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Assistant City Attor 

City Council 
City Hall 
Sacramento, CA 

SUBJECT: Item 17 - Development Moratorium 

Honorable Members in Session: 

At Councilman Bradley's request, attached is a moratorium ordi-
nance which is identical to the one that is before the Council now, 
except that it would allow permits to be granted where the permit 
applications were filed before October 30, 1986. This would allow 
the Council to consider and grant, if it chooses, the permits 
listed on the Council Agenda Items 17B and 17C. 

JAMES P. JACKSON, City Attorney 

THK/jmv 
Attachment



ORDINANCE NO. F7-6/9 
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF 604/ eestM4.46-12_, 

AN ORDINANCE IMPOSING A MORATORIUM ON THE ISSUANCE OF 
BUILDING PERMITS, SPECIAL PERMITS, VARIANCES AND OTHER 
ENTITLEMENTS FOR USE, AND DECLARING THIS ORDINANCEAppRov EU) EMERGENCY MEASURE TO TAKE EFFECT IMMEDIATELY 	 By THE CITY COUNCIL 

(PORTION OF AREA WEST OF McCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE) mAR 3 1987 

OFFICE OF THE

CITY CLERK 

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

SECTION 1. Findings. 

(a) The Council finds that there exists, in the area covered 
by this ordinance, residential uses with which development under 
the M-1, M-1S and M-1SR zones may be incompatible. 

(b) The City Planning Commission has formally instructed the 
City Planning Division to investigate and report on whether the 
land uses allowed in the above-mentioned zones are appropriate in 
the area and compatible with the residential uses. The Commission 

• further instructed that if the uses allowed in the zones are in-
appropriate, the Planning Division should report on methods of 
dealing with the problem. The Council concurs with the Planning 
Commission's instruction to the Planning Division. For the peri-
od of this ordinance, it is appropriate to prohibit development 
which may be inconsistent with the results .of said investigation 
and report. 

SECTION 2 
67 

For a period of 41-0 days after the effective date of this 
ordinance, no building permit, special permit, variance, plan 
review approval or any other entitlement for use under any provi-
sion of the City Code or City Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance No. 
2550, Fourth Series as amended) shall be issued by the City of 
Sacramento for any building, structure or use in the area shown 
on Exhibit "A" and described on Exhibit "B". The provisions of 
this section shall not apply to any building permit, special per-
mit, variance or any other entitlement for use, the application 
for which was filed with the City Planning Division on or before•
October 30, 1986.
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SECTION 3. Emergency. 

This ordinance is hereby declared to be an emergency measure 
to take effect immediately. The facts constituting the emergency 
are the need to immediately prohibit the issuance of any entitle-
ment for use which might result in development which is inconsis-
tent with the investigation and report being undertaken by the 
Planning Division. 

ENACTED: 

EFFECTIVE:

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK
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17- 
ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS 


Proposed Moratorium West-of-McClellan 

215-230-40, 
215-230-36, 
215-230-65, 

215-250-01, 
215-250-18, 

215-260-56, 
215-260-53, 
215-260-37, 
215-260-18, 

215-280-55, 
215-280-85, 
215-280-10, 
215-280-24, 
215-280-81, 
215-280-46, 

237-060-01, 
237-060-11, 
237-060-23, 
237-060-36, 
237-060-54,

19, 
37, 
64, 

02, 
17, 

55, 
66, 
59, 
16, 

56, 
88, 
11, 
25, 
80, 
47 

02, 
62, 
24, 
37, 
48

20, 
09, 
63, 

03, 
16, 

02, 
69, 
61, 
17, 

71, 
91, 
12, 
26, 
79, 

03, 
63, 
25, 
67,

21, 
08, 
62, 

04, 
15, 

58, 
70, 
60, 
63, 

68, 
89, 
13, 
27, 
78, 

04, 
13, 
66, 
68,

22, 
07, 
49, 

31, 
36 

57, 
68, 
44, 
64, 

76, 
90, 
16, 
67, 
77, 

05, 
14, 
27, 
39,

23, 
06, 
53, 

32, 

41, 
31, 
43, 
09 

74, 
54, 
15, 
30, 
39, 

06, 
15, 
28, 
40,

24, 
05, 
52, 

40, 

04, 
30, 
22, 

75, 
53, 
14, 
94, 
40, 

51, 
17, 
29, 
41,

15, 
04, 
33, 

42, 

05, 
51, 
21, 

70, 
83, 
17, 
92, 
41, 

50, 
16, 
30, 
42,

51, 
03, 
32, 

39, 

06, 
50, 
20, 

02, 
72, 
19, 
32, 
63, 

49, 
18, 
31, 
59,

50, 
39, 
58, 

43, 

07, 
29, 
39, 

03, 
82, 
18, 
34, 
62, 

52, 
19, 
33, 
58,

56, 
38, 
59, 

20, 

08, 
28, 
40 

04, 
50, 
20, 
36, 
61, 

53, 
20, 
34, 
44,

57 
35 
60, 

26, 

62, 
27 

84, 
08, 
52, 
35 
43, 

08, 
21, 
35 
45,

61 

28, 

49, 

87 
09 
51, 

44, 

09, 
22 

60,

27 

48 

22, 

45 

10, 

61

23 

57

EXHIBIT B 
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SUITE 101

SA. CRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825


TELEPHONE: (916) 483-3801 

ATTORNEY AT LAW 

March 3, 1987 

City Council 
Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

I am EVANGELIN M. MILLER, Attorney at Law, representing Mr. 
Kenneth Peachy (and Ms. Imogene Zander), Subject Applicant and an 
Appellant. I hereby respectfully submit arguments, statements, 
and comments on behalf of Mr. Kenneth Peachy directed to the 
subject issues listed below:

SUBJECT ISSUES:  

1. STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION OF THE PROPOSED EMERGENCY 
MORATORIUM ORDINANCE on the issuance of Building 
Permits, Special Permits, Variances and other 
entitlements for use, and the SPECIFIC EFFECT of 
this ordinance on KENNETH PEACHY'S Building Permit 
for a repair shop for his dump truck business 
vehicles, and the Variance to waive a six foot 
masonry wall along the eastern boundary line of 1220 
Ascot Avenue.(P86-424) 

2. STATEMENT'IN SUPPORT OF APPEAL OF KENNETH PEACHY vs. 
CITY OF SACRAMENTO Planning Commission's denial of a 
Variance to waive a required six foot masonry wall 
on the east property line of ;220 Ascot Avenue (P86-
424) 

3. STATEMENT IN OPPOSITION OF.APPEAL OF LARRY KOZUB vs. 
CITY OF SACRAMENTO Planning Commission's approval of 
a Plan Review for KENNETH PEACHY'S vehicle repair 
shop at 1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424). 

4. STATEMENT OF APPEAL OF KENNETH PEACHY vs. CITY OF 
SACRAMENTO Planning Commission's denial of a Special 
Permit to establish a dog kennel at 1220 Ascot 
Avenue (P86-424) 

SUMMARY OF MR. PEACHY'S PURSUIT OF A BUSINESS LOCATION 

Mr. Peachy purchased 1220 Ascot Avenue in March of 1986. 
Prior to his purchase he reveiwed the requirements with the City 
Planning Staff for a repair shop to service his own dump truck 
business vehicles and the Special Permit to kennel his ten dogs. 
At the time he felt confident all of this could be accomplished 
ander the exis t ing M-1S-R zoning. He was not then apprised of the 
Masonry 14411	 . irement.



After closing escrow he immediately began to improve his 
property. He prepared to install his chain link and redwood slat 
fence and sought a survey. The existing fence on the eastern 
boundary seemed out of line. The survey showed an encroachment on 
the east side that widened from six/tenths of a foot at the front 
of his lot to a thirteen (13) foot width at the back. This was 
corrected and Mr. Peachy built his fence. It was not until August 
that he found out about the masonry wall requirement. 

By October Mr. Peachy had often conferred with the Planning 
Commission staff. He had specifically talked with Mr. Gee, who 
suggested that he combine the Building Permit for his dump truck 
repair shop and the Variance for wall waiver with the Special 
Permit for the kennel for his own dogs on one application. Mr. 
Peachy again felt very confident that he would accomplish his 
permit requests, and made a combined application on October 30, 
1986

Since that time the subject application went through the 
hearing processes before the Planning Commission and ultimately 
to the Appeal hearing begun on February 3, 1987 that was 
continued to this hearing date of March 3, 1987. 

Initially, the Plan Review process resulted in a Planning 
Commission vote to deny the Special Permit for the dog kennel, to 
approve the Plan Review for the vehicle Repair . Shop with 
conditions, and to waive the wall requirements only on the west 
property line and across the back. 

Mr. Peachy appealed the wall requirement for the' east 
property line, and the denial of the S.pecial Permit for his 
kennel. 

Mr. Kozub,	 the neighbor to the east, appealed the Repair

Shop Permit. 

At its regular meeting on January 20, 1987, the City Council 
heard and considered these appeals, after which the Notice of 
Decision and Findings of Fact indicating denials of both appeals 
were planned and prepared. 

In addition, on January 20th, after listening to these 
appeals and considerable discussion, the City Council decided to 
consider a moratorium to allow time to investigate ways to 
accomodate a transition of the area to the industrial uses for 
which it is zoned with less short term disruption to the existing 
residential uses. 

EMM	 3/87 P&Z.APP	 Page 2



MR. PEACHY'S REPAIR SHOP PERMIT SHOULD PRECEED THE MORATORIUM 

The moratorium as planned would single out and arbitrarily 
interfere with Mr. Peachy's quiet enjoyment of his property in 
the pursuit of his livelihood in a business suited to industrial 
M-1S-R zoning on land that he purchased for this purpose, and for 
which approval was reaching a final stage. 

Please consider the following statements, arguments, and 
comments directed toward the protection of Mr. Peachy's property 
rights: 

1. Mr. Peachy's original plan was to make separate application 
for each permit: the Special Permit for a kennel for his own dogs 
and the Building Permit with wall Variance for a repair shop to 
use in the maintenance of his dump trucks. 

2. The application for the Special Permit for the dog kennel 
should be severed from the Building Permit Application with 
Variance. The Special Permit for the dog kennel could then be 
continued for hearing after the conclusi.on of the proposed four 
month moratorium. 

3. It appears that the dog kennel caused the greatest objection 
from the neighbors. A dog kennel for numerous dogs, whether those 
of us who love dogs like it or not, has, and always will, invoke 
significant regulatory problems. This has historically been the 
situation. Thus, the dog kennel special permit application should 
be severed and considered separately. It seems to be completely 
out of perspective and arbitrary to call a moratorium based on 
what appears to be solely the applications of Mr. Peachy. 

4. The balance of Mr. Peachy's Building Permit Application 
should not be subjected to the moratorium. A very, very small 
minority objected to the repair shop. Taking into consideration 
the recent zoning change, the amount of adjacent neighborhood 
objection to the repair shop and . masonry wall variance was minor. 
Precedence has been made in earlier cases that the issuance of a 
permit should not be made subject to the vote of adjacent 
property owners. Nonetheless, in this instance we will 
demonstrate that the great majority of neighbors on Ascot Avenue 
favor the issuance of the shop permit, the wall variance, and the 
special dog kennel permit. Many have commented in the letters 
attached as Exhibit A. A map of Ascot Avenue showing this 
majority is attached Exhibit B. The discretion whether to issue 
this permit rests with the City Council. But the discretion may 
not be arbitrarily applied. I do not see a fair or substantial 
reason to subject Mr. Peachy's Building Permit and Wall Variance 
to the time lost in the proposed moratorium. And certainly it 
would be strangely arbitrary to call the moratorium based solety 
on the application of Mr. Peachy. 

EMM	 3/87 P&Z.API 	 Page 3._



5. Further, to the above argument, it is my understanding that 
Mr. Peachy's application is currently the only one before the 
Planning Commission and the City Council from the proposed 
moratorium area. 

6. The appeal of Mr. Kozub, Mr. Peachy's neighbor to the East, 
in opposition to the repair shop stated "lack of appropriate 
infrastructure (sewer/drainage). ,..inadequate disposal/spills of 
fuels, oils, solvents, greases, etc. which was not discussed in 
staff review..." Mr. Peachy is prepared to list the many 
appropriate ways in which he will dispose of all toxics. Letters 
from two oil recyclers are attached as Exhibit C. It is also of 
note that this repair shop will service only the dump trucks of 
Mr. Peachy. 

7. Plan Review found this project, as conditioned, to be based 
upon sound principles of land use in that adequate parking and 
landscaping for the proposed truck Vehicle repair and storage 
area will be provided. 

8. Plan Review found this project to be "consistent with the 
City's Discretionary Interim Land Use Policy in that the site is 
designated for industrial use fy the 1984 North Sacramento 
Communnity Plan and the proposed truck business (sic) use 
conforms with the Plan designation." 

9. Plan Review found this project, as conditioned will not be 
injurious to the general public or surrounding properties in that 
adequate screening of the proposed use will be provided from 
adjacent properties. 

10. It is inconceivable to me that the repair shop for the 
maintenance of Mr. Peachy's personal dump trucking business 
vehicles would ever be considered as a heavier industrial use 
that would be subject to a Special Permit as a result of the 
proposed moratorium. 

SUPPORT OF VARIANCE TO WAIVE MASONRY WALL 

The	 importance of a sight barrier	 between	 existing 
residential neighbors and new industrial projects is most 
understandable, and a sound barrier is conceivably of importance 
when the source of the sound is the new industrial project. That 
is not the situation in the subject application. The greater 
noise tomes from McClellan Air Force Base and reverberates over 
the neighborhood. It appears that what is really needed are sound 
absorbing fence surfaces rather than a sound reflecting masonry 
wall. 

EMM	 3/87 P&Z.APP
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Attached as Exhibit D is a letter to Mr. Peachy from Mr. Jim 
Buntin, Vice President of Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc., 
engineers performing such services as aviation noise studies, 
community noise, architectural accoustics, and environmental 
noise assessments. Following are pertinent portions of the text 
of the letter: 

",..The purpose of the wall is to separate your M-1 use 
from an adjacent residential property where the house 
would be 50 feet from the wall. The noise source in 
question is engine run-up testing at McClellan AFB 
about 1 mile away of the residence side of the wall. 

The presence of the wall described above (6-foot 
masonry) would be expected to result in reflection of 
sound back towards the house. Theoretically, up to a 3 
decibel increase in sound pressure levels could be 
acheived, which would be Considered a noticeable change 
be most people. Given the wall height of 6 feet and the 
distance to the house from the wall, it is likely that 
the increase in noise level would be somewhat less than 
3 decibels....In any case, it should be noted by all 
concerned parties that the presence of the proposed 
masonry wall would be expected to create some 
reflection of sound from McClellan AFB engine testinng 
which would likely be noticeable to the resident." 

The information in this letter begs the question of where 
the responsibility would lie should the masonry fence be built 
and the neighbor object to the a4ditional decibels caused 
thereby. 

Further discussion with Mr. Buntin explored the effect of 
the visually protective chain link and viood slat fence and what 
effect it would have. This type of fence would virtually have no 
effect on the low frequency of jet roar, but it would not reflect 
and cause an increase in noise level 'such as that reflected by a 
masonry wall. The chain and slat fence would have some effect to 
higher pitched sounds which is why it is used along highways. 

.CONCLUSION AND SUMMARY 

The purposes stated for the moratorium may appear to be 
h6te8sary for the continuing industrial development of this area. 

However, It is my contention that the light industrial use 
by Mr. Peachy's repair shop for his own dump truck business 
vehicles would not be the type of "heavier use" the moratorium 
will be intended to sort out. At the community meeting, heavier 
use was described numerous times as being a "concrete hatching" 
type of business. 
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Res	 lly submitted, 

EVANGEL'	 LL 
Attorne at taw 

Further, it is my contention that Mr. Peachy's shop would 
remain of the type wherein only the development plan review that 
currently exists today will be required, a review that has been 
favorably given. 

It is also my contention that there must be a way to sever 
the Special Dog Kennel Permit from the balance of Mr. Peachy's 
application so that the Building Permit, with conditions, and a 
Variance to waive the required masonry wall may acquire final 

approval. 

Therefore, I fervently urge the council to consider, and 
give final approval to the portions of the Subject Application 
before calling the proposed moratorium, as follows; 

1. Building Permit, with conditions, for Mr. Peachy's Repair 
Shop for his dump truck business vehicles; • and 

2. The Variance to waive the noise reflecting masonry wall on 
the east property line and consider the chain link and slat fence 
to be a sufficient visual barrier. 

In conclusion, I want to thank the council for this 
opportunity to represent Mr. Peachy in the desire to clarify his 
position and to attempt to place the obstacles to his Building 
Permit in the proper perspective. I hope the information and 
presentation is helpful in your consideration of this application. 

Attachments: 
Exhibit A: Letters from neighbors on Ascot Avenue 
Exhibit B: Map showing majority of Ascot neighbors in favor 
Exhibit C: Letters from oil recyclers 
Exhibit D: Letter from Brown-Buntin Associates on noise 

EMM	 '.1/0;	 4.APP
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S IL CYCLER 
1515 South River Road * P.O. Box 401 


West Sacramento, CA 95691

(916) 371-2570 

October 24, 1986 

Dear Valued Customer, 

Due to the many recent requests for information regarding our operation, 

this information packet has been assembled to provide an idea as to how we han-

dle waste oil and petroleum products. 

Briefly, Ramos Environmental Services is a registered hazardous waste haul-

er specialized in, but not limited to, the hauling of spent or contaminated 

petroleum products for the purpose of recycling. Used petroleum products are 

gathered in the field from various generators such as gas stations, garages, car 

dealers, etc. and brought to Ramos to be placed in a larger tank. When the tank 

has enough material collected in it, a larger tankef truck sent by another 

registered hauler hauls the material to refineries located in the Los Angeles 

area. The refineries refines the material back into a product. At this point, 

the Generators liability ends as the material is no longer a waste products. 

Enclosed is a copy of our current Hazardous Waste Hauler registration, as 

well as, copies of our current Certificate of Insurance, to illustrate the ex-

tent of our coverage in the event of an accident. 

Also, find enclosed a list of companies that commonly handle waste material 

for us, or treat, store and dispose of materials for us. If you have any further 

questions, please don't hesitate to call. 

Ramos Environmental Services 

P.O. Box 401 

1515 South River Road 

West Sacramento, CA 95691 

(916) 371-2570 
E.P.A. #CAD044003556 

W-H Tank Lines, Inc. 

P.O. Box 90665 

Long Beach, CA 90809 

(213) 427-3109 

E.P.A. #CAD040370645 

Petro Transportation Inc. 

1835 E. 24th Street 

Signal Hill, CA 90806 

(213) 595-7431 

E.P.A. 11CAD980886824
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DE P ARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 

NON-TRANSFERABLE LICENSE

ISSUE DATE	 EFFECTIVE DATE I r..7, ,.1.111, lori DA TC 

I 

LICENSE NUMBER 

35096 10/4/86 I 10/3/87 I10/6/86 
CHP CARRIER NUMBER l___ LOCATION 

LICENSEE NAME AND MAILING ADDRESS 

California Oil Recyclers, Inc. 
977-A Bransten Road 
San Carlos, CA 94070

)
	

/ •

1.: \ 
' 1 - 

CA—	 205	 Li 'nil ,a1 XX I :•• nn •..val 

LICENSEE NAME AND ADDRESS (OTTLT IF DIFFERENT FROM BELOW) The person or firm named has been lice 'seri 
pursuant to the California Vehicle Code for; 

OPERATION OF: 

Emergency	 Armored 
ED Ambulances	 11 Cars 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRANSPORTATION 
(HMX) Explosives subject to Division 14. Vehicle Code, 	 suj,jo, 

Li to Section 31302, Vehicle Code, and other hazardom I I :tl' nil 

D. (HMO) Other Hazardous Materials. 

(HMW) Hazardous materials in ce hen uislrn tiduler w•hicte.. 
ZOSI only (fee exempt); registration number: 242 

Li
P5 94559 

aft't 
M n 0111;..11.1.1:, 
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Jim Buntin 
Vice PfiWdeht 

550 Sunrise 13lud.. Site A.2 • 1 
:320 West Ooh. .Svite 0 •

'Cs, CA 95628 • (916) 961-5822 
eart , • (209) 627.4923

BROWN - IUNTIN ASSOCIATES, Inc. 

Aviation Noise Studies 	 •	 Community Noise	 •	 Architectural Acoustics	 •	 Environmental Noise Assessments 

January 29, 1987 

Mr. Kenneth Peachey . 
1220 Ascot Avenue 
Rio Linda, CA 95673 

Dear Mr. Peachey: 

This letter is intended to respond to your question regarding the possible 
effects of constructing a 6-foot masonry wall at your property line at parcel 
#215-0230-063 in Rio Linda. The purpose of the wall is to separate your M-1 
use from an adjacent residential property where the house would be 
approximately 50 feet from the wall. The noise source in question is engine 
run-up testing at McC 1 el lan AFR, about 1 mi 1.e away on the residence side of 

the wall. 

The presence of the wall as described above would be expected to result in 
reflection of sound back towards the house. Theoretically, up to a 3 decibel 
increase in sound pressure levels could be achieved, which would be considered 

a noticeable change by most people. Given the wall height of 6 feet and the 
distance to the house from the wall, it is likely that the increase in noise 
level would be somewhat less than 3 decibels, but it is not possible to 
precisely predict the amount of reflected sound in 	 free-field situation such 
as you have described. In any case, it should be noted by all concerned 
parties that the presence of the proposed masonry wall would be expected. to 
create some reflection of sound from McClellan AFB engine testing which would 
be likely to be noticeble to the resident. 	 0. 

I hope that this information will be useful to you and the City of Sacramento 
in consideration of your proposed building permit application. If you have 
any questions, please call me in Fair Oaks at 961-5822. 

Sincerely, 



CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
	

Administration 

1231 "I" Street Sacramento, Ca. 95814 Room 300 449-5571 
Building Inspections 
Room 200 449-5716 

Planning 

February 23, 1987
	 Room 200 449-5604 

City Council 
Sacramento. California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: 1220 Ascot report back on Development Moratorium (P86-424) 

LOCATION: Area bounded by Ascot Avenue on the North, Dry Creek Road on 
the west, Raley Boulevard on the east, and Grace Avenue on 
the south 

SUMMARY 

On January 20, 1987, the City Council considered several appeals for an 
application at 1220 Ascot Avenue. 	 After considerable discussion, the 

City Council directed the City Attorney to report on the possibility of 
placing a moratorium on the area. The purpose of the moratorium would . 
be to allow time to investigate ways to accommodate a transition of the 
area to industrial use with less short term disruption to existing 
residential use. On February 3, 1987, the City Council received a 
report from the Planning staff and City Attorney's office regarding the 
appropriate length of time and suggested area for a moratorium. ,Since 
there was a significant number of affected property owners at the 
hearing who needed more information on the issue, the matter was 
continued to allow Councilman Bradley time to hold a community meeting. 

BACKGROUND 

Attached is the February 3 staff report on the moratorium. 	 The

moratorium would be for a four month period and affect 300+ acre of a 
1,100+ acre area designated for industrial use. On February 20 
Councilman Bradley held a community meeting on the matter. The meeting 
was attended by Councilman Shore, City staff and about 40-50 interested 
persons. At this meeting it was made clear that no rezoning from the 
industrial zone was being proposed. It was explained that the Council



City Council
	 -2-	 February 23, 1987 

is looking for a way of screening industrial uses to insure that the 
heavier uses do not destroy the livability of existing homes especially 
in light of the fact that most of the homes are located in 300 of the 
1,100 acre area. 

At the community meeting there was a mixed reaction to the need for the 
proposed moratorium and its purpose. However, staff did note the 
following comments: 

1. The property owner needs to know what he/she can do with their 
land or what they can sell it for. 

2. All the owners on both sides of issue want to know the standards 
for development up front. 

3. These standards should set and not deviated from. 

4. Re-examine the size of the area. 

Based on the Council's comment and those received in the community 
staff would suggest pursuing the following strategy.

•1. Make no changes in the 800+ acre industrial area outside the 
proposed moratorium area since very little residential use exist. 

2. Examine the area included in the moratorium to see if the size can 
be reduced. 

3. In the final area proposed, identify uses that can be established 
with only the development plan review that currently exist today. 
These would be uses that are deemed compatible with residential 
uses if proper site planning is done and necessary services are 
available. 

4. Establish a set of standards that these allowed uses must meet. 

5. Identify the heavier industrial uses that should be subject to a 
special permit. This gives the City an opportunity to say yes or 
no to the use and to establish conditions if approved. Many of 
these heavier use may naturally seek a larger site away from the 
residential homes. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the City Council adopt the attached emergency 
ordinance (contained in January 28 report) which establish a four month



Marty Van Duyn 
Planning Direct

March 3, 1987 
District No. 2 

City Council
	 -3-	 February 23, 1987 

moratorium on development in the subject area and allows time to pursue 
the approach discussed in this report.

Respectfully submitted, 

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION 
WALTER J. SLIPE 
CITY MANAGER 

MVD:AG:tc 
attachments 

P86-424
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT
	

Administration 
1231	 Street
	 Sacramento, Ca. 95814

	 Room 300 449-5571 
Building Inspections 

January 28, 1987
	 Room 200 449-5716 

Planning 
Room 200 449-5604 

City Council 

Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: Report Back on Development Moratorium, P86-424 

LOCATION: Area bounded by Ascot Avenue on the North. Dry Creek Road on the west. Raley 

Boulevard on the east. and Grace Avenue on the south 

SUMMARY 

On January 20, 1987. the City Council considered several appeals for an application at 

1220 Ascot Avenue. After considerable discussion, the City Council directed the City 

Attorney to report on the possibility of placing a moratorium on the area. The 

purpose of the moratorium would be to allow time to investigate ways to accommodate a 

transition of the area to industrial use with less short term disruption to existing 

residential uses. Attached is a copy of a moratorium ordinance prepared by the 

Attorney's Office and a description of the area to be affected which was prepared by 

Planning staff. The affected area includes the 1220 Ascot Avenue site. 

BACKGROUND 

Attached is a copy of the staff report considered by the City Council on March 20, 

1987. Councilman Shore made the comment that although the land use decision for 

industrial use of the area has been made the Council may still want to look at phasing 

development in this large area in a manner that would be less disruptive to existing 

residential uses. Especially in the short term. Pursuant to this discussion, the 

City Council voted to direct the City Attorney to report back on placing a development 
moratorium on the area. The four month moratorium would be used to investigate ways 
to implement Councilman Shore's proposal. 

Staff's approach will be to recognize the fact that the area is designated for 
industrial use and to investigate a method whereby the City can review development 

projects under a Special Permit. Under the Special Permit Review. the City can 
determine if the project is compatible with adjacent residential uses and to insure 
adequate standards are met. During the study period staff will be notifying affected 
property owners of the moratorium and its purpose.



City Cuuncii
	 -2-	 .htnuary 28. 1q87 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the City Council adopt attached emergency ordinance 

which establish a four month moratorium on development in the subject 

area

Repectfully submitted. 

Marty Van Duyn 

Planning Director 

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION 

WALTER J. SLIPE 
CITY MANAGER 

MV:AG:tc 

P86-424



ORDINANCE NO. 
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF 

AN ORDINANCE IMPOSING A MORATORIUM ON THE ISSUANCE 
OF BUILDING PERMITS, SPECIAL PERMITS, VARIANCES 
AND OTHER ENTITLEMENTS FOR USE, AND DECLARING THIS 
ORDINANCE AN EMERGENCY MEASURE TO TAKE EFFECT 
IMMEDIATELY 

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

SECTION 1. Findings. 

(a) The Council finds that there exists, in the area covered 
by this ordinance, residential uses with which development under 
the M-1, M-1S and M-1-SR zones may be incompatible. 

(b) The City Planning Commission has formally instructed the 
City Planning Division to investigate and report on whether the 
land uses allowed in the above-mentioned zones are appropriate in 
the area and compatible with the residential uses. The Commis-
sion further instructed that if the uses allowed in the zones are 
inappropriate, the Planning Division should report on methods of 
dealing with the problem. The Council concurs with the Planning 
Commission's instruction to the Planning Division. For the 
period of this ordinance, it is appropriate to prohibit develop-
ment which may be inconsistent with the result of said investiga-
tion and report. 

SECTION 2. 

For a period of 120 days after the effective date of this 
.ordinance, no building permit, variance, plan review approval or 
any other entitlement for use under any provision of the City 
Code or City Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series 
as amended) shall be issued by the City of Sacramento for any 
building, structure or use in the area shown on Exhibit "A" and 
described on Exhibit "B". 

SECTION 3. Emergency. 

This ordinance is hereby declared to be an emergency measure 
to take effect immediately. The facts constituting the emergency 
are the need to immediately prohibit the issuance of any entitle-



merit for use which might result in development which is inconsis-
tent with the investigation and report being undertaken by the 
Planning Division. 

ENACTED: 

EFFECTIVE:

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

C

- 2 -
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EXHIBIT A
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ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS 


Proposed Moratorium West-of-McClellan 

215-230-40, 
215-230-36, 
215-230-65, 

215-250-01, 
215-250-18, 

215-260-56, 
215-260-53, 
215-260-37, 
215-260-18, 

215-280-55, 
215-280-85, 
215-280-10, 
215-280-24, 
215-280-81, 
215-280-46, 

237-060-01, 
237-060-11, 
237-060-23, 
237-060-36, 
237-060-54,

19, 
37, 
64, 

02, 
17, 

55, 
66, 
59, 
16, 

56, 
88, 
11, 
25, 
80, 
47 

02, 
62, 
24, 
37, 
48.

20, 
09, 
63, 

03, 
16, 

02, 
69, 
61, 
17, 

71, 
91, 
12, 
26, 
79, 

03, 
63, 
25, 
67,

21, 
08, 
62, 

04, 
15, 

58, 
70, 
60, 
63, 

68, 
89, 
13, 
27, 
78, 

04, 
13, 
66, 
68,

22, 
07, 
49, 

31, 
36 

57, 
68, 
44, 
64, 

76, 
90, 
16, 
67, 
77, 

05, 
14, 
27, 
39,

23, 
06, 
53, 

32, 

41, 
31, 
43, 
09 

74, 
54, 
15, 
30, 
39, 

06, 
15, 
28, 
40,

24, 
05, 
52, 

40, 

04, 
30, 
22, 

75, 
53, 
14, 
94, 
40, 

51, 
17, 
29, 
41,

15, 
04, 
33, 

42, 

05, 
51, 
21, 

70, 
83, 
17, 
92, 
41, 

50, 
16, 
30, 
42,

51, 
03, 
32, 

39, 

06, 
50, 
20, 

02, 
72, 
19, 
32, 
63, 

49, 
18, 
31, 
59,

50, 
39, 
58, 

43, 

07, 
29, 
39, 

03, 
82, 
18, 
34, 
62, 

52, 
19, 
33, 
58,

56, 
38, 
59, 

20, 

08, 
28, 
40 

04, 
50, 
20, 
36, 
61, 

53, 
20, 
34, 
44,

57 
35 
60, 

26, 

62, 
27 

84, 
08, 
52, 
35 
43, 

08, 
21, 
35 
45,

61 

28, 

49, 

87 
09 
51, 

44, 

09, 
22 

60,

27 

48 

22, 

45 

10, 

61

23 

57

EXHIBIT B 
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P86-424

Appeal of Kennetn Peacney vs. 
City of Sacramento P:anning Commission's) 

denial of a Special Permit to establish ) 	 NOTICE OF DECISION 
a dog kennei and Variance to waive a	 J	 AND 
required six foot masonry wail on tne	 FINDINGS OF FACT 
east property line fot . a site at 
1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424)  

At its regular meeting of January 20, i987. the City Council heara ana 
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Basea on verbal and 
documentary evidence at saiu nearing. the Council denied the appea' 
based on the following findings: 

Findings of Fact - Special Permit  

The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would not be based upon 
. sound principles of land use in that single family residences 
are located in the surrounding area. 

2. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would be detrimental to 
the public health, safety and weifare and could result in the 
creation of a nuisance in that: 

a. the barking of the dogs could disturb surrounding 
residential uses: 

b. the site is not served by the City sewer system. 

Findings of Fact - Variance 

The wa-ll requested for waiver is neeaea co buffer the noise, 
traffic and visual aspects related to the repair shop from 
adjacent r residentiai use.	 Waiver of the wall would not be 
base(' on sound	 and use planning principles and would.be 

Injurious to the occupants ot tne adjacent proper:y. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

/5-



CITY CLERK 

P88-42( . 

Appeal	 of	 Larry	 Fozub vs. ) 

City of Sacramento Planning ) 

Commission's approval of a Plan Review ) 

for a vehicle repair shop at ) 

1220 Ascot Avenue	 (P86-424) )

NOTICE OF DECISION

AND 

FINDINGS OF FACT 

At its regular meeting of January 20, 1987, the City Council heard and 
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal .and 
documentary evidence at said hearing. the Council denied the appe.d.L 
based on the following findings: 

Findings of fact - Plan Review 

1. The project, as conditioned. is based upon sound principles 
of land use in that adequate parking and landscaping for the 
proposed dump truck vehicle repair and storage area will be 
provided. 

2. A masonry wall will be constructed along the east property 
line adjacent to where the vehicle repair and storage is 
proposed for the site. 

3. A repair shop is allowed in the M-I(S)R zone. 

4. The project, as conditioned. will not be injurious to the 
general public or surrounding Properties in that adequate 
screening of the proposed use will be provided from adjacent 
properties. 

5. The proposed project is consistent with the City's 
Discretionary Interim Land Use Policy in that the site is 
designated for Industrial use by the 1984 North Sacramento 
Community Plan and the proposed truck business use conforms 

with the Plan designation.

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 



DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
231	 itreet	 Scic,arrer.to Ca 95814 

january 15. 1987

Administration 
P Oom 300 44?-557: 

Building Inspections 
Poorr 200 4.19.i7 

Planning 
POom 200 449-5604 

CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

City Council 
Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: 1. Appeal by Applicant of Planning Commission's Action to 
Deny a Special Permit to Develop a Dog Kennel in the 

Light Industrial, M-1(S)R Zone and Denial of a Variance 
to Waive a Required Masonry Wall on the East Property 
Line. 

2. Appeal by an Adjacent Owner of the Planning Commission's 
Action to Approve the Plan Review for a 2,600 ,Square 
Feet Vehicle Repair Shop. (P86-424) 

LOCATION:	 1220 Ascot Avenue 

SUMMARY 

The subject site is a one acre j ot iocaten in the iht induscrlai. M-
1(s)R zone. The applicant applied for a Special Permit to establish a 
nog kennei. Fan Review for a vehicle repair shop dna a Variance co 
waive the required six foot masonry wail on tne east and west property 
line.	 After nearing public testimony for and against the project. the 
Planning i;omission concurred with staff ana vocea to deny the Specia'i 
?erm:t., approve the Plan Review with cnnuiZ:ons and t_o waive he wal 
requirements only on the west .property line. The applican ., (las 
appealed the Commission's action on the Specjal ?er! ..! ik. dna Variance and 
an adjacent owner has appealed the Commission's aci:ioh to approve the 
Plan Review. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The subject site is located in an area designated for industrial use by 

the 1984 North Sacramento Community Plan. A major factor behind the 
change in land use policy from Residential to Inuustrial was high noise 
levels from the McClellan Air Force Base activities. 	 Industrial uses


are beginning to develop in this area.

// z



1-T 
City Council
	

January 15. 1987 

The applicant currently lives in a single family house on the site aria 
operates a dump truck business from the site. 	 The applicant also has 
ten dogs on the site. 	 The City Animal Control Division received a 

complaint and the applicant was warned that only three dogs are 
permitted.	 The applicant is proposing a 2.600 square foot vehicle 

repair shop for his dump truck business and a 480 square foot dog 
kennel to address the animal control action. 	 Staff reviewed each

entitlement and found the foliowing: 

Plan Review for Vehicle Repair Shop 

A vehicle repair shop is a permitted use in the M-I(S)R zone. The P.-
Review allows the City an opportunity to review the development 
standards of a project prior to issuance of building permits. Based on 
this review staff recommended approval of the plans with conditions. 
This position was opposed by the adjacent owner to tne east. 

Variance to Waive the Required Masonry Wall  

A six foot high masonry wall is required to buffer the non-residential 
use from adjacent residential uses on the east and west property line. 
Staff reviewed the applicant's request to waive the wail on both sides 
and recommended a waiver on the west side and not the east. This was 
based on the fact that the repair shop would be located closer to the 
east side and would have a greater visual aria noise impact. The 
property owner on the west side is not in opposition to the waiver. 

Special Permit for a Dog Kennel  

A dog kennel is discretionary use allowed in the M-I zone under a 
Speciai Permit. Staff reviewed the request and recommenced against the 
kennel. Staff felt the kennel would continue to create noise and 
sanitation problems affecting adjacent residenciai uses. This position 
was opposed by the applicant. 

The Planning Commission's action was to approve the staff's 
recommendation which was not acceptable to the applicant nor the 
adjacent owner. Both parties have fiied appeals.	 rhe Commission 
requested staff to review tne area's industrial designation and report 
back if any adjustments are needed. 

VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

On December 4, 1986 the Commission voted nine ayes to approve the ?Ian 

Review with conditions, partially approve the Variance and to deny the 
Speciai Permit.



I 1- 
City Council
	 -3-	 ..;anuary	 .'.J87 

RECOMMENDATION  

The Planning Commission and staff recommend the City Council 7eaff't 
the action which is to: 

approve the ?lan Review with conditions; 

2. deny the Variance to waive the required wail on the east 
property Line: 

3. deny the Special Permit for the dog kennel. 

Attached are Finding of Fact for this action. 

Respectfully submitted. 

Marty Van Duyn 
Planning Direct() 

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION 
WALTER J. SLIPE 
CITY MANAGER 

MVD:AG:jg	 .;anuary 20. 1987 

Attachments
	

District No. 2
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE 

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING commIssioN 

DATE:  /	 /	 c  

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City 

/. -/Wrt•	 when:

(Date) 

Rezoning Application 	 Variance Application 

Special Permit Application  )(  P/0 qviez,.) /At ro..) s- fre‘-Y.2y. 

was: 	 )(  Granted 	  Denied by the Commission 

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:  (Explain in detail) 6,zn„4,/	 1),	 fxrdr -e._  

Planning Commission of 

42- C 4 $.1-f e	 /4-crt OP

#44/ )‘ e41,1	 744.	 1.,4 A, 71' 

L c/a .:s4/ j	 ri.ie	 h se) iv." el	 #4.145
	

Ieq, 

0.4-1 eJI c.45 -4.1	 s 4-4(te	 6/24. 04/ 11S4-. is by,,1ve,4-,;..1	 7444. cut  
,,,„ j_s_45 CsAws./.e.	 /)..011	 eJ A A iS 401Ce 	 I; 457)16774) 

PROPERTY LOCATION:  /.2r,	 AScer Avir sA.4.420rnep,14,  

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: 	 / es" 1)c-ft cz$	 S- P4314— C.4,^; 1 7 re-Sidi:$ .2.	 ) 

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.  3..1S  - 0230 - 04 3 

PROPERTY OWNER:  A' #'yAit 1	 134c-A ti
A 

ADDRESS: 1.2 2 0 Ascor 

APPLICANT:  

ADDRESS: s77/r7C-

APPELLANT:  (
44.4 R 

ADDRESS: 	 3 0 ()SCOT-  
FILING FEE: 

b y App licant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO. 
by 3rd party:	 60.00 

RWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

/ (3P 11 y	 z /3 
PKINT NAME 

P-gb L441 

5/82
DISTRIBUTE TO - 
(4 COPIES REQUIRED) : MVD 

AG 
ww

(Oni.ginat 
/6
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE


SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE: 	  

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City 

Planning Commission of  1;2-2/ — Er 6 	when: 
(Date)	 • 

Rezoning Application	 ).Z,_ Variance Application 

Special Permit Application 

was:

rubionvx AviclAy )3r GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:  (Explain in detail) Li	 (\

• _o 
PROPERTY LOCATION:  1A9.() CUL.t\JA-	 rtUU-1;:;:)AAMJQ.0.49274.  5 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTIN: 	 (a,n)k_9 	 iy)  

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL • NO..2/.5  - 6.212. -  /, 3 - DDe=2 
PROPERTY OWNER:

ADDRESS : 	 go ci,k,k	 Pcrt. 9)e1  
n 

• -I A •	 •	 A.	 -4.‘,.!	 .n .n I II 

6,0 
ADDRESS:  fp. ,0 ct,K	 (*Qtu.	 . .1 VII)

	 hi 1:  
APPELLANT:	

74)e_ - A 4 7 - (4-frvaNki,  
GMTU	

A0 --V \c' 

ADDRESS:  p. (9, rtAivt,i- rx	 t?A rro.umpus,	 °-L /AP  

G FEE: 
by Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO. 	  

by 3rd party:	 60.00 
FURWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF: 	  

P-S* 

Granted > '---Denied by the Commission 

APPLICANT:

DISTRIBUTE TO - 

(4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD 
MY 

WW	 /

	

.	 . 
SG	 (0)t..4.94.,ut 

5/82



Sacramento City Planning Commission 
VOTING RECORD 

ENTITLEMENTS 
' GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

T COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT 

REZONING 

' i,'SPECIAL PERMIT 

I-- VARIANCE 

'LOCATION

.	 TENTATIVE MAP 

77 SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION 

fl LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL OCT. 

7 OTHER 

NAME ADDRESS 

/ 	 4'"2 (L.) i 2_1O ill 3 iv.-?‘	 . ..,	 %)-1.# r.	 f ..7/- 47 yi-7, -ii-ti7 9/ 7 5' /4 7.-R

_ 

•

MOTION 
TO APPROVE 

TO OENY 

TO APPROVE SUSICT TO coNo a eAsso 
L_J ON FIN00•06 Of FACT IN STAFF REPORT 

2
AMINSIPICOENY IMMO ON FINOINGE 

940, FACT IN STAFF REPORT 

INTENT TO APPROVE/O(NY susacT To 
CONO. • BASED ON Fero. or FACT Dug 

I

STAFF RECOMENDATION 
_Favorabl• je(Urtywrablei 

_Correspondence 
— Petition _

0V,P ' /1.1fut deesaid  

MOTION* 	
TO RECOMmENO APPROVAL AFoRwd 
TO CITY COUNCIL 

TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL SUEIJEC' 
COND. FORwAno TO CITY Cout‘cl 

TO RATIFY NEGATIVE OECLARATIOP4 

TO CONTINUE TO 	  

OTHER 	  
/yr 

ADDRESS NAME

/ /di ' A. .	 • 

	  4'114t 

MEETING DATE 

19 Mr kif 19142  
ITEM mumeoo 

3/y4 
PERMIT NUMBER 

P 24 - 44./i/ 
V.	

YES 

Chinn 
Perris

No NOtION SECOND 

Goodin 
Hornell 
Holloway 
One  
111 RI Ire* 

Walton 
lahmaal



APPLICANS Kenneth D. Peachey and Imogene Zander, 1220 Ascot Avenue Sac . 

OWNER A.. I i ant 

PLANS ev_i ifkira GolcL Graohics, ./asf.x.ill 

FILING DATE  10/30/86 •	 ENVIR. DET	 JP/ REPORT BY rt Fxen/P f	 q.1111 LP)  

ASSESSOR'S-PCL . NO 	 215 - 0230 - 063 -0000  

CIA 

17- 
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

1231 . 1 . STREET. SUITE 200. SACRAMENTO. CA 90814 

APPLICATION: A. S pecial Permit to develop a dog kennel 

3. Variance to waive the required six foot high masonry wail 
between residential and non-residential uses 

C. Plan review for a 480+ square foot dog kennel and 2,600+ 
square foot vehicle repair shop in the Light Industrial-
Review (M-1(S)-R) zone 

LOCATION:	 1220 Ascot Avenue 

PROPOSAL: The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to 
construct a dog kennel and vehicle repair shop on a 1.05 acre site 
developed with a residence in the M-1(S)R zone. 

PROJECT INFORMATION: 

1974 General Plan Designation: 
1984 North Sacramento Community 

Plan Designation: 
Existing Zoning of Site: 
Existing Land Use of Site: 

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:

Industrial 

Industrial 
M-1(S)R 
Single Family Residence 

North: Single family, vacant; County Agriculture Residentlai Zone 
South: Drainage canal, Single family; M-1S-R 
East: Single family; M-1S-R 
West: Single family; hay storage, M- 1S-R, R-1 

Parking Required: 

Parking Provided: 
Property Dimensions: 
Property Area: 
Square Footage of Building 
Topography: 
Street Improvements: 
Exterior Building Materials: 
Exterior Building Color: 
Roof Material:

vehicle repair: 3 
(1 space per 1,000 sq. ft) 

dog kennel:	 to •oe determined by 
Commission 

not shown on site plan 
157 x 290 
1.05+ acres 
vehicle repair 
Flat 
Ascot paved, no curb gutter or sidewalks 
Stucco 
Desert Sand 
Composition Shingles

	 4111 

APPLC.NCL	 '4-4
	 MEETING DATE. ID- - " 	 ITEM NO
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• ROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments regarding this pronosa7: 

A. Land Use and Zoning 

The subject site is a 1.05+ acre interior lot located in the Light 
Industrial - Review (M-1S-R) zone. A single family residence is currently 
located on the site. Prior to 1984, the site was zoned Single Fa m i l y (R-1) 
and the residence is a legal non-conforming use. Surrounding land uses 
include single family residences and vacant land. Surrounding lands are 
zoned M-1S-R to the south, east and west and Agriculture - Residential (AR-
2) to the north in the unincorporated county. The site is designated for 
Industrial uses in the 1974 General Plan and the 1984 North Sacramento 
Community Plan. 

The applicant lives in the single family residence on the site. The 
applicant operates a dump truck business and proposes to construct a 2,600--
square foot vehicle repair shop on the site to service his four trucks when 
necessary (Exhibits A and 3). The applicant also proposes to store the four 
trucks on the site when they are not in use. The proposed truck operation 
is consistent with the industrial land use designation for the site. 

The applicant also has ten (10) Doberman dogs on the site in wire cages. 
The City Code allows a maximum of three dogs on a site and the applicant has 
been cited for having ten dogs on the site. The applicant; therefore, has 
applied for a special permit for a dog kennel (Exhibit A). The purpose of 
the dogs are for pets and to guard the Pro posed business on the site. The 
applicant does not intend to breed or sell the dogs. The applicant has 
provided letters from six adjacent Property owners indicating that they are 
in favor of allowing tne applicant to keep the dogs on the subject site 
(Exhibit D). 

Planning staff contacted the City Animal Control Division regarding the 
applicant's proposal. Animal Control indicated that they have received a 
complaint regarding excessive barking of dogs at the subject site. Animal 
Control staff indicated that they are opposed to the issuance of a special 
permit for a dog kennel at this site due to the number of residential uses 
in this area and concerns regarding the appropriate disposal of animal 
waste. 

Planning staff also contacted the County Planning and Animal Control 
Departments, which are responsible for regulating dog kennels in the 
unincorporated area. The Planning Department indicated that the main 
concern of the department in issuing a use permit for a kennel is the impact 
that the noise of the dogs may have on any adjacent residential uses. The 
Animal Control Department issues a kennel permit after a use permit is 
granted. They are concerned with noise, ventilation and sanitation issues. 
County Ordinance gives the Animal Control Department the authority to 
regulate dog kennels and to inspect them on an annual basis. 

P86-424
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Planning staff finds that while the subject broperty is zoned industrial, 
the area is in a state of transition between residential and industrial 
uses. The noise and sanitation problems created by the ten dogs can be 
detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of adjacent property owners. 
A more appropriate time to locate a kennel at this site would be when the 
transition from residential to industrial is complete and the site is served 
by City Sewer so that adequate sanitary conditions for the use are provided. 
Staff, therefore, recommends that the special permit for the kennel use .oe 
denied. 

B.	 Site Plan Design 

The site plan indicates that the proposed vehicle repair shop and dog kennel 
are to be located in the rear of the 290 foot deep lot approximately 20 feet 
from the rear property line. The applicant intends to construct a driveway 
and pave the west side of the property line for truck storage. The area 
behind the existing residence would be used as a yard area for the residence 
and would not be paved. Staff recommends that a revised site plan 
indicating the driveway entrance, all paved areas, and the three required 
parking spaces for the 2,600 square foot shop be provided for staff review 
and approval prior to the issuance of building permits. 

A 25 foot landscaped setback is required for industrial uses in the M-1S 
zone. Staff recommends that a landsca pe plan indicating the 25 foot setback 
area, landscaped with grass, and the required shading for the parking area 
be provided prior to issuance of building permits. 

The applicant has located a chain link fence with redwood slats along the 
south, east and west property lines (Exhibit C). The applicant has 
requested a variance to waive the masonry wall recuirement along the east 
and west property lines which is required when a non-residential use is 
adjacent to a residential use. The owners of the property to the west of 
the site have indicated that they have no objection to the waiver of the 
wall requirement. Staff finds; however, that the p ro posed vehicle shop and 
dump truck storage will be located adjacent to the east property line and a 
solid wall will be necessary as a noise and visual buffer for the adjacent 
residential use to the east. Staff, theretore, recommends that the reauired 
wall be waived only adjacent to the west property line. 

The submitted site plan has been reviewed by the City Public Works Division. 
They recommend that the applicant join any future assessment district 
created for this industrially zoned are to provide for necessary street 
improvements. 
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C. Building Design 

The applicant proposes to construct the vehicle re pair shop and dog kennel 
out of wood with a stucco exterior and composition shingle roof. The 
proposed building color is Desert Sand. The buildings are designed to be 
compatible with the residence located on the site which has a stucco 
exterior and composition roof. Staff finds the proposed vehicle -epair 
structure to be compatible in design and materials with surrounding uses. 
The dog kennel building, if approved, should have a solid wail surrounding 
the dog runs and adequate insulation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: This project is exempt from environmental review 
pursuant to State EIR Guidelines. 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the following actions: 

A. Denial of the special permit to develop a dog kennel based upon Findings of 
Fact which follow. 

B. Approval of the variance to waive the required masonry wall, subject to 
Conditions and based upon Findings of Fact which follow. 

C. Approval of the Plan Review in the M-I(s)-R zone, subject to Conditions and 
based upon Findings of Fact which follow. 

Conditions - Variance 

The applicant shall construct a six foot high solid masonry wail 
adjacent to the east property line starting behind the 25 foot front 
landscape setback. The design and materials of the wall shall be 
subject to Planning Director review and approval prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

Conditions - Plan Review . 

1. A revised site plan indicating a driveway, three Parking spaces and all 
paved areas shall, for the vehicle re pair shop and dump truck, be 
submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of building 
permits. The kennel for ten dogs shall be eliminated from the site 
plan. 

2. Landscape, shading and irrigation plans indicating a 25 foot front 
setback landscaped with grass, any other lawn or landscaped areas and 
compliance with the City's Shading requirements for parking stalls 
shall be submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

3. The applicant shall submit a letter from the City Animal Control 
Division indicating that he has complied with City regulations 
regarding the keeping of dogs prior to issuance of building permits. 
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4. The applicant shall locate a solid fence between the existing residence 
on the site and the east property line to screen the dump trucks from 
the Ascot Avenue street frontage. 

5. The applicant shall sign a letter with the City agreeing to oarticipate 
in a future assessment district to construct street improvements prior 
to issuance of building permits. 

Finciinqs of Fact - Soecial Permit 

1. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would not be 'oased upon sound 
principles of land use in that single family residences are located in 
the surrounding area. 

2. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would be detrimental to the 
public health, safety and welfare and could result in the creation of a 
nuisance in that: 

a. the barking of the dogs could disturb surrounding residential . 
uses; 

b. the site is not served by the City sewer system 

Findings of Fact - Variance and Plan Review 

1. The project, as conditioned, is based upon sound principles of land use 
in that adequate parking and ianciscaping for the proposed dump truck 
vehicle repair and storage area will be provided. 

2. The variance request, as conditioned, does not constitute a special 
privilege in that: 

a. a masonry wail will be constructed along the east property line 
adjacent to where the vehicle repair and storage is proposed for 
the site: 

b. a variance would be granted to other property owners facing 
similar circumstances. 

3. The variance does not constitute a use variance in that a dump truck 
repair shop is allowed in the M-1(S)R zone. 

4. The project, as conditioned, will not be injurious to the general 
public or surrounding properties in that adequate screening of the 
proposed use will be provided from adjacent properties. 

5. The proposed project is consistent with the City's Discretionary 
Interim Land Use Policy in that the site is designated for Industrial 
use by the 1984 North Sacramento Community Plan and the proposed dump 
truck business use conforms with the plan designation. 
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City Council of Sacramento 
City Hall 
Sacramento, CA 95814
	

January 22,1987 
Attn: Council Secretary 

Dear sir or madam: 

I request that the enclosed letter to Mayor Rudin and the
Council be included in the record of the hearino relative to 
permits at 1220 Ascot Avenue, item 17 on the agenda for January 
20, 1987 (continued until February 3). 

Thank you.

Sincerely,. 

LdItz.eie,,ze,eer7/ 

Richard C. Vincent 

1442 . Ascot Ave 
Rio Linda 95673



1442 Ascot Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95673 
(post office Rio Linda) 

Mayor Anne Rudin 
and Honorable Members 
of the City Council
	

January 23,1987 
Sacramento, CA 

Dear Mayor Rudin and Councilmembers: 

PrPPc2sPq f'.1Pr t.9riu lll on Perrii its 2n A s,co t Avpnuq.. 

At your meetino on January 20, you heard a p peals of 
decisions concernino permits for a dog kennel and a truck repair 
parade at 1220 Ascot Ave. You voted to continue the matter for 
two weeks while the staff evaluates the idea of a moratorium on 
permits on the block. A moratorium was pro posed until the Council 
may reconsider the recent re-zoning of the block to M-1. 

The proposed activities (which now occur at 1220 without 
permits) are incongruent with the residential character of the 
neighborhood. However, my real concern is not with the requested 
permits per se, but - more broadly - with preserving our neigh-
borhood and our property values. 

Ascot Avenue between Raley Blvd. and Dry Creek Road is an 
established residential neighborhood with mostly owner-occupied 
homes and many lono-time residents. There is only one vacant lot 
on the city side of the street. The owner of that lot would build 
a house there, if the city would allow it. We are not a nei g hbor-
hood in transition, nor do most of the people here wish to be. 
Several of us have put considerable time and money in improve-
ments during the past few years. There are no Current permits 
for non-residential activities. 

Our current troubles stem from the inappropriate re-zonino 
to light industrial a few years ago, which was carried out 
without adequate notice to us. (I was not not 	 that my pro-
perty was being considered for re-zoning or that it had been 
re-zoned. Other people have the same complaint.) Apparently, our 
lots were considered equivalent to the several hundred acres of 
virtually vacant land to our south. That idea is unsupportable. 
Not only is the city side of Ascot solidly residential, but the 
entire county area be g inning on the north side is also develooed 
with single-family homes on laroe lots. Our property on the south 
side is actually the last tier of Rio Linda's homes. It would be 
I1 logical, and unfair to those on the county side of Ascot, to 
have the city side become industrial.



The Council's consensus expressed on January 20 seems to be 
that nearby conditions ultimately will make industrial develop-
ment clearly preferaole for our street. I must ask you to analyze 
the situation more closely. Our lots are very dee p -- 660 feet in 
most cases ---with the houses near the street. Behind us is the 
Magpie Creek diversion cnannel. The depth of the lots p lus tne 
channel will provide a very good buffer to whatever eventually 
might be built behind us. Certainly, it would oe a better buffer 
than the residents on the north side of Ascot• would have if our 
properties were to become industrial. 

- The Council cited tne 65-decibel noise contour as a maJor 
factor jr zoning our street. I testify that noise from McClellan 
has become minor in tne last few years. Perhaps the changes in 
the base's activities are only temporary, but please have your 
staff re-evaluate the icing-term noise situation before you dis-
miss it as intolerable. Certainly, it may be wise to Prohibit 
residential subdivision where it has not already occurred near 
the base, but please do not assume that the residents of existing 
neighborhoods are subjected to excessive noise. 

There is no potential benefit to the city jr having a 
gradual, rap-taq incursion of Mom-and-Po p industrial activity as 
I fear may occur if we remain saddled with the M-1 designation. 
As that occurs, incentive to maintain the residences erodes, 
residential values decline, and transition becomes a self-
fulfilling prophecy. People lose the enjoyment and value of their 
domiciles. In the case of our street, we would not be compensated 
by increasino value as industrial prooerty, at least not for the 
many years when open land will remain available behind us. On the 
other hand. I think that if you restore us to residential zoning. 
Ascot will remain a healthy neighborhood. To put it simply: 
re gardless of what hap pens to our south, we like our homes and' 
will remain if you give us the chance. 

Even if this iodic proves wrong and Ascot needs to go 
industrial, that need not happen for many years. In the meantime, 
we would want to keep the residential character intact. There can 
be no detriment to the city in allowing us our chance to do that. 
Since the street is already com p letely developed, returning it to 
residential zonind would not increase any industrial-residential 
conflict that may arise. Therefore, we request a moratorium on • 
permits until we have had our proper "day in court" on the issue. 

Sincerely, 

/(1/te/6/4(-ad 
Richard Vincent	 Joan Risse



IILISilNORRIS, BEGGS & SIMPSON 
15 45 RIVER PARK DRIVE, SUITE 107 • SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95815 


(916) 920-2514 

January 29, 1987
17.., _n 

rn	 - 

Willie Wright 
Century 21 
Nolan Realty 
6339 Rio Linda Boulevard 
Rio Linda, California 95673 

Dear Willie: 

Per our discussion regarding the possibility of the City 
Council imposing a moratorium on industrial zoned property, 
enabling the City to not allow any industrial property being 
built on already zoned industrial property that is adjacent to 
other residential property, is unheard of. It creates a "no 
mans land" for the local property owners. What the City 
Council did was to rezone the property originally from a 
residential zone to an industrial zone because of McClellan Air 
Force Base air traffic. Now the City is trying to come back 
and say we're not going to allow industrial zoned property to 
have residential or industrial property to be built and that 
creates an undue hardship on the people trying to sell their 
properties to other Buyers. No one will buy a piece of 
property when they knowingly cannot resell it as residential or 
as industrial to be built on and that creates a hardship. What 
the City is asking is unfair, unrealistic and should be 
reputiated at this point in time before this moratorium is 
placed upon the already existing industrial zoned property. We 
feel in order for that area to develop in conjunction with 
McClellan Air Force Base the property should be industrial, 
which the City has allowed. By discouraging development, the 
City is taking a stance and stating that it wants to see 
"piecemeal development", which is against their public policy. 
What should be done and from all conversations that I have had 
in the past with the City Council and Public Works, industrial 
development should be able to continue so long as there is 
proper interstructure and utilities to the area— to service 
those parcels in question. It should not be determined by the 
fact that another residential house is next door, thus 
prohibiting industrial development. We understand fully

P86424_ 
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Willie Wright

	 Nif 
January 29, 1987 
Page Two 

industrial development can create unjust noise and extra dirt 
from it's business to the existing single family houses and/or 
neighbors; but, these residents were well aware of that when 
the City rezoned that property originally for industrial 
development and will benefit tremendously by the increased 
value due to the industrial prices in the area. What this all 
means is that we don't mind the City imposing restrictions ie 
concrete block walls to inhibit some of this noise endured 
adjacent existing residential houses; however, what we do 
oppose is the imposition of a possible moratorium on building 
on an already existing industrial zoned property that has the 
proper utilities and services. 

If you have any questions regarding any of my opinions or need 
additional information about this area, please feel free to 
call. 

Sincerely, 

Norris, Beggs & Simpson 

Mike H. Kuppenbender 
Associate Broker 

MHK/let/wrd

P86424
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Duane C. Kimball

P86424 
Duane C. Kimball 

licensed land surveyor

17- 
November 25, 1986. 

Duane C. Kimball 
2701 Dania Ct. 
Modesto, CA 95351 

Ken Pew:hey 
P.O. Box 807 
Roseville, CA 95678 

Dear Ken, 

Please be advised that during the survey of your lot at 
1220 Ascot Avenue (A.P.N. 215-023-063) in May, 1986, I found 
the fence along your easterly property line to be encroaching 
on your property by 0.6 ft. (6 tenths of a foot) at your north-
easterly property corner and by 13.0 ft. (thirteen feet) at 

your south easterly property corner. 

The fence ap parentl y is owned by your next door neiL!hbor 
to the east, Larry Kozub (A.P.N. 215-023-044) The encroach-
ment of the fence is detailed in the accompanying sketch. 

Thank You, 
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(138A) P86424 
BROWN - BUNTIN ASSOCIATES, Inc. 

Auiation Noise Studies • Community Noise • Architectural Acoustics • Enuironmental Noise Assessments 

January 29, 1987 

Mr. Kenneth Peachey 
1220 Ascot Avenue 
Rio Linda, CA 95673 

Dear Mr. Peachey: 

This letter is intended to respond to your question regarding the possible 
effects of constructing a 6-foot masonry wall at your property line at parcel 
#215-0230-063 in Rio Linda. The purpose of the wall is to separate your M-1 
use from an adjacent residential property where the house would be 
approximately 50 feet from the wall. The noise source in question is engine 
run-up testing at McClellan AFB, about 1 mile away on the residence side of 
the wall. 

The presence of the wall as described above would be expected to result in 
reflection of sound back towards the house. Theoretically, up to a 3 decibel 
increase in sound pressure levels could be achieved, which would be considered 
a noticeable change by most people. Given the wall height of 6 feet and the 
distance to the house from the wall, it is likely that the increase in noise 
level would be somewhat less than 3 decibels, but it is not possible to 
precisely predict the amount of reflected sound in a free-field situation such 
as you have described. In any case, it should be noted by all concerned 
parties that the presence of the proposed masonry wall would be expected to 
create some reflection of sound from McClellan AFB engine testing which would 
be likely to be noticeble to the resident. 

I hope that this information will be useful to you and the City of Sacramento 
in consideration of your proposed building permit application. If you have 
any questions, please call me in Fair Oaks at 961-5822. 

Sincerely, 

.... 
•	 ‘. ••••••••n 

Jim Buntin 
Vice President 

5150 Sunrise Blud., Suite A-2 • Fair Oaks, CA 95628 • (916) 961-5822 
320 West Oak, Suite D • Visalia, CA 93291 • (209) 627-4923
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
1231 "I" Street	 Sacramento, Ca. 95814 

January 28, 1987

fnh. CI Pr:ri v.:5 OrFICI.; 
1.;',Fi°1")!• :34(M/ItvEti0 

J;-.4.1 29	 II 22	 '07 

City Council 

Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: Report Back on Development Moratorium, P86-424 

LOCATION: Area bounded by Ascot Avenue on the North, Dry Creek Road on the west. Raley 

Boulevard on the east, and Grace Avenue on the south 

SUMMARY 

On January 20, 1987, the City Council considered several appeals for an application at 

1220 Ascot Avenue. After considerable discussion, the City Council directed the City 

Attorney to report on the possibility of placing a moratorium on the area. The 

purpose of the moratorium would be to allow time to investigate ways to accommodate a 

transition of the area to industrial use with less short term disruption to existing 

residential uses. Attached is a copy of a moratorium ordinance prepared by the 

Attorney's Office and a description of the area to be affected which was prepared by 

Planning staff. The affected area includes the 1220 Ascot Avenue site. 

BACKGROUND 

Attached is a copy of the staff report considered by the City Council on March 20, 

1987. Councilman Shore made the comment that although the land use decision for 

industrial use of the area has been made the Council may still want to look at phasing 

development in this large area in a manner that would be less disruptive to existing 

residential uses. Especially in the short term. Pursuant to this discussion, the 

City Council voted to direct the City Attorney to report back on placing a development 

moratorium on the area. The four month moratorium would be used to investigate ways 
to implement Councilman Shore's proposal. 

Staff's approach will be to recognize the fact that the area is designated for 

industrial use and to investigate a method whereby the City can review development 

projects under a Special Permit. Under the Special Permit Review, the City can 

determine if the project is compatible with adjacent residential uses and to insure 

adequate standards are met. During the study period staff will be notifying affected 

property owners of the moratorium and its purpose.



spectfully submitted, 

Marty Van Duyn 
Planning Director 

IL 
City Council
	 -2-	 January 28, 1987 

RECOMMENDATION 

Staff recommends the City Council adopt attached emergency ordinance 
which establish a four month moratorium on development in the subject 

area.

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION 
WALTER J. SLIPE 
CITY MANAGER 

MV:AG:tc 

P86-424
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ORDINANCE NO. 
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF 

AN ORDINANCE IMPOSING A MORATORIUM ON THE ISSUANCE 
OF BUILDING PERMITS, SPECIAL PERMITS, VARIANCES 
AND OTHER ENTITLEMENTS FOR USE, AND DECLARING THIS 
ORDINANCE AN EMERGENCY MEASURE TO TAKE EFFECT 
IMMEDIATELY 

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

SECTION 1. Findings. 

(a) The Council finds that there exists, in the area covered 
by this ordinance, residential uses with which development under 
the M-1, M-1S and M-1-SR zones may be incompatible. 

(b) The City Planning Commission has formally instructed the 
City Planning Division to investigate and report on whether the 
land uses allowed in the above-mentioned zones are appropriate in 
the area and compatible with the residential uses. The Commis-
sion further instructed that if the uses allowed in the zones are 
inappropriate, the Planning Division should report on methods of 
dealing with the problem. The Council concurs with the Planning 
Commission's instruction to the Planning Division. For the 
period of this ordinance, it is appropriate to prohibit develop-
ment which may be inconsistent with the result of said investiga-
tion and report. 

SECTION 2. 

For a period of 120 days after the effective date of this 
ordinance, no building permit, variance, plan review approval or 
any other entitlement for use under any provision of the City 
Code or City Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series 
as amended) shall be issued by the City of Sacramento for any 
building, structure or use in the area shown on Exhibit "A" and 
described on Exhibit "B". 

SECTION 3. Emergency. 

This ordinance is hereby declared to be an emergency measure 
to take effect immediately. The facts constituting the emergency 
are the need to immediately prohibit the issuance of any entitle-



ment for use which might result in development which is inconsis-
tent with the investigation and report being undertaken by the 
Planning Division. 

ENACTED: 

EFFECTIVE:

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK

2
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EXHIBIT A



ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS 


Proposed Moratorium West-of-McClellan 

215-230-40, 
215-230-36, 
215-230-65, 

215-250-01, 
215-250-18, 

215-260-56, 
215-260-53, 
215-260-37, 
215-260-18, 

215-280-55, 
215-280-85, 
215-280-10, 
215-280-24, 
215-280-81, 
215-280-46, 

237-060-01, 
237-060-11, 
237-060-23, 
237-060-36, 
237-060-54,

19, 
37, 
64, 

02, 
17, 

55, 
66, 
59, 
16, 

56, 
88, 
11, 
25, 
80, 
47 

02, 
62, 
24, 
37, 
48

20, 
09, 
63, 

03, 
16, 

02, 
69, 
61, 
17, 

71, 
91, 
12, 
26, 
79, 

03, 
63, 
25, 
67,

21, 
08, 
62, 

04, 
15, 

58, 
70, 
60, 
63, 

68, 
89, 
13, 
27, 
78, 

04, 
13, 
66, 
68,

22, 
07, 
49, 

31, 
36 

57, 
68, 
44, 
64, 

76, 
90, 
16, 
67, 
77, 

05, 
14, 
27, 
39,

23, 
06, 
53, 

32, 

41, 
31, 
43, 
09 

74, 
54, 
15, 
30, 
39, 

06, 
15, 
28, 
40,

24, 
05, 
52, 

40, 

04, 
30, 
22, 

75, 
53, 
14, 
94, 
40, 

51, 
17, 
29, 
41,

15, 
04, 
33, 

42, 

05, 
51, 
21, 

70, 
83, 
17, 
92, 
41, 

50, 
16, 
30, 
42,

51, 
03, 
32, 

39, 

06, 
50, 
20, 

02, 
72, 
19, 
32, 
63, 

49, 
18, 
31, 
59,

50, 
39, 
58, 

43, 

07, 
29, 
39, 

03, 
82, 
18, 
34, 
62, 

52, 
19, 
33, 
58,

56, 
38, 
59, 

20, 

08, 
28, 
40 

04, 
50, 
20, 
36, 
61, 

53, 
20, 
34, 
44,

57 
35 
60, 

26, 

62, 
27 

84, 
08, 
52, 
35 
43, 

08, 
21, 
35 
45,

61 

28, 

49, 

87 
09 
51, 

44, 

09, 
22 

60,

27 

48 

22, 

45 

10, 

61

23 

57

EXHIBIT B

7 



IR, 
CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
12311' Street	 Sacrarriento, Ca. 95814 

.January 15. 1987 

City Council 
Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session:

Administration 
Room 300 449-5571 

Building Inspections 
Room 200 449-5716 
Planning 
Room 200 449-5604 

SUBJECT: 1. Appeal by Applicant of Planning Commission's Action tO 
Deny a Special Permit to Develop a Dog Kennel in the 
Light Industrial, M-1(S)R Zone and Denial of a Variance 
to Waive a Required Masonry Wall on the East Property 
Line. 

2. Appeal by an Adjacent Owner of the Planning Commission's 
Action to Approve the Plan Review for a 2,600 Square 
Feet Vehicle Repair Shop. (P86-424) 

LOCATION:	 1220 Ascot Avenue 

SUMMARY 

The subject site is a one acre lot located in the Light industrial, M-
1(S)R zone. The applicant applied for a Special Permit to establish a 
dog kennel. Plan Review for a vehicle repair shop and a Variance co 
waive the required six foot masonry wail on the east and west property 
line. After hearing public testimony for and against the project. the 
Planning Commission concurred with staff and voted to deny the Special 
Permit, approve the Plan Review with conditions and to waive the wall 
requirements only on the west property line. The appiican', has 
appealed the Commission's action on the Special Permit and Variance and 
an adjacent owner has appealed the Commissions action to approve the 
Plan Review. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The subject site is located in an area designated for industrial use by 
the 1984 North Sacramento Community Plan. A major factor behind the 
change in land use policy from Residential to Industrial was high noise 
levels from the McClellan Air Force Base activities. 	 Industrial uses

are beginning to develop in this area.
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The applicant currently lives in a single family house on the site and 
operates a dump truck business from the site. The applicant aiso has 
ten dogs on the site. The City Animal Control Division received a 
complaint and the applicant was warned that only three dogs are 
permitted.	 The applicant is proposing a 2,600 square foot vehicle 

repair shop for his dump truck business and a 480 square foot dog 
kennel to address the animal control action.	 Staff reviewed each

entitlement and found the following: 

Plan Review for Vehicle Repair Shop 

A vehicle repair shop is a permitted use in the M-1(S)R zone. The R-
Review allows the City an opportunity to review the development 
standards of a project prior to issuance of building permits. Based on 
this review staff recommended approval of the plans with conditions. 
This position was opposed by the adjacent owner to toe east. 

Variance to Waive the Required Masonry Wall  

A six foot high masonry wall is required to buffer the non-residential 
use from adjacent residential uses on the east and west property line. 
Staff reviewed the applicant's request to waive the wall on both sides 
and recommended a waiver on the west side and not the east. This was 
based on the fact that the repair shop would be located closer to the 
east side and would have a greater visual and noise impact. The 
property owner on the west side is not in opposition to the waiver. 

Special Permit for a Dog Kennel  

A dog kennel is discretionary use allowed in the M-1 zone under a 
Special Permit. Staff reviewed the request and recommended against the 
kennel. Staff felt the kennel would continue to create noise and 

sanitation problems affecting adjacent residential uses. This position 
was opposed by the applicant. 

The Planning Commission's action was to approve the staff's 
recommendation which was not acceptable to the applicant nor the 
adjacent owner. Both parties have filed appeais. rhe Commission aso 
requested staff to review the area's industrial designation and report 
back if any adjustments dre needed. 

VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

On December 4, 1986 the Commission voted nine ayes to approve the Plan 
Review with conditions, partially approve the Variance and to deny the 
Special Permit.



la 
City Council
	 -3-	 January 15, i987 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission and staff recommend the City Council reaffirm 
the action which is to: 

approve the Plan Review with conditions; 

2. deny the Variance to waive the required wail on the east 
property line; 

3. deny the Special Permit for the dog kennel. 

Attached are Finding of Fact for this action. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Marty Van Duyn 
Planning Directo 

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION 
WALTER J. SLIPE 
CITY MANAGER 

MVD:AG:jg
	

January 20, 1987 
Attachments
	

District No. 2
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Appeal of Larry Fozub vs. 
City of Sacramento Planning	 NOTICE OF DECISION 
Commission's approval of a Plan Review )	 AND 
for a vehicle repair shop at	 FINDINGS coy FACT 
1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424)  

At its regular meeting of January 20, 1987, the City Council heard and 
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verba l and 
documentary evidence at said hearing, the Council denied the appeal 
based on the following findings: 

Findings of fact - Plan Review 

1. The project, as conditioned, is based upon sound principles 
of land use in that adequate parking and landscaping for the 
proposed dump truck vehicle repair and storage area will be 
provided. 

2. A masonry wall will be constructed along the east property 
line adjacent to where the vehicle repair and storage is 
proposed for the site. 

3. A repair shop is allowed in the M-1(S)R zone. 

4. The project, as conditioned, will not be injurious to the 
general public or surrounding properties in that adequate 
screening of the proposed use will be provided from adjacent 
properties. 

5. The proposed project is consistent with the City's. 
Discretionary ,Interim Land. Use Policy in that the site is 
designated for Industrial use by the 1984. North Sacramento 
Community Plan and the proposed truck business use conforms 
with the Plan designation.

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

F86-424



Appeal of Kenneth Peachey vs. 
City of Sacramento Planning Commission's) 
denial of a Special Permit to establish ) 	 NOTICE OF DECISION 
a dog kennel and Variance to waive a	 AND 
required six foot masonry wall on the 	 )	 FINDINGS OF FACT 
east property line for a site at 
1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424)  

At its regular meeting of January 20, 1987, the City Council heard and 
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and 
documentary evidence at said hearing, the Council denied the appeal 
based on the following findings: 

Findings of Fact - Special Permit 

1. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would not be based upon 
sound principles of land use in that single family residences 
are located in the surrounding area. 

2. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would be detrimental to 
the public health, safety and welfare and could result in the 
creation of a nuisance in that: 

a. the barking of the dogs could disturb surrounding 
residential uses: 

b. the site is not served by the City sewer system. 

Findings of Fact - Variance  

1.	 The wall requested for waiver is needed to buffer the noise, 
traffic and visual aspects related to the repair shop from 
adjacent residential use. Waiver of the wall would not be 
based on sound land use planning principles and would be 
injurious to the occupants of the adjacent property. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

P86-424



NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE:  /2//5-/62‘.  
TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City 

Planning Commission of  /,V--/Y/S4'	 when:

(Date) 

Rezoning Application 	 Variance Application 

	  Special Permit Application  3(  i")/,?,,, Alt, e-7,)	 to-1  

was: 	 )(  Granted	  Denied by the Commission 

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:  (Explain in detail)  

L ac4 ‘)se	 /4-E	 A	 b'si-E, /A/P.244 itve-	 (5e-1...c e/cir41,,i_f) 

Arks 5/c.,.//,/c4N7". 
/ 

v p ieov 	 )‘ C4 tiA rAn X	 Nairow	 ns 74- 
 6 

Al A ,(. sblit_ cAtintf.-4 / A .,,13	 Plle6 d/ir Se) iv 4/64 T 941-c5, .2L. 1,J  

64/0 4 eJs s.eJ iv4-1-/ 'ea/	 6/24,' /4"( 	 is 	.4 iwr,:v	 Ac. sof  

fwb )i-4 5	 4.”) pios e...5 A Alois	 (,444.sc 4s7).4.77(P) 

PROPERTY LOCATION: 	 dS Ce	 s	 4-c-124 me i"  

5-5 k- rAv-;ly resleP,. /,41_) 

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 	  - 0230 - ø 3 
PROPERTY OWNER:  i(e/Y/V elA /34c-A ty 

ADDRESS: /.2 2 0 4sco7 
APPLICANT: 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:	 /,0-S-±0c-izetz5 

ADDRESS:
	

5-4/7-, C= 

APPELLANT: ( 0 
(	 4.44 1RE 

ADDRESS :1430 4scor /7 v 6-  
FILING FEE: 

— by Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.  
by 3rd party:	 60.00 

FORWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

(	 y	 ,k4 ti  
PRINT fiAME 

P-  gb 44? Li 

5/82
DISTRIBUTE TO - 
(4 COPIES REQUIRED) : MVD 

AG 

WW

—(on.iginaz)


/3



PROPERTY OWNER:

APPLICANT:  H9  

ADDRESS:  1 210 Ct4,


APPELLANT: 	

stl. VA) 
kie-NA) erh Pea 1-ce.y 

p RI6Y rcgri 
, . • 4_, •.4... • • • 	 efx, ot.V.4.1  ADDRESS: 

G FEE: 
by App licant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO. 
by 3rd party:	 60.00 

FORWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE: 	  

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City 

Planning Commission of  i ;2 -- 4( - Er 4° 	when:

(Date) 

Rezoning Application	 ;4._ Variance Application 

Special Permit Application 

was: 	  Granted  > LIDenied by the Commission 

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:  (Explain in detail) _frsbA yol 4At.pcItl_rq.	 11-1.11-SZ  

PROPERTY LOCATION:  Lg.	 cu,z)A.	 Qa..9  

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:  - 	 5R  

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.0.5
	

623-2 - o_ig/ 
411 14I .o.	 4,2)2_1


I 

ADDRESS: 19 o 03:„t _fnk aArtz._ iRtp-	 cct_.  

DISTRIBUTE TO - 
(4 COPIES REQUIRED) : MVD 

HY 

WW 

SG — ( 0/Liginat 

5/82



LOCATION

ADDRESS NAME 
"Ham 12ziorhiqx 
d di146';11J *b) 
‘?Z)ith:77/ i9;	 y," 
fill2g122J)	 11/11/214d)

A/ern/in../ CM Milmin 756 73 

/1‘	 .7 )	 lt  
4.2/ 21.0.17."-t 5'24-011	 hzi,/l/x2944/),i ) 9 SZ, 71 

	

9)1,,O.i•At mii	 thilfirwi77-4 95 6,1,g 

ADDRESS NAME 

YY	 1(7'2' (L) / 2 /el ibinfre :2‘.?91n C, (17A78:V70 '77711 

MOTION* 	  
YE!  

Chinn 
Ferris  
Goodin 
!gallica  
Holloway 
Otto 

Walton  
Ishmael

NO MOTION SECOND
TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL & FORWARD 
TO CITY COUNCIL 

TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL SUBJECT TO 
COND. it FORWARD TO CITY COUNCIL 

TO RATIFY NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

TO CONTINUE TO 	  MEETING  

OTHER 	  

/

1g-
Sacramento City Planning Commission


VOTING RECORD 

ENTITLEMENTS MEETING DATE 

12 Mt? 4?//i ign,  
ITEM NUMBER 

3/14  
PERMIT NUMBER

	• 

I STAFF RECOMENDATION 
7 Favorable EV'Untjuorable 

- ii-7,- L.-, Correspondence 
I - 1 Petition _

C GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 

E COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT 

11 REZONING 

12/SPECIAL PERMIT 

VARIANCE

TENTATIVE MAP 

SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION 

LO T LINE ADJUSTMENT 

ENVIRONMENTAL DET. 

OTHER 

MOTION 
ETO APPROVE 

0 TO DENY 

0 TO APPROVE SUBJECT TO CONO. • BASED 
ON FINDINGS OF FACT IN STAFF REPORT 

EN REPORT
ON FINDINGS 1-1cF) FACT STAFF O 

ri INTENT TO APPROVE/DENY SUBJECT TO 
COND. a BASED ON FIND. OF FACT DUE



APPLICANT  Kenneth D. Peachey and Imo ene Zanc_gIer1,122(LAsc,A2Lt_Ay_exue, Sac., CA 95673, 

OWNER  Applicant  

PLANS BY 
FILING DATE  10/30/86 	 ENVIR. DET  F )(Fi gur. mrn L.P)  

ASSESSOR'S-PCL. NO 	 215-0230-063-0000  

.0	 11
	

I
	

01
	

: 

REPORT By JP/rt 

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
1231 • I STREET, SUITE 200. SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 

APPLICATION: A. Special Permit to develop a dog kennel 

LOCATION:

B. Variance to waive the required six foot high masonry wall 
between residential and non-residential uses 

C. Plan review for a 480+ square foot dog kennel and 2,600+ 
square foot vehicle repair shop in the Light Industrial-
Review (M-1(S)-R) zone 

1220 Ascot Avenue 

PROPOSAL: The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to 
construct a dog kennel and vehicle repair shop on a 1.05 acre site 
developed with a residence in the M-1(S)R zone. 

PROJECT INFORMATION:

1974 General Plan Designation: 
1984 North Sacramento Community 
Plan Designation: 

Existing Zoning of Site: 
Existing Land Use of Site: 

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: 

Industrial 

Industrial 
M-1(5)R 
Single Family Residence 

North: Single family, vacant; County Agriculture Residential Zone 
South: Drainage canal, Single family; M-1S-R 
East: Single family; M-1S-R 
West: Single family; hay storage, M-1S-R, R-1 

Parking Required: 

Parking Provided: 
Property Dimensions: 
Property Area: 
Square Footage of Building 
Topography: 
Street Improvements: 
Exterior Building Materials: 
Exterior Building Color: 
Roof Material:

vehicle repair: 3 
(1 space per 1,000 sq. ft) 

dog kennel:	 to be determined by 
Commission 

not shown on site plan 
157 x 290 
1.05+ acres 
vehicle repair 
Flat 
Ascot paved, no curb gutter or sidewalks 
Stucco 
Desert Sand 
Composition Shingles 

AODI ázt P 	 44 A.4
	

MEETING DATE.
	

ITEM NO -51
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PROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments regarding this proposal: 

A. Land Use and Zoning 

The subject site is a 1.05+ acre interior lot located in the Light 
Industrial - Review (M-1S-R) zone. A single family residence is currently 
located on the site. Prior to 1984, the site was zoned Single Family (R-1) 
and the residence is a legal non-conforming use. Surrounding land uses 
include single family residences and vacant land. Surrounding lands are 
zoned M-1S-R to the south, east and west and Agriculture - Residential (AR-
2) to the north in the unincorporated county. The site is designated for 
Industrial uses in the 1974 General Plan and the 1984 North Sacramento 
Community Plan. 

The applicant lives in the single family residence on the site. The 
applicant operates a dump truck business and proposes to construct a 2,600+ 
square foot vehicle repair shop on the site to service his four trucks when 
necessary (Exhibits A and 3). The applicant also proposes to store the four 
trucks on the site when they are not in use. The proposed truck operation 
is consistent with the industrial land use designation for the site. 

The applicant also has ten (10) Doberman dogs on the site in wire cages. 
The City Code allows a maximum of three dogs on a site and the applicant has 
been cited for having ten dogs on the site. The applicant: therefore, has 
applied for a special permit for a dog kennel (Exhibit A). The purpose of 
the dogs are for pets and to guard the Proposed business on the site. The 
applicant does not intend to breed or sell the dogs. The applicant has 
provided letters from six adjacent property owners indicating that they are 
in favor of allowing the applicant to kee p the dogs on the subject site 
(Exhibit D). 

Planning staff contacted the City Animal Control Division regarding the 
applicant's proposal. Animal Control indicated that they have received a 
complaint regarding excessive barking of dogs at the subject site. Animal 
Control staff indicated that they are opposed to the issuance of a special 
permit for a dog kennel at this site due to the number of residential uses 
in this area and concerns regarding the ap propriate disposal of animal 
waste. 

Planning staff also contacted the County Planning and Animal Control 
Departments, which are responsible for regulating dog kennels in the 
unincorporated area. The Planning Department indicated that the main 
concern of the department in issuing a use permit for a kennel is the impact 
that the noise of the dogs may have on any adjacent residential uses. The 
Animal Control Department issues a kennel permit after a use permit is 
granted. They are concerned with noise, ventilation and sanitation issues. 
County Ordinance gives the Animal Control Department the authority to 
regulate dog kennels and to inspect them on an annual basis. 

P86-424
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Planning staff finds that while the subject property is zoned industrial, 
the area is in a state of transition between residential and industrial 
uses. The noise and sanitation problems created by the ten dogs can be 
detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of adjacent property owners. 
A more appropriate time to locate a kennel at this site would be when the 
transition from residential to industrial is complete and the site is served 
by City Sewer so that adequate sanitary conditions for the use are provided. 
Staff, therefore, recommends that the special permit for the kennel use be 
denied. 

B.	 Site Plan Design 

The site plan indicates that the proposed vehicle repair shop and dog kennel 
are to be located in the rear of the 290 foot deep lot approximately 20 feet 
from the rear property line. The applicant intends to construct a driveway 
and pave the west side of the property line for truck storage. The area 
behind the existing residence would be used as a yard area for the residence 
and would not be paved. Staff recommends that a revised site plan 
indicating the driveway entrance, all paved areas, and the three required 
parking spaces for the 2,600 square foot shop be provided for staff review 
and approval prior to the issuance of building permits. 

A 25 foot landscaped setback is required for industrial uses in the M-1S 
zone. Staff recommends that a landscape plan indicating the 25 foot setback 
area, landscaped with grass, and the required shading for the parking area 
be provided prior to issuance of building permits. 

The applicant has located a chain link fence with redwood slats along the 
south, east and west property lines (Exhibit C). The applicant has 
requested a variance to waive the masonry wall requirement along the east 
and west property lines which is required when a non-residential use is 
adjacent to a residential use. The owners of the property to the west of 
the site have indicated that they have no objection to the waiver of the 
wall requirement. Staff finds; however, that the proposed vehicle shop and 
dump truck storage will be located adjacent to the east property line and a 
solid wall will be necessary as a noise and visual buffer for the adjacent 
residential use to the east. Staff, therefore, recommends that the required 
wall be waived only adjacent to the west pro perty line. 

The submitted site plan has been reviewed by the City Public Works Division. 
They recommend that the applicant join any future assessment district 
created for this industrially zoned are to provide for necessary street 
Improvements. 

P86-424
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C. Building Design 

The applicant proposes to construct the vehicle repair shop and dog kennel 
out of wood with a stucco exterior and composition shingle roof. The 
proposed building color is Desert Sand. The buildings are designed to be 
compatible with the residence located on the site which has a stucco 
exterior and composition roof. Staff finds the proposed vehicle repair 
structure to be compatible in design and materials with surrounding uses. 
The dog kennel building, if approved, should have a solid wall surrounding 
the dog runs and adequate insulation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: This project is exempt from environmental review 
pursuant to State EIR Guidelines. 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the following actions: 

A. Denial of the special permit to develop a dog kennel based upon Findings of 
Fact which follow. 

B. Approval of the variance to waive the required masonry wall, subject to 
Conditions and based upon Findings of Fact which follow. 

C. Approval of the Plan Review in the M-1(s)-R zone, subject to Conditions and 
based upon Findings of Fact which follow. 

Conditions - Variance 

1. The applicant shall construct a six foot high solid masonry wail 
adjacent to the east property line starting behind the 25 foot front 
landscape setback. The design and materials of the wall shall be 
subject to Planning Director review and approval prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

Conditions - Plan Review 

1. A revised site plan indicating a driveway, three parking spaces and all 
paved areas shall, for the vehicle repair shop and dump truck, be 
submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of building 
permits. The kennel for ten dogs shall be eliminated from the site 
plan. 

2. Landscape, shading and irrigation plans indicating a 25 foot front 
setback landscaped with grass, any other lawn or landscaped areas and 
compliance with the City's Shading requirements for parking stalls 
shall be submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

3. The applicant shall submit a letter from the City Animal Control 
Division indicating that he has complied with City regulations 
regarding the keeping of dogs prior to issuance of building permits. 

P86-424
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4. The applicant shall locate a solid fence between the existing residence 
on the site and the east property line to screen the dump trucks from 
the Ascot Avenue street frontage. 

5. The applicant shall sign a letter with the City agreeing to participate 
in a future assessment district to construct street improvements prior 
to issuance of building permits. 

Findings of Fact - Special Permit 

1. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would not be based upon sound 
principles of land use in that single family residences are located in 
the surrounding area. 

2. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would be detrimental to the 
public health, safety and welfare and could result in the creation of a 
nuisance in that: 

a. the barking of the dogs could disturb surrounding residential 
uses; 

b. the site is not served by the City sewer system 

Findings of Fact - Variance and Plan Review 

1. The project, as conditioned, is based upon sound principles of land use 
in that adequate parking and landscaping for the proposed dump truck 
vehicle repair and storage area will be provided. 

2. The variance request, as conditioned, does not constitute a special 
privilege in that: 

a. a masonry wail will be constructed along the east property line 
adjacent to where the vehicle re pair and storage is proposed for 
the site; 

b. a variance would be granted to other property owners facing 
similar circumstances. 

3. The variance does not constitute a use variance in that a dum p truck 
repair shop is allowed in the 1.41-1(S)R zone. 

4. The project, as conditioned, will not be injurious to the general 
public or surrounding properties in that adequate screening of the 
proposed use will be provided from adjacent properties. 

5. The proposed project is consistent with the City's Discretionary 
Interim Land Use Policy in that the site is designated for Industrial 
use by the 1984 North Sacramento Community Plan and the proposed dump 
truck business use conforms with the plan designation. 

P86-424	 December 4, 1986
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1442 Ascot Avenue 
Sacramento, CA 95673 
(post office Rio Linda) - 

Mayor Anne Rudin 
and Honorable Members 
of the City Council
	

January 23,1987 
Sacramento, CA 

Dear Mayor Rudin and Councilmembers: 

Proposed Moratorium on Permits on Ascot Avenue 

At your meeting on January 20, you heard appeals of 
decisions concerning permits for a dog kennel and a truck repair 
gara ge at 1220 Ascot Ave. You voted to. continue the matter for . 
two weeks while the staff evaluates the idea of a moratorium on 
permits on the block. A moratorium was proposed until the Council 
may reconsider the recent re-zoning of the * block to M-1. 

The proposed activities (which now occur at 1220 without 
permits) are incongruent with the residential character of the 
neighborhood. However, my real concern is not with the requested 
permits per se, but - more broadly - with preserving our nei g h-
borhood and our property values. 

Ascot Avenue between Raley Blvd. and Dry Creek Road is an • 
established reSidential neighborhood with mostly owner-occupied: 
homes and many long-time residents. There is only one vacant lot 
on the city side of the street. The owner of that lot would build 
a house there, if the city would allow it. We are not a neighbor-
hood in transition, nor do most of the people here wish to be. 
Several Of us have put considerable time and money in improve-
ments during the past few years. There are no current permits 
for non-residential activities. 

Our current troubles sternfrom the inappropriate re-zonina 
to light industrial a few years ago, which was carried out 
without adequate notice to us. (I was not notified that my pro-
perty was bein g considered for re-zoning or that it had been 
re-zoned. Other people have the same complaint.) Apparently, our 
lots were considered equivalent to the several hundred acres of 
virtually vacant land to our south. That idea iS unsupportable. 
Not only is the city side of Ascot solidly residential, but the 
entire county area beginning on the north side is also developed 
with single-family homes on large lots. Our property on the .south 
side is actually the last tier of Rio Linda's homes. It would be 
illogical, and unfair to those on the county side of Ascot, to 
have the city side becOme industrial.

0



The Council's consensus expressed on January 20 seems to be 
that nearby conditions ultimately will make industrial develOp-
ment clearly preferable for our street. I must ask you to analyze 
the situation more closely. Our lots are very deep -- 660 feet in 
most cases . ---with the houses near the street. Behind us is' the 
Magpie Creek diversion channel. The depth of the lots plus the 
channel will provide a very good buffer to whatever eventually - 
might be built behind us. Certainly, it would be a better buffer 
than the residents on the north side of Ascot would have if our 
properties were to become industrial. 

The Council cited the 65-decibel noise contour as a major 
factor in zoning our street. I testify that noise from McClellan 
has become minor in the last few years. Perhaps the changes in 
the base's activities are only temporary, but please have your 
staff re-evaluate the lono-term noise situation before you dis-
miss it as intolerable. Certainly, it may be wise to prohibit 
residential subdivision where it has not already occurred near 
the base, but please do not assume that the residents of existing 
neighborhoods are subjected to excessive noise. 

-There is no potential benefit to the city in having a 
gradual,. rag-tag incursion of Mom-and-Pop industrial activity as 
I fear may occur if we remain saddled with the M-1 designation. 
As that occurs, incentive to maintain the residences erodes, 
residential values decline, and transition becomes a self-
fulfilling prophecy. People lose the enjoyment and value of their 
domiciles. In the case of our street, we wo!..11d not be compensated 
by increasing value as industrial property, at least not for the 
many years when open land will remain available behind us. On the 
other hand, I think that if you restore us to residential zoning, 

• scot will remain a healthy neighborhood. To put it simply: 
regardless of what happens to our south, we like our homes and 
will remain if you give us the chance. 

Even if this logic proves wrong and Ascot needs to go 
industrial, that need not happen for many years. In the meantime, 
we would want to keep the residential character intact. There can 
be no detriment to the city in allowing us our chance to do that. 
Since the street is already completely developed, returning it to 
residential zoning would not increase any industrial-residential 
conflict that may arise. Therefore, we request a moratorium on 
permits until we have had opr proper "day in court" on the issue. 

Sincerely,

ef/kte-a6/ 

Richard Vincent	 Joan Risse
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
1231 -I" Street	 Sacramento, Ca. 95814 

January 15, 1987

Administration 
Room 300 449-5571 

Building Inspections 
Room 200 449-5716 

Planning 
Room 200 449-5604 

4-)r) 

CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

City Council 
Sacramento, California 

Honorable Members in Session: 

SUBJECT: I. Appeal by Applicant of Planning Commission's Action to 
Deny a Special Permit to Develop a Dog Kennel in the 
Light Industrial, M-1(S)R Zone and Denial of a Variance 
to Waive a Required Masonry Wall on the East Property 
Line. 

2. Appeal by an Adjacent Owner of the Planning Commission's 
Action to Approve the Plan ' Review for a 2,600 Square 
Feet Vehicle Repair Shop. (P86-424) 

LOCATION:	 1220 Ascot Avenue 

SUMMARY 

The subject site is a one acre lot located in the Light Industrial, M-
1(S)R zone. The applicant applied for a Special Permit to establish a 
dog kennel, Plan Review for a vehicle repair shop and a Variance to 
waive the required six foot masonry wall on the east and west property 
line. After hearing public testimony for and against the project, the 
Planning Commission concurred with staff and voted to deny the Special 
Permit, approve the Plan Review with conditions and to waive the wall 
requirements only on the west property line. The applicant has 
appealed the Commission's action on the Special Permit and Variance and 
an adjacent owner has appealed the Commission's action to approve , the 
Plan Review. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION  

The subject site is located in an area designated for industrial use by 
the 1984 North Sacramento Community Plan. A major factor behind the 
change in land use policy from Residential to Industrial was high noise 
levels from the McClellan Air Force Base activities. 	 Industrial uses

are beginning to develop in this area.



City Council	 -2-	 January 15, 1987 

The applicant currently lives in a single family house on the site and 
operates a dump truck business from the site. The applicant also has 
ten dogs on the site. The City Animal Control Division received a 
complaint and the applicant was warned that only three dogs are 
permitted.	 The applicant is proposing a 2,600 square foot vehicle

repair shop for his dump truck business and a 480 square foot dog 
kennel to address the animal control action.	 Staff reviewed each

entitlement and found the following: 

Plan Review for Vehicle Repair Shop 

A vehicle repair shop is a permitted use in the M-1(S)R zone. The R-
Review allows the City an opportunity to review the development 
standards of a project prior to issuance of building permits. Based on 
this review staff recommended approval of the plans with conditions. 
This position was opposed by the adjacent owner to the east. 

Variance to Waive the Required Masonry Wall  

A six foot high masonry wall is required to buffer the non-residential 
use from adjacent residential uses on the east and west property line. 
Staff reviewed the applicant's request to waive the wall on both sides 
and recommended a waiver on the west side and not the east. This was 
based on the fact that the repair shop would be located closer to the 
east side and would have a greater visual and noise impact. The 
property owner on the west side is not in opposition to the waiver. 

Special Permit for a Dog Kennel  

A dog kennel is discretionary use allowed in the M-1 zone under a 
Special Permit. Staff reviewed the request and recommended against the 
kennel. Staff felt the kennel would continue to create noise and 
sanitation problems affecting adjacent residential uses. This position 
was opposed by the applicant. 

The Planning Commission's action was to ap p rove the staff's 
recommendation which was not acceptable to the applicant nor the 
adjacent owner. Both parties have filed appeals. The Commission also 
requested staff to review the area's industrial designation and report 
back if any adjustments are needed. 

VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

On December 4, 1986 the Commission voted nine ayes to approve the Plan 
Review with conditions, partially approve the Variance and to deny the 
Special Permit.
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	 -3-	 January 15, 1987 

RECOMMENDATION 

The Planning Commission and staff recommend the City Council reaffirm 
the action which is to: 

1. approve the Plan Review with conditions; 

2. deny the Variance to waive the required wall on the east 
property line; 

3. deny the Special Permit for the dog kennel. 

Attached are Finding of Fact for this action. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Marty Van Duyn 
Planning Directo 

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION 
WALTER J. SLIPE 
CITY MANAGER 

MVD:AG:jg
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Appeal of Larry Fozub vs. 
City of Sacramento Planning 	 NOTICE OF DECISION 
Commission's approval of a Plan Review ) 	 AND 
for a vehicle repair shop at	 FINDINGS OF FACT 
1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424)  

At its regular meeting of January 20, 1987, the City Council heard and 
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and 
documentary evidence at said hearing, the Council denied the appeal 
based on the following findings: 

Findings of fact - Plan Review 

1. The project, as conditioned, is based upon sound principles 
of land use in that adequate parking and landscaping for the 
proposed dump truck vehicle repair and storage area will be 
provided. 

2. A masonry wall will be constructed along the east property 
line adjacent to where the vehicle repair and storage is 
proposed for the site. 

3. A repair shop is allowed in the M-1(S)R zone. 

4. The project, as conditioned, will not be injurious to the 
general public or surrounding properties in that adequate 
screening of the proposed use will be provided from adjacent 
properties. 

5. The proposed project is consistent with the City's 
Discretionary Interim Land Use Policy in that the site is 
designated for Industrial use by the 1984 North Sacramento 
Community Plan and the proposed truck business use conforms 
with the Plan designation. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

P86-424



Appeal of Kenneth Peachey vs. 
City of Sacramento Planning Commission's) 
denial of a Special Permit to establish ) 	 NOTICE OF DECISION 
a dog kennel and Variance to waive a	 )	 AND 
required six foot masonry wall on the 	 )	 FINDINGS OF FACT 
east property line for a site at 
1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424)  

At its regular meeting of january 20, 1987, the City Council heard and 
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and 
documentary evidence at said hearing, the Council denied the appeal. 
based on the following findings: 

Findings of Fact - Special Permit 

The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would not be based upon 
sound principles of land use in that single family residences 
are located in the surrounding area. 

2. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would be detrimental to 
the public health, safety and welfare and could result in the 
creation of a nuisance in that: 

a. the barking of the dogs could disturb surrounding 
residential uses; 

b. the site is not served by the City sewer system. 

Findings of Fact - Variance  

	

1.	 The wall requested for waiver is needed to buffer the noise, 
traffic and visual aspects related to the repair shop from 
adjacent residential use. Waiver of the wall would not be 
based on sound land use planning principles and would be 
injurious to the occupants of the adjacent property. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

P86-424



ADDRESS: /	 0 4$C7 	 cm_	 4 

APPLICANT: 

ADDRESS:  

APPELLANT: ( 

ADDRESS:112 3 0 4ScOr	 v 
RE PRINT NAME 

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE 

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE:  /_z/is-794  

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City 

Planning Commission of 

	

	 when: 
(Date) 

Rezoning Application	 Variance Application 

Special Permit Application  3(  PMAtiAte /e-1.) IA, 10- ) S--1 (?et4Y) 

was: 	  Granted 	  Denied by the Commission 

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:  (Explain in detail) 6/z/b...4./ WS4:- is 

Le	 p /4-	 OP-	 /1./P124-3	 (se wt.-  

Pk ti.N A /7--f S / #4/ f,c4.4 It'	 vier 'I, ;1 .1	 cip tiA rn,	 1-4 EA/a/row r.,4 Ifr  

6/./14•47.I41r_ C/9);/-4 /A9	 Fife- a., el //r) Se) A, e	 y 1e5,	 k/ I1 4'41  

iNd	 C n41S-4.1 eV 5. /Air	 6.12/Miett vs -e- /5 mAiwc,zrii;ig. 	 Pic Sul red.q.we: 
/,)JD a -	 Csiwsle.	 / AA, % /1") AA, /O .J /7 AA, S 4•P IC-E e C/.1, c	 As7P,0477t Pi) 

PROPERTY  LOCATION :/172	 ,CO	 /)licr SA-c-R4	 lo  

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:	 reside. 21//-9 

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 2./5  - 0230 -O 3 

PROPERTY OWNER:  i(e 0Y/tie- 14 PEAJ  

FILING FEE: 

0 — b y App licant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO. 
by 3rd party:	 60.00 

RWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF: 

p-  1,86 44). Li

DISTRIBUTE TO - 
5/82
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GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (Explain in detail) 

a -c)vSiDw Va15.)/1	 ,›Akkl)tttk 1,651)  

PROPERTY OWNER: 

ADDRESS: (9 Q cuu	 ck*Q- titb-	 5)1i,  

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE: 	 5-  

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City 

Planning Commission of  I ;2 -- - 	when: 
(Date) 

Rezoning Application	 ;4_ Variance Application 
Special Permit Application 

was: 	  Granted  >e—Denied by the Commission 

PROPERTY LOCATION:  1,9.. 9.0 cia,z)A-	 -gr,vatL ea,9 5 Z5 
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:  t atkg_.	 R  

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.0.5  -1,230 -	 3 

APPLICANT:  11(comolOkIghal  
0,0 

ADDRESS: 	 12gt_4, ?<a	 ca._, PA) cl  
APPELLANT: 	 ,'e-A4	 Pe-a c-k' 

G NATU	
p.W r‘cy.m.et.	 p)ri  

A	 --P":7	 K-N	 /-N

 

ADDRESS: 	 h e7 
;2 0 ract617	 t<nir	 A 2  

G FEE: 
by Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO. 
by 3rd party:	 60.00 

FORWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

DISTRIBUTE TO - 
(4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD 

HY 
WW	

17 

5/82
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MEETING DATE 

ilgrowito44 ineo  
ITEM NUMBER 

3/14  
PERMIT NUMBER 

12-  

STAFF RECOMENDATION

7 Favorable ..r/tilpywrable 

Li Correspondence 
ri Petition I	

NAME ADDRESS 

'711-/J7 ,7y r7j .q 71/ 1	 7,11)*1_1/	 471',.78/M, 1177/1 9,6 71 

Sacramento City Planning Commission

VOTING RECORD 

ENTITLEMENTS 
E GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 0 TENTATIVE MAP 

E COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT 0 SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION 

0  REZONING	 LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 

0  SPECIAL PERMIT	 ENVIRONMENTAL DET.  

E VARIANCE	 E OTHER 	  

LOCATION 
iAPO /1.4Nt  

NAME
	

ADDRESS 
il 	 I , 

i i /I	 //. I •	 ,_ . 1 4,w a A a Ao I	 I • / • lid / b .Ii 

INVMAIIIIIRMINIMISMINIIIIIMIIIIIIMMIll 
IffirMIMIMMIMI IIMIWWWIMIN NIMIMNBEIP-111111 
111191MMINFIMPIMI/A1 /.-	 l'PlligrlMPIWMIMIPMFrIMIIMPMMIII.. _• •,/, ia AV.,-•• / Al/ • • • ••• 4 '1 - 

MOTION,. MOTION 
YES	 NO	 MO rioN SECOND

To RECOMMEND APPROVAL & FORWARD 
Chinn TO APPROVE	 TO CITY COUNCIL 

Ferris TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL SUBJECT TO 
Goodin TO DENY COND. II FORWARD TO CITY COUNCIL 

Hollick To APPROVE SUBJECT TO COND.	 BASED 0 TO RATIFY NEGATIVE DECLARATION 
Holloway ON FINDINGS OF FACT IN STAFF REPORT 

Otto 7/TO	 /DENY BASED ON FINDINGS To CONTINUE TO MEETING 
Ramirez =_-	 OF FACT IN STAFF REPORT 

Walton 7	 INTENT TO APPROVE/DENY SUBJECT TO OTHER 
Ishmael COND	 BASED ON FIND OF FACT DUE

71 a NNINC, Anin fIFVP: 

/



APPLICANT  Kenneth D. Peachey and Imogene Zander, 1220 Ascot Avenue, Sac.. CA 95673  

OWNER  Applicant  

PLANS BY 
FILING DATE  10/30/86 	 ENVIR DET  FxPmrt.	 (p) 	 REPORT BY JP/rt 

ASSESSOR'S-PCL. NO 	 215-0230-063-0000  

• •
	

Is
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 
1231 1 STREET, SUITE 200, SACRAMENTO, CA 98814 

APPLICATION: A. S pecial Permit to develop a dog kennel 

LOCATION:

B. Variance to waive the required six foot high masonry wail 
between residential and non-residential uses 

C. Plan review for a 480+ square foot dog kennel and 2,600+ 
square foot vehicle repair shop in the Light Industrial-
Review (M-1(S)-R) zone 

1220 Ascot Avenue 

PROPOSAL: The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to 
construct a dog kennel and vehicle repair shop on a 1.05 acre site 
developed with a residence in the M-1(S)R zone. 

PROJECT INFORMATION:

1974 General Plan Designation: 
1984 North Sacramento Community 
Plan Designation: 

Existing Zoning of Site: 
Existing Land Use of Site: 

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: 

Industrial 

Industrial 
M-1(S)R 
Single Family Residence 

North: Single family, vacant; County Agriculture Residential Zone 
South: Drainage canal, Single family; M-1S-R 
East: Single family; M-1S-R 
West: Single family; hay storage, M-1S-R, R-1 

Parking Required: 

Parking Provided: 
Property Dimensions: 
Property Area: 
Square Footage of Building 
Topography: 
Street Improvements: 
Exterior Building Materials: 
Exterior Building Color: 
Roof Material:

vehicle repair: 3 
(1 space per 1,000 sq. ft) 

dog kennel:	 to be determined by 
Commission 

not shown on site plan 
157 x 290 
1.05+ acres 
vehicle repair 
Flat 
Ascot paved, no curb gutter or sidewalks 
Stucco 
Desert Sand 
Composition Shingles 

APPLC.Na.	 MEETING DATE . 	 CL')	 ITEM NO- 1
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PROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments regarding this proposal: 

A. Land Use and Zoning 

The subject site is a 1.05+ acre interior lot located in the Light 
Industrial - Review (M-1S-R) zone. A single family residence is currently 
located on the site. Prior to 1984, the site was zoned Single Family (R-1) 
and the residence is a legal non-conforming use. Surrounding land uses 
include single family residences and vacant land. Surrounding lands are 
zoned M-1S-R to the south, east and west and Agriculture - Residential (AR-
2) to the north in the unincorporated county. The site is designated for 
Industrial uses in the 1974 General Plan and the 1984 North Sacramento 
Community Plan. 

The applicant lives in the single family residence on the site. The 
applicant operates a dum p truck business and proposes to construct a 2,600+ 
square foot vehicle repair shop on the site to service his four trucks when 
necessary (Exhibits A and B). The applicant also proposes to store the four 
trucks on the site when they are not in use. The proposed truck operation 
is consistent with the industrial land use designation for the site. 

The applicant also has ten (10) Doberman dogs on the site in wire cages. 
The City Code allows a maximum of three dogs on a site and the applicant has 
been cited for having ten dogs on the site. The a pplicant; therefore, has 
applied for a special permit for a dog kennel (Exhibit A). The Purpose of 
the dogs are for pets and to guard the proposed business on the site. The 
applicant does not intend to breed or sell the dogs. The applicant has 
provided letters from six adjacent property owners indicating that they are 
in favor of allowing the ap plicant to keep the dogs on the subject site 
(Exhibit D). • 

Planning staff contacted the City Animal Control Division regarding the 
applicant's proposal. Animal Control indicated that they have received a 
complaint regarding excessive barking of dogs at the subject site. Animal 
Control staff indicated that they are opposed to the issuance of a special 
permit for a dog kennel at this site due to the number of residential uses 
in this area and concerns regarding the appropriate disposal of animal 
waste. 

Planning staff also contacted the County Planning and Animal Control 
Departments, which are responsible for regulating dog kennels in the 
unincorporated area. The Planning Department indicated that the main 
concern of the department in issuing a use permit for a kennel is the impact 
that the noise of the dogs may have on any adjacent residential uses. The 
Animal Control Department issues a kennel permit after a use permit is 
granted. They are concerned with noise, ventilation and sanitation issues. 
County Ordinance gives the Animal Control Department the authority to 
regulate dog kennels and to inspect them on an annual basis. 

P86-424
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Planning staff finds that while the subject property is zoned industrial, 
the area is in a state of transition between residential and industrial 
uses. The noise and sanitation problems created by the ten dogs can be 
detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of adjacent property owners. 
A more appropriate time to locate a kennel at this site would be when the 
transition from residential to industrial is complete and the site is served 
by City Sewer so that adequate sanitary conditions for the use are Provided. 
Staff, therefore, recommends that the special permit for the kennel use be 
denied. 

B. Site Plan Design 

The site plan indicates that the pro posed vehicle repair shop and dog kennel 
are to be located in the rear of the 290 foot deep lot approximately 20 feet 
from the rear property line. The applicant intends to construct a driveway 
and pave the west side of the property line for truck storage. The area 
behind the existing residence would be used as a yard area for the residence 
and would not be paved. Staff recommends that a revised site plan 
indicating the driveway entrance, all paved areas, and the three required 
parking spaces for the 2,600 square foot shop be provided for staff review 
and approval prior to the issuance of building permits. 

A 25 foot landscaped setback is required for industrial uses in the M- 1S 
zone. Staff recommends that a landscape plan indicating the 25 foot setback 
area, landscaped with grass, and the required shading for the parking area 
be provided prior to issuance of building permits. 

The applicant has located a chain link fence with redwood slats along the 
south, east and west property lines (Exhibit C). The a pplicant has 
requested a variance to waive the masonry wall requirement along the east 
and west property lines which is required when a non-residential use is 
adjacent to a residential use. The owners of the property to the west of 
the site have indicated that they have no objection to the waiver of the 
wall requirement. Staff finds; however, that the proposed vehicle shop and 
dump truck storage will be located adjacent to the east property line and a 
solid wall will be necessary as a noise and visual buffer for the adjacent 
residential use to the east. Staff, therefore, recommends that the required 
wall be waived only adjacent to the west pro perty line. 

The submitted site plan has been reviewed by the City Public Works Division. 
They recommend that the applicant join any future assessment district 
created for this industrially zoned are to Provide for necessary street 
improvements. 
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C. Building Design 

The applicant proposes to construct the vehicle repair shop and dog kennel 
out of wood with a stucco exterior and composition shingle roof. The 
proposed building color is Desert Sand. The buildings are designed to be 
compatible with the residence located on the site which has a stucco 
exterior and composition roof. Staff finds the proposed vehicle repair 
structure to be compatible in design and materials with surrounding uses. 
The dog kennel building, if approved, should have a solid wall surrounding 
the dog runs and adequate insulation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: This project is exempt from environmental review 
pursuant to State EIR Guidelines. 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the following actions: 

A. Denial of the special permit to develop a dog kennel based upon Findings of 
Fact which follow. 

B. Approval of the variance to waive the required masonry wall, subject to 
Conditions and based upon Findings of Fact which follow. 

C. Approval of the Plan Review in the M-1(s)-R zone, subject to Conditions and 
based upon Findings of Fact which follow. 

Conditions - Variance 

1. The applicant shall construct a six foot high solid masonry wall 
adjacent to the east property line starting behind the 25 foot front 
landscape setback. The design and materials of the wall shall be 
subject to Planning Director review and approval prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

Conditions - Plan Review 

1. A revised site plan indicating a driveway, three parking spaces and all 
paved areas shall, for the vehicle repair shop and dump truck, be 
submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of building 
permits. The kennel for ten dogs shall be eliminated from the site 
plan. 

2. Landscape, shading and irrigation plans indicating a 25 foot front 
setback landscaped with grass, any other lawn or landscaped areas and 
compliance with the City's Shading requirements for narking stalls 
shall be submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

3. The applicant shall submit a letter from the City Animal Control 
Division indicating that he has complied with City regulations 
regarding the keeping of dogs prior to issuance of building permits. 
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4. The applicant shall locate a solid fence between the existing residence 
on the site and the east property line to screen the dum p trucks from 
the Ascot Avenue street frontage. 

5. The applicant shall sign a letter with the City agreeing to participate 
in a future assessment district to construct street improvements prior 
to issuance of building permits. 

Findings of Fact - Special Permit 

1. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would not be based upon sound 
principles of land use in that single family residences are located in 
the surrounding area. 

2. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would be detrimental to the 
public health, safety and welfare and could result in the creation of a 
nuisance in that: 

a. the barking of the dogs could disturb surrounding residential 
uses; 

b. the site is not served by the City sewer system 

Findings of Fact - Variance and Plan Review 

1. The project, as conditioned, is based upon sound principles of land use 
in that adequate parking and landscaping for the proposed dump truck 
vehicle repair and storage area will be provided. 

	

2.	 The variance request, as conditioned, does not constitute a special 
privilege in that: 

a. a masonry wall will be constructed along the east property line 
adjacent to where the vehicle repair and storage is proposed for 
the site; 

b. a variance would be granted to other property owners facing 
similar circumstances. 

3. The variance does not constitute a use variance in that a dum p truck 
repair shop is allowed in the M-1(S)R zone. 

4. The project, as conditioned, will not be injurious to the general 
public or surrounding properties in that adequate screening of the 
proposed use will be provided from adjacent properties. 

5. The proposed project is consistent with the City's Discretionary 
Interim Land Use Policy in that the site is designated for Industrial 
use by the 1984 North Sacramento Community Plan and the proposed dump 
truck business use conforms with the plan designation. 
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SACRAMENTO COUNTY, CALIFORNIA
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO 

Honorable Members in ession: 

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT 
1231 "I" Street	 Sacramento, Ca. 95814

Administration 
Room 300 449-5571 

Building inspections 
Room 200 449-5716 
Planning 
Room 200 449-5604 January 15, 198 

City Council 
Sacramento, Califor la

T	 - 
CONTINUa 

o,	
- 6... 

SUBJECT: 1. Appeal • Applicant of Planning 
Deny a S ecial Permit to Develo 
Light Indu trial, M-1(S)R Zone 
to Waive a Required Masonry 
Line. 

2. Appeal by an A 
Action to Appr 
Feet Vehicle Rep 

LOCATION:
	

1220 Ascot Avenue 

acent 
ve the 

S

C.—ission's Action to

a Dog Kennel in the


; d Denial of a Variance

all on the East Property 

r of the Planning Commission's 
lan Review for a 2,600 Square 

p. (P86-424) 

SUMMARY 

The subject site is a one 
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dog kehnel, Plan Revie 
waive the. required si 
line. After.hearin 
Planning Commissio 
Permit, approve t 
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Special Permit to establish a

pair shop and a Variance to


the east and west property

d against the project, the 
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The applicant has

rmit and Variance and
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foot masonry wall o 
public testimony for a 
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e Plan Review with conditio 
y on the west property li 

ission's action on the Special 
an adjacent o er has appealed the Commission's 

7 
Plan Review. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

The subject site is located in an area designated for industrial use by 
the 1984 North Sacramento Community Plan. A major factor behind the 
change in land use policy from Residential to Industrial was high noise 
levels from the McClellan Air Force Base activities. Industrial uses 
are beginning to develop in this area.
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-2-	 January 15, 1987 

The applicant currently lives in a single family house on the site and 
operates a dump truck business from the site. The applicant also has 
ten dogs on the site. The City Animal Control Division received a 
complaint and the applicant was warned that only three dogs are 
permitted. The applicant is proposing a 2,600 square foot vehicle 
repair shop for his dump truck business and a 480 square foot dog 
kennel to address the animal control action. 	 Staff reviewed each

entitlement and found the following: 

Plan Review for Vehicle Repair Shop 

A vehicle repair shop is a permitted use in the M-1(S)R zone. The R-
Review allows the City an opportunity to review the development 
standards of a project prior to issuance of building permits. Based on 
this review staff recommended approval of the plans with conditions. 
This position was opposed by the adjacent owner to the east. 

Variance to Waive the Required Masonry Wall  

A six foot high masonry wall is required to buffer the non-residential '7 

use from adjacent residential uses on the east and west property line. 
Staff reviewed the applicant's request to waive the wall on both sides 
and recommended a waiver on the west side and not the east. This was 
based on the fact that the repair shop would be located closer to the 
east side and would have a greater visual and noise impact. . The 
property owner on the west side is not in opposition to the waiver. 

Special Permit for a Dog Kennel  

A dog kennel is discretionary use allowed in the M-1 zone under a 
Special Permit. Staff reviewed the request and recommended against the 
kennel. Staff felt the kennel would continue to create noise and 
sanitation problems affecting adjacent residential uses. This position 
was opposed by the applicant. 

The Planning Commission's action was to approve the staff's 
recommendation which was not acceptable to the applicant nor the 
adjacent owner. Both parties have filed appeals. The Commission also 
requested staff to review the area's industrial designation and report 
back if any adjustments are needed. 

VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION 

On December 4, 1986 the Commission voted nine ayes to approve the Plan 
Review with conditions, partially approve the Variance and to deny the 
Special Permit.
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City Council
	 -3-	 January 15, 1987 

RECOMMENDATION, 

The Planning Commission and staff recommend the City Council reaffirm 
the action which is to: 

1. approve the Plan Review with conditions; 

2. deny the Variance to waive the required wall on the east 
property line; 

3. deny the Special Permit for the dog kennel. 

Attached are Finding of Fact for this action. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Marty Van Duyn 
Planning Directo 

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION 
WALTER J. SLIPE 
CITY MANAGER 

MVD:AG:jg
	

January 20, 1987 
Attachments
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Appeal of. Larry Fozub vs.	 ) 
City.of SaCrament&Planning 	 )	 NOTICE OF DECISION 
CommissiOPwapprOval of a Plan Review ) 	 AND 
for a vehiolarspaIr shop at	 )	 FINDINGS OF FACT 
1220 , AscOeAVentie7:(P86-424) 	 ) 

At its regular meeting of January 20, 1987, the City Council heard and 
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and 
documentary evidence at said hearing, the Council denied the appeal 
based on the following findings: 

Findings of fact - Plan Review 

1. The project, as conditioned, is based upon sound principles 
of land use in that adequate parking and landscaping for the 
proposed dump truck vehicle repair and storage area will be 
provided. 

2. A masonry wall will be constructed along the east property 
line adjacent to where the vehicle repair and storage is. 
proposed for the site. 

3. A repair shop is allowed in the M-1(S)R zone. 

4. The project, as conditioned, will not be injurious to the 
general public or surrounding properties in that adequate 
screening of the proposed use will be provided from adjacent 
properties. 

5. The proposed project is consistent with the City's 
Discretionary Interim Land Use Policy in that the site is 
designated for Industrial use by the 1984 North Sacramento 
Community Plan and the proposed truck business use conforms 
with the Plan designation. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

P86-424
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Appeal of Kenneth Peachey vs. 	 ) 
City of Sacramento .Planning Commission's) 
denial ofa Special. Permit to establish ) 	 NOTICE OF DECISION 

a dog.kennej-and Variance to waive a 	 )	 AND 

required.dik : foot. masonry wall on the	 )	 FINDINGS OF FACT 
east property line for a site at 	 ) 
1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424) 	 ) 

At its regular meeting of January 20, 1987, the City Council heard and 
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and 
documentary evidence at said hearing, the Council denied the appeal 
based on the following findings: 

Findings of Fact - Special Permit  

1. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would not be based upon 
sound principles of land use in that single family residences 
are located in the surrounding area. 

2. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would be detrimental to ., . 
the public health, safety and welfare and could result in the l-'5- 
creation of a nuisance in that:	 --2t-- .

-. 
a. the barking of the dogs could disturb surrounding  

residential uses; 

b. the site is not servea by the City sewer system. 

Findings of Fact - Variance 

1. The wall requested for waiver is needed to buffer the noise, 
traffic and visual aspects related to the repair shop from 
adjacent residential use. Waiver of the wall would not be 
based on sound land use planning principles and would be 
injurious to the occupants of the adjacent property. 

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK 

P86-424



NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE:  /21/V1,5746  
TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City 

Planning Commission of  /0V-IY/S4.	 when:

(Date) 

Rezoning Application	 Variance Application 

Special Permit Application  )(  Ph9AlRelf/t--‘) lo10-)S-g(Pgt-Y2Y) 

was: 	 )(  Granted-- 	 Denied by the Commission 

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:  (Explain in detail) 6,e4,,,44/ Gge_	 arr> "Jvf  
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PROPERTY LOCATION:  422o	 Aiscor- Avk-r ..? s4.4./2417,#'1010

I 

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:  I. ar 04-Tz er5 	 res I etb.  

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 2'S  - 0230 - 04 3  

PROPERTY OWNER:  /(eetn1e/4 PEAc-A t  

ADDRESS:	 2 0 Ascor 

APPLICANT:  

ADDRESS: 	 54/71q7 

APPELLANT:  (
4441c1R E 

ADDRESS:	 o /Isc 44 7-- n v6-
RIPN1' NIAMf '44Z-L1/3 

FILING FEE: 
 by Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO. 
by 3rd party:	 60.00 FORWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF: 

P-  deb 414

DISTRIBUTE TO - 
5/82
	

(4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD 
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE 

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE: 	  

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City. 

Planning Commission of  G2--2/ 	 when 
(Date) 

Rezoning Application	 Variance Application 

54(  Special ! Permit Application 

PROPERTY LOCATION:  ig a0 culaN_A. 	 ekL9 ,545 
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:  - QLONst__, --pi- rY) I :5 ot  

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.0j - 62/2_ - 0Z 3 
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VOTING RECORD 

ENTITLEMENTS 
GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT fl TENTATIVE MAP 
COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT 	 SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION 
REZONING
	

0 LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT 
2/SPECIAL PERMIT
	

El ENVIRONMENTAL DET. 
VARIANCE
	

El OTHER 	  

STAFF RECOMENDATION

El !Taverna* 2flipparable 

j: Correspondence 
0 Petition

MOTION* 	  
YES
	

NO MO TION SECOND 

Chinn 
Ferris 
Goodin 
Hollick 
Holloway 
Otto  
Ramirez 
Walton 
Ishmael

MOTION 
0 TO APPROVE	

TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL & FORWARD.

TO CITY COUNCIL 

TO DENY
TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL SUBJECT TO 

• COND. a FORWARD TO CITY COUNCIL 
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APPLICATION:»-:At Special Permit to develop a dog.- kenneL 
-

B.. , Variance to waive the required six foot kiigki,misonry wail 
between residential and non-residential uses 

C. Plan review for a 480+ square foot dog kennel and 2,600+ 
square foot vehicle repair shop in the Light Industrial= 
Review (M-1(S)-R) zone 	 . 

LOCATION:.	 1220 Ascot Avenue 

PROPOSAL: The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlemenis to 
construct a dog kennel and vehicle repair shop on a 1.05 acre site 
developed with a residence in the M-1(S)R zone. 

PROJECT INFORMATION:

1974 General Plan Designation: 
1984 North Sacramento Community 
Plan Designation: 

Existing Zoning of Site: 
Existing Land Use of Site: 

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: 

Industrial 

Industrial 
M-1(S)R 
Single Family Residence 

North: Single family, vacant; County Agriculture Residential Zone 
South: Drainage canal, Single family; M-1S-R 
East: Single family; M-1S-R 
West: Single family; hay storage, M-1S-R, R- 1 

Parking Required: 

Parking Provided: 
Property Dimensions: 
Property Area: 
Square Footage of Building 
Topography: 
Street Improvements: 
Exterior Building Materials: 
.Exterior Building Color: 
Roof Material:

vehicle rebair: 3 
(1 space per 1,000 sq. ft) 

dog kennel: 	 to be determined by 
Commission 

not shown on site plan 
157x 290 
1.05+ acres 
vehicle repair 
Flat 
Ascot paved, no curb gutter or sidewalks 
Stucco 
Desert Sand 
Composition Shingles 

. n t/
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PROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments regarding this proposal: 

A. Land Use and Zoning 

The subject site is a 1.05+ acre interior lot located in the Light 
Industrial - Review (M-1S-R) zone. A single family residence is currently 
located on the site. Prior to 1984, the site was zoned Single Family (R-I) 
and the residence is a legal non-conforming use. Surrounding land uses 
include single family residences and vacant land. Surrounding lands are 
zoned M-1S-R to the south, east and west and Agriculture - Residential (AR-
2) to the north in the unincorporated county. The site is designated for 
Industrial uses in the 1974 General Plan and the 1984 North Sacramento 
Community Plan. 

The applicant lives in the single family residence on the site. The 
applicant operates a dump truck business and proposes to construct a 2,600 
square foot vehicle repair shop on the site to service his four trucks when 
necessary (Exhibits A and B). The ap plicant also proposes to store the four 
trucks on the site when they are not in use.. The proposed truck operation 
is consistent with the industrial land use designation for the site. 

The applicant also has ten (10) Doberman dogs on the site in wire cages. 
The City Code allows a maximum of three dogs on a site and the applicant has 
been cited for having ten dogs on , the site. The applicant: therefore, has 
applied for a special permit for a dog kennel (Exhibit A). The pur pose of 
the dogs are for pets and to guard the proposed business on the site. The 
applicant does not intend to breed or sell the dogs. The applicant has 
provided letters from six adjacent property owners indicating that they are 
in favor of allowing the applicant to keep the dogs on the subject site 
(Exhibit D). 

Planning staff contacted the City Animal Control Division regarding the 
applicant's proposal. Animal Control indicated that they have received a 
complaint regarding excessive barking of dogs at the subject site. Animal 
Control staff indicated that they are opposed to the issuance of a special 
Permit for a dog kennel at this site due to the number of residential uses 
in this area and concerns regarding the ap propriate disposal of animal 
waste. 

Planning staff also contacted the County Planning and Animal Control 
Departments, which are responsible for regulating dog kennels in the 
unincorporated area. The Planning Department indicated that the main 
concern of the department in issuing a use permit for a kennel is the impact 
-that the noise of the dogs may have on any adjacent residential uses. The 
Animal Control Department issues a kennel permit after a use permit is 
granted. They are concerned with noise, ventilation and sanitation issues. 
County Ordinance gives the Animal Control Department the authority to 
regulate dog kennels and to inspect them on an annual basis. 

P86-424
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Planning staff finds that while the subject property is zoned industrial, 
the area is in a state of transition between residential and industrial 
uses. The noise and sanitation problems created by the ten dogs can be 
detrimental to the health, safety and welfare of adjacent property owners. 
A more appropriate time to locate a kennel at this site would be when the 
transition from residential to industrial is complete and the site is served 
by City Sewer so that adequate sanitary conditions for the use are provided. 
Staff, therefore, recommends that the special permit for the kennel use be 
denied. 

B. Site Plan Desiqr. 

The site plan indicates that the proposed vehicle repair shop and dog kennel 
are to be located in the rear of the 290 foot deep lot approximately 20 feet 
from the rear property line. The applicant intends to construct a driveway 
and pave the west side of the property line for truck storage. The area 
behind the existing residence would be used as a yard area for the residence 
and would not be paved. Staff recommends that a revised site plan 
Indicating the driveway entrance, all paved areas, and the three required 
parking spaces for the 2,600 square foot shop be provided for staff review 
and approval prior to the issuance of building permits. 

A 25 foot landscaped setback is required for industrial uses in the M-IS 
zone. Staff recommends that a landscape Dian indicating the 25 foot setback 
area, landscaped with grass, and the required shading for the parking area 
be provided prior to issuance of building permits. 

The applicant has located a chain link fence with redwood slats along the 
south, east and west property lines (Exhibit C). The ap plicant has 
requested a variance to waive the masonry wall requirement along the east 
and west property lines which is required when a non-residential use is 
adjacent to a residential use. The owners of the property to the west of 
the site have indicated that they have no objection to the waiver of the 
wall requirement. Staff finds; however, that the proposed vehicle shop and 
dump truck storage will be located adjacent to the east property .1.:.ne and a 
solid wall will be necessary as a noise and visual buffer for the adjacent 
residential use to the east. Staff, therefore, recommends that the required 
wall be waived only adjacent to the west property line. 

The submitted site plan has been reviewed by the City Public works Division. 
They recommend that the applicant join any future assessment district 
created for this industrially zoned are to provide for necessary street 
improvements. 

P86-424
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C.	 Bu.ildinq Design • 

The applicant proposes to construct the vehicle repair shop and dog kennel 
out of wood with a stucco exterior and composition shingle roof. The 
proposed building color is Desert Sand. The buildings are designed to be 
compatible with the residence located on the site which has a stucco 
exterior and composition roof. Staff finds the proposed vehicle repair 
structure to be compatible in design and materials with surrounding uses. 
The dog kennel building, if approved, should have a solid wall surrounding 
the dog runs and adequate insulation. 

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: This project is exempt from environmental review 
pursuant to State EIR Guidelines. 

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the following actions: 

A. Denial of the special permit to develop a dog kennel based upon Findings of 
Fact which follow. 

B. Approval of the variance to waive the required masonry wall, subject to 
Conditions and based upon Findings of Fact which follow. 

C. Approval of the Plan Review in the M-1(s)-R zone, subject to Conditions and 
based upon Findings of Fact which follow. 

Conditions - Variance 

1. The applicant shall construct a six foot high solid masonry wall 
adjacent to the east property line starting behind the 25 foot front 
landscape setback. The design and materials of the wall shall be 
subject to Planning Director review and approval prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

Conditions - Plan Review 

1. A revised site plan indicating a driveway, three parking spaces and all 
paved areas shall, for the vehicle repair shop and dump truck, be 
submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of building 
permits. The kennel for ten dogs shall be eliminated from the site 
plan. 

2. Landscape, shading and irrigation plans indicating a 25 foot front 
setback landscaped with grass, any other lawn or landscaped areas and 
compliance with the City's Shading requirements for parking stalls 
shall be submitted for staff review and aooroval prior to issuance of 
building permits. 

3. The applicant shall submit a letter from the City Animal Control 
Division indicating that he has complied with City regulations 
regarding the keeping of dogs prior to issuance of building permits. 

P86-424
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4. The applicant shall locate a solid fence between the existing residence 
on the site and the east property line to screen the dump trucks from 
the Ascot Avenue street frontage. 

5. The applicant shall sign a letter with the City agreeing to participate 
in a future assessment district to construct street improvements prior 
to issuance of building permits. 

Findings of Fact - SPecial Permit 

1. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would not be based upon sound 
principles of land use in that single family residences are located in 
the surrounding area. 

2. The proposed dog kennel, if approved, would be detrimental to the 
public health, safety and welfare and could result in the creation of a 
nuisance in that: 

a. the barking of the dogs could disturb surrounding residential 
uses; 

b. the site is not served by the City sewer system 

Findings of Fact - Variance and Plan Review 

1. The project, as conditioned, is based upon sound principles of land use 
in that adequate parking and landscaping for the proposed dump truck 
vehicle repair and storage area will be provided. 

2. The variance request, as conditioned, does not constitute a special 
privilege in that: 

a. a masonry wall will be constructed along the east property line 
adjacent to where the vehicle re pair and storage is proposed for 
the site; 

b. a variance would be granted to other property owners facing 
similar circumstances. 

3. The variance does not constitute a use variance in that a dum p truck 
repair shop is allowed in the M-'1(S)R zone. 

4. The project, as conditioned, will not be injurious to the general 
public or surrounding properties in that adequate screening of the 
proposed use will be provided from adjacent properties. 

5. The proposed project is consistent with the City's Discretionary 
Interim Land Use Policy in that the site is designated for Industrial 
use by the 1984 North Sacramento Community Plan and the proposed dump 
truck business use conforms with the plan designation. 
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Rezoning Application 

1n4 Special Permit Application 

Granted ,>'--:Denied by the Commission 

IAA 4)01.911 12.14 1/r 
was: 

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:  (Explain in detail) kibyk 

Variance Application 

PROPERTY OWNER: 

ADDRESS: 	 0 clAt ir tr ;17,ostikAtIL, 96- 9 54, )7.1 

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE

SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City 

;2-1( - Er eP 
(Date)

when: Planning Commission of

PROPERTY LOCATION:  lAr() CNIX/A- ah&L  

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION.:  - tatjk.g..-	 5R  

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.21j 
	

6212-' QZL1- 

rvhly 0 3 
0-0 APPLICANT:  HcAlsicAk / LqiNPAott 

ADDRESS:  

APPELLANT: ( trIiiivireq.)-1 

ADDRESS:  12 c9 (IA..0/1.- coe- Prxr 
G FEE: 

by Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO. 
by 3rd party:	 60.00 

FURWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

)ZieeelakV pRiff)Am otva7 I 

- 2  V
DISTRIBUTE TO — 

5/82
	

(4 COPIES REQUIRED) : MVD 
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ADDRESS:
	

54/r7c-- 

APPELLANT: ( 

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE 
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION 

DATE: 	  

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: 

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City 

Planning Commission of  /2-1116/S4 	when: 
(Date) 

Rezoning Application	 Variance Application 

P 
	  Special Permit Application  )(  PMAI INe ie.., JAI /0- ) S -1<n fr61‘-Y2(1 

was: 	 )(  Granted 	  Denied by the Commission 

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:  (Explain in detail) 	 vse_ /-S 
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PROPERTY LOCATION:  /2t5t 	 Afctr	 SA-e-/24 me.”  

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:	 r es	 J  

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.2.15  - e223o - O 3 

PROPERTY OWNER:  /(e•y/t/ e j4 13,4J  

ADDRESS: 42.2	 Asca /	 AV C._ 

APPLICANT:

(im-py	 ,eozuz3 
RE 	 PRINT NAME 

ADDRESS:	 0 Alscor /71/7 

FILING FEE: 

0 — b y Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO. 
by 3rd party:	 60.00 

RWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF: 

P-  f?,(6 44)4'
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OFFICE OF THE	 CITY OF SACRAMENTO 
CITY CLERK
	

CALIFORNIA 

January 23, 1987

CITY HALL 
ROOM 203 
915 1 STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 
95814-2671 

Kenneth D. Peachey and Imogene Zanders
	 916-449-5426 

1220 Ascot Avenue 
Rio Linda CA 95673 

On January 20, 1987, the following matter was scheduled to be heard before the City 
Council: 

P-86424 - Various matters regarding property located at 1220 Ascot 
Avenue: (D2) (APN: 215-0230-063) 
A. Appeal of Planning Commission's Denial of a Special Permit to 

develop a 480+ square foot dog kennel on 1.05+ developed acres in 
the Light Industrial - Review, M-1(S)-R zone and variance to waive 
the required six foot solid masonry wall between residential and 
non-residential uses. 

B. Appeal of Planning Commission's Approval of Plan Review for a 2,600+ 
square foot vehicle repair shop and 480+ square foot dog kennel on 
1.05+ developed acres in the Light Industrial - Review, M-1(S)-R 
zone. 

This hearing has been continued to February 3, 1987 at the hour of 7:30 p.m., in the 
City Council Chamber, Second Floor, City Hall, 915 "I" Street, Sacramento California. 
Interested parties may appear and speak at the hearing. 

If you challenge the nature of the proposed action in court, you may be limited to 
raising only those issues you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in 
this notice or in written correspondence delivered to the City Clerk at or prior to the 
public hearing. 

Pursuant to Council Rules of Procedure 4.5(3), "No person who has once obtained a 
continuance of a hearing, whether by notice to the City Clerk as provided in Section 
4.5(1) or by personal appearance as provided in paragraph 4.5(2) shall be granted a 
further continuance except by personally appearing at the Council meeting at the time 
at which the hearing is scheduled and by satisfying the Council that extraordinary 
circumstances exist which would justify such a continuance." Continuances may be 
requested by the owner of the subject property, applicant, appellant, or a designee for 
same. 

Any questions regarding this hearing should be referred to the City Planning 
Department, 1231 I Street, Sacramento California, phone (916) 449-5604. 

Sincerely, 

Lorraine Magana, 
City Clerk 

Janice Beaman 
Deputy City Clerk
	

CC: Mailing List -14



ORDINANCE NO. 
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF 

AN ORDINANCE IMPOSING A MORATORIUM ON THE ISSUANCE 
OF BUILDING PERMITS, SPECIAL PERMITS, VARIANCES 
AND OTHER ENTITLEMENTS FOR USE, AND DECLARING THIS 
ORDINANCE AN EMERGENCY MEASURE TO TARE EFFECT, 
IMMEDIATELY 

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

SECTION 1. Findings. 

(a) The Council finds that there exists, in the area covered 
by this ordinance, residential uses with which development under 
the M-1 M-1S and M-1-SR zones may be incompatible. 

(b) The City Planning Commission has formally instructed the 
City Planning Division to investigate and report on whether the 
land uses allowed in the above-mentioned zones are appropriate in 
the area and compatible with the residential uses. The Commis-
sion further instructed that if the uses allowed in the zones are 
inappropriate, the Planning Division should report on methods of 
dealing with the problem. The Council concurs with the Planning 
Commission's instruction to the Planning Division. For the 
period of this ordinance, it is appropriate to prohibit develop-
ment which may be inconsistent with the result of said investiga-
tion and report. 

SECTION 2. 

For a period of 120 days after the effective date of this 
ordinance, no building permit, variance, plan review approval or 
any other entitlement for use under any provision of the City 
Code or City Zoning Ordinance (Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series 
as amended) shall be issued by the City of Sacramento for any 
building, structure or use in the area shown on Exhibit "A" and 
described on Exhibit "B". 

SECTION 3. Emergency. 

This ordinance is hereby declared to be an emergency measure 
to take effect immediately. The facts constituting the emergency 
are the need to immediately prohibit the issuance of any entitle-



ment for use which might result in development which is inconsis-
tent with the investigation and report being undertaken by the 
Planning Division. 

ENACTED: 

EFFECTIVE:

MAYOR 

ATTEST: 

CITY CLERK

2



March 10, 1987 

Kenneth D. Peachey 
Imogene Zander 
1220 Ascot Avenue 
Rio Linda, CA 95673 

Dear Mr. Peachey and Ms. Zander: 

On March 3, 1987, the Sacramento City Council took the following action(s) for 
property located at 1220 Ascot Avenue: (P-86424) 

Adopted Findings of Fact denying the appeal of Planning 
Commission's Denial of a Special Permit to develop a 480+ 

square foot dog kennel on 1.05± developed acres in the Light 
Industrial-Review, M-1(S)-R zone and variance to waive the 
required six-foot solid masonry wall between residential and 
non-residential uses. 

Adopted Findings of Fact denying the appeal of Planning 

Commission's approval of plan review for a 2,600± square 
foot vehicle repair shop and 480+ square foot dog kennel on 
1.05+ developed acres in the Light Industrial-Review, 
M-1(S)-R zone. 

Enclosed, for your records, are fully certified copies of the above referenced 
documents. 

Sin rely, 

Lorraine Magana 
City Clerk 

LM/lw/17 

Enclosure 

cc:	 Planning Department



March 11, 1987 

Larry E. Kozub 
1230 Ascot Avenue 
Rio Linda, CA 95673 

Dear Mr. Kozub: 

On March 3, 1987, the Sacramento City Council took the following action(s) for 
property located at 1220 Ascot Avenue: (P-86424) 

Adopted Findings of Fact denying the appeal of Planning 
Commission's approval of plan review for a 2,600+ square 
foot vehicle repair shop and 480± square foot dog kennel on 
1.05+ developed acres in the Light Industrial-Review, 
M-1(S)-R zone. 

Enclosed, for your records, is a fully certified copy of the above referenced - 
document. 

Sincerely, 

rraine Magana 
City Clerk 

LM/lw/17C 

Enclosure 

cc:	 Planning Department


