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SUBJECT: Appeal of a condition of approval foéé ¥ @ request
.to allow the development of a warehouse structure in the
M-1(S)R _.zone. (P-9640)

LOCATION: East side of Pell Circle, approximately 700 feet north of
freeway 1-880 : . _ _ ‘ .

SUMMARY :

This is a request for entitliements necessary to deveiop a 56,000 sq.
ft. warehouse/office structure on a 5.3 acre vacant site. The Planning
Commission approved the variance request subject to conditions. The
applicant subsequently filed an appeal to a condition-which requires
the relocation of a lcading dock area.

BACKGROUKND TNFORMATION

The subject site is located along the perimetér of an industrial sub-
division. There are existing single family dwellinygs on the north and
east sides of the site. '

The applicant is proposing to construct a warehouse type structure with
truck loading docks that are located at the rear of the building and
adjacent to single family dwellings. The staff and Planning Commission
have concerns with ‘potential noise generation from the loading area.

The Planning Commission, therefore, required the following condition:
"The applicant shall redesign the project and relocate .the loading docks
to the front of the building (west side)." The applicant indicated that
this would not be feasible and, therefore, appealed the condition of
approval.

VOTE OF PLANNING COMMISSION

On January 28, 1982, the Planning Commission by a vote of eight ayes,
one absent, approved the variance and plan review subject to conditions.



City Council -2- February 24, 1982
RECOMMENDATION

The staff and Planning Commission recommend that the City Council deny
the appeal subject to findings of fact due on March 23, 1982.

Rfspectfully submitted,

arty Van Duyn
- Planning Directo

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER

MVD:HY:cp |  March 9, 1982
- Attachments District No. 2
P-9640 :



February 3, 1982

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT PROJECT P-9640

We, the undersigned residents adjacent to the proposed project,
have no objection to the intended use. We understand that there
will be truck traffic generated during daylight hours. In accord-
ance with the plans shown to us by the developer, we further under-
stand that ten feet (10') of landscaping will be created on the
project's side of the existing eight foot (8') high masonry wall,
and that parking will occur adjacent to the landscaping. It seems
to us that the developer has made a sufficient effort to mitigate

any objectionable uses of the proposed development.

4149 Englewood Street(f?

4159 Englewood Street *ik4&o

4169 Englewood Street 0(0,11A ,/ZlLéﬁéy\,

4179 Englewood Street

4189 Englewood Street_éé;Eégéiz;%fzg_;fizzé§£?:£;;;
S 7

4199 Englewood Street hj

185 Salida Street ney/house “- “currently unsold
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SACERANERTO QLY ]’L’\"'Jln( ((‘."'lf’:lﬁlil’()N ' -

DWIT };Qbruury 1, 1982

9°0 T PLANNING DIRLECTOR:
I do hereby make application to sppeual the decision of the City

Planning Cormission of 1/28/82 when:
(bate)

——

Rezoning App:lication XX variance Application

Special Permit Application

was: XX Granteda Denied by the Cc'rmlu‘lon

GROURDS FOR LPPEAL: Staff § Planning Commission conditions of approval were

objectionable. Specifically the condition that truck loading docks be moved

from the rear of the building to the front of the building makes the project |

unworkable.

PROPERTY LOCATION: East side of Pell Circle - 700 feet North of I-880

IPROPERTY DESCRIPTICN: lot 4-A, Glenwood Park, Unit No. 3-A, recorded in

Book 140 of Parcel Maps, Page 10

MESESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 237 - 400 " - -18
' FRGPBI{?‘Y CWNLR: RJB Company . ‘ L
ADDRESS: 2856 Arden Way, Suite 200, Sacrdmento, California 95825
LVPLICINT: RJB Construction Co.  Attention: Dick Liebermann .
ADDRLSS: 2856 Arden Way, Suite 104, Sacramento, California ‘95825

ATPELLANT : RJB Constructlon Co. .by Dick Lleoe/mj}'?/(% i ——

(sicuatoney -t T T

ADPRESS: 2856 Arden Way, Suite 104, Sacramento Callfomld 95825 L
FILING TEZ: §60.00 RECEIPT NO. 6_7

YORWAREZED TO CITY CLERK ON DATH O

P- _ap30

2/60 ) (4 COYIES REQUIRELD)



STAFF REPCRT AMENDED 1-28-82

City Planning Commission
Sacramento, California

Members in Session:

" SUBJECT: H:Rev1ew of revised site plan for a warehouse development

“in M-1(S)-R zone (P-9640)
LOCATION: East side of Pell Circle, 700 feet north of freeway [-880

BACKGROUND IMFORMATION: The applicant is proposing to develop a
warehouse with office space in an industrial zone which is bordered
on the east side by single family homes. The applicant requested
this item be continued from the January 14th meeting so that revised
site plans could be submitted to address staff concerns regarding
the placement of a loading dock adjacent to the residential area.

Staff originally placed a condition on the project which would require
the applicant to relocate the loading dock away from adjacent resi-
dences. This condition was made to minimize the impact of trucking
activity on the residential neighborhood. In this same area is an
existing warehouse with loading docks that are located adjacent to

a residential neighborhood. Based on comments made by some of the
residents of the homes located by this facility, it is staff's opinion
that this type of activity is disruptive to the neighboring residences
and attempts should be made to mitigate this noise concern.

The applicant has submitted a revised plan in an effort to address
staff concerns. The applicant has indicated that relocating the
loading docks to another side of the structure would pose design and

- marketing problems and has chosen to address the concern of staff

by altering the size of the structure to allow more space between the
loading docks and adjacent residences. The revised plan will reduce
the width of the warehouse by 40 feet. 1In reducing the width of the
warehouse an additional 20 feet of driveway and parking will be pro-
vided at the rear of the structure where the loading docks are located.
In addition, the applicant is proposing to provide a 10-foot wide
landscaped strip along the block wall which separates this site from
the residential area. The landscaped strip will be used to provide
shading for additional parking spaces that were included in the revised
site plan and to provide a visual barrier for the adjacent residential
area. The other 20 feet of space will be used along -.the front of the
building to provide extra parking which the applicant believes will
help in marketing the lease space of this building.

STAFF EVALUATION

1. Although the applicant has made efforts to mitigate concerns
over the location of the loading docks, staff believes that the
neighboring residential area will be negatively impacted by noise
unless further measures are taken to buffer trucking activity.’

P-9640 | January 28, 1982 Item No. 10
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-2-

Staff explored the possibility of increasing the height of the
sound wall along with limiting the hours of use of the proposed
facility with the County Environmental Health Department.
County Health officials indicated that these measures, along with
the additional 20 feet of space, would reduce the noise level
somewhat; however, the measures would not be adequate in
ensuring the noise levels would be tolerable to neighboring
residences. County Health officials agreed with staff that to
adequately ensure that trucking activity not be detrimental to
neighboring residences, the loading docks should be relocated
to the front of the structure which faces Pell Circle.

2. The applicant is requesting two variances regarding front setbacks
and the use of a public right-of-way. Staff has no objections
with these requests. The attached staff report addresses these
issues in detail.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the following actions be
taken: : ,

1. Approval of the variance to use right-of-way strip for the
25-foot landscaped setback, based.on Findings of Fact on page 3
of the original staff report. ‘

2. Approval of the variance to reduce landscaped setback from
25 feet to 15 feet, subject to conditions and based on
Findings of Fact on page 3 of the original staff report.

3. Approval of the Plan Review, subject to conditions which follow:

Conditions - Plan Review

a. The applicant shall redesign the project and relocate the
loading docks to the front of the building (west s1de)

b. The app11cant shall submit a ]andscape/1rr1gat1on plan and
a shading diagram prior to issuance of a building permit.
The plan shall provide dense landscaping with trees of a
deciduous variety that will adequately buffer the parking
from the residential structures 1ocated to the east of
the masonry wall.

c. A sign program for the site sha]] be submitted to staff
for review and approval.

d. gvpétc?nt shall submit exterior elevations to staff for review & approval (added
y CPC

e. Applicant shall provide a 4' high landscape berming adjacent to parking areas
on Pell Circle (added by CPC).

P-9640 : January 28, 1982 A Item No. 10



po . Staff Report Corrected 1/22/82
e CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
915 “I” STREET. - SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
APPLICANT__RJB Construction, 2856 Arden Yay, #104, Sacramento, CA 95825

owNER__RJB_Construction,

2856_Arden bay, #104, Sacramento, CA 95825

Morton & Pitalo, Inc.

PLANS BY
FILING DATE__12-11-81

50 DAY CPC ACTION DATE_1-14-82 REPORT BY: SC:hw

NEGATIVE DEC._Exempt 15103(Chqn

ASSESSOR'S PCL. NO.__237-400-18

APPLICATION: 1.

3.

Variance to reduce requ1rea 25 foot 1andscape'
setback to 15 feet in the M-1(s)-R zone

Variance to locate six feet of the requ1red landscaped
planter in the public right-of-way for a 96,000 square
foot industrial building

Plan Review of 96,000 square foot industrial building

Fast side of Pell Circle - 700 feet north of I-880

LOCATION:

PROPOSAL:

The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to

construct a 96,000 square foot warehouse office building in the L1ght

Industrial, M- 1(5) R, zone.

PROJECT INFORMATION:

1974 General Plan Designation:
Proposed North Sacramento
Community Plan Designation:

Existing Zoning of Site:

Existing Land Use of Site:

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:
North: Residential; R-1
South: Industrial; M-1(S)-R
East: Residential; R-1
West: Industrial; M-1(S)-

Parking Required: 111 spaces
Parking Ratio:

Property Dimensions:

Property Area:

Topography:

Street Improvements/Ut1]1t1es

STAFF EVALUATION:

440"

Industrial

Light Industrial
M-1(S)-R
Vacant

Parking Provided:
(30% compact)

1:828 sq. ft.

x 500' (irregular)

5.3 acres

Flat

Existing

116 spaces

Staff has the following comments regarding this project:

1. Pell Drive and Pell Circle have 64 feet of road right-of-way.
Since street improvements in the area do not include sidewalks, a

portion of the right-of-way is not used.

The City Engineer has

indicated that there is no need at this time for this extra

right-of-way.

Staff has no objections to a variance for locating

six feet of the required landscaping in this strip which fronts

the property line.
be provided.

A total of 25 feet of landscaped setback will

aprLC. No. __P-9640

Januayy-14,- 1980
January 28, 1982

CPC ITEM NO. 3410 .

MELETING DATL
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This use of the right-of-way will avoid an unsightly, unlandscaped
section along the street frontage. The applicant must obtain
approval of a revocable permit from the City Council.

The applicant is requesting a variance to reduce the landscaped
setback from 25 feet to 15 feet along an irregular strip of
remnant property which is part of this parcel. The request is
being made so that some of the required parking can be located

in this strip. Staff has no.objection to the request as long as
dense landscaping in the form of shrubs and trees are provided
between the parking area and the masonry wall to buffer this area
from the adjoining residential use on the north side of the strip.
Also, the narrowness of this strip makes it impossible to develop
with any buildings.

Parking on the site appears to be adequate for both the warehouse
uses and office space. The applicant will be required to provide
landscape plans that ensure 50 percent shading of the parking area.
Detailed landscaping and irrigation pians along with the shading
diagram should be submitted to staff for review and approval.

The site plan indicates that a lcading dock will be located on the
east side of the structure. This area is adjacent to a resi-
dential area and will create a disrupting situation for these
residents due to the noise-of this type of activity. Staff believes
the loading dock would be more appropriately located to the south
or west of the structure where residential units will not be
affected by the activity. It may be necessary to reposition the
structure on the site to accomplish this, and parking may also
need to be relocated. The applicant will need to submit a revised
plan to staff for review and approval prior to issuance of a
building permit. '

No signage program has been submitted. The site appears to be at
least partly within 660 fz2et of Freeway 880. Signage in that '
corridor is subject to requirements of the City Code relating to
signs near freeways. A signage program should be submitted for
review and approval by the Planning staff.

STAFF _RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the following actions be

taken:

1.

.Approval of the variance to use right-of-way strip for the

25-foot.landscaped setback, based on Findings of Fact to follow.

2. -Approval of the variance to reduce landscaped setback from 25 feet
to 15 feet, subject to the following conditions and based on
Findings of Fact to follow.
3. Approval of the Plan . Review, subject to conditions.
P-9640 : danuary-14-3982 Item No. 33 10

January 28, 1982



Conditions - Variance

a. The applicant shall submit a landscape and irrigation plan
and shading diagram to staff for review and approval prior
to approval of building permit;

b. The landscape plan shall provide dense landscaping with trees
of a deciduous variety that will adequately buffer the park-
ing from the residential structures located north of the
masonry wall. '

Conditions - Plan Review

The applticant shall submit revised plans indicating the
dock location on the west or south sides of the building.
The revised plans shall be submitted to staff for review
and approval prior to issuance of a building permit.

Findings of Fact - Variance (use of right-of-way)

a. Granting the request doés not constitute a special
privilege in that: .

1) the proposal will not decrease the 25-foot wide
required planter on the portion fronting the building;
2) the proposal will not g]ter-the character of the area;

3) the remnant property to the west of the building is
too narrow to allow any type of development other than
parking and a 15-foot wide planting strip.

b. The request, as conditioned, will not constitute a disservice
to surrounding property in that:

1) dense landscaping with trees will be provided on the
remnant parcel along the masonry wall;
2) the proposed planting area along the building frontage
will eliminate an unmaintained strip of ‘land.
¢c. The variances do not constitute a ﬁse variance in that
warehouses are allowed in the M-1(S)-R zone.

d. The project is consistent with the 1974 General Plan which
designates the site as industrial use.

. : - -1 .
P-9640 Samuary: 2425, 982 Item r\qo 3410
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

LORRAINE MAGANA

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK CITY CLERK
915 | STREET SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 85814
CITY HALL ROOM 203 TELEPHONE (916) 449-5428

March 10, 1982

R.J.B. Company
2856 Arden Way, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95825

Dear Gentlemen:

On March 9, 1982, the Sacramento City Council heard your appeal
from City Planning Commission action placing conditions to
variance, specifically the condition that truck loading docks be
moved from the rear of the building to the front of the building
(west side). Location: East side of Pell Circle, 700 feet north
of Interstate 880.

The Council adopted by motion its intent to grant your appeal
subject to stated conditions, and contingent on Findings of Fact
which are due March 23, 1982.

Sincerely,

‘l‘/uZé p %ﬂé LAA_

‘rraine Magan
ity Clerk

LM/mm/30 .
cc: Planning Department




