Recommendation for R-O/R-2A zoning, than staff would recommend .
R-O0 zoning for the disputed C-2/C-2R parcels.

Staff feels that R-O zoning would be appropriate because either
residential or office, or a mixture of both, would augment the
population base and help to support existing commercial develonment
within the community. Allowing this flexibility of use is beneficial
because it allows the landowner/developer more options and provides
the community with supportive development, perhaps sooner than would
occur if only one allowable use category were identified by the zone
applied.

VOTE OF THE COMMISSION **The recommendations of the Planning Commission
are as detailed below. For a specific list of
the voting record on all of the motions which
were made and failed, refer to Attachment F.

The Commission, by a vote of 5 ayes, 2 noes, and 2 abstentions,
recommended rezonings as depicted by Attachment C.

The Komoorian and Chinn parcels currently zoned commercial

C-2 or C-2R would be rezoned to OB. There would be no change of
zoning for the residential parcels owned by these property owners.

By a vote of 6 ayes, 1 no, and 2 abstentions, the Commission
recommended rezoning the Blue Lake Enterprises parcel from C-2 to OB.



By a vote of 7 ayes, with 2 abstentions, the Commission recommended
rezoning the other proposed rezonings in Area 3 as per the original
staff recommendation, including the Poncioni and Fluallen parcels.

The Vote of the Commission is depicted by Attachment C, and
Attachment E identifies the rezonings by Assessor's Parcel Number.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Council adopt one of the following
.alternatives, with the zones changes for each alternative as

identifies by Attachment E:
Attachment B Original Staff Recommendation

Attachment C Planning Commission Recommendation
Attachment D Staff Alternative




lHII[H||lIHlIIII18U_LLI_LlLLIUl__X

EXISTING LAND USE

£ H
: .
S2H0D \ )
PARK SCHOOL
- | Igﬁm aa:m %
j P < [Fo s F«?V fiKs
MF dpasmis g ﬁ‘—’lv 5 Joe ), [ZHd W22 lnrl’ﬂ’—‘l“ v
Cmselesent | yrootbine | sp?l?x{?,%][ vIv ]l"l’Hn‘ifFl‘F
Zhuleh (ourt
IRAS Bl | Gotiman) ot R, ) WAL
av || [ChunnisF HF‘YI’.HV/ L";E’i;;&f 1“f5Flm“ j m Y
YAH
TR il 2 - o
= Lo RS cana i Y A A
w vl HIN e iy SRR R
‘é = :“’L)E v S5F v
REREEY | A e op | i Y
? OLA FAovin n p v SF s:]Pw 7qu‘uﬂ’:-{--‘x--
: : (G [FH v v
f S GRS |
o | Sl Hs) (R, [ v | v
N e —‘fﬁ [v]¥ |sﬁsr~ EsF;[V 5F
_8_42_‘ z AV
< v [NV v Jae vy se

T PROPERTY OWNERS

BLUE LAKE ENTERPRISES/MURCHISON

KOMOORIAN/HOFFELT

3& CHINN
PONCIONI
FLUALLEN

MULTIPLE OWNERS: POWCIONTI
FLUALLEN
CURRAN

ROSSI

ATTACHMENT A



EXISTING ZONING

e

“PROPOSED ZONING

| =} | wooosme | wooosine ] l HITTH I %% 3 " woovaine | woooome HIHI | = I\%\@ gnn
Q' PARK SCHOOL. ) [_L l UJ l H h_i l L PARK SCHOOL ) LLlU I l | |j []j l l\
R I - D oo |6y [ T A\\\A
LR L 4'#% R? 3R =] u&—mun T\
%E!M ReBR '] T[ﬂ:]lll;L’ O | R2BR "1 O
Rl R E 8 (AL 1] Hl O ey
\ - [T 0 CIE o TS C 0 (I
1A e : _f_:f___’:_/_ . 5
i b R- , Hiti === F—\w § lix] p3l  —————— " e e e
Ein ) " gBR ' L/
; [: LY R (W ﬂ ‘""“"
10 [d LA EL Lﬂ/[}@ﬁ%'_ﬁ
o b AETINE Al
2~ RN AT R AT Hz
S (EI 2w laun B
_ | WSR2 p 7RI AT
| Ct2 182l R RILRL L TYT ] [RLIZ J:
V&3 Th | DT SRRT R [ Ra ] T TR
;l I :ZEECJR CaR (.C'?‘c-zg :

FLORIN

B /res praposed,?—?r /Fe;dnini/

ORIGINAL STAFF RECOMMENDAT[ON

ATTACHMENT B



|

EXISTING zomNG T " PROPOSED ZONING

,E e ——— HIHHI O ] % L roomone | wooome | [[THTTIIE @\@ 3
S oo | [T ﬁ—ﬂ]\ _ PagK oo UL “HHIHhﬂI\
] 1 P s minis rmasfaasamantill A\ 18 [ AT D O .
el | HCETY D A= | |r2]por s O
= =1/l AR R? | R Al IIHH ITU—II
SElie) R2BR [ -rryq”[@%%‘r—n‘%gf H | RZBR T =T T J 0L
Ri ‘ A HHHE AP | 208 ‘ HIE B TIET
' ; T R T T T
=7 T sEEEVA = -
4 1 k2 AL ____:___'___d BRI | H 03 T RZER |l bt ::::‘i:it“.::.‘ -
g ZZBR Pl I X ’ / ;E st& ' P l . |
= AR A T_] L e e E STl : HT] T W‘-'.Z’.Zf.'.': '
B BTRIF (" 1RA [ Py 0 HTRILE C Yy I .
sl A1 [T B RA (1T v I (RIRRUINS =18 0TI
R&IHHIJgUQ T2 0.1 2 J RO TR HOD .
| gl A A7 AR T I 11 FEINS =l
| bRIRAERA A B V. WANL Tri e e e
C--Z : CRAL R RILRLLL.T] AR TREZ) S . 03 ig}_ S O N 1 OO 1 O . B e
i SesTR TR R | TR | L Yo ke e [ERT Lxingri oy i D
;Icz c2llc2 FZEECJR CoR ;jc’z-c.z“ '.7 r E’H i oB |0B || 0B ‘25103 0B r(‘ (2 A 7 i ;-
"'l nl FLORIN ] Y l .. LR TLO‘“: T L Imw

PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION '

ATTACHMENT C






EXISTING ZONING - i PROPOSED ZONING

B e e : LY \2
E WOODBINE WOQDBINE H:[B]Iﬁ % _ WOODBINE | WOODBINE H H || I[ FH H l l \%% .
E |G SCHOOL ) LL 1 HIH m PARK - SCHOOL ) |_L I IHH t[j__l_ %
_E { / T T . | ” ”'Hlll jamas
=] Y = B ﬂ—“ig% | o [2ler B Ao T
E} Y R2BR '] 1lJlebD? k- H_| R28R P TE'C OO 1 .
-~ RI R H%UM - . 20 B ' [TEHIEE 0 Ff-
" LR ! ﬂTI‘Iﬂ— : } - - R || 1111 C_ M) LI
' I = — 7, v Nl - Rl | = |
5 R || ""f' N _;__/__L_ _KI uis o I e —— . _
28| g A —F=-- [z | & T il e T
A ]8R I3 | /[ s R2BR MERD oywm/
0 o CA = L JC . == I
A LA (A RA [ Jh B[4, ] 18 BRI (IS N
E mbn@;,vjj]rﬁ?é B RO []]ﬁﬁ Rt A R RINS =18 (P
J BERINRTT A R R LLUFZLL <€ TR 'H——gF—]ﬂ‘I‘I’]D][DIDé‘{ ,
| IR IO Bar e naln Kl A e L —
L ;:rkff RIS R 7 Rl A7 ¢ 0 PR3 § S N R A 724
5 L»Z;Le-}...e-_:_hﬁj_.fz_.i ___ A L |1RLIZ] D 122 B O O N L 1 O U - S
(3 | Ry [ [RTFRT R R[] Ll o ool P31 e [ LA YE 2 [ | 0] PN
| H;] 'li“ c2)cz]G2!icar|oar dC'WLC-ZE ﬂ/? () [EH 7 Ro[ Ro ffz R N po eolflc Heak K
v ) Loy “R——— LI ) = =1 ;?—‘?i‘?‘“—\.'r'r‘“f“‘."'
| | STAFF ALTERNATIVE
ATTACHMENT D




APNs APNs APNs

ORIGINAL STAFF RECOMMENDATION COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION STAFF ALTERNATIVE

041-014-09: R3/Rl to H/EA-4 041-014-09: R3/R1l to H/EA-4 82}:8{2:23' 15: - §§§§i Eg 223?52-4
041-014-12,15: R3/R1 to R2B/EA-4 041-014-12, 15: R3/R1l to R2B/EA-4 041-014_13' 14: Rl to R2B/EA-4
041-014-13,14: R-1 to R2B/EA-4 041-014-13, 14: Rl to R2B/EA-4 041-014-03. 06. 07 08:R1 t° R2A/EA-4
041-014-03,06,07,08: R-1 to R2A/EA-4 041-014-03, 06, 07, 08:Rl to R2A/EA-4 041-051-13: ..R3/R§ to R3/EA-4
041-051-13: R3/Rl to R3/EA-4 041-051-13: R3/R1l to R3/EA-4 W 0 1o3-09. 10: c2 to RO/EA-4
041-052-09,10: C-2 to R-O/EA-4 041-052-09, 10: ~  C2 to OB/EA-4 041-071-01, 02, 03, 04 '
041-054-04: R-3 to R-2A/EA-4 041-071-01, 02, 03, 04, /02, 03, 04, 20 /A
041-071-01,02,03,04, 08,709, 10: C2 to OB/EA-4 08, 09, 10:c2 to

08,09,10: C-2 to R-O/EA-4 041-073-03, 04: C2 to OB/EA-4 041-073-03, 04: C2 to RO/EA-4
041-072-01,05: R3 to R2A/EA-4 —— N

041-073-01,02,03,04: R1/R3/C2 to R2A/EA4f} 041-075-03: 2 o 041-075-03: 4. S2Ro R0
041-075-02,03,04,05: R1/C2 to R2A 041-084-03, 04: ¢ ey 041-084-03, 04: G2 to RoA
041-082-06: C2R to R2A 041-086-24: C2 to R2A 041-086-24: C2 to 22

041-084-01,02: Rl to R2A 041-086-21, 27: Rl to R 041-086-21, 27: to R2a
041-084-03,04: C2R to R2A

041-086-24: C2 to R2A

041-086-21,27: Rl to R2A
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION VOTING RECORD

(Actions taken February 23,

1984)




TOPIC:

RELATED ORDINANCES - DRAFT AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW COMMUNITY PLAN

*%k*x** WITHDRAWN BY STAFF - NO ACTION NECESSARY BY PLANNING COMMISSION

'TOPiC: RECOMMENDED ZONE CHANGES - DRAFT AIRPORT MEADOWVIEW COMMUNITY PLAN
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927 TE
SUITE

Y PLANNING DEPARTMENT

NTH STREET SACRAMENTC. CA 95814
300 TELEPHONE (9161 445-5604

February 21, 1934

MEHORANDUM

70: Official Record }M-675

FROM: " Art Gee

SUBJECT:  Abstention By Commissioners Ishmael ‘and Holioway cn

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

MARTY VAN DUYN
FLANNING DISECTOR

Rirport Meadowview Community Plan and Related Matters

On the advice of the City Attorney's Office, Commissioners Ishmael and
Holloway abstained from participation on the following areas of discussion:

Goals, Objective, Recommended Actions & Policies

Page 35 - Objective £7
Page 36 - Recommended Action 2d,4a,4f,5a,6b

liext Step
Page 100 & 101 - 1 (d,i,k,0,0,q)
Page 102 - 2
Page 106 - 5

Addendum

Page 10 - Page 27,¢
Page 11 - Page 37, schools

Zoning

Areas 3,9,11

1g

Page ¢
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KM/1r

$
SUBJZCT: Commercial Vacancy Survey
ISSUE
At the Planning Commission meeting of February 15, 1984, it be-
came apoarent that clarification about commercial vacancies
(lznd and buildings) was nacessarv. The following information
should be useful when evaluating land use needs in the Rirport
Meazdowview community.
ANRLYSIS
Pages 22 and 23 of the Draift Community Plan discuss current
shopping places within the community: centers and strips.
Vacant commercial land in the communityv is shown by the following
-figures: :

Tlorin Road (west to east) Nort! 7.6
1.4
.7
.5
1.4
. . .6
South: 2.4
9.7
3.0
.9
6.8
35.0 acres
Meadowview Road (west to east) North: 2.3 (HCR)
19.5
. .4
. 12.4
South: .3
.7
2.5
1.6 (C-1)
39.7 acres
Delta Shores Village 42.0 acres

TOTAL VACANT LAND 116.7 acres




Existinc cocmmercial development in the community is shown by the
following table. Vacant buildings and vacant leasable stores
within centers are noted.

TCTAL TCTAL VAactanZy

- Florin Rcad (west to sast)

(including vacant and partially

utilized stores)

* Also, half of the large building used for offices is vacant.

STORES  VACANCIES ERERAGE PATE

Medical Oifices 21 0 1.5 0%
Florin Am=rst Canter 13 -2 3.0 158%
NA Florin/Zéth (Junto) 13 3% 7.4 - 17%
N Florin/24tnh (vacant gas’ 1 1l .2 1C0% .
station) _
.SW Florin/24th (Alpine Village) 25 3 9.0 12%
SE Florin/24th "(Saisway) - 10 2 5.2 20%
W Florin/27th 3 0 .6 0%
Florin-Carnation to Indian 4 0 1.2 0% .
Florin/Indian (Furrows) 3 .0 10.1 %
Scuth Florin (25th to WPRR) 13 1 5.0 %
109 12 47.2 113
Meadowviews Road (wast to east)
W Meadowvievs/Amherst (vacant 1 1 .3 1008
gas station
. SE Meadowview/Amherst (7-11) 1 0 .2 03
NE Meacdowview/24th (mini-mart, 3 0 .3 - 0%
laundramat, cleaners)
SE Meadowview/24th (vacant 14 3 8.0 21%
Buyrite)
19 4 8.8 21%
TOTAL EXISTING CQMIERCIAL 128 16 56.0 12.5%




:
felliowing chart provides a summary of the commercial
h2 Airport Meadowview community:
EXISTING:

DEVELCPMENT®* VACANT LAND
Flerin Road 47.2 acres - 35.0 acres
Meadowview Rozd 8.8 acres 39.7 acres.
Delta Shores Village 0 acres 42.0 acres
TOTAL 56 acres 116.7 acres

* Including vacant and partielly utilized stores.

"situation



PHONE (916) 334-0400

4777 AUBURN BOULEVARD, SACRAMENTO, CALIF. 95841

February 14, 1984

Sacramento City Planning Division
927 Tenth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Attn: City Planner

Re: Proposed Rezoning
Parcels: 041-052-09,10

041-071-01,02,03,04,08,09,10

Dear Sir:

This letter is written to protest the proposed zoning changes being
considered by the Planning Commission for the above referenced parcels.

We purchased these parcels with the intent to erect a shopping center
in the future. While we do not have any leases signed or sales pending,
we have represented the property as C-2 and have continuing negotiations

with clients who desire C-2 zoning.
would render this land useless to us for our purposes.

A zoning change from C-2 to R-0O

We request you reconsider rezoning these parcels and allow them to

remain in a C-2 classification.

Your thoughtful consideration in this matter will be appreciated.

Sincerely,

. 4
» R PR
K e e e

Donald M. Murchison,™
BLUE LAKE ENTERPRISES

Partner .

DMM/eh
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LAW OFFICES

WILKE. FLEURY, HOFFELT. COULD & BIRNEY

SHERMAN C, WILKE A PARTNERSHIP INCLUDING PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS
GORDON A. FLEURY :
RICHMARD H, HOFFELT® SUITE 1HOO

WILLIAM A, GOULD. JR’ (916) 441-2430
PHILIP R. BIRNEY® 555 CAPITOL MALL

THOMAS G. REDMON*
SCOTT L. GAS SAWAY SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

DONALD REX HECKMAN It*

ALAN G. PERKINS

THOMAS E. BONE

BRADLEY N. WEBB

ERNEST JAMES KRTIL

BENJAMIN G. DAVIDIAN

CRAIG E. MODLIN

BRUCE A. KIMZEY .

ANITA S, MARMADUKE CITY 5
MARK H. VAN BRUSSEL

PAUL R. BEHRENS

SHAWN E. HANSON - o mA
* PROFESSIONAL CORPORATIONS February 16, 1984 FrE 1 Loasgd

TELEPHONE

City Planning Commission
City Council
City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Opposition to proposed Rirport Meadowview
Community Plan, Environmental Impact Report,
and Rezonings, and Request for Continuance and
Special Notice
Honorable Members of the Commission and Council:
I represent Arika Komoorian who owns parcels of
. real property, described as Assessor's Parcel Nos. 041-073-01,
02, 03, and 04, and 041-075-02, 03, and 04.

Planning Staff has proposed to you that certain of
said parcels be rezoned from the C-2, R-3, and R-1 to R-2A
classification. The parcels are unimproved and front on the
north side of Florin Road on either side of Woodbine.

The purpose of this letter is to express the objections
of my client to the proposed rezoning and reasons for said
objections. The character of Florin Road from Tamoshanter to

and past Stockton Boulevard is, and for many years has been,

commercial in nature. The corridor of commercial activity and



City Planning Commission
February 15, 1984
Page Two
use is thus very well established. Although this long corridor
is currently zoned Commercial, only my client's few parcels and
a few others are being proposed for change to residential use.
The impact upon the reclassification will be disas-
trous for my client and is entirely discriminatory in nature as
hereinafter discussed. It is incomprensible that anyone would
develop low density residential housing upon my client's parcels
in view of the busy and commercial nature of the entire corridor.
Thus, the effect of the proposed rezoning would be to totally
frustrate any development upon my client's property to her
significant loss. Any attempt at residential constructibn upon
these parcels would, at best, result in a slum condition, a
condition which the City of Sacramento must not permit to occur.
My client acquired the real éroperty in the mid-1950's
and particularly acguired the northerly-most parcels to assure
that ultimately an orderly commercial development could be
accomplished with adequate parking and other accoutrements
required by good land use planning.
The proposed zoning reclassification would result in
a discriminatory and unlawful "spot zoning." Spot zoning would
occur here because my client's small parcels would be restricted
and given less rights than the surrounding property, thereby

creating an "island" in the middle of the larger corridor



City Planning Commission
February 15, 1984
Page Three

devoted to commercial use.

| Since my client's property is valueless for residen-
tial use and commercial use of the property would not at all
adversely affect any adjacent residential property, the rezohing
classification should not be entertained by the City of Sacramento.
To reclassify the zoning would be to needlessly injure my client
without any compensating benefit to the public. We would urge
yéu, therefore, not to unfairly discriminate against my client
by entertaining the proposed rezoning. The City of Sacramento
simply cannot create a business district as it has done and now,
entirely within that business district create an "island" restricted
to residential purposes. There is absolutely no rational reason
for such a reclassification.

Also, your ordinance must not arbitrarily impose
greatef restrictions on certain classifications or uses of
property than upon others similarly situated. The proposed
reclassification would do exactly that in the case of my
client's real property. In this regard, my client's real prop-
erty stands in precisely the same relationship as the surrounding
properties which would receive preferential treatment under the
propoéed reclassification, i. e., those other commercially zoned

real properties which are not proposed for change. Moreover,




City Planning Commission
February 15, 1984
Page Four

my client submits that the reclassification is arbitrary and
not based upon any distinction, natural, intrinsic or con-
stitutional, which suggests a reason for, and justifies, the
particular classification proposed.

Arika Komoorian( therefore, respectfully requests
that the proposed zoning reclassification not be entertained
and further requests that, if the City of Sacramento does
intena to cause the rezoning, that the hearing scheduled for
February 16, 1984, before the City Planning Commission be
continued to permit Ms. Komoorian to explore the problems
raised and attempt to work out a solution with Planning Staff.
In support of this request, Ms. Komoorian received notice of
the February 16 hearing by letter, postmarked February 6, 1984,
and has, therefore, had no adequate or reascnable time to
attempt to resolve the probléms which are raised by instant
proposal.

I further request written notice of any and all
hearings set in connection with this matter, as well as written
notice of any and all action taken.

Respectfully submitted,

A
e

i/iv-/ﬁaxd{ LS A
RICHARD H. HOFFELT, INC.

RHH/pr

cc: Arika Komoorian



Dennis and Arlene Chinn
812 Roundtree Court
Sacramento, CA 23831
(Q16) ZQ93-3177

February 16, 1984
Hand Delivered

City Flanning Commission

City of Sacramento

FE7 Tenth Street

Sacramento, CA 23814

Re: Airport Meadowview. EIR,

Community Flanm Draft, and
Rezonings...
ac applied to lots bordered.
by Florin Road, Sam Avenuea,
27th Street & Carmation.

Dear Commissioners,

The above referenced parcel represents appiroximately half of
the lamd under mutual ownership. The other "half" 1is the
contiguous block to the immediate north (see enclosed map). e
merntion this so that you are aware that the Froposed Rezoning
addresses only the southern portion of the larger parcel and
ignores the northern side. We shall also discuss only the south
"half" of the property

This letter will present our views on the Airport Meadowview
Community Flan Draft, the Dreaeft Environmental Impact Report, and

the FHKezonings as best as possibly, however, it will be
incomplete due to the time concstraint imposed by the short notice
given us. From notice to this hearing only ten days pascsed. -

Frior to this time, not one notice was given that the Draft, et
al were even contemplated...even though the Draft was published
over 7 months ago in August of 1997, One can only guess as to
how 1long it was in the writing. It is unfortunate that the
property owners who's interest will be most affected were not
notified of the proposed plans until the very last minute (i.e.)
ten days ago.

We presume that the Zoning Change Map that was mailed to us
on February 7, 1984 was based on the Community Flan Draft and the
Draft Environmental Impact Report of Octocber 198%Z. The Zone
Change Map proposezs that the land under our cwnership be chanaed
from C-2R & F-1 toc R2A. We do not agree with that proposasl. Our
suggestion is that the C-2R & R—-1 zoning be changed to &ll C-2 in
accordance with the 1945 Gereral Flan which heretofore has been
followed for properties along Florin Road. Froperties on all




sides of the subject land (excepting the north side, which we
own) is zoned and DEVELOFED for C-2 usage already.

It appears that the reasoning behind the proposed downzoning
from C-2R to R2A is because of a perceived excess of commercially
zoned vacant land in the area. How valid can such an argument
be? Just a few months back 42 acres of agriculturally zoned land
located in the proposed Delta Shores Froject was approved for
rezoning to C-2. Delta Shores as you may krnow is less then one
mile from our property...a two to three minute drive. Dur land
area presently =zoned C-2R comprises 1 1/4 acres surrounded by
existing commercial developments. Delts Shores is presently
vacant land out in the boonies. Over 23,000 cars & day, each
containing at least one potential customer, pass along Florin
FRoad in front of ocur lot. Delta Shore has no streets yet.

To get an idea of how much commercial area 42 acres of C-2
is one needs to lock at @ppendix R, Fg. A-Z in the Draft Community

Flan (Green covered). 42 acres of C-2 will support & REGIONAL
SHOFFING CENTER. Sunrise Mall, Florin Mall, and Alts Arden Mall
are evamples of regional shopping centers. Surely the outlook

for commercial space must be very good for Delta Shores to obtain
that much agricultural land rezoned to C-2!

The existing commercial vacancy rate in the Florin Road /

24th Street area we are told by the Draft Flan is 5%, This is &
low rate as compared to the 25.4% vacancy rate for office s=pace
in the Highway 30 corridor. {(Macancy rates were supplied by

Flanning Department reports).

The outlook is very good for commercial property, the
Flanning Department estimates that the number of dwelling unit
along with the number of people in the area will grow 30 within
ten to fifteen vyears. Only 1.8% of the toctal land area 1is
presently devoted to commercial uses if all homes are completed
as zoned there would be a shortage of commercial property along
Florin. The number of vacant lots inm the Florim Road Commercial
Strip are down to a mere handful as contrasted to the acres and
acres of wvacant land in that same strip just & few vears back.
Any person  who has driven Florin Road during differenmt periods
over the last 5 to 10 years can attest to that rapid commercial

development. Even todavy, homeowners in the area, during
community workehops, have stated that they feel the Meadowview
area has "inadequate commercial facilities".

All of the 4 1/2 to S miles of Commercial frontage along
Florin Road from I-S5 to Stockton Boulevard is now filled with

businessec of all types. The last remaining area with any decent
sized C-2 lots are the handful remaining near 24th and Florin
FRoad. The Flanning Draft propeoses to eliminate and downzone
those very same lots just as they are sbout to come to commercial
fruitation. Freposterocus. If that ie allowed to cccuwr  Delta
Shore will have nearly a monopoly on new commercial construction,
The mew kid on the block will take home &11 the marbles. The old

lkids will be allowed to build offices and apartments. Too bad




there is no foreseeable demand for vacant residential and office
land for at least the next decade. With wvacancy rates Afor
offices soaring and approaching# the 28% mark in some areas it
will take a rich speculator indeed to build many offices at Z4th
and Florin. Vacant residentially zoned land abounds in this
area. Even the S0Y% population growth expected will not eliminate
all the land precently vacant and already zoned for residential
use.

The Community Flan Draft proposes to make our present viable
commercial land inmto lots that will accommodate essentially
duplex dencsity type residences. This residential use is proposed
despite the fact that the Environmental Impact Report s=tates that

Florin FRoad is one of the neoisiest strests in the area. They
estimate that the EXISTIMG DECIBEL LLEVEL of Florinm Road in front
af ocur lot toc be 70 Ldn 2 100 feet from the source. 70 Ldn is

the approximate sound level one hears 100° away from FREIGHT
CARS, or closer to home, 27 away from a running GARBAGE DISFOSAL
UNIT. It is certainly louder then a VACZUUM CLEAMNER if vou are
standing 107 away. {Data from Pg. 5-4, EIR Draft).

The report also states, "During the nighttime, erterior
background noiseege are generally lower than the daytime levels.
However most household noise alsoc decreases at night and exterior
noises become very noticeable. Further most people are sleeping
at night and are very sensitive to noise intrusion.” It +further
states that "Residential use (in areas with a 70 Ldn) SHOULD BE
DISCOURAGED. AND IF FERMITTED, NOISE REDUCTION MEASURES MUST BRE
TAKEN. Y

How does the Community Flan Draft react to the EIR noise
study? By merely saying at the beginning of the Draft that: "The
plan 1is not a detailed, through discussion of every subject a
community plan can address. For example, THERE IS NO DISCUSSION
OF MNOISE, flooding or agricultural preservation.”

bihy did they make the study to begih with if their only

intent is +to igriore adverse findings. I am sure the decibel
sound study cost the taxpayers thousands of dollars to
make...shouldn®t it have beern put to constructive use? In any

event, the noise does not go away by just ignoring it.

Florin Road is not suitable for residential usage because of
the deadening noise level and the present and future
overabundance of vacant R zoning in the area. It &alsoc 1is
unsuitable because the traffic speed and density of cars on  the
street would make it dangercus for children playing near or
arcund their living gquarters. Florin FRoad does not make a good
front vard. Nor does it make & pleasing restful site for living.

Zoming should serve the health and welfare of the community.
The proposed zone change would serve neither of thosze goals. The
health of persons living in residential units facing Florin would
be compromised by fast traffic, and the daily and nightly

T

bombardment of noise and carbon monoxide from 23,000 passing cars



& trucks a day. The welfare of the community will not be
enhanced since an RZ zoning would make it economically unfeasible
to develop the land. It would merely lay fallow for vears to
come. The property tay base will suffer and the empty lot would
be a detriment to the surrounding commercial uses.

We end by asking the Flanning Commission to consider our
comments and not allow the proposed discriminatory =zoning to
proceed further. As vyou may be aware, blueprints for the
commercial development of this lot has already been submitted to
Mr. Art Gee. They were made in anticipation of development. The
proposed =zocne change toc R-2 would make these plans useless. . An
appiroval of our architectural plans will give Florin Road and the
Meadowview area another commercial shot in the arm.

Yours truly.,

Dennis and Arlene Chinn

F.S. ‘lease note our new
mailing address above.

Flecese send further
noticesz to the new
address. Thank vyou.
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The Honorable City Flanning
Commission, City of Sacramento
927 Tenth Street

Sacramento, CA 25814

Re:

Gentlemen:

An attractive shopping complex
some
Florin Road,

I am submitting.,

between
the sewer and storm

and water main design have been completed,

On February 7, 1984,
other
nhearing

Meadowview

would
Communiity Flan,

February 15,

fiase been planned
time for two commercial frontage lots on the north side
27th Street and Carnation.

my clients Mr.
owners of the land were notified for the first time that a
be held on February 1& on
which modifies the zoning of certain

e IS B

1984

HAND DELIVERED

Fublic Hearing on Airport
Meadowview Community Plan
{to be held February 16)

for qguite
of
Beside the plans
drains have been installed,

ready for taking bids.
Dennis Chinn and the
the

FProposed Airport

empty lots along the Florin Road Commercial Strip.

The owners of the land want me to present to your statf,
drawings completed
Also to appear at the hearing to answer

of planning and

project.

amount
intended

the
the
any

tao date for

guestions you may have about the project aside from the drawings.

It would be a big disappointment to my clients if

at this

late date, they cannot proceed. after paying taxes on C-2 zoning
for years. Up to this time we have worked and planned under the
zoning rules and guidelines as set forth under the 1965 General

Flan. I have a copy of that plan,

and the zoning limits for C-2

zoning extends up to Sam Avenue from Florin Road.

For tax
were kept at
C-2 up to

econocmy reasons,
F-1 zoning. They
Sam Avenue just as
successfully done, from time
necessitate that C-2 zoning be
under the 1945 General Flan.

the

the rear two lots
felt they could

to time.
extended

-

facing Sam Avenue
eacsily re-zone to
properties have
final plans may
Avenue as &llowed

adjoining
Our
to Sam




Fresently, it appears that the Froposed Airport Meadowview
Community Flan intends to down-zone some C-2 lots facing Florin
Foad without regard to suitability. If the new zoning 1is not
compatible and economically feasible for use or sale, the land
could become useless, and could remain empty for years or even
decades.

The development and growth of Florin Road has been quite
successful, and within the next few years should fill all frontage
land, if not disrupted by changes to the 1945 General Flan. (As
in any business area, however, pace could be slowed by & poor
economy. )

Az stated in the August 1987 Airport Meadowview Community
Flan Draft, at page 23, the entire Florin Commercial Strip has
only a &% wvacancy rate, and the subject site area has a 5S4
vacancy rate. Thies is surprising low coneidering the fact that
the economy is just coming out of the worse recession since that
of the 1929 Great Depression. Lots on Florin Road that have not
been built upon are getting fewer and fewer. 0One can now count
the empty lotse on one’s fingers. The once prevalent land gaps
are closing, and our new shopping complex will close another 479
foot gap, between 27th Street and Carnation.

The design of the new complex will be attractive and
different, and will essentially serve small rneighborhood
businesses. It should be an asset to the immediate surroundings

and will provide local job opportunities. It is my hope that the
development of the lots will not be hurt or delaved by the
Frroposed Airport Meadowview Flan.’

I will be happy to meet with your able staff to discuss
echeduling of the project. if vou would withhold any re-zoning of
the four lots involwved until all details are worked out to mutual
agreement, and to the benefit of the community.

I shall be happy to appear at the February 16th Hearing and
answer any guestions you may have regarding the design of the
project.

Because of the chort notice given to some property owners, 1
canrnot gquess what their re-actions are to the intended changes, I
do feel that in some cases, it would be hard to evaluate and make
adjustments for any economic loss that may result.

We sincerely hope that we could proceed with our plans for
the shopping complex as permitted under the 1965 General Flan.
The Plan that has helped to develop Florin FRoad to the degree it
has had to date.

Very truly yours, ; <2;;244 )
1N Ly S e

Francis Lai Chinn, Architect
Enclosures (iTy B akiin mor o e o, Calif. Lic. C-380
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bruary 16, 1984

The Honorabkle City Planning Commission

City of Sacramento

927 10th Street RE: Down-Zcning of C-2
Sacramento, California Lots along Florin

Dear Sir!

I was surprised and shocked to know by shert notice that
commendation is being made to down-zone all empty C-2
along Florin Road to multi-residential use, which is
lutely insane.

a r
lot
a

() w o

o
ks
tie own 2 lots between Ca

r

was told by my Project A
in-

ation and 27th on
n 2
shorzcing complex if the dov

m
chitect that we c
zoning cccurs.

0]

There does not seem to be any good anning logic or
ness in this proposal Florin Road tween 24th St.
the W.P.R.R. tracks neve been zoned mmercial for vyesars
ce 1965. It is £filling up, and &s it is about to be filled

scmeone wants to c“cron the zoning, at cur =xpensel

Y

3o
)
3!
O =

30
Oh

D
n
o

am not in a positicn to judge the me:
cort Meadowview Community Plan, but if i
to rcb the property owners alonc Florin to fav
cowview area, justice 1is klird.

Finally, I want to ask &all vou gentleman why 1s it
necessary to disturb the Florin commercial str rip just because
you wish to develop area scuth of Flerin. Their project
must succeed by its own merits.

Khan Chinn
840 Senior Way
Sacramento, California 95831

916 427-1711
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EXISTING ZONING

et " -

SEE ATTACHED

A

PROPOSED ZONING

Z

and INFILL AREA

""AREA FOUR' . XK PURPOSE OF CHANGE Y PLANNING COMMISSION\
EXISTING PLAN LIGHT DENSITY RESID. . . . .
. . The Infill Incentive Program adopted by City Council ACTION
DESIGRATION: MULTIPLE FAMILY RESID on October 4, 1983 included a provision wherebv "infill o o
PROPUSED PLAN VARIOUS RESIDENTIAL areas" could be designated as a part of the communitv
DESIGNATIUN: DENSITY DESIGNATIONS |plan update orocess.

Areas with a concentration of
vacant lots and with economic and site constraints are

PRUPERTY UWNER KEQUESTS

No opposition to the proposed
designation was stated.

most appropriate for designation as infill areas.
Within a designated Infill Area, lots meeting certain
size standards (see attached Ordinance) are eligible
for a density bonus of up to 25%, or flexible
development standards, as outlined in the Infill
Incentive Program. —

J

\

Recommend designation as a
Designated Infill Area.

—
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Section 9 of tne Comprehensive Zonlng Ordinance of the C1ty of Sacramenta, L

ORDINANCE NO.

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE.QOF -

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 9 OF THE COMPRE-
HENSIVE ZONING ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF SACRA-

 MENTO, ORDINANCE NO. 2550, FOURTH SERIES, AND
ADDING SECTION -40.202(h) TO THE SUBDIVISION
REGULATIONS OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO, CHAPTER °
40 OF THE CITY CODE, RELATING TO INFILL DEVELOP-
MENT REGULATIONS  (M83- 010)

~ BE [T ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTQ:

Section 1

Ordinance No 2550, Fourth Series, 1is amended to read as- fol]ows

. SECTION 9: DEEP LOT AND INFILL DEVELOPMENT”BEQQLALQQES

A.  DZEP LOT REGULATIONS:

RE

Purpose., Within the urbanized area of the City, there are a number of

deep lots which only support one residential structure. In order to
encourage the full development potent1a1 of these lots, the fo]low1ng
requlations are adopted. .

Deep Lot Defined. A Deep Lot is a single parcel in the R-1 or R-2 zone

wnich 1s at least 160 feet deep and presently supports at - least one
dwelling unit. A Deep Lot may also be classified as an Infill Lot if
it meets the Infill Site definition as set forth in Section 9-B-2.

Subdivision Preferred. Deep lot development is permitted only where

further subdivision of the subject parcel is not possible due to

special circumstances, which include physical site constraints. Where
appropriate, the City may require an irrevocable offer of ded1cat1on
for future streets as a condition of approval.

Development Regqulations.

’a. Lot Area R-1 Zone. There shall be a minimum of 5,200 square feét of

lot area for each dwelling unit. A remaining fraction of 2,600
square feet or more shall permit one additional dwelling unit.
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Lot Area R-2 Zone. There shall be a minimum of 5,200 square feet of
Tot area for the first two dwelling units. ~For each additional

5,200 square feet of lot area,.one additional dwelling unit may be.
erected. A remaining fraction of 2,600 square .feet or more shall

permit one additional dwelling unte,

Lot Area Variation/Dwelling Unit Density. Notwithstanding the
provisions of Section 9-A-5, a deep lot for which a reduction in the
minimum lot area specified in Sections 9-A-4-a and 9-A-4-b is sought
shall require a special permit issued by the Planning Commission.
The Planning Commission shall have the authority to approve the
special permit when such action is warranted by the shape, size and
location of the parcel; or the location of the buildings proposed or

existing -on the property at the time of the application; provided-

that the density shall not materially and adversely affect the

public welfare or be injurious to_property and improvements in the :

neighborhood.

A deep lot which also meets the definition of an infill site shall

be governed by the provisions of subsection B of this Section 9.

Driveways and Parking Areas. All access driveways and parking aféas; gA

shall be constructed and available for use ,prior to occupancy of any
dwelling unit within the development. All access driveways and
parking areas shall be storm drained in accordance with the
requirements of the City Engineer. All private access driveways and
parking areas shall be constructed of a minimum of three inches of
portland cement paving or shall be surfaced with hard durable plant
mix asphaltic paving at least two inches thick after compaction,
over four inches of aggregate base rock. If asphaltic surfacing is
used, there shall be a header curbing of concrete at least six
inches in width or a three foot wide .raised concrete sidewalk. All
materials shall comply with standard specifications adopted by the

City of Sacramento. The following shall be the minimum widths of .-

private access driveways: . :

(1) . Serving one to three dwelling units - 10 feet. ' °

2) Serving four to seven dwelling units - 15 feet. -
3) Serving eight or more dwelling units - 20 feet.

Sewer and Water Installation. Installation of sewer and water

service to and on the property must meet special requirements
established for this particular type of development by the City
Plumbing and City Sewer and Water Divisions.

Size and Type of Dwelling Unit. Unless otherwise approved by the
Planning Director or Planning Commission, all dwelling units shall
consist of either detached single family dwellings or duplex units,
or both. A review of preliminary plans by the Planning Department
shall be made to determine the appropriate combination or types of
units. No dwelling unit to be erected under the terms of this
permit shall contain less than seven hundred (700) square feet of
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gross floor area. Notwithstanding the preceding, the Planning
Director or Planning Commission may waive the minimum seven hundred
(700) square feet per dwelling unit requirement upon a determination
that adequate’ 11v1ng space. will be provided for the .proposed
occupancy. :

g. Must Remain One Parcel. The property on which the deve]opment is
constructed shall rema1n as one unsubdivided parcel. .

5. Planning Director's Permit Required. All Deep Lot deve?opments shall -~
< be requ1red to obtain a Planning Director's Permit. Within one year '
. from issuance of the Planning Director's Permit, a building permit must
be obtained .and construction commenced for the_ additional dwelling
unit(s). If a building permit is not obtained or construction started
within said one-year period, the Planning Director's Permit shall be
nulil and void. No rene~sal of such permit may be granted. A new
application must be submitted. A Planning Director's Permit granted
-for a Deep Lot development is not transferable and shall be null and
_void if, prior .to construction of the project, there is a change 1n_

ownersh1p of the land for which sa1d perm1t has been 1ssued '

B. - INFILL SITE REGULATIONS

1. Purpose. The Infill Site regulations are intended to encourage the -
development of Infill Sites which would normally not -occur due to
economic or physical site constraints by offering owners of such
property more flexible a]ternat1ve reqgulations to be applied at theln
option. :

2. Infill Site Defined. An Infill Site is a res1dent1a11y zoned vacant
Tot which meets all of the following criteria: .

. a. The. lot is surrounded on .at least three sides by development -
consistent with that planned for the surrounding property according
to the applicable Community Plan or is contained within an infill
area designated for infill development 1in .the General Plan or
applicable Community Plan. An infill area is an area which is
surrounded on at least three sides by development consistent with
that planned for the surrounding property according to the
applicable Community Plan and for which development would not
normally occur because of economic or physical site constraints,

b. The lot meets the size standards -set forth in subparagraph (1) below
or the Planning Commission has determined pursuant to subparagraph
(2) below that the size standards may be exceeded:

(1)  For lots zoned R-1 and R-Z.the lot sha]] be no more than five
(5) acres. For lots zoned R-1A through R-5 (except for R-2)
the lot shall be no more than two (2) acres. '

(2) The Planning Commission may grant a special permit pufsuant to
Section 15 of this Urdinance to exceed the s1ze standards in
subparagraph ) above. '
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Section 40, 202(h) is hereby added to the Subd1v1s1on Regu]at1ons, Chapter 40 of SRR
the City Code of the City of Sacramento, to read as follows.; Ce T ’

C. The lot has City sewer, water and drainage services or is within a
proposed or existing assesment district for such services. Such
services must be capable of serving the proposed deve1opment

Infill Site Regolatlons. Except as’' specifically provided below,

development of designated Infill Sites must comply with all regulations
within this Ordinance. . :

a. Density Bonus. Notwithstanding the minimum lot area per dwelling
unit provisions of Section 3-B and 3-C of this Ordinance, the
Planning Commission may allow up to a maximum 25% density increase
above that which 1is currently allowed under Section 3 of -this
Ordinance for any residential deve!opment subject to issuance of a
spec1al perm1t. L

b. Minimum Yard Requirements. The Planning Commission may increase or

decrease minimum yard requirements set forth in Sections 3-B and 3-C

of this Ordinance, subject to issuance of a special permit.

Section 2

To review and make reconmendations for reasonable modifications or waivers

of the requirements of these regulations as they apply to the deve]opment

of des1gnated infill sites."

ATTEST:

PASSED FOR PUBLICATION:
DATE ENACTED:
DATE EFFECTIVE:

" MAYOR

SP:lao .
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CITY CLERK
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No opposition to the proposed
H zoning was stated. .
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EXISTING PLAN
DESHHMTION:LIGHT DENSITY RESID.

PROPUSED PLAN :
RESIDENTIAL 4-8
. UESIGNATIUN: pggipENTIAL 7-15

PROPERTY OWNER REQUESTS

.No cpposition to the propoéed
R-1R and R-1A zoning was stated.

)

(- aren SIX \? ' PURPOSE OF CHANGE

The Plan recommends that vacant residential parcels
greater than 5 acres in size be rezoned, from R-1

to R-1A {or apply R-review suffix) so that the Citv
can obtain review authority and attempt to encourége
higher quality new residential development in the
Airport Meadowview community. The standards  for review
to be used will be developed and incorporated into the
Airport Meadowview Community Plan as a part of the
recommended Residential Design Guilelines, to be
formulated in the Plan implementation phase.

PLANNING COMMISSION
_ACTION

Recommend rezoning parcel number
049-101-57 from R-1 to R-1lA, and
varcel number 049-041-07 from
R-1 to R-1R.

APNs:. 049-010-57: Rr-1 to R-1A : ' .
\ 049-041-07: R-1 to R-1R :




AREA 7 PROPOSED REZONING HAS BEEN

WITHDRAWN BY STAFF AND COMMISSION
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AREA SEVEN', xr | PURPOSE OF CHANGE ‘ \KPLANNING COMMISSION )
Exég;}:g,&%gg SHOPPING=COMMERCIAL The vacant C-2 parcel was split in August of 1982. ACTION
(Tentative approval will expire in August of 1984.) .
PROPUSED PLAN RESIDENTIAL 11-29 The owners (U-Haul) intended to sell off the westerly lot.
] DESIGNATIUN: In order to reduce the amount of vacant commercial land Due to the policy not to olace
\ : in the community and to providelan opportunity for some two zoning classifications on
higher density residential development to expand the rangg¢ - , and in light of th
PROPERTY OWNER REQUESTS of housing opnortunities, the plan recommends designation g:ﬁegégciitengionnto ,?.aﬁe us; €
L. ) of the newly created parcel at the west as Residential of the entire pvarcel, staff
The property owner does not 11-29, with R2A zoning. The rezoning, however, cannot withdrew the provosed rezoning.
intend to file a final map, occur until a final map is recorded and an Assessor's . : ' :
- therefore no new assessor's Parcel Number assigned. A legal description of this Planning Commission also
parcel will be created. The varcel is attached. recommended deletion of this
owner intends to make use of APNs i
the entire parcel. °

; : 049-360-10: C-2 to R-2A . parcel from the oroposed .
. )k . a . A rezonings. J
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PROPUSED PLAN RESIDENTIAL 7-15 . ) WGC?”\mCI:d °
3 VESIGNATIUN: RESIDENTIAL L1l-29 e Discourage pattern of small commercial lots eggsigingiaih;?;gn aig 5::oning of
-.@ Buffer the existing residential area from the these parcels from C-2 to R-1.
PRUPERTY UWNER REQUESTS impacts of commercial development (lights, signs,

traffic, noise,. hours of operation) Recommend rezoning parcel number

The property owner of parcels 048-250~06 from C-2 to R-3.

048-172-01 through =12 requests
retention of C-2 zoning or adding
an R-review requirement to the
existing C-2 zoning so that review

: - 048-172-0l :thru -12: C-2 to R-1 '
of buffering aspects could occur AVPNS' X g:a-;s(z)-hgé'-t éfz :.:o r-3 to ! v .
with evaluation of a developmentj L : ) ) ) J\
application.



April 10, 1984
SUBJECT: AREA 8

ISSUE:

The property owner of parcels 048-172-01 through -12 requested
retention of C-2 zoning for the 12 lots. The owner's representative
indicated that there would be no objection to an R-site plan review
requirement. :

BACKGROUND

These lots are typical 60% by 110% foot single-family parcels.

The parcels are separated from .the predominately single-family
residential area to the east by Amherst Street, which is a local
collector street. After considering the activities (uses, hours

of operation, lighting, signage, noise, pedestrian and auto traffic)
generally associated with commercial uses, low density residential
development is the most compatible use of these lots.

The Planning Commission concurred with the staff evaluation that the
existing pattern of small commercial lots ( Which is actually a
single-family residential configuration) is inappropriate, and that
commercial development of any or all of these lots would be
inappropriate, in view of the existing low-density residential
character of the area.

The Planning Commission directed staff to evaluate the feasibility of
a slightly higher residential density. The area is currently
designated by the Draft Plan for the 4-8 du/acre residential range.
The area could be designated for the next-~-higher range of 7-15 du/acre
and retain the R-1 zone, which is still a consistent zone, until

the owner re-adjusts the lot configurations to accommodate a

different housing type of higher density.

If and when the property owner wishes to develop a commercial use’
on these parcels (most likely in conjunction with the other adjacent
C-2:1lot in common ownership), a lot consolidation and rezoning

could be applied for, and an adequate means of buffering for the
residential area to the east would be developed at that time.

VOTE OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission voted 7 ayes, with 2 abstentions, to recommend the
staff recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Council designate Assessor's Parcel
Numbers 048-172-01 through -12 for "Residential 7-15", and rezone
these parcels from C-2 to R-1.
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EXISTING pLAy LIGHT DENSITY RESID . .PURPOSE OF CHANGE . !( PLANNING COMMISSION
DESIGNATION: MULTIPLE FAMILY RESID . ’ . o . . ACTION e
* SHOPPING-COMMERCIAL e Reduce vacant commercial acreage in community .
PROPUSED PLAN - @ Encourage slightly higher residential densities e . i :
. RESIDENTIAL 7-15 : : Recommend rezonings as detailed
) DESIGNMIDN'RESIDENTIAL 11-29 e Make parcels have one zone rather than split zoning at left for the identified
: ® Rezone vacant residential parcels greater than - Assessor's Parcel Numbers.
PROPERTY UWNER REQUESTS ' 5 acres in size from R~1 to R-1A (or apply R-revie
. : suffix) so that the City can abtain review :
Mr. Crabtree, the owner of Aparcelg authority and attempt to encourage higher quality
47,64,66 and 68, requested retentich idential development in th mmunit
of current HCR zoning and rezoning APNg?w reside elopmen € ?O.'. gn y..,._
from R-1 to R-2B, rather than R-1A.] .°. ... .~ 052-010-38: C-2 to R-3
) ’ et 052-010-47,67,68: HCR TO R-1A . .
¢! Mr., Saathoff, of Fortunes Limited, e 052-010-65: HCR/R-3 to R-1A . .

"\*Ax'equested retention of C-2 zoning
' :“‘Eather than the propocsed R-3 zone

N .

052-010-64,66:  R-1 to R-1A - - - - J LIl e LT J



April 10, 1984
SUBJECT: AREA 9
ISSUE

The owner of four parcels (052-010-47,64,66,68) requests that parcels
47 and 68 retain HCR zoning and that parcels 64 and 66 be rezoned from
R-1 to R-2B, rather than to the recommended R-1A. The owner of parcel
' 052-101-38 desires retention of C-2 zoning rather than the recommended
R-3 zoning. The Commission directed staff to provide information on
HC zoning in the area, and allowable densities under the R-1A, R-2A,
R-2B and R-3 zones; and to make a staff recommendation on the most
appropriate, feasible land use for the site.

ANALYSIS

Parcels 47 and 68, currently zoned HCR, total about 1 acre, with
approximately 225 feet of frontage along Meadowview Road. Parcels

64 and 66, currently zoned R-1, total 22.48 acres, with approximately
160 feet of frontage along Meadowview, and 807 feet of frontage along
Amherst Street to the east. Freeport Boulevard is a State Highway

and vermission to develop access would be extremely difficult to obtain.

Directly to the west of this area, south of Meadowview/Pocket Road

and to the west of the S.P.R.R. tracks, 33 acres of landis

zoned HC. Recently, one project consisting of a one-acre

gas station site has been proposed within this area. Approximately
12 acres of C-2 land exist directly north of the proposed rezoning,
at the northwest corner of Meadowview Road and Freeport Boulevard.

Maximum allowable residential densities are as follows:
R-1 8 du/acre
R-1A 15.0 du/acre
R-2A 17.4 du/acre
R-2B 21.8 du/acre
R-3 29.0 du/acre

Due to substantial citizen concerns about higher density/apartment
development in this area, and the lower density nature of the

adjacent residential neighborhoods, staff feels that the R-1A zone

is most appropriate. Housing developed in this zone is primarilv
owner-occupied, and an allowable density of 15 units per acre should
allow a developer sufficient developable lots. However, if the Council .
wishes to apply a higher density, staff recommends the R-2A zone with

an R-review applied, so that the City can review future development

of these vacant residential parcels.

Due to the existing 7-11 store in the neighborhood, the existing

vacant commercial land in the vicinity, and the commercial revitalization
policies of the Community Plan, staff feels that parcel 052-010-38

should be rezoned from C-2 to R-3.

VOTE OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission voted 7 ayes, with 2 abstentions, to recommend the
staff recommendation, with the parcels identified to be rezoned from
C-2, HCR and R-1 to R-1A and R-3.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the Council adopt the rezonings as detailed
in the attached Area 9 Zone Change staff report.
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FORTUNES LIMITED

6322 Mission Gorge Road
Sarnn Diego, CR 921:z@
(619) 283-7255

March 23, 1984

Sacramento City Plannming Division
3927 Tenth Street, 3rd Floor
Sacramerito, CA 95814

Re: 1983 Airport Meadowview
Commuriity Flan

Dear City Plarners:

We own parcel # @52-2120-38 which is the Southwest corner of
Meadowview RAvenue and Amherst Street. We object to the change in
zoning of our parcel to R-3 when there is rux buyer or developer
ready to build on it. We are now riegotiating a sale that would
result in building a convenierce type store with other small
retail spaces. This cannot be done if the zoning is changed.

We propose that the zone change remain "as is", until someone is
ready to build on this lat. We are willing to change to zoning
R-3 1if there is somecrne ready to buy and build out the parcel.
It doesn’t make any sense to us to change the zoning jJust for the
sake of a zore change. Let's get a develcper ta build-out the
property, and then change the zoning.

Awaiting your reply.

Vehy truly yours,

//71(!

J / /fL& f

e ﬁ. Séathgé
General Partner

FORTUNES LIMITED o .

MAS:sk RO ORISR
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" PRUPUSED PLAN .
UES;(_SNATIUP!: RESIDENTIAL 4-8
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. . . MULTIPLE FAMILY R
- DESIGNATION: LIGHT DENSITY RESID.

ESID

'PURPOSE OF CHANGE

pattern of existing development.

PRUPERTY UWNER REQUESTS

rezonings was stated.

o

i
No opposition to the proposgd

052-141-22 thru -31: R-2 to

APNs:  052-141-01 thru -21: R-3 to R-1
APNs: R-1
o 052-142-01 thru -18: R-3 to R-1
R-1

R-1

052-143-01 thru -10: R-2 to

052-143-11 thru -20: R-3 to

N~

Rezone so that the zoning is consistent with the

identified
R-3 to R-l.

_ Recommend rezoning’of the parcels
at left from R-2 and

Y PLANNING COMMISSION )
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EXISTING PLAN
DESIGNATION?

PROPUSED PLAN
UESIGNATIUN:

SHOPPING-COMMERCIAL

SPECIAL PLANNING DIST
RESIDENTIAL 11-21

PROPERTY OWNER REQUESTS

No oppositxon to the proposed SPD
designatlon or to the proposed
R-2B zoning was, stated.

\h o .:)

PURPOSE OF CHANGE '~

e Reduce vacant commercial acreage in community,

e Provide opportunity for some higher residential density
developments in order to expand the range of housing
opportunities in the Airport Meadowview community and
encourage more efficient land use. -

e Designate Special Planning District (SPD)and apply an
implementing Special Planning District (SPD) zone in
areas needing revitalization, where existing zoning

. categories would not adequately regulate the types and
standards of development (see p.37 rec.#4d of the Plan).

APNs:"
049-050~-11:
053-010-26:

C~2.to R2B
C-1 to SPD

053-010-27: OB to SPD
053-010-41,43,44: C~2 to SPD

: \i PLANNING commssxom

\_

ACTION

Recommend designation of the
parcels outlined above and
identified at left as a Special
Planning District(SPD).

Recommend rezoning parcel number
049-050-11 from C-2 to R-2B.

A specially-tailored SPD zone
is to be developed as an X
implementation measure after

Community Plan adoption.. = ' - "J._i“

. ***Implementing GPD zone developed after SPD de51gnation is adooted'“ 3
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"EXISTING ZONING - . PROPOSED ZONING

'SEE ATTACHED

AN

J

/" aeA TWELVE

EXISTING PLAN o
DESIGNATIUN: SHOPPING-COMMERCIAL

PROPUSED PLAN  SPECIAL PLANNING DIST
DESIGNATION:  QFFICE
RESIDENTIAL 11-21

\( i PURPOSE OF CH.ANGE |

eProvide areas within the community for office development. . “"ACTION

e Provide an opportunity for some higher density residential.

eDesignate Special Planning Distric¥SPD)and apply an
implementing Special Planning District (SPD) zone in
areas needina revitalization. where existina zoning

...PRUPERTY UWNER REQUESTS

The representative for the County parcel
wanted at first to retain C-2 zonind
but expressed no opposition to the
' proposed OB zoning.

»

“ir. Edwards expressed opposition to

categories would not adequately regulate the types and

APNS: 447.013-07;10: c-2 to oB
4 047-013-11: C-2 to R-2B from C-2 to R-2B.
035-334-02,18,24,25,29,30 (NW corner): C-2 to SPD/Eh-4
047-012-10,12,14,17,20,23,24,25,27,28 (SW): C-2 to SPp/mn-4

047-013-04,05 (SE corner): C-2 to SPD (-04 also EA-4)

i the proposed SPD designation and
L=PD zoning. <‘/

is adooted.****

***Implementing SPD zone developed after SPD designati:’\\k

" PLANNING COMMISSION

Recommend boundaries for SPD as
depicted by Attachment A and includ.
the Nssessor's Parcel Numbers at le]

standards of development ( see p.37 rec.#4d of the Plan).] Recommend rezoning parcel 047-01307
from C~-2 to OB, parcel 047-013-10
from C-2 to OB, parcel 047 013-11

Y,




April 10, 1984
SUBJECT: AREA 12

ISSUE

The parcels proposed for a zoning change within Area 12 (the area

of Florin Road and 24th Street) are currently zoned C-2. The three
corners o f the intersection are the location of 3 shopping centers,
and the two southernmost parcels are vacant. The three existing
shopping centers contain many vacant and underutilized buildings (see
the Commercial Vacancy Study attached to the Area 3 report) and are
in need of revitalization measures.

Two measures designed to enhance the business situation in the
community are a) rezoning excess, vacant commercial varcels to a
zone (office and/or residential) which will increase the vpopulation
base and buying power within the Airport Meadowview community, ang
. b) establishment of Special Planning Districts.

At the City Planning Commission hearing, some property owners were
concerned about issues related to the recommended Special Planning
District (SPD) zone. Most property owners who spoke desired the
retention of C-2 'zoning.

The original staff recommendation was to rezone the two southernmost
parcels of Area 12 from C-2 to R-O (see Attachment B). Some
commissioners had concerns about the R-0 zone, apparently because
it was originally developed for use in the Central City, and did
not clearly indicate whether residential or office use was most-
desired. The Commission directed stgaff tc provide some additional
information on the SPD zone, and to consider alternatives to the
R-0 zone.

The action taken by the Planning Commission is shown by Attachment A,
and includes the designation of the SPD and rezonings from C-2 to

OB and R-2B.

The discussion below reviews SPD zoning and discusses alternative

zoings for the two vacant southernmost parcels in Area 12.

BACKGROUND

SPD Zoning

Many possible variations exist for the structure, criteria, and
procedural requirements of the proposed SPD zone. A copy of the
County's "SPA Special Planning Arxea Land Use Zone" is attached as

an informational item. A discussion about Special Planning District
objectives is found on pages 26 through 29 of the Draft Plan.

The "Commercial Zoning" report discusses symptoms and oroblems of
declining commercial areas, and strategies to revitalize these areas.
Designation of Special Planning Districts within the Airport
Meadowview community will focus attention on these areas, provide
flexibility of use, provide technical assistance with physical
improvements, and may provide a basis for designation as an SHRA
Commercial Revitalization Area, which would provide further
professional assistance, funding, and eligibility for other assistance
programs. (The Area 11 SPD has already been added to the SHER2
commercial revitalization list, and has been funded for a marlet
study in 1984.)



At this time, it is envisioned that planning staff, property owners,
merchants, and other interested parties would all have input in
developing the standards and procedural requirements of the SPD Zone.
Allowing flexibility of use (for example, considering uses normally
found in C-4 or even M-1 zones, rather than the C-2 zone) should be

of benefit to the property owner/merchant. Physical upgrading of

the areas will benefit the community as a whole. This can be achieved
by requiring a development to come into conformance with the

adopted standards of a specially-tailored SPD Zone. The issue of

when Planning Commission and/or Design Review Board review will be
required will need to be resolved when the zone is developed. At the
very least, improvements should be triggered when a) increased
intensity of use over C-2 levels is allowed; or k) a development or
area recelves some sort of economic subsidy, for example a low-interest
loan or other governmental assistance.

R-0 Zoning

Although the Planning Commission is not recommending any R-O
zoning for this area, the original staff report did recommend
R-O0 zoning for the two southernmost parcels (see Attachment B).

If the Council desires to consider an alternative to the Planning
Commission recommendation of R-2B and OB zoning, staff feels that

BR=0 zoning would be appropriate. Staff feels that either residential
or office, or a mixture of both, would augment the population base and
help to support existing commercial development within the community.
Providing a signal for flexibility, rather than a clear direction

for just oneé land use category, is beneficial because it allows the
landowner/developer more options -and provides the community with
supportive development, perhaps sooner than would occur if only

one allowable use category were identified by the zone applied.

VOTE .OF THE COMMISSION

The Commission voted 7 ayes, with 2 abstentions, to recommend
designation of a Special Planning District as depicted by Attachment
A, and including the Assessor's Parcel Numbers identified on the
Area 12 staff report sheet. Rezonings depicted by Attachment A were
also recommended. The County-owned parcel (047-013-07), being used
for a Multi-Service Center and Health and Welfare offices, would be
rezoned from C-2 to OB, which is more consistent with the existing
uses on the site. The southernmostvacant two parcels (047-013-10,
047-013-11) would be rezoned to OB (parcel #10) and to R-2B( parcel #11).

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends designation of the Special Planning District as
shown by Attachment A of the Area 12 staff report, and the
rezonings as recommended by the Planning Commission, as detailed above.

As an alternative to the Planning Commission recommended rezonings,
sta ff recommends R-O zoning for the two parcels being recommeded
for OB and R-2B zoning.
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Chapter 35
Article 6 -

SPA SPECIAL PLANNING AREA LAND USE ZONE

235-90. PURPOSE. The purpose of this Article is to establish a
procedure whereby the Board or the Camuission may initiate proceedings to
regulate property in areas throughout the County area that have unique
envirommental, historic, architectural, or cother features which require
special conditions not provided through the application of standard zone
requlations. It is recognized that in certain circumstances it may be
desirable to provide for a greater range or mixture of uses in an area
than would be permitted in the standard land use zones of this Code. It
is the purpose of this Article to provide the method for the County to
guide the development of such areas so as to preserve such wnigue char-
acteristics or provide for a broader mixture of land uses when appropriate.

235-91. DESIGNATION. The abbreviation SPA appearing on a compre-
hensive zone plan incorporated in Title I, Chapter 1, Article 4 of this
Code indicates that the property so classified is subject to the provisions
of this Article and an ardinance adopted pursuant to this Article.

235-92. INITIATION CF ZONE. The Board or the Cammission may initiate
proceedings to place parcels within the SPA Land Use Zone, provided that
said Board ar Camnission has made the findings set forth in Section 235-95.

235-93. MANDATORY CONTENTS OF SPA ORDINANCE. An SPA Zone shall
be established by ordinance, and provisions shall be included in each SPA
Ordinance for the following matters:

(1) A list of permitted uses.

(2) Performance and development requirements relating to yards, lot
area, intensity of development on each lot, parking, landscaping,
and signs.

(3) Other design standards appropriate for the specific site and
development. '

(4) Legal Gescription of property covered by the ardinance.

(5) Reasons for establishment of an SPA Land Use Zone cn the
particular property.

235-94. ADDITIONAL PERMISSIVE OONTENTS (FF SPA ORDINANCE. The
following provisions are permissive and are not intended to be an exclu-
sive list of the provisions which may be included in an SPA Ordinance.

| 27 |
720-6 B-11 2 (cont inued)




Vel

- recamnernd an SPA Ordinance unless the Camnission first finds that:

- Chapter 35
L < Article 6

(1) Procedure for review of proposed development 'Ihemprocedures
may include: ,

(a) Types of projects that require review.
(b) Documents required fram develcopers.
(c) Hearing procedures, if any.

(2) Regulations relating to nonconforming lots, uses, structures,
and signs.

"~ (3) Time phasing and sequence of development of prOJects.

235-95. FINDINGS. The Planning Camnission shall not favorably

(a) The area included within the SPA Zone has one or more unusual
envirarmental, historical, architectural, or cother specified
significant features which justify the adoption of the SPA
Zone.

(b) The said unusual features cannot adequately be protected by
the adoption of any other land use zone.

235-96. APPLICATION FOR AMENDMENT TO THE SPA LAND USE ZONE. The
procedures amending an SPA Land Use Zone adopted pursuant to this Article
shall be the same as for any amendment to the Zoning Code, as set forth in
Title I, Chapter 15, Article 2 including an appllcatlon therefore pursuant
to the provisions of Section 115-12.

235-97. SINS. Signs and permitted advertising devices may be
erected in the Special Planning Area subject to the development standards
of Title III, Chapter 35. Where specific conditions of the SPA are less
or more restrictive than the development standards, the conditions shall

apply.

Z2C-6 B-12 . 228
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CXESHI:'P‘L*:NTEMic,Quasi_public V PURPOSE OF CHANGE L Y PLANNING COMMISSION )
DESIGNATION: Light Density Resid. * The Plan recommends that vacant residential parcels . : ACT[ON .
* Shopping-Commercial greater than 5 acres in size be rezoned from R-1 to -
PROPUSED PLAN o .R-1A (or apply R-review suffix) so that the City can
UESIGNATIUN: Residential 4-8 ! obtain review authority and attempt to encourage ) - Recommend rezonlng the parcels
Residential 7-15 . higher quality new residential development in the identified at left as detailed
Airport.Meadowview community. - ‘ at left. :

PROPERTY UWNER REQUESTS

No opposxtlon to the proposed
rezoning from R-1 to R-1R° and
" R~1A was stated.

~APNs: (s52-010-32,37,47,55,56,58: R-1 to R-1R
L. % 052-085-20,21: R-1 to R-1R
053-010-29,48,49,51,53: R-1 to R-1A
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ORDINANCE NO.

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

ORDINANCE AMENDING CERTAIN DISTRICTS IN AIRPORT-
MEADOWVIEW ESTABLISHED BY THE COMPREHENSIVE
ZONING ORDINANCE, NO. 2550, FOURTH SERIES, AS
AMENDED AND DESCRIBED- IN SECTION 1. (M-675)

BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1.

The attached exhibit describes Airnort-Meadowview properties and their current
zoning as established by Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series. The exhibit further
designates the zones for which the oronerties are to be nlaced pursuant to this
amendment.

SECTION 2.

The City Clerk of the City of Sacramento is hereby directed to amend the mans which
are a part of said Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, to conform to the provisions
of this ordinance.

SECTION 3.

Rezoning of the property described in the attached exhibit(s) by the adoption of this
ordinance shall be deemed to be in compliance with the procedures for the rezoning

of property described in Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as said premises have
been affected by recent court decisions.

PASSED FOR PUBLICATION:

PASSED:

EFFECTIVE:

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

Tao
attachments
M-675

Attachment'G
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT MARTY VAN DUYN
927 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO. CA 95814 PLANNING DIRECTOR
SUITE 300 TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

February 3, 1984

SUBJECT: Final EIR for the Airport Meadowview Community Plan (M-675)
Interested Persons:

The City Planning Division is forwarding this document for a seven-day review
period to persons who commented on the Draft EIR as indicated on the enclosed
Final EIR distribution list. Commentators should determine if the responses
sufficiently address their comments.

The- Final EIR consists of an addendum containing comments on the Draft EIR and
responses by the City to these comments. Where possible, written comments have
been paraphrased, and similar comments have been consolidated. Copies of all
letters are-included in Section IV of this addendum. Comments and responses
are grouped by topic as found in the Draft EIR.

Comments on the Final EIR and/or on the merits of the project should be received
by the Planning D1v1s1on no later than February 14, 1984, to be considered by
staff.

The Sacramento City Planning Commission will consider the Final EIR and the Draft
Airport Meadowview Comnun1ty Plan at a Special Meeting on February 16, 1984,
starting at 5:30 p.m. in the First Floor Meeting Room of the Redevelopment Agency,
630 "I" Street, Sacramento, California.

A copy of this document has been forwarded for public review to the following
1ibraries:
' Central - 828 "I" Street
Martin Luther King - 7430 24th Street Bypass
Belle Cooledge - 5681 Freeport Boulevard
Carmichael Regional - 5605 Marconi Avenue
Sacramento State University Library - Science Tech
Cosumnes College Library - 8401 Center Parkway

In addition, a copy may be reviewed or obtained at the City Planning Divisibn.

If you have any questions regarding this Final EIR, please contact me at (916)
'449-5381, or Clif Ca?stens at (916? 449-5604.

S1ncere1y,

Kszy /%] 7 :7/

Assistant P]anner

KM:1g
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1. PURPOSE AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIR

Under California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the City of
Sacramento is required, after completion of a Draft Environmental Impact
Report (EIR), to consuit with and obtain comments from public agencies hav-
ing juri,sdictidn by law- with respect to the proposed project, and to provide
the applicant and general public with opportunities to comment on the Draft
EIR. The City also is required to respond to significant environmentai,
points raised in the review and consultation process. This Final EIR has
been prepared to respond to the public agency and general public comments
received on the Airport Meadowview Community Plan EIR circulated for review
between November 3, 1983 and December 19, 1983. It responds to both written
comments received by the City and oral testimony presented at the Draft EIR

public hearing held on December 8, 1983.

The Final EIR has been prepared in the form of an attachment or addendum
to the Draft EIR. This document and the Draft EIR, herein incorporated by
reference, constitute the Final EIR. The following sections of this Final EIR

include:

1. City (lead agency) responses to significant environmental points raised

in the Draft EIR review process.
2. Copies of all written comments received on the Draft EIR.

The responses to significant comments made by public agencies, interested
groups, and members of the public are organized by subject area in the order
" found in the Draft EIR. Wherever possible, written comments have been
paraphrased, and similar comments have been consolidated, to al'l'ow combined

responses. All letters of comments on the Draft EIR are included in Section Ifl.

- At the December 8, 1983 public hearing there were no comments from members

of the public or the Planning Commission in regards to the Draft EIR.
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Il.. RESPONSES TO COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIR

B. SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

COMMENT : On page B-7 in the Summary Description and Impacts of Proposed
- Project and Alternatives under the No Developmenf Alternative it states for
parks that "Existing park deficiencies would need to be corrected". Presently
there is no average deficiency. It is not until 1990 that there will be a deficiency
of ten acres. (G. Erling Linggi, City of Sacramento, Department of Community

Services)

V‘RESPONSE: It is understood that at the present time there is enough park
acreage within the Airpdrt Meadowview Community, but that there are problems.
with the distribution of the acreage and with facility development at the park
sites. Therefore, under the No Development Alternative for parks in the summary
it should state that there would be the need for facility development at existing

park sites.
A revised summary is included as Section III at the end of this document.

COMMENT : In the Summary Description (page B-7) for the Buildout of
Current Community Plans Alternative for parks it is stated that "Likely to
~ result in need for parklands in excess of proposed project". It seems that

only 28 additional acres will be needed in this area. (G. Erling Linggi)

RESPONSE . The summary has been revised to state that the impact of.
buildout of current community plans on parks would be similar as proposed

project.
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COMMENT : The Executive Airport was placed in R-1 zoning many years ago.
This is obviously an inappropriate designation and should be changed to a new
"Airport Zone" with approved uses defined in accordance with the Executive

Airport Master Plan. (Larry E. Kozub)

RESPONSE : The Executive Airport Master Plan designates the 14-acre parcel
adjacent to 24th Street as "Future Aviation or Non-Aviation Development". How-
ever, Department of Community Development records indicate that when thé
Sacramento City Council adopted the Executive Airport Master Plan on March 27,
1979, they abstained from endorsing the master plan recommended land use
classification for this site. The Council acted to retain authority to review any
development proposals, aviation or non-aviation, for this site. The first para-
graph on page VII-45 of the Executive Airport Master Plan reflects the City
Council's action and documents the City's review authority over development

of this site. Therefore, the County of Sacramento Department of Airports may
submit a formal request for Council approval of non-aviation related development
“of the subject site at any point in the future. This site was previously proposed
as an altérnative location for the Airport Little League. At that time, the Depart-
ment of Airports opposed this concept due to safety considerations. Therefore,
the Department of Community Development questions the suitability of allowing

office/industrial park development at this location.

The lease agreement between the City and County authorizing County operation
of - executive Airport states that the purpose of the lease is to allow the County to
use and operate this property as "the primary general aviation airport for the
Sacramento Metropolitan Area”. It is the City Attorney's opinion that non-aviation
related development of the subject 14-acre parcel would violate the terms of the
lease. Therefore, the existing lease would have to be amended if the Council
agrees to endorse non-aviation development of a portion of Executive Airport
property. It is uncertain whether the Council will agree to consider amending

the lease in such a manner.

The Draft EIR comment indicates tHat the County Department of Airports has
concluded that the subject site is inappropriate for aviation-related uses. Section
17, page 10, of the lease states that in the event that the City and County agree
that any part of Executive Airport is not needed for airport purposes, the City

may take possession thereof for municipal uses. Given that this site is not
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® Expansion of Meédowview Park westward and development of appropriate
acreage and facilities so that the status changes from a neighborhood park

to a community park, as defined by the Recreation Master Plan.

COMMENT : Page C-14 indicates noise limits of the California Department of
Aeronautics. This should now read California Department of Transportation.
(Richard G. Dyer, State of California Department of Transportation, Division

of Aeronautics)

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.

COMMENT : Page C-15 includes a reference to noise levels of 65 dBA when

the maps use 65 LDN or 65 dB CNEL. Both the LDN and CNEL scales incorporate
measurements taken in dBA, but after they apply the penalty weightings for
evening and night hour events, the data are no longer in dBA. The references
to dBA should be corrected to read dB LDN or dB CNEL as appropriate. This

comment applies to similar references throughout the report. (Richard G. Dyer)

RESPONSE : It is correct that although both the LDN and CNEL scales incorporate
measurements taken in DBA, after they apply the penalty weightings for evening
and night hour events; the data are no longer in dBA. The references to dBA on
page C-15 and Exhibits G-2 and G-3 should be revised to read dB LDN.

COMMENT : Approximately 14 acres of airport property located in the northeast
quadrant of the airport adjacent to 24th Street and Fullertown is designated as
“future aviation or non-aviation development" on the Executive Airport Master
Plan. Staff analysis within the Department of Airports has concluded that

the subject acreage is inappropriate for additional airport Fixed Base Operators
(FBO). Preliminary studies have shown, however, that the area has high potential
for an income producing professional office or industrial park. An appropriate
initial step would be the designation of the area as an airport office/industrial park
reserve on the Airport Meadowview Community Land Use Plan. (Larry E. Kozub,

County of Sacramento, Department of Airports)
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COMMENT : The Executive Airport was placed in R-1 zoning many years ago.
This is obviously an inappropriate designation and should be changed to a new
"Airport Zone" with approved uses defined in accordance with the Executive

Airport Master Plan. (Larry E. Kozub)

ﬁESPONSE: The Executive Airport Master Plan designates the 14-acre parcel
~adjacent to 24th Street as "Future Aviation or Non-Aviation Development". How-
ever, Department of Community Developmeni records indicate that when the
Sacramento City Council adopted the Executive Airport Master Plan on March 2.7,
1979, they abstained from endorsing the master plan recommended land use
classification for this site. The Council acted to retain authority to.review any
development proposals, aviation or non-aviation, for this site. The first para-
graph on page VI1i-45 of the Executive Airport Master Plan reflects the City
Council's action and documents the City's review authority over development

of this site. Therefore, the County of Sacramento Department of Airports may
éu_bmit a formal request for Council approval of non-aviation related development
“of the subject site at any point in the future. This site was previously proposed
as an alternative location for the Airport Little League. At that time, the Depart-
menf of Airports opposed this concept due to safety considerations. Therefore,
ihe Department of Community Development questions the suitability of allowing

office/industrial park development at this location.

The lease agreement between the City and County authorizing County operation

.of; executive Airport states that the purpose of the lease is to allow the County to
use and operate this property as "the primary general aviation airport for the
Sacramento Metropolitan Area". It is the City Attorney's opinion that non-aviation
related development of the subject 14-acre parcel would violate the terms of the
lease. Therefore, the existing lease would have to be amended if the Council
agrees to endorse non-aviation development of a portion of Executive Airport
property. It is uncertain ‘whether the Council will agree to consider amending

the lease in such a manner.

The Draft EIR comment indicates that the County Department of Airports has
toncluded that the subject site is inappropriate for aviation-related uses. Section
17, page 10, of the lease states that in the event that the City and County agree
that any part of Executive Airport is not needed for airport purposes, the City

may take possession thereof for municipal uses. Given that this site is not
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needed for aviation-related development, the Department of Community;."D'evelopment

believes it is appropriate for the City to consider regaining use of the site.

Although Executive Airport is zoned as R-1, Section 2-H-9 of the City's Complre-
hensive Zoning Ordinace provides that development of Executive Airport property
is allowed, subject to the Planning Director's review, as long as the project conforms
with the adopted Executive Airport Master Plan and all related agreements. This
provision allows for maximﬁm flexibility in development of the Airport according

to the adopted Master Plan. Therefore, the Department of Community Development

does not concur with the opinion that a new airport zoning designation is needed.
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D. POPULATION, HOUSING, AND EMPLOYMENT

COMMENT 3 ~ There seem to be some inconsistencies in projected employment
numbers related to a) Delta Shores Village figures, and b) community-wide

figures . Clarification and/or revisions should be provided so that the summary
chart, Exhibit D-14, and the text of Section D are consistent. (City of Sacramento,

City Planning Department)

RESPONSE: It is estimated that the number of future new jobs with the buiidout
of vacant non-residential lands not including Delta Shores Village woud be 3,76‘6
(see Exhibit D-14). The number of new jobs at Delta Shores Village is estimated

at 17,620 (see page D-27). The total number of new jobs in the Airport Meadowview
Community, therefore, is estimated at 21,386. The summary table (Exhibit B-3)
should be revised to state that the anber of new jobs generated in the community
would be approximately 21,400. The second paragraph on page D-27 should also

be revised to reflect this number of new jobs.

e
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E. TRANSPORTATION

COMMENT '_Based on a review of this document, the staff is unable to

find where consider;ation was given to the impacts to be caused to vehicular

or train traffic by virtue of the Western Pacific Railroad tracks and operations
being-i'n the area. There are three railroad-highway grade crossings -- 47th

Avenue, Florin Road and Meadowview Road -- in the area.

In view of the existing t'rain traffic and the proposed vehicluar traffic, coupled
with the accident history at the Florin Road and Meadowview Road grade crossings,
it is the staff's opinion that consideration should be given to the separation of

' grades for these two grade crossings. Separation of grades would then mitigate
the inc}eased accident potential and safety hazards associated with the project.

(William L. Oliver, State of California Public Utilities Commission)

RESPONSE: Discussions with the Chief Dispatchers Office, Western Pacific
Railroad in January, 1984, indicated that eight to ten trains operate in the Airport
Meadowview area on an average daily basis. The average closure time at each
of ‘the at-grade crossings at 47th Avenue, Florin Road, and Meadowview Road is

four mintues.

It is correct that as traffic increases on the local street system, safety problems
could increase due to increased vehicular/train conflict exposure. Also,
potentially significant congestion may occur at times depending upon the tirﬁe

of train activ'ity. The City sﬁould monitor conditions at the three at-grade crossings
and if problems arise in the future, consideration should be given to the construc-

. tion of grade separated crossings at either or both Florin Road and Meadowview |
Road. '

COMMENT : The propsed Community Plan traffic flow diagram on page E-19
shows 5,571 afternbon p.eak hour trips on the westbound to northbound on-ramp
at Delta‘Shores Village. It is unlikely that the interchange ramps and the free-
way maintine can'carry these trips. In order to maintain an accebtable level of

. service on the interstate route, four lanes north and south of Delta Shores Village
may be required. Please note ?that projected level of service E is not an acceptable’

ilevel. In addition, the plan should identify impacts to State highways outside of

//,,,'_,ﬂ
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the plan area boundaries. (R. Rogers, State of California Department of

Transportation, District 3)

RESPONSE: The 5,571 PM peak hour trips attributed to the northbound
Interstate 5 (I1-5) ramp are based upon the one interchange alternative. A
second interchange was recommended as a mitigation measure which would lessen
the northbound PM peak hour ramp volume at the Riverbend interchange to 4,200
(see Exhibit E-22). Additionally, it is recommended in the EIR to realign the
access to Arterial 148 and the Delta Shores Village internal road to encourage

an even larger diversion of traffic to the second interchange.

It is acknowledged that the volume of peak hour traffic using |1-5 with orgins
and desinations in Delta Shores Village, combined with through traffic, may
marginally require the widening of I1-5 to four lanes in each direction north of

the Riverbend interchange.

The traffic generated at buildout of the Airport Meadowview Community Plan,
including Deita Shores Village, may add as much as 51,000 average daily traffic
(ADT) on |-5, north of the area and 2,000 ADT south of the area on I-5.

COMMENT : In addition to the mitigation measures listed on pages E-26 and
E-27, improvements to Route 160 (Freeport Boulevard) should be identified.
For example, Route 160 between Freeport and Meadowview Road should be

expanded to four lanes to accommodate projected traffic. (R. Rogers)

RESPONSE": It is projected that with the buildout of the Community Plan
Route 160 north of the connection with the major north-south arterial in

the Delta Shores Village development on the west side of 1-5 would have an
ADT of 36,000 vehicles. Route ‘160 north of this new connection would require

widening to four or six-lanes to accommodate this projected traffic.

COMMENT : Any improvements required to State highways as a result of

local development should be funded by sources other than Caltrans.” We urge
the City and/or .the developers to coordinate closeiy with Caltraﬁs when planning
improvements to State highways. It should be noted that final approval of the

Community Plan EIR does not constitute automatic approval of these improvements.
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RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.



Page 12

H. PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES

COMMENT : Page H-26 of the Draft EIR states that "the Airport Meadowview
Community Plan does not 'contain specific reference or recommended policies or
aétions regarding energy conservation". Planning staff feel that energy conservation
provisions are generally more appropriately addressed as statewide and citywide
concerns, although there are several components of the Community Plan that

relate to energy conservation.

If the energy provisions as discussed.in the Community Plan are not sufficient,
the Draft EIR should identify specific policies or actions regarding energy con-
servation which should be included in the Community Plan. (City of Sacramento,

Planning Department)

RESPONSE:  The purpose of the discussion of energy conservation in the EIR
was to determine the consistency of the Airport Meadowview Community Plan with
~:the‘ City's adopted energy conservation measures. As discussed in the EIR (page
H-26) there are several aspects of the Community Plan which would result in
energy conservation, consistent with adopted City policies. Furthermore, future
_development in the Airport Meadowview community will be required to comply

with City energy conservation policies in effect at the time development occurs.

By implementing the suggested mitigation measure to more fully integrate existing
citywide energy conservation policies into the Community Plan readers of the

Plan unfamiliar with all portions of the General Plan would be made aware of

the policies. Since the City has, however, previously amended the Conservation
Element of the General Plan to include policies related to energy conservation and
since future development will need to comply with adopted City energy conservation .
bolicies the Community Plan as proposed is sufficient in regard to energy con-
servation. [t is, therefore, not mandatory to include additional policies or actiohs

regarding energy conservation into the Community Plan.
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l. GEOLOGY AND SOILS

COMMENT : The map on page |-3 shows that the southwest and southeast
corners of the plan area are pockets of land capability class |l soils. The
southeast corner is proposed for parks and open space, a use that provides a
buffer between the agriculture immediately south of the City limits and the

proposed residential uses to the north.

The southwest pocket of class | soils is proposed for a mix of residential,
commercial and open space uses. Because this southwest area is separated from
the rest 6f the south p’lan' area by Interstate 5, we believe that ideal conditions
exist for setting it aside for agricultural use. The highway provides a logical.
buffer between potentially conflicting land uses, while bounding an area of
uniformily good agricultural soils. In addition, a strip of agriculture along the
Sacramento River at this point, would provide visual separation between the |
towﬁ of Freeport and the development planned (see Delta Shores Village DEIR,
pp. C-20 thru 22).

An alternative plan for this area which protects the good agricultural soils is
not without precedent. The Delta Shores Village EIR offered such a possibility,
titled the Trumpet Alternative (page B-2). In this alternative, the entire area

west of I-5 was set aside for open space uses, including 105 acres of agriculture.

We recommend that the Final EIR consider a plan alternative that protects this
southwest pocket of class |l soils for agriculture. (Dennis J. O'Bryant, State

of California, Department of Conservation)

RESPONSE: As discussed in the Delta Shores Village EIR portions of the

area west of |-5 are capable of supporting a variety of crops -- as have been
grown historically. THe Delta Shores Village EiR also discussed an alternative
(the trumpet alternative) which maintained this area in open space and therefore

allowing for continued agricultural operations.

On September 28, 1983 the Sacramento City Council approved the proposed Delta
Shores Village project (Resolutions 83-751, 83-752, 83-753 and 83-754). This

approvai included specific development criteria for the area west of Interstate 5,.

7~//
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criteria consistent with the action of the California Transportation Commission

(CTC) on October 22, 1982 and April 7, 1983 in adopting conditions of approval

~ for the Riverbend Interchange on [-5. Among these criteria was the granting to

the City of an open space easement for agricultural purposes for approximately
27 acres abutting and easterly of the town of Freeport. The remainder of the
area west of 1-5 can be developed with up to a maximum of 570,000 square feet of

office space and 87, 120 square feet of retail space.

The previous action of the CTC and the Sacramento City Council, therefore,

commits thé majority of the land west of -5 to urbani development. In view of

thé previous actions of the CTC and the City Council it can be stated that the
maintenance of the entire area west of |-5 in agricultural use is not a reasonable
alternative. Furthermore, such an alternative would not achieve the basic objectives
of the proposed project, that is the growth and development of the-Airport Meadow-

view community.

COMMENT : The Delta Shores Village Draft EIR (page J-4) also discussed the

urban/rural land use conflict. The discussion notes that vandalism of farming

.eq-uipment is just one problem currently affecting agriculture which is close

to existing urban de'velopment. Under the proposed community plan, this type

of problem is used as a justification for the conversion of productive farmlands.

The Final EIR ‘should address the issue of potential urban/agriculture land -use
conflicts that may exist between farmland south and east of the plan area and
the eventual developed community. In additon to describing these impacts,
mitigation measures, such as the use of transitional zoning, open space buffers,

and artificial and natural barriers should be considered. (Dennis J. O'Bryant)

RESPONSE: It was not the intent of the EIR to use the broblems that occur

with the extension of urban development into agricultural areas as a justification

for the conversion of productive farmlands. What’ the EIR does state (page 1-8)

is that the conversion of the planning area to urban uses is consistent with previous
City policies, especially the existing General Plan and Community Plans and the
mstallatlon of urban infrastructure through the Freeport Sewer and Dralnage ’

Dlstrlct in 1965.
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Some of the lands east of the Airport Meadowview community are currently

zoned Agricultral (A). These lands are, however, designated by the City for
future urban use. The 1974 City of Sacramento General Plan shows these lands
primarily as future residential use, with some supporting commercial and industrial
uses. This area is within the City's South Sacramento Community planning area. -
This community plan is currently being updated, and it is anticipated that this

area will continue to be designated for urban uses.

Since the remaining agricultural area east of the Airport Meadowview plan area

" is designated for' urban use and since much of this area is currently being converted
to urban uses it does not appear necessary to develop a buffer area along the

- eastern boundary of the planning area. It should also be noted that the planning..
area is bounded on the east by the Western Pacific Railroad. Should some of the
area east of the planning area not be converted to urban uses for a number of

years the railroad tracks would serve as a buffer between potentially conflicting

tand uses.

t

The Airport Meadowview community is bounded on the south by lands owned by
the Sacramento Regional Sanitation District. The District has approved a Buffer-
lands Management Plan for the uses of these lands. One proposal now being consid-

ered for these lands is the development of an urban forest.

Some of the land in the southern portion of the Airport Meadowview community is
" within the bufferlands management area. This area has been designated as open

space on the community plan.

,With implementation of the Bufferlands Management Plan by -the Sanitation Districf
it is believed that -an adequate buffer would exist between urban uses within the
Airport Meadowview community and future agricultural activities that may occur
on the Sanitation District's lands. No additional buffer within the community plan

~area, therefore, should be necessary. .

COMMENT: Our April 6, 1983 comments on the Delta Shores Village Draft EIR
included ‘a request that the project's growth inducing impacts on the area between
the Delta Shores Village project and the proposed Highway 99-Sheldon Road

projects be analyzed in the Final EIR. We recommend that a similar analysis
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of the land between the community plan area and the 99-Sheldon Road project be
included in this Final EIR. (Dennis J. O'Bryant)

RESPONSE : The growth inducing impacts from implementation of the Airport
Meadowview Community Plan will depend largely on the number of future employees
who choose to live outside of the City. As of the 1980 census, 93 percent of job-

holders in the City of Sacramento work within Sacramento County. Seventy-five:

‘percent of jobholders in the City of Sacramento also work within the City.

~Assuming a'housing demand of 18, 110 dwelling units 1 and assuming the rates

discussed above were to remain constant for individuals employed within the Airport

‘Meadowview community, this would resultin a demand of 13,582 dwelling units in

‘the City and 3,260 dwelling units in Sacramento County outside of the City. The A

balance of the dwelling units (1,268) would be needed outside of the City and County.

The ability of Sacramento County to direct this demand to areas designated for

urban growth would greatly determine the significance of the impacts resultmg

from growth induced by the development of jobs in the Airport Meadowview community.
One such area designated for growth, and likely to receive much of the housing
demand is the Laguna Area. This area is bounded on the south by Elk Grove

B'oulevard “on the west by the Western Pacific Railroad, on the north by Sheldon

A Road and on the east by Highway 99. Sacramento County anticipates that more

than 12,000 housing units will be developed in this area in the coming years.
Tentatlve maps have already been approved for approximately 2,500 single famlly

units.

~In addition to residential growth, industrial development 'is also planned for the

area east of the Airport Meadowview community. Two industrial parks (one is
approximately 480 acres, the second is 368 acres) have recently been approved by
Sacramento County in the vicinity of Highway 99. Although no specific projects
are proposed for each industrial park there does appear to be considerabie interest

from the development community in these areas.

it is unlikely that the development in the A'irport Meadowview community"WiIl be

the major force behind the residential development in the Laguna Area or the

establlshment of other industrial parks in the v;cumty such as along Highway 99.
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It is true that employment growth in the Airport Meadowview community will
create secondary employment opportunities as well as housing demands outside
of the community. It appears, however, that development east of the Airport
Meadowview. community is more in response to the anticipated industrial job

growth in.the Sacramento region than specificly this community plan.

1/ Based upon a total of 21,385 new jobs of which 67 percent of these new workers
would be immigrants and 18 percent would be new entrants to the labor force,
1. 064 employees per household and a six percent vacancy rate.

21,385 x 0.85 = 1.064 x 1.06 = 18, 109 dwelling units.
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J. HYDROLOGY

COMMENT: = On page J-6, mention is made of the City directing a portion of
our drainage waters. to the Sacramento Riyer and the continuing need to do so

in the future. Our position is that the existing diversions more than compensate
for the increased flows that will result as remaining lands within the City limits

are developed. (J.F. Varozza, City of Sacramento Department of Public Works)

RESPONSE: Comment acknowledged.



Description and Impacts
of Proposed Project

Proposed Airport Meadowview
Community Plan updates two
previous community plans adopted
in 1965. Incorporates citywide
policies for infill and increased
densities. Area south of Meadow-
view is focus of efforts to attract
high technology industry.

Cxhibit B-3

Summary Description and- Impacts of Proposed Project and Alternatives

Mitigation Measures

Necessary to Reduce

Impacts to Less Than
Significant Level

POTENTIALLY SICNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

Population, Employment, and Housing

Employment -- A significant number
of new jobs (21,400) would be gener-
ated within the community. Special
efforts to ensure that local residents
‘obtain their fair share of jobs will be
necessary. .

Housing ~- Housing affordability will
continue to be a problem, especially
for single-wage households. House-
holds earning less than the present
median income will have limited
housing opportunities.

. Transportation

Project would generate 197, 000
additional vehicle trips per day:

Of the seven key intersections in
the community, all but one (24th
Street and 47th Avenue) would
operate at a LOS "E" in the PM
peak hour.

Expand and monitor Delta Shores
Village Jobs Program Partnership
to meet specific job training and
placement necds of employers

who will locate in community.

Implement programs and policies to
assist in the provision of housing
affordable to future employees in
community. Develop programs on a
communitywide and citywide basis.

Implementation of Transportation
Systems Management (TSM) measures
would reduce the number of vehicle
trips. ’
Specific intersection improvements,
additional turn lanes, additional

through lanes, etc. are recommended.

Description of Alternatives Compared With Proposed Project

No Development Alternative

No additional development would
occur in the Airport Meadowview
community .

Since no additional jobs would be
created, impact would not occur.

With no additional development,
opportunities to provide affordable
housing would be lost.

No increase in vehicle trips.

The Meadowview Road/Amherst
Street intersection would continue

to operate at an unacceptable LOS.

Buildout of Current
Community Plans

Development would occur
in conformance with the
existing community plans.

Number of new jobs created
would be minimal.

Development would result
primarily in singte-family
detached units unlikely to
provide significant number
of affordable units.

Would generate 181,000
additional vehicle trips -
per day.

61 abed

Similar impact- as proposed
project.



Descriplion and Impacts
of Proposed Project

" With the exception of Arterial 148,
the other major -strreets would operate
at unacceptable levels of service.

Northbound Interstate 5 would operate
at LOS"E" at River Bend interchange to
its widening to three lanes.

" The single Interstate 5 interchange

at River Bend would operate at an
unacceptable level of service

" (northbound on-ramp in the AM and PM;
. southbound off-ramp in the PM}.

Noise

Along Interstate 5 noise levels are
expectéd to increase by up to 8 dB.
Complaints from existing residents
along 1-5 south of Meadowview
Road can be expected.

Public Facilities and Services

-There would be a cunmulative impact
due to extension of necessary public
facilities and services.

Schools - increased enroliments will
result in the need for additional
classroom space. Current fiscal
situation makes it difficult for
District to provide space.

Hazardous Materials -~ development
of high technology industry in Delta
Shores Village will result in hazardous
materials. The transportation, storage,
_and disposal of hazardous materials

Summary Descri'plion and Impacts of Proposed Project and Alternatives

Mitigation Measures
Necessary to Reduce
Impacts to Less Than

Significant Level .

Florin Road and 24th Street should
be expanded to six lanes.

Interstate 5 requires a third
northbound lane from the River Bend
interchange to its current three-lane
configuration.

A second Interstate 5 interchange
should be constructed.

Consider construction of a noise
barrier along Interstate 5.

Provide necessary services to meet
projected demmand.

The City and School District together
should develop a program to aid in
providing adequate school facilities.

City should adopt a citywide hazard-
ous materials management program
and/or ordinances.

Description of Alternatives Compared With Proposed Project

Mo Development Alternative

All roads within community would
operate at acceptable fevels of -
service .

Interstate 5 would operate at an
acceptable level of service.

No interchange constructed.

No significant increase in noise.

No demand for additional public
services.

No increased school enrollment.

No involvement of hazardous materials.

Buildout of Current
Community Plans

Similar impact as proposed
project.

Interstate S would operate
at an acceptable level of
service.

Single interchange would
be sufficient for traffic
demands.

Similar impact as proposed
project. :

Similar impact as proposed -
project.

Probably result in addition:
al school aged children.

No involvement of hazard-
ous materials.



Description and Impacts
of Proposed Project

Energy -- Development in accordance
with Community Plan would result in

long-term impacts on energy consump-

tion.

Description and Impacts
of Proposed Project

Summary Description and Impacts of Proposed Project and Alternatives

Mitigation Measures

Necessary to Reduce

Impacts to Less Than
Significant Level

New development should comply with
existing City energy conservation
ordinances.

Other Feasible
Mitigation Measures

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS CONSIDERED LESS THAN SIGNIFICANT

Land Use

Implementation of Community Plan
would not conflict . with adopted
policies of 1974 General Plan.

Community Plan policies generally
consistent with the.aims articulated
by the City's 1982 Growth Policy
Conclusions and Recommendations.

Population, Employment and Housing

Population -- population expected to
grow from 30,100 (1980) to 46,300 in
1995. . :

Employment -~ employment expected
to grow from an estimated 4, 300 jobs

in 1982 to 23,000 at buildout for a net
increase of 18, 700 jobs.

Housing -- housing units expected to

increase from 9,900 (1980} to 15,600 in

1995, an increase of 5,900 units.

None required.

None required.

None required.

A Jobs Program Partnership would
help ensure that local residents get a
fair share of future jobs.

Efforts should be taken to help balance
jobs and housing affordability .

Description of Alternatives Compared With Proposed Project

No Development Alternative

No significant increase in energy
consumption.

Buildout of Current
Community Plans

Similar impact as propos-
ed project.

Description of Alternatives Compared With Proposed Project

No Development Alternative

Not consistent with 1974 General
Plan.

Not consistent with Growth Policy

Conclusions and Recommendations.

No population growth would occur.

Minimal increase in employment.

No increase in housing units.

Buildout of Current
Community Plans

Generally do not promote
policies of 1974 General
Plan.

Similar impact as no develop-
ment alternative.

Population growth would
be approximately 27,000
people.

Significantly reduced
employment growth.

1z abeyd

Approximately 11,000 new
units could be developed.



“Description and lmpacts

of Proposed Project

Eighty-five (85) acres set aside for
large-lot residential generally would
not provide housing type required by
future residents and employees.

Air Quality
Direct lmpacts -~ residential and

commercial land uses would be a
minor source of direct emissions.

Indirect Impacts -- the State and
Federal 1-hour and 8-hour standards
for CO are not exceeded in 1987 or
in the year 2000.

Noise

New residential development along Florin
Road, Meadowview Road, 24th Street, I~
and the Western Pacific RR would be ex-

‘posed to noise levels above 60 dB.

Public Facilities and Services

Water -- Undeveloped south area will
recjuire construction of a new water
distribution system.

Sewage -- some infill developments and
increased densities may be constrained
by condition of sewer lines.

Development in south area will require
modifications to existing sewer lines.

Police -- new development will result in
increased demand for police services.

Summary Description and Impacts of Proposed Project and Alternatives

Other Feasible

Mitigation Measures

Large-lot residential area should
be redesignated for medium density
residential. ’

None required.

None required.

Residential developinent proposed
in areas exposed to noise levels
greater than 60 dB should have
an acoustical report prepared.

Cl(y should program the timely exten-
sion of water distribution system.

City should evaluate condition of
existing sewer lines.

City should require that revised
sewer facilities in south area are
adecjuate to accommodate buildout.

City should anticipate funding
needs for additional police services.

Description of Alternatlves Compared With Proposed Project

No Development Alternative

No large-lot residential would be
developed.

No increase in air emissions.

No increase in air emissions.

No new residential development would
be exposed to high noise levels.

No additional water distribution lines
needed.

Existing lines probably adequate.

Previously completed sewer lines
in the undeveloped south area will
go unused.

No increased demand.

Buildout of Current
Community Plans -

Similar as no development
alternative.

Similar impact as proposed
project.

Similar impact as proposed

project.

Single family.development
likely would continue to
be exposed to high noise
levels.

Similar impact as proposed

project.

Similar impact as proposed -g
project. '.Q

Prevnously completed sewerN
facilities may be adequate. ™

Similar impact as proposed
project.



Summary Description and Impacts of Proposed Project and Alternatives

Description and Impacts
of Proposed Project -

Fire - - dc.velopmenl in south area
would require construction of a new
fire station.

‘Ener ~-- would require additional
69.KV lines, distribution lines, and
neighborhood substations. Would
increase demand for electricity and
natural gas facilities.

Parks -- twenty-eight (28) acres of

additional parkland will be needed by 1995.

Geology and Soils

Potentially expansive soils can have
impacts on future development.

‘Direct loss of agricultural land.

Hydrology
Infill and increased densities would
-aggravate existing drainage problems.

Development would contribute to cumu-
lative impact of areawide urbanization
on downstream flooding.

Vegetation and Wildlife

Development in south area will result in
. alteration and loss of ‘existing agncultunal
areas and wildlife habitai.

Other Feasible
Mitigation Measures -

City should anticipate funding needs
to operate new fire station.

\lork together with SMUD and PG¢EE
to ensure timely extension of elec-
trical and natural gas facilities.

Proposed Recreation Master Plan should
be incorporated into Community Plan.

Standard geotechnical engineering
methods should be used to mitigate
impacts of expansive soils.

No mitigation available. (Not consider-
ed significant since area has been de-
signated for urban development since
1965 when Freeport Sewer and
Drainage District was established:)

Priority should be given to improvement
of the existing drainage network.

City should continue to cooperate
with Corps of Engineers on
Morrison Creek Stream Group
project. .

Contiguous landscaped areas using

.native shrubbery and trees would

provide wildlife benefits.

Description of -Alternatives Compared With Proposed Project

No Development Alternative

No additional fire station needed.

No additional energ\) demands.

No additional park acreage needed,
however, there would be the need for
for facility development at existing
parks.

No impact since there would be no
additional development.

Lands potentially could remain in
agricultural production.

Existing drainage problems would .
remain.

Reduced impact on downstream
flooding.

Existing vegetation and.w.ildlife habitat
would remain’

Buildout of Current
Community Plans

Similar impact as proposed
project.

Would require additional
energy facilities. Demand.
however, would be less
than proposed project.

Similar impact as
proposed project.

Similar impact as proposed
project.

Similar impact as proposed
project.

Similar impact as no devel
opment alternative.

Similar impact as proposedm
project.

Similar impact as proposed
project.
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Clit Curstens, Senior Plannern : X

Sacramento City Planning bepartment, DEC‘}3]983

927 Tenth Streat - Suita 300

Sacramcnto, CA 9548114

RECeIVIED
bear Mr. Cacstens:

This is in redponst to Lhe bealis Enviscamental Twpsct Keport’ (EIR)
for Airport Hcadowview Coummunivy Plan (M-675), SCHEB107250%.

Bascd an o review ot bnhis docuwment, rthe stafl is unanhle to find

whaere consideration was given to the impacts to be caused Lo
velilhcular or train-trafiic by virtue ot the Western Pacific Railroad
tracks and operations being in the area. There are three railroad-
highway ¢grade crossings, 37th Avenue (4-133.9), Florin Road (4-142.9),
and Mcadowview koad (4-131.8). ALl Lhree grdade crossings: have
warning devices consisting of Standard do. 9-A, automatic gate-ltypu
signals with cantilever (General Order 75-C) and two of thesc,

the Florin Road and Meadowview Road crussings have had accidents this
year. In addition, these two grade crossings have had six accident:
within the luast 5 years which is above the Statewide average. IX.
should also be noted that the railroad operates approximately twelve
trains through this area.

In view of the existing train traffic and the proposed vehicular
traffic, coupled with the accident histury at the Florin Road and
Meadowview Road grade crossings, it is the staff's opinion that
Fonsideration should be given to the separation of grades for these
two ygrade crossings. Scparation of grades would then mitigate the
increased accvident potential and safcty hazards associated with the
Vrojecc.

le appreciate having had the opportunity to review this matlter.

\

ery truly yours, N

\UJLW» /AN

lLLIAM L. OLIVER, Principal
iilroad Operations and Safety Branch
ansportation Division

Office of Planning & Reseaxnch
1400 Tenth Street - Ram. 121
Sacramento, CA 95814

SIATL OF -CALIFORNIA- -OFFICE OF It COVERRON ‘F»}_(‘,OI OtURME AN, Covernor

OFFICE OF PLANNING AND RESEARCH

1400 tEedlve SIRERY
SACRAMENTO. CA w3814

Pecember 19, 1082

1Ty r e

Kathy Molloy/Cli{f Carstens SN Dy
City of Sacramento-Planning .
Y27 10th Street, Suite 300

Sacrumento, CA 95814

Subject: SOy 83072505, Envirowmscntal Inpact Report on the Arrport
Meadowview Community Plian Update (M 67%)
Dear Ms. Molluy and Mr. Carstens:

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above nawcd draft Enviiovwsicotal lwpact Report
(EIR) to selected state ageacies for review. The review perica is closcd and the cou-
wments of the individual asgeocy(iea) is(are) uttsched. ) you wonld tike o dizenses
their concerns and reconmcodations, please contact the stalf Jr:w the .. propringe
agency(ies).

When prepsring the fioal EIR, you must include all rownments and responscs (URG/
Cuidelines, Section 15146). The certified EJR must be consivered iu the decit.on-
making process for the project. Io addition, we urge you to respond Hiseclly Lo the
comnenting agency(ies) by writing to them, including rhe State Clearingbouse number vn
all correspondence.

A 1981 Appellate Court decision in Cleepy v, Coungy of Stanisiuvs (L1# wai. Appy  la
348) clarified requirements for responding to reviev comments. Spurlk)tally, th.
court indicated that comments must be addressed in detail, giving reasoot why the
specific conments and suggestions vere not accepted, The responzes wusi show factors
of overriding significance vhich required the suggestion or coument tou be reject.d.
Besponses to comments must not be conclusory statewents but must be supported by cu-
pirical or experimental data, scientific suthority or explanatory inforuation of any
kind. The court further said that the reesponses must be s good faith, reasoned
analyais.

In the event that the project is approved without adequstle witigustion of wignif (want
effects, the lead agency must make written findiogs for eacn sixnif{iviat effect aud it
must support its actions with a vritten statement of overridiog conside.stions Lo
each unnitigated significant «ffect (CEQA Guidelines Section }90RE s 15089).

If the project requires discrcetionary approval from amy state agency, the Notice of

Detervination must be filed with the Secretary for Rescurces, 35 well a: with the

County Clerk. Please contact Bruce Walters at (916) 445-C613 if you have any quese

tions about the environmental review process.
e

Sincere!y.

L7 abeyd

{%(g (&(u«zf/—

Hanager"’

State Clearinghouse

cc: Resources Agency
attachment



Dr. Gerdon 1. Snm.‘
Ma. Kothy Moliny
Pagpre 2

2. The bDelta Shores Villauge DEIR (p. 3 4) ulso discussed the urler./1ual
land~use conflict. The discussion notes that vandalisw of farsing
equipuent. fs just one problem currently uffecting apriculiure wnich 3s
cluse Lo cxdsting urtan devetopoent. Under the poponed cowmant ty plian,
this type of problem fs ased ag a justvification foy the conversion of
productive farmlands.

The Final Airporr Mezdowview EIR shivulc address the ducuc of poiential
urban/agriculture land use zonflicts that may ezist beiveen tarwland soiih
and ecast of the plan ares #nd the c¢ventual developed cumwsunity. In
addition to describing tnese fmpacty, mitdigation measores, soeh as Lhe use
of transiticnal zoning, vpen spare hulfers, and ariifleig) wnd ratural
barriers should bhe considered.

3. Finally, our Aptil &, 19835 (ummente un the Delta Yhorves Village DEIR
included a request that the project's growth inducing Swpacis on the arca
between the Delra Shores project and the proposed Hipglivay 99-Sheldon Road
projects be analyzed in the Filnat 1R, We recommend tlit & similar
analysis on rhe land between tLhe community plai, srea and the 99-Sheldon
Road project bhe t{ncluded in this FEIR.

Again, we support the farmland preservation strategy of urban in-1ill, as
represented by this plan., We look forward Lo & copy of the Final EIR with
your responses. If you have any questions about the comments, please call at
(916) 322-5873.

@«Jm % - 84“‘(,&1,

Dennis J. O'Bryant
Environmental Program Coordinator

cc: Ken Trott, Divisfon ot Land Resvuirce Protection
Art Mills, Chief, Division of Land Resource Protection

454182

Siote ot Californio

THE RESOQURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA

Memorandum

a

To

Frem

Py. Gurdon F. Snow Dote : ~i$C -l
Assistunt Secretary ot Rusources -
: Subpct:  Adrport Meadowview
Comaunity Plan

DEIR, SCH#83072505,

Hs. Kathy Molloy

Planning Division : .
Departmeat of Comwunity Development
City of Sacramento

Sacramento, CA 95814

Department of Conservation—Ofice of the Duector

The Depprtment of Conservation has reviewed the DEIR (yaft Envivomuentsl ’
Inpact Report) for the Afirport Meadowview Communiry }lan. The Departwent is
charged by the Legislature to map and monitor Califurnsa's farwlands, and is
interested in projects that may displace productive farm)aud,

The DEIR presents an updated plan for the developmcnt of » 3,1061-acre area in

the southwest portion of Sacrasento. The gouth boundary «t the plan ares is

the city limits line. As the norther)y portion of the area == roughly y
twvo~-thirds of the total area -- 1s already largely developed, the propousal nmay i
be considered as urban intill. Cenerally, the Departuwent supports this kind

of development proposal, which conserves the state’'s valuable apriculrural

lands.

Hovever, we have three comments which could enhance the integrity of the plaa
as well as preserve the cite's good agricultural soilc for farming usce

1. The map on page I-3 of the DEIR shows that the sonlhwest and southeast
corners of the plan area are pockets of land capability class 11 soils,
The southeast corner is proposed for parks and open space, o use that
provides a buffer between the agriculture famediately south of the city
limits and the proposed residential uses to the north.

.

The southwest pocket of class II soils is proposed for a mix of
residentisl, commercisl and open space uses. Because this southwest area
1s separated from the rest of the south plan ares by Interstate 5, we
believe that 1deal conditfons exist for setting it aside for sgricultural
use. The lighway provides a logical buffer between potentislly
conflicting .land uses, whilc bounding an ares of uniformily gouod
agriculturasl soils. In addition, a strip of agriculture along the
Sacramento River at this point, would provide vinual separation between
the town of Freeport and the developuent planned (see Delta Shores Villape
DEIR, pp. C-20 thru 22).

An alternative plan for thic area which protects Lhé good sgricultural
soils 1s not vithout precedent. The Delta Shores Village DEIR (February,
1983) offered such a possibility, .17 led the Trumpel Alternative

(p. P-2). In this alternative, the cntire ares west of 1-5 was sei aside
for open space uses, including 1035 acres of agriculiure.

We recommcud that the Final EIR consider a plan alternative that protects
this southwest pocket of class II soils for agriculturc.

Be dﬁEd



» of Cafifornia

emorandum

. Date:
Mr. Terry Hoberts, Manager

State Clearinghouse ) File .
1400 Tenth Street. .
Sacramento, CA 95814

December 21, 1983

03-Sac-50/ 160
Airport/Meadowview
Camwunity Flan

SCH 83072505

:  DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION

District 3 - Environmental Branch
ct: :

Caltrans, District 3, has reviewed the draft EIR-for the Airport Meadowview
Community Plan, which encompasses an area hetween Freeport Boulevard and the
Western Pacific Railroad in southwest Sacramento.

The proposed Community Plan traffic flow diagram on page E-19 shows 5,571
afternocon peak hour trips on the westbourd to northbound on-ramp at Delta
Shores. It is unlikely that the interchanye ramps and Lhe freeway mainiine can
carry these trips. In order to maintain an acceptable level of service on the
Interstate route, four lanes north and south of Delta Shores may be required.
Please note that projected level of service E is not an acceptable level. In

addition, the plan should identify impacts to State highways outside of the
plan area boundaries.

In addition to the mitigation measures listed on pages E-26 and E-27, improve-
ments to Route 160 (Freeport Boulevard) should be identified.
Route” 160 between Freeport and Meadowview Road should be expand
lanes to accommodate projected traffic.

Fur example,
ed to four

Any improvements required to State.highways as a result of local developnent
should be funded by sources other than Caltrans. We urge the City and/or the
developers to coordinate closely with Caltians when planning improvements to
State highways. It should be noted that final approval of the Community Plan
EIR does not constitute automatic approval of these improvements.

If there are any additional questions on these comments, please contact Jeannie
Baker, at the above address, or telephone (916) 741-4ugE.

W. R. GREEN '

District Director of Transportation

R g

= “Q
By ¢
R. Rogers
Deputy District Director

Planning and Public Transportation

e . Susin T riction and Mousing A
. Stale of Callfomic
Business and Transportation Agency :

Memorandum

To: Terry Roberts, Manager Date. December 5, 1983
State Clearinghouse Unit, Room 121 )
Office of Resources, Energy, and ' fuz

Permit Assistance
1400 Tenth Street
Sacramento, CA 95814

From DEPARTMINT OF TRANSPORTATION
" DIVISICN OF ARRONALTICS

-- i Community Plan - Draft
subject Project Review Airport Meadowview
Environmental Impact Report - SCH §83072505

i hat were
The proposal is an update of two previous plans t "
adopsedp?n 1965. The purpose of the project 1s to quide Phe
growth and development in the Afrport Meado§v1ew.Area, which
essentially surrounds the Sacramento Executive RAirport.

We have reviewed your report with specific @nterest in
pgtential noise and safety impacts of the axr_facility's
flight operations upon the proposal, and any‘xmpacts_the .
proposal may have upon the air facility's flight operations.

vironmental document uses appropriate methods for
§:§1;:1:g the noise environment 1n'the area. We are algg
pleased to note that the major policy of the Community p a:
in the airport area is to support the regommendations of the
Executive Airport Comprehensive Land Use’ Plan.

{ our view that the report adequately addresses the
::e:: og our interest, however we note a few statement:lfor
which minor corrections are appropriate. Page C-14 jindicates
noise limits of the California Department of Aeronauticsét
This should now read California Department of Transporta En.
Page C-15 includes a reference to noise levels of 65 dgAC;EEn
the maps use 65 dB LDN or 65 4B CNEL. Both the LDN an N
scales incorporate measurements taken in dBA, but after t eyts
apply the penalty weightings for evening and night hou; e:gn ,
the data is no longer in dBA. The references to qag 8 O;h'-
be corrected to read dB LDN or 4B CNEL as approprliate. :h
comment applies to similar references throughcut. the report.

MARK F. MISPAGEL, Chief
pivision of Aeronautics

E%ﬁﬁ#é&b%“

Airport Bnvironmental Specialist

EEEIVE
DEC 15 1983 L”’

OFFICE OF “LARMING
AND RECSASCH

67 ?bed



Pretliminary studies have showu that alvliough the east airport acrverge is
undesirable feom an FBU pcrspeclivb. Yidgh potential exists for an jucome
producling professional uifice or industrial park. Such developmemt is
consistent with adopted pulicles of the Executive Alrport Master Pien
which encourage alcport devaelopment hy the private sectur. Such devel-
apment would alse ald in swintatntay finsncial self- sutslclency 1o the
afrport. Although additional courdination and site analysis is required
before a specific development propenal can be suboitted tor consid-
eration, an appropriate initial sieyp 4n the overall plaining procens s
the concurring designation of office land use in the hirport Mesdowview
Community Plan. Exhibit 2 delincates the recoumended airport office/-
industrial park reserve as 1t might appear on the Communlty Plun.

2, Alrport Zoning

The Executive Afrport was plusced 1n R-) zoning many yesrs ayc.
This s obviously an Jnappropriate designation and should he
changed to a new "Airport Zone" with approved nses defined in
accordance with the Exccutive Alrport Master Plan. Such yeroic
would also reduce city and county staff fiwe commitvents fur
project implementation currently approved in the Master Plan. It
is acknowledged ihat no such zoning designation prewently exists
within the City of Sacramento Zoniug Code, therefore it 1: re-
quested that the City of Sacramento initiate rezone hecarings on
behalf of the Department of Airports.

.

I am available to provide technical assistance in support ot the
office/industrial park designat{vn and xecommended ajrport ceuone.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on this project of mutual
interest.

Airport Planner

LEK:sam

lek 58

cc: Sam Miller, County Planning
Al Freitas, Councy EIS
Mike Hoffacker, SACOG
Earl Tucker, Caltrans

SACRAMINYO METRO

COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO
DEPARTMENT OF AIRPORTS

6968 AIRPORY BOULEVARD
SACRAMINTO, CALIFLANIA LYY
1816} 429 541

O!RECTOR OF AIRPORTS
George VW, McLaughlin

Ducember b, 1983

Hr, Clift Carstens

Senior Planner

City of Sacramento

Planning Department

927 Tenth Strect, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: -DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REIORT ‘FOR ATRPORT MEADOWVIEW
COMMUNITY PLAN (M-675)

Dear Mr. Carstens:

The Sacramento County Department of Airports has -reviewed the subject
DEIR and finds the off-airport land use recommendations contained
therein to be gencrally consistent with the Executive Afitport
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) as adopted by thie Tagional Alvpor!.
Land Use Commission on April 15, 1982. There are, huwever, two
on-airport land use issues that the Department of Airports believes
should be addressed during the Community Plan hearings because the
Executive Afrport 1s within the p}anningvboundaries of the Airport
Meadowview Community Plan.

1. Airport Office/Industrial Park (New Designation)

Approximately 14 acres of airport property located in the northeast
quadrant of the airport adjacent to 24th Street and Fullectown {s
designated as "future aviation or non-aviation development" un the
Executive Airport Master Plan (Atischment 1). Scar. analysis
within the Department of Airports have concluied that the subject
acreage is inappropriate for additional airporc Fixed Base Opecra-
tors (FBO) use for the following reasons:

a. Competitive disadvantage for the east arca FBO relative to the
established west arca terminal developuents

b. Inefficient afrcraft ground access for east~west transition
(nust cross ‘all three runways).

c. ' Inefficient location for ground based services response
(passenger shuttle, atrcrafr fueling, security patrol, etc).

0g 2bed
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These may include cneryy onalyses, loan progurams for
low and moderate income houscholds, snd other retrofit
measures. Interested yesidents should coniact these

companses for information,'

¢) Objective )1 on page 98 of. the Community Plan:

“"Encourage incorporation of water and energy conservation
and recycling measures into bullding design, landscaping,

and manufacturing processes; ospecially within bigh
technology industrial developments." .

d) Recommendation i,!) on page 76 of the Community Plan:

"Citizen group participation in the following
activitics is encouraged: . . . 1) Coordination with
other organizations and agencies for program of
funding assistance, for emxample: 1. SMUD and PG&E
for energy conservation . . . "

If the energy provisions as diseusscd in the Community Plan are

‘ hot sufficient, the Draft ETR should identify specific policies

~or actions regarding energy conservation which should be included

in the Community Plan.

2. Employment Projections

There seem to be some inconsistencie: in projected employment

numbers related to a) Delta Shores Villaye figures, and

b} community-wide figures. Clarification and/or resisions should
be provided so that the summary chart, Table D-14, and the text
of Section D are consistent.

3. Typographical Errors

a) 'Page D-44, Paragraph 3: Change "Willhaven" to "Willhaggen".

b) - Page E-27, Measure 3: Change "tis" to "its"; and change
' "lenght" to “length”.

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
027 TENTHSTREET
SuITE 330 FELEPHONE (916) 449:500¢

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

MARTY VAN DUYN

SACRAMENTO, CA95081¢ PLALNING IMRECTOR

November 30, 1983

MEMORANDUM
TO: Sacramento City Planning Commission-
FROM: Planning staff Clif Carstens and Kathy Molloy

SUBJECT: Preliminary comments on the Draft Environmental Iwmpact
Report .(EIR) on the proposed pirport Meadowview
Community Plan s

The following are some initial comments about the Draft EIR:

. -

1. Energy Conservation

Page H-26 of the Draft Eir states that "the Airpcrt Meadowview
Community Plan does not contain specific reference orx recommended
policies or actions regarding energy conservation." Planning
staff feel that energy conservation provisions are generally
more appropriately addressed as statewide and citywide concerns,
although there are several components of the Comwunity Plan that
relate to energy conservation. The Draft EIR discusses several
measures on pages H-22 and -23 that the City of Sacramento
currently apply to projects city-wide.

The 1983 Airport Meadowview Community Plan addresses energy
conservation in the following ways:

a) Appendix J (page A-47 of the Community Plan).
This appendix provides a compendium of current City
energy provisions. Developers must also meet any
Uniform Building Code standards.

R
[+}}
Q
[
b) "“Energy Conservation" discussion on page 81 of the w
- Community Plan: ) L
. 'Energy conservation is a national concern that
K is increasing in importance. The City of Sacramento
encourages conservation measures in new and existing
development ( See Appendix J) and all new projects are
reviewed for consistency with federal, state and local
energy conservation requirements. .

Utility companies, such as SMUD and PGsL, often offer
programs to make existing housing more enerqy efficient.



CITY PLANNINS REp s T
CITY OF SACRAMENTO .
DEC 1% 1983

RECE Iy OO0

DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES X CRUCRER AHE LAUSE 1] DIVISION
3520 F1F 1rs AVENUE SACRAMERTO, CALIFORNIA 95817 GULE LIMISION
TELERHDNE 19161 448 5700 METROPGLITAN ARIS (IVISION
MUSEUM AND HISTORY DIVISION

HOBERT P. THOMAS HECREATGH DIISIUN
DIHECION : PARKS DIVISION
200 IISION
G. ERLING LINGG)
ASSISTANT OIHECTOR

December 14, 1983

©OMEMO TO:  €lif Carstens, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: Wraft Environmental Impact Report - Airport/Meadowview

ﬂle following are comments of staff on the above subject:
Page B-7: Under Parks - No development allurnatives
It states: "“Existing park deficiencies need to be corrected.”

Presently, there is no average deficiency. It is not unti) 1990
that there will be u deficiency of ten acres.

Under - Buildout of Current Plans

It seems that only 28 additional acres wil) be needed in this
area.

Page C-19: ‘Development of adequate recreation facilities. This is not true.
Woodbine is developed; Chorley is developed.

The park as identified as South Land Park Hills west of Southern
Pacific Railroad tracks. This exit runs in the Meadowview Airport
Planning Area; i.e., reference footnote 42, page C-40.

Page C-27: Addition - Recreation Master Plan has identified open space in
this area for both a neighborhood and comunity park.

Page C-31: Is this true? The two school sites should be identified as schuol
parks if land has been eliminated.

Stould you have any questions, contact me.

A 5oy Zopr
G. ERLING LNGG], Wlistant Director

Parks and Community Services
GEL. 1 js
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November 14, 1983

MEMORANDUM

T0: Cliff Carstens, Senior Planner
FROM: J. F. Varozza, Director of Public Works

SUBJECT: Comments on Draft Airport Meadowview Community Plan and Envircumenial
Impact Report

The subject draft reports appear in general to be satisfactory. It appears the
proposed plan will create traffic problems in existing devcloped areas that wil)
be extremely costly, if not infeasible, to correct. Listed below are my comments:

I. Draft Cormunity Plan

1. Page 45 - Map appears to be in error. Should check boundaries and
Assessment District names (Woodbine A/D No. 3A is shown twice).

2. Page 79 (Item 3) - Previous storm drainage design criteria is approx-
imately 60 percent of City Standards, not 50 percent.

1I. Draft Environmental Impact Report

1. Page J-6 (last two paragraphs) - Mention is made of the City dirccling
a portion of our drainage waters to the Sacramento River ind the Lontinving
need to do so in the future. Our position is that the existing diversions
more than compensate for the increased flows that will result as remaining
lands within the City limits are developed.

/2 gy

J. F. VAROZZA
Director of Public Works
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To:
From:

Subject:

OIVISION OF WATER AND SEWERS.

MEMORANDUM

Cliff Carstens, Senior Planner, Planning Department
Robert C. Bitten, Deputy Uirector of Public Works

Airport Meadowview Draft Community Plan and EIR

We have reviewed the subject documents and have no comments,

ober ;
Deputy Director of Public Works

CSH/cs

Dato: 12/5/83
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