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1231 *1* STREET, SUITE 200, SACRAMENTO,; CA 96814

FILING DATE
. |aAssEssoRr’s pcL. NO. -052-01, 04, 09 & 10: 038-061-01

APPLICANT .Morton & Pitalo Inc. 1430 Alhambra Blvd., Sacramento, CA 95816 '_

OWNER

Georgg Cale, S. Ogata & Comet Investment c/0:Morton & Pitalo

PLANS By__Morton & Pitalo, Inc., 1430 Alhambra Blvd., Sacramento, CA 95816

1/13/89

ENVIR. DET.

Neg. Dec.

REPORT BYJDH:ikjr

4"~ A r———— — €

APPLICATION: A, ‘Negative Declaration
B. Tentative Map to divide 6.7 partially developed acres into 38
standard single family lots in the Standard Single Famiiy (R-1)
Zone-.
C. Variance to reduce the minimum iot depth (withdrawn)
D. Subdivision Modification to reddce lot depth (withdrawn)
LOCATIGN: Northeast Corner of Bellview Avenue and Lemon Hill Avenue

PROPOSAL:

The applicant is requesting the neceésary entitlements to divide 6.7

acres into 38 standard single family lots.

PROJECT INFORMATION:

General Plan Designation:

1986 South Sacramento Community
Plan Designation:

Existing Zoning of Site:

Existing Land Use of Site:

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:

Singie Family & Vacant; R-1

North:

South: Single Family & Vacant: R-1
East: Church, Single Family & Vacant;
West: Vacant & Single Family: R~1

Property Dimensions:
Property Area:

Density of Development
Topography:

Street Improvements:
Utilities:

- SUBDIVISION REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:

Low Density Residential 4-15 du/net acre

Residential.478 du/net acre
R-1 g
Two single family dwellings and vacant

Setbacks: Required
Ffont: . 25
Side(Int): 5!

R-1 Side(St): 12 1/2!
Rear: 15!

b

590 .ft. x 600 ft.

6.7+ acres '

5.5 d.u. per acre

Flat

- To be extended

To be extended

on July 26,

and two absent,

tentatlve map subject to the attached conditions. S

APPLC. NO. P83-069

MEETING DATE —HE¥STI05

" e

3 [ oAy

Provided

None  Shown

1989, by a vote of seven ayes
the Subdivision Review Committee voteéd to recommend approval of the

a
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The subject site was previously reviewed and approved for a

tentative map dividing 5.7 acres into 27 single family iots by the City Councii on Aprllw

20,

1980 (Bell Estates P-8932). The tentative map was never: recorded and the map has

expired. Theé present request includes five lots under three different ownersn1ps totaling
6.7 acres to be divided into 38 proposed lots.

PROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments:

A.

Land Use and Zoning

The subject site contains 6.7 partially developed acres in five iots in the Standard !

Single Family (R-1)} zone. The 1988 City General Plan and 1986 South Sacramento’
Community Plan designate the site for Low Density Residential 4-15 du/net acre and

Residential 4-8 du/net acre respectively. Two existing singie family dwellings are

located on two of the lots and the remaining acreage is vacant. Surrounding land .

uses are single family to the north; a church with residences to the east; vacant

and single family to the south, and vacant with single family to the west.

The proposed density of the development is 5.5 dwelling units per acre which is’

consistent with the General Plan and Community Plan. Surrounding Zoning is R-1.

Subdivision Design

The applicant is seeking the entitiements to establish a 38 unit standardbsingle

family subdivision. Access is provided off Lemon Hill, Bellview Avenue, and a -

proposed east-west street with a 44 foot wide right-of-way. The originail proposed
Lot 33 at the northeast corner of Beliview and Lemon Hill Avenues is 87 feet in depth

[
i

where a minimum of 100 feet is required. A variance and subdiwvision modification : 4
are required to establish the proposed Lot 33. The applicant has redesigned the map

to increase Lot 33 to comply with area requirements. The future internal street
allows for the extension to the east intoc vacant land. In 1980, a future street

lotting pattern was prepared sh0w1ng the future potential development to the east
of the project site.

Staff notes that the existing singie family dwellings ‘are not shown on the original
tentative map. Staff recommends that if the two dwellings are to be retained, that
the proposed property lines observe ail required setbacks. The final map shail show

.the existing structures complying with the minimum setbacks of the R-1 Zone.

Lemon Hill Avenue is planned as an 8C foot ultimate right-of-way. : Bellview Avenue -

is shown as a 50 foot wide utlimate right-of-way. Both street frontages will require

improvements inciuding curb, gutter, and sidewaik along Bellview and the repair *

and/or repiacement along Lemon Hill Avenue where new driveways will be coastructed
serving the new iots. Curb, gutter, and sidewalk are installed along the Lemon Hill
Avenue street frontage. Lemon Hill also has a bicycie iane constructed in. the
roadway. Lemon Hill is shown as a Major Street in the 1986 South Sacramento
Community Plan.

Staff has noted that a storm drain line easement bisects the sitel Lots 14 and 7
and 8 may require redesign to allow for the storm drain easement.

16-2L~89
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The proposed east-west street off Bellview should‘have a turning area at the east
property line. Staff recommends that the applicant show a turning area approved by
the Ciyy Traffic Engineer and Fire Marshall's Cffice.

Three lots fronting on Lemon Hill are 100 feet in depth with two lots 145 feet deep.
Staff recommends the lots along Lemon Hill be increased to a minimum of 125 feet of
depth and an increased front yard setback established at 35 feet rather'than the
standard 25 feet. The increased setback would provide a larger frount yard commeonly
found in the area. Lot width should be increased. to a minimum width of 60+ feet
which is less than the 75 foot development stanuarus ‘along major streets stated in
the 1986 South Sacramento Community Pian.
|

In reviewing the tentative map design, staff observes the mix of lot dimensions makes
for several oddly shaped parcels. Staff recommends that the applicant redesign the
tentative map to show more standard parcels reflecting easements, buildings to be
preserved, and standard size lots on the interior and lots 125 feet deep and 58+ feet
in width fronting on Lemon Hill.

The applicant provided ‘a revised map at the July 26, 1989, Subdivision Review
Committee meeting which increased the iot depth of parcels fronting on Lemon Hill
from 100 feet to 125 feet. Specific setbacks from the proposed property lines to
be existing dwellings were not shown. Staff recommends that actual property iines
reflect minimum building setbacks. i

i
"

Staff has not reviewed building plot plans for lots along Lemon Hill Avenue where
a 35 foot front setback will be established. 1in the front yard area, only 40 percent
of the total required front yard area can be covered with impervious surfaces. Staff
recommends the Planning Director review and approve all piot plans for lots fronting
on Lemon Hill for compliance with setbacks, hammerhead driveway design, lot coverage,
and landscaping prior to issuance of building permits. A note to this effect shall
be recorded in the deeds fronting on Lemon Hill.

C. Variance and Subdivision Modification:

On the original tentative map. Lot 33 did not meet the minimum lot depth requirement
for a corner liot of 100 feet. Since a single family dwelling is located on the iot,
staff recommends the tentative map be revised to show all structures, inciuding the
two houses with minimum setbacks. Lots fronting on Lemon Hill Avenue are recommended
~ to have 125 feet of lot depth in order to provide a larger front yard area. Staff
- does not support the variance or subdivision modifiication. The map can be redesigned
to allow iarger lots which would be more approprlate in this area of the City where
larger lots are prevalent.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: The City's Environmental Coordinator has determined that the

proposed project will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment and has
filed a negative declaration. !

P89-069 _ Adegat—+tT1989 X item No.3}3
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RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Planning Commission take the following actions® '

A.

B.

c.

D.
. 9.
10
il.

P89-0869

Ratify the Negative Declaration;

Recommend approval of the Tentative Map subject to conditions:

Deny the Variance (Withdrawn);

Deny the Subdivision Modification (Wiihdrawn):

Tentative Map Conditions

1.

Provide standard subdivision improvements pursuant to Section 40.811 of the
City Code;

Prepare a sewer and drainage study for the review and approval of the City
Engineer;

Pay off existing assessments, or file the necessary segregation requests and
fees to segregate existing assessments;

Pursuant to City Code Section 40.13C02 (parkiand dedication), the appliicant
shall submit to the City an appraisal of the property to be subdivided and pay

the required parkland-dedication in-iieu fees. The appraisal shall be dated

not more than 90 days prior to the filing of the final map;!

Pursuant to City Code Section 40.319-1, the appiicant shall indicate easements '

on the final map to allow for the placement of centralized mail delivery units.
The specific liocations for such easements shall be subject to review and
approval of the City Engineer after consultation with the U.S. Postal Service;

The applicant/developer shall designate and piace on the final map
those structures and/or lots wnich will meet the required 80%
south orientation (including solar access) to the satisfaction of
the Planning Director, or comply with Title 24 requirements of the
Uniform Building Code;

Meet all County Sanitation District requirements;

Submit a soiis test prepared by a registered engineer ito be used in street

design;

Must annex to Regional Sanitation District and pay necessary fees;

. Dbedicate a standard 12.5-foot bublic utility easement for

underground electrical and public wutility facilities and
appurtenances adjacent to all public ways:

Show all existing easements;

16~ 26-89 ‘ '
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12. Driveway permits required aiong Lemon Hill;

13. Dedicate R/W along Beliview to a 25 ft. half-street, reconstruct Bellview
Avenue with full improvements northbound and 15 foot lane southbound;

14, Place flood hazard warning note on flnal map, if required. " Note will be
provided by Department of Public Works; '

15. Revise the iots along Lemon Hill to be a minimum of 60+ ft. in width and 125
feet in depth. A minimum 35 foot front yard setback shall pe recorded for ali
lots frontlng on Lemon Hill;

i

16. Future property lines shall observe the minimum required setbacks from ali
existing structures. The final map shail show ex1st1ng structures and
dimensicns to all property lines;

iT. For vacant lots fronting on Lemon Hill, within the 35 foot front yard setback,
a hammerhead driveway turning area shall be provided with decorative treatment
such as turfsfone subject to Planning staff review. Front yard landscaping
shall include shrubbery between the sidewalk and turning area. All front
yards are to be landscaped fronting on Bellview Avenue or Lemon Hill Avenue;

18. Show all existing storm drain locations and existing ditches on the final map;

19, Show Bellview with a 3¢ ft. R/W (25' half-section) and standard round corner
on lots 1, 27, and 33;

20. Preserve trees as shown on the tentative map;

21, Provide a temporary turning area at the eastern end of the proposed east-west
street off Bellview to the satisfaction of City Traffic Engineer;

22, Approval subject to the following notice: The property on which construction
is authorized by this permit may be -subject to flooding. it is the
applicant's and property owner's responsibility to ascertain wnether and to
what extent such flooding may occur, and to review the applicable base flood
elevations for the proposed project which are contained in the effective Flood
Insurance Rate Map; the Department of the Sacramento District Corps of
Engineers, Sacramento, California, Flood Insurance Study for the Sacramento
City and County of California, FBFM and FIRM work map, dated January 1989;
and, all preiiminary flood maps available at the City of Sacramento's Planning
Division. The Federal Emergency Management Agency and the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers ("Corps") are studying portions of the City of Sacramentc to
determine what improvements and measures may be needed in order tec deem the
areas under study adequately protected from a 100 year flood. Until the
needed improvements and measures are in piace, the areas under study may be
subject to flooding by a 100 year or lesser flood. (A "100 year filood" refers
to the area subject to inundation by flooding once during any given 100 year
cycle; however, such flooding could occur in any given year.) The applicant
and property owners should check with the local Corps to ascertain the status

P89-069 Aupast 01989 ‘ item No.TS~
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project wnhich might affect the proposed development. Flood insurance may be
mandatory in all areas not protected from a 100 year flood, and the City of
Sacramento recommends obtaining such insurance wnether it is mandated or not.
If the investigation of the nature of the flood hazard indicates that the
property is at risk, it is the applicant and property owner's responsibility
to ensure that all persons holding a record title interest 'in the property,

‘of its ongoing study and the projected completion date of any fiocod controf;

{

and all subsequent owners, tenants, occupants, and other interested partiesf
receive notice, as required under appiicable law, of the flooding risk to
which the property may be subject. .This notice is intended to ensure that

those persons choosing to develop property in an area subject to fiooding have

knowledge and the means of acquiring knowiedge of the particular risks .

involved in such development. . This notice sinall not create liapility on the
part of the City of Sacramento, or any of its officers, agents, or emplovees

~for any damages to persons or property caused by flooding;

Provide a 10 .ft. public wutility easement over the 36" drain to the
satisfaction of the Public Works Department.

The following requirement shall be noted on the final subdivision map: Prior
to any Issuance of building permits, the desjign ofF the homes shall be reviewed
and approved by the City's Design Review Board. If the lots are sold to
Individuals and not developed in a tract manner, the Iindividual plans may be
submitted to the Design Review Board starf for approval. Design review
includes building elevations. materials and landscaping. (CPC added)

I
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TO: Sacramento Cityd Plamning Commission
FROM: Melwin Duvall and Eelluiew neighbors

SUBJECT;;_ Subdivision development N.E. corner of Bell-‘uiew Que.‘ and Lemon Hill

I am not rere to try and stop this planmned =subdivision. 1 am herea
.presanting personal and neighborhood concerns to try and help this plan
- create a subdivision which benefits all parties: the developers., new
residents ard axisting rasidents. A wall thought out and planned
development «an benefit the whole communmity »

1. The plar as praesented does not benefit existing residents.
ANy increased land wvalue canm not be reslized unless it is sold.
iWe are not tramsient residents.
More home owner axpenditures wll be forth coming.
THERE S CONSIDERABLE INCREASE IN AUTOMOTIUVE HAZARD TO RESIDENTS.
I personally will have 7 new neighbors,
PRESEHT STORM DRAINAGE IS NOT ADDRESSED. .

2. The plan daoes benefit the developer in censiderable profits.
2. The rfnew rasidemts gain new housing in a stable community.
What is it that we are requesting?

1. e need all axisting residents immediatly sdjacant to this deuvicopment
including myself be asssured of privacy and security FENCING., Trhiz will
benefit new residents also.

2. There is 3 large 4898 foot open drainage ditch between my nproparty
and the development. This is the naorthern boundary of the dewvelopment.
It is mot mentioned or considered on any of the present plans. | <can see
why on environmental impacts there was a negative declaration, when
impartant concerns are not mentioned. This storm drain ditch net _
mentioned in the commission report drains my personal property sg it
is not a swamp. 2ut more importantly it is the PRIMARY STORM DRAIN
for the entire street of Bellview Avae. [t empties into the 2 foot
concrete storm drain easement that was mentioned as bisecting the
development pfrcocreaerty. The existing residents and new residents HEED
ASSURANCES that this dJdrainage will not be impeded, If anything is
done it should be improved.

3. Concermng the appoval of this tentative map, in talking with ™Mr,
Charles Johnson of Morton and Pitalo, [ found there to be no ,canter
ground on neighborhood concerns. In fact there was an attitude of
concern on his part but that the developers Cowners of the property)
. were geging to have it their way and no deviations. The response was
‘we have met the requirements. . ] see this as minimum requirements at
best with some important data left out.

P 20N, g 10 26~89 T &



Bellview can Just barely handle the present automobile traffic.

Fact, there ara at least 38 new homes presently being conmstructed
Tfurther north on Bellview. This will Increassa trarfic by at least 30%.
The tentative plan befaore wyou diverts all its new traffic on to

. Bellview, another 38+X increase in traffic. The present residents on

( Bellview want a SECONDARY ACCESS TO THE DEVYELOPMENT, mrow and not in

g some imaginary future. This will reduce the hazards presented by the
automebiles am this street which after consfr‘ucﬂon will for the most
part still be a rural road, met gquit large anousgh in places for two cars
to pass without driving ofr the pavement. There are plans here to line
the pockets of dauvelepers but not enaugh planning to resclve all the downm
stream problems for the community, Mr. John=on said he was good at
planning and could do Just about anuthing to meet needs. 1 believe Him
and ask why a3 secsnd access to Leman Hill is mot possible?: [ have
Pravided some 3Juwickly sketched possible solutions Exhibit #t1 & #2. [ am
sure they could te manipulated by 3 gocd plammer to maximize benefits.

A foot note here is that a turnaround st the 2nd of the new
developmeri streat still iz not shown on the rplans. And it seems to me
that a secondary access to this development would greatly improve the
access to cituscounty safetu, fire, police and maintenance
equipment. ;‘

4. The other maljor concern is with the deuvleawment fitting in to the
existing neighbcrhcod. Presant property fronts are on average (80 7=zet.
We are regquaesting that those properties fronting on Belleview be MORE
APPROPRIATELY SIZER to blend into the neighbarhood rather then stick
oQut, as is sxampled on Exhibit #1 (approx. 83 foot fronts)

5. 1%t was read irto the record when last this project came up that thare
be a DESI6H REUVIEW required for the bhouse rlans. [ applaud this moua
and suppoart itz mpeplementaticn.

SUMMARY: (Frioritized)

1. Storm drainage of ~he entire street needs %o be addressed. . 4=
this tantative olan stands it sesems to r.llwm gxisting dramage
with no sign of alternatives. ‘

2. Secondary access tc the developmant is needed to reduce traffig
‘hazards to Belleview residents an a3 stre=2t which is at present
inadaquate Lo handle present traffic. This will slso aid safety,
fire, police amd maintenance equipment.

3. More appropriately sized lots to blend with present Belluiew
community and reduce excessive pPeogple impact on a street
" that was passed over for improvement not many years ago
because it was considered by city staff as rural. The streat
hasn’t changed and there are no apparent plans to change
the nature of the street. ii
4. Individual house plan design reveiw can only help to improvae
the quality aof our community.

3. Fencing has already shown it can improve the quality of 2

devlieopment which can greatly improve developers praofits.
It 3lso creates neighborhood peace of mind.
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A28 The Sacramento Bee Final « Saturday, August 19, 1989 & »

-

By Eric Mattson
- Bee Staff Writer

..*After years of talk about pedestrian pockets and re- °
‘ducing our dependence on the automobile, Sacramento
- developer Phil Angendes is finally doing something
about it.
~Angelides’ company, River West Developments, sub-
:mitted radically revised plans .Friday for an 800-acre
pro;ect 12 miles soutk of downtown Sacramento, be-
tween Laguna Creek and Interstate 5.
* The pians are a back-to-the-future approach to growth,
and they encompass many of the ideas touted by Bay
~Area architect and planner Peter Caithorpe as the way
to combine the best planning concepts of the 1920s with
- ihose of the modern American subdivision. They m-
. .dude‘
" T m Narrow, tree-canopied streets designed to welcome
pedestriam In some areas, trees actually will be planted
L in tge streets, “like permqnently parked cars,™ said Cal-

Back-to-fumre developmem

‘Project’s designers seeking to get residents out of their cars

thorpe, who did the redesign with Jack Mixon of AKT
Developments.

m- A town center. Instead of strip shopping centers, the
new development will have a single commercial area

- With shops, a recreation center and a town square. The

main streets of the community lead directly into the cen-
ter,

 Cul-de-sacs that don't act like cul-de-sacs. Instead of
dead-end streets, the new project will have walkways —
wide enough for police cars responding to emergencies

.— connecting the cul-de-sacs to other streets. That way, ;
people will be able to stroll directly to their destinations :

instead of making a trek along winding roads.- )
. m A blend of houses, apartments and shops. Typical

suburban planning is dominated by the theory that dif- .

ferent uses — commercial, single-family homes and
apartments — should be completely segregated. In An-
gelldes project, they w:]l be closely tied togemer
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Contlnued from page Al

%A 66-acre lake. Homes will be built
on islands, and a jogging and bicy-
¢ling path will encircle the lake,
making it accessible to people who
don’t own lakefront homes.

. m Dense housing near. the town
center Apartments will be clustered
near a site that Angelides hopes

Stop, although it could be many
years before Regional Tran51t builds
tracks that far.

. The guiding idea behlnd the proj-
, gct, Angelides said, is to encourage a
- true community where people feel
. comfortable walking rather than
. driving. That would reduce the num-
. ber of car trips people take, which

o would help alleviate air pollution.
-+ . Angelides won permission from
. the county nearly three years ago to

D R AMLG

- ‘build a virtual carbon copy of Lagu-

i na Creek, a large, traditional project

adjacent to the new development,

buthe decided to do something more
innovative.

There are a couple of risks in-

volved. Even though the new plans

eventually will become a light-rail-

Vs A,

u

contain the same number of homes
as the old plans, Angelides has to go

through the approval process all-

over again. So if amendments to the
general plan aren't granted early
- next year, Angetides won't be able to
start building until 1991. He would
like to start building in 1990. ’

The other risk is that people won't .

buy the new concepts, but Angelides
doesn’t think that's a real risk.

“My sense is we’re going to have
more builders than we can accom-
modate,” he said. “I consider this an
extremely safe experiment,”

Even so, it is clear that it would
have been far easier to proceed with
the development as it was approved.
So why change it? :

“1 asked him that rhysel!," said
Robert Sherry, a senior planner with
Sacramento County. “He wants to be
remembered for having done some-
thing good, and I think he’s sincere
about it." .

The new project, which has yet to
be named, will contain about; 2,100
single-family homes, 1,200 apart-
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ments and 35 acres of parks, The to-
tal price tag: nearly $500 million.
Two Sacramente builders said Fri-
day that they think Angelides has a
good chance of succeeding. -
Tom Kollen, a vice president for

Citation Northern, said it was wise -

for Angelides to keep a good number
of single-family homes.
“I like the idea they've come up

‘with as far as the landscaped corri-

dors focusing in on a central area,”
Kollen said. “I think it's a concept
whose time has come.”

Michaet Winn, vice president of
Winncrest Homes, said the project is
“a great idea.” The only potential
drawback, he said, is that home
prices might be higher.

Angelides admitted that the aver-
age home price probably will be
about $3,000 higher than in Laguna
Creek, but he said much of the cost
will be shifted to more expensive
houses.

A good percentage of the homes
should be in the $90,000 range, while
the higher-end homes will go for
more than $400,000, he said.
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