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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

Assistant City Attor

THK/jmv
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|
ORDINANCE NO. §7-9/9

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF 2 Emunded]

AN ORDINANCE IMPOSING A MORATORIUM ON THE ISSUANCE OF
BUILDING PERMITS, SPECIAL PERMITS, VARIANCES AND OTHER
ENTITLEMENTS FOR USE, AND DECLARING THIS ORDINANCEA%NPRO\!’ED
EMERGENCY MEASURE TO TAKE EFFECT IMMEDIATELY BY THE CITY COUNCIL

(PORTION OF AREA WEST OF MCCLELLAN AIR FORCE BASE) wap 3 1987

QOFFICE 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
o
For a period of 320 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. ‘



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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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,

ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS

Proposed Moratorium West-of-McClellan
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02,
17,
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16,

56,
88,
11,
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80,
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24'
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48

20,
09,
63,

03,
16,

02,
69,
61,
17,

71,
91,
12,
26,
79,

03,
63,
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67,
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08,
62,

04'
15,
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04'
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66,
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22,
07,
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04,
33,

24,
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23,
06,
53,
32,
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04,
30,
22,

41,
31,
43,
09

0s,
51,
21,

74,
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15,
30,
39,
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14,
94,
40,

70,
83,
17,
92,
41,

51,
17,
29,
a1,

50,
16,
30,
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06,
15,
28'
40,

EXHIBIT B
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02,
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38,
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20,

o8,
28,
40

04,
50,
20,
36'
61,

53,
20,
34,
44,
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35
60,

26,

62,
27

84,
08,
52,
35

43,

08,
21,
35

45,

28,

49'

87
09

51,
a4,
09,
22

60,

27

48

22,
45

10,

6l

23

57
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SUITE 101

590 ; % m i SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825
zmzag;n%ﬁva . S . TELEPHONE: (916) 4£3-3801

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 1IN 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 1220 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
under the existing M-1S-R zoning. He was not then apprised of the
fmasonry wall . irement.
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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 appligation went through the
hearing processes before the Planning Commission and wultimately
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 requ1rements 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 Special 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 1listening 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 Speciai 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 conclusion 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 hbe 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 Buildjng 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 epplied. 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 solely
on the application of Mr. Peachy.

EMM  3/87 P&Z.APP . Page.3 .
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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 0il recyclers are attached as Exhibit C. It is also of
note that this repair shop will service only the dump trucks of
{r. 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 wuse 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 b¢ 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 thé source of the sound is the new industrial project. That
i§ not the situation in the subject application. The greater
noise comes 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 A/87 PRZ.APP Paco /
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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 1is 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 <c¢ould 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 additional decibels caused
thereby.

Further discussion with Mr. Buntin explored the effect of
the visually protective chain link and wood 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
fileéessary for the continuing industrial development of this area.

However, Tt 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 batching"
type of business.

EMM 3/87 P&Z.APP Pa



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 din the proper perspective. I hope the information and
presentation is helpful in your consideration of this application,

Res 11y sdbmitted,
v

EVANGELI
Attorne

ENER- TN PAS T N I

Attachments: )
Exhibit A: Letters from neighbors ¢n 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 3r0¢  vadg,APP Page 6
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Aros O B
1515 South River Road ° P.O. Box 401
West Sacramento, CA 95691

(216) 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 tanker 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 1s 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.0. Box 401 ®
1515 South River Road

West Sacramento, CA 95691

(916) 371-2570

E.P.A. ##CAD044003556

W-H Tank Lines, Inc.

P.0. 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. #CAD980886824
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DEFARTMENT OF CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL

NON-TRANSFERABLE LICENSE

LICENSE NUMBER 15SUE DATE EFIFECTIVE DATE IF.-';""IWAI!ON OaTE

JERSIUES JPN P '
10/6/86 | 10/4/86 | 10/3/87

CHF CARRIER NUMBER

LOCAT[ON

ca- 205 ~ 41. ‘I Tnial XX

Plestrerieginl

LICENSEE NAME AND ADDRESS {onuy IF DIrFERENT FROM ncLow)

The person or firm named has been licensed

LICENSEE NAME AND MAILING ACDRESS

e ettt s e S 2w 20 e,

e s —t bt ¢ e e o 4 4 e i 2t = o e St o i e

pursuant to the Catifornia Vehicle Code for,
OPERATION OF:

Emergency

Armored
D Ambutances

L—J Cars

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS TRANSPORTATION

(IS} tersprectinn i
!j Mttt e St

California 0Oil Recyclers,
977-A Bransten Road
San Carlos, CA 94070

Inc.

CONTROL NUMBER
55667

(HMX) Explosives subject ta Division 14, Vehicle Code, Mayteas sutyset
1o Section 31302, Vehicle Code, and other hazardous mateanl,
(2] (HMO) Oiher Hazardous Mateciols.

{HMW) Hazardous marerials in cer bl waste hauler velngte,
KX only (tee exempt); registration number: 242

Ll

AP 360 (Rev 0.85) DPI 0683

75 W59
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[ BrownN - BuntiN ASSOCIATES, Inc.

Aviation Noise Studies ¢  Community Noise *  Architecturai 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 cf the wall is to separate your M-l
use from an adjacent residential property where the house would be
approximately 50 feet from the wall. The noise source in guestion is engine
run-up testing at McClellan AFR, about | 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
a2 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 Tikely to be noticeble to the resident. ® o

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

Sincerely,

f N e —— \\\? _,:‘_,'\‘ N -
Jim Buntin
Vice Président

:5)50 Sunrise Bhad.. Suite A2 e | s, CA 95628  (916) 961-5822
320 West Ook, Suite D o Vi, |0 o (209) 627-4923



CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT Administration

1231 “I” Street

Room 300 449-5571

Building Inspections
Room 200 449-5716
Planning

Room 200 449-5604

Sacramento, Ca. 95814

February 23, 1987

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

e



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,

Marty Van Duyn
Planning Direct

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER

MVD:AG: tc March 3, 1987
attachments District No. 2
P86-424
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT Administration
Room 300 449-5571
Building Inspections
Room 200 449-5716
Planning

Room 200 449-5604

1231 1" Street Sacramento. Ca. 95814

January 28. 1987

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.

3

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.

C
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RECOMMENDATION

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

area.
Respecttfully submitted.

)
/’)\-’W

Marty Van Duyn
Planning Director

2
A e

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 EFPECT
IMMEDIATELY

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

SECTION 1. Pindings.

(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 1instruction 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

s
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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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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,

ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS

Proposed Moratorium West-of-McClellan

19,
64,

0z,
17,

55,
66,
59,
16,

56'
88,
ll,
25,
80,
47

02,
62,
24,
37,
a8

20,
09,
63,

03,
16,

02'
69'
6l,
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'

3].,
36

57,
68,
44,
64,

76,
90'
16,
67,
77,

05,
14,
27,
39,

23, 24, 15,
06, 05, 04,
53, 52, 33,

32, 40, 42,

41, 04, 05,
31, 30, 51,
43, 22, 21,
09

74, 75, 70,
54, 53, 83,
15, 14, 17,
30, 94, 92,
39, 40, 41,

06, 51, SO,
15, 17, 16,
28, 29, 30,
40, 41, 42,

EXHIBIT B

51,
03,
32,

06,
S0,
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,
617

53’
20,
34,
44,

57
35
60,

26,

62,
27

84,
o8,
52'
35

43,

08,
21,
35

45,

61

28’

87
09
51,
44,
09,
22

60,

27

48

22, 23
45

10, 57

61
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Appea:! of Kennetn reacney vs.

City of Sacramento P:anning Commission's
denial of a Special Permit to estabiisn
a dog kennei and Variance to waive a
required 8ix foot masonry wal. o ine
east property line for a site at

1220 Ascot Avenue {286-424)

NOTICE OF DECISION
AND
FINDINGS OF PACT

At its regu.ar meeting of Jjanuary 20, :987, the City Council heara ana
considerea evidence 1n the apove entitied matter. Basea on verpa: anc
documentary ev:dence 43I saiu nearing. ile Councii denied the appea:
pased on the foiiowing findings:

findings of Fact - Special Permit

. The proposed dog xennel., if approved, woul.d not be based upon
sound principles of :and use in that single famiiy residences
are iocated in the surrounding area.

2. The proposed dog kennel, i1{ approved, would be detrimental to
the pubiic neaith. safety and weifare and couid resuit in the

creation of a nuisance in that:

a. the bdarking of che dogs couid disturb surrounding
residentia: uses:

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

Findings of Fact - Variance

r—

“ne wal. requested for waiver is neeced to ouffer tne noise,
traffic and visud!: aspects reiated o the repair shop from
ad jacent restidentia: use. Waiver of ctne wa.: woui:d not pe
gased on sound -und use D:anning ncincipies ana would  de
1njurious to thg occupants of tne adjacent propeTly.

MAYOR

ATTEST: =

ITF CLERK " 0

P86-424

|

/5
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Appeai of Larry Fozub vs.

City of Sacramento rPianning
Commission's approval of a Plan Review
for a vehicle repair snop at

1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424)

NOTICE OF DECISION
AND
FINDINGS OF FACT

At ics reguiar meeting of January 20, 1987, %“ne City Counci! neard¢ anc
considered evidence in the above entitied matter. 3ased on verbda! ara
documentary evidence at saicd nearing, the Council deunie¢ tne appez:
hased on the foliowing findings:

findings of fact - Pian Review

1. The project, as conditionea. is bDased upon souna principies
of iand use in that adequate parking and iandscaping for the
proposed dump truck vehicle repair and storage area wiil pe
provided.

2. A masonry wali wiil be constructed aiong the east property
line adjacent to where the vehicie repair and storage :s
proposed for the site.

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

q. The project, as conditioned. wiil not be injurious to the
generai pubiic or surrounding properties in tnat acequate
screening of the proposed use wiii de provided from adjacent
properties.

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

with the Plan designation.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

% %
CITY CLERK

P86-424

s
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT Administration

1231 1 Street Sacramenrto Ca 95814 Aooen 300 SR
Building Inspections
Room 200 213.37:5
Planning

January 13. 1987
y RFoom 200 349-35G4

City Councili
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 ore acre :ot iocaten in ¢he wivgnht pnaguscr:i:ai, M-
1(S)R zone. The appiicant applied for a Specrai Permit to estabi:sh &
aog Xennei. 2lan Review for a vehicle repa:r shop anu a Var:ance o
waive the required six foot masonry waii on tne east anc west pcroperty
line. At'ter nearing pubiic testiiory fur unae against the pryject. the
Pianning Comm:ssion concurred with staff ana votea fu deny the Spec:ia:
derm:t, approve the Plan Review with conaii:ons and Lo walve (he wa:.
recguirements only on the west property .ine. The app:.:ican. nas
appeaied the Commission’s action on the Speciar Zeraic ana Yar:anee ana
an adjacent owner nus appealed tne Commission’s acilon vo approve the
Plan Review.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The subject site is located in an area designated tor industriai use by

the 1984 North Sacramento Community Plan. A major tactor benind the

change in iand 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.
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City Counciy -2- Januery 13, 1987

The applicant currentiy lives in a4 singie famiiy house on the site ana

operates a dump truck business from tne site. The appiicani aiso nas
ten dogs on the site. The City Anima: Control Division received a
compiaint and the appiicant was warned that only three dogs are
permitted. The app:lcant is proposing a 2,600 square foot venhic:e
repair snop for nis dump truck Dusiness and a 480 square foot dog
xennel to address the anima: cortro: action. Statf reviewea each

entitiement and found the foliowing:

Plan Review for Vehicle Repair Shop

A vehicle repair shop is a permitted use in the M-!(S)R zone. The 2-
Review a:iows the City an opportun:ty to review the deveiopment
standards of a project prior to issuance of building permizs. Basec on
this review sta‘f recommended approvai of the p:.:anrs with conditions.
This position was opposed Dy the aciacent owner to Lie east.

Variance to Waive the Required Masonry Wall

A six foot nigh masonry wal: is requirec to puffer tne non-resicential
use from adjacent resjidentia. uses on the east anra west 3roperty .in
Staff reviewed the applicant's request to waive the waii on both sices
and recommended a waiver on the west side and not the east. This was
based on the fact that the repair snop wouid be iocated cioser to the
east side and wouid nave a greater visua: anra noise impacct. e
property owner on the west sice 1s not :n opposition to the waiver.

Special Permit for a Dog Kennel

A dog kennel is discretionary use al:owed in the M-i zone under a
Specia: Permit. Staff reviewed the request ana recommenged against the
kennel. Staff feit the kennel would continue tu create noise anc
san:tdt.on problems affecting adjacent residencial uses. This position
was opposed by the appiicant.

The Planning Commission's daction was 1o unoprove tae stafl's
recommendation whicn was not acceptadle Tu the applicant nor the
adjacent owner. B8oth narties have lled appeals. The Commission a:so
requested staff to review tne area's rnaustitia. cesignati:on anc repoTi
nack if any adiustmenis are neeged.

VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

On December 4. 1986 the Commission voted nine ayes To approve the Pran
Review with conditions, partiaiiy approve the Variance and to deny the
Speciai Permit. ’



e

City Counci: -3- sanuary 13, 4§87
RECOMMENDATION
“he Planning Commission and staff recommena =he City Councii reaffir:x

the action wnicnh is to:
1, approve the Plan Review with conditions;

2. deny the Variance to waive the required wai: on the east
property iinre;

3. deny the Special Permit for the dog kenne:.
Attached are Finding of Fact for this action.

Respectfully submittea.

Marty Van Duyn ‘
Pianning Directo

POR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER

MVD:AG: jg sanuary 20, 1987
Attacnments v District No. 2
P86-424
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NCTICE OF APPEZAL OF THE DECISION OF TEHE
SAC2AMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: /QL/ 5‘/34

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

Planning Commission of /2-/‘7//54 when:

(Date)

Rezoning Application Variance Application

Special Permit Application ¥ j’/,;y/&wcv jar M0-1S5-2 (Pg[-‘/.?‘/:

was: X Granted Denied py the Commission

Aamuse 0P /A 9F /La!‘_"k'h'»t /vm‘/rvw/dfc ffékff/e/rm,m‘ B
- 4 \
pad hns Sicmbran?  patenhss) A oy Aprm A2 Ho Canicomrvenm ¥
j% 7

(/Nﬁ'/ﬁth cﬂ‘pw/ﬁp,'/é ZL Luey 1}/‘/;' s(//w/w’, srmcs‘_ué_ ulre;{, A5
— v g 0 7 7 7

wr/rjvsw.ss«//d s//rﬂ" redIC Gm”Af/"“‘ 1S JNAPPICS T IS 76 A Surrrunmﬁ;;_
/Nrp Ji<S (Swiide -(bm:'/y /ﬁ/dtn'/l:’(f) Nro  y0ses A ANUISARCE (metie € /57»4‘7”?)

PROPERTY LOCATION: /220  pSctr AVE  Sacgrenfo
/

!
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: /. 95 Lpepes  single Samily resilondin

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.2/S - 0230 - ¢¢ 3
. —
DPROPERTY OWNER: //ery/ve//) /ud e~/
v

ADDRESS: /220 /sco7 AVe_

4

APPLICANT: SIme
ADDRESS:  SAmE /[ .
APDELLANT: 4 ,a. ) (Lorsry &£ Kozui )
PRINT GAWE

o
ADDRESS:// 230 nsco7] VE

FILING FEE:
@ bv Aoplicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.
R

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

0B 43¢
DISTRIBUTE TO -

5/82 (4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD

AG
WW _
@— (Oniginal
/6
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NCTICE OF AFPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: [Q -5 -G

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

‘ Planning Commission of | A~ Z/ - 8 & when:
N (Date)
Rezoning Application > Variance Application
" Special Permit Application
was: ' Granted ><Denied by the Commission
GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: _(Explain in detail) MM&MM&
\ \ - &)
\ < \ \ W\ 4
“-‘_ '._ ‘ $ A ‘\.:.‘.. - '..'. "\. " ) \A \'ll.‘ A. \“LA. : .l 3 alt AN) ). 'S ‘ '_L‘...‘
8 \ O 2 ) S .
WM QRS SO W A\ING A DA

(S
o \
S, .”. ‘i XA \A._A \e ll_'o\AA_ OO SSEL

PROPERTY LOCATION: |2 20 QAL sk M%W%\ﬁﬁ@g

| PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: -fapne Xt m <R

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.2|8 = 4230 - 04 300

PROPERTY OWNEREMnmgih imgﬁ““ S’Kﬂﬁ%bﬂ :Z&!&g‘!g}_\z

ADDRESS : 4 e ,

APPLICANT:

ADDRESS:

e e R
(;‘7" (
APPELLANT: WWE)

ADDRESS : W&MQS&73

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

FURWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

e-Qlp 729
DISTRIBUTE TO -

5/82 _ (4 COPIES REQUIRED): F:#D

WH a2
S /

SG - (Onigua
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Sacramento City Planning Commission
VOTING RECORD

MEETING DATE ENTITLEMENTS
_ﬁm_&_’_d& " [ GENERAL PLAN AMENOMENT __ TENTATIVE MAP
ITEM N n —_
EM NUmBE T COMMUNITY PLAN AMENOMENT ! SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION
.. — REZONING | LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT
PERMIT NUMBER = ,
0 T /SPECIAL PERMIT ] ENVIRONMENTAL DET.
Ze- 424 [ VARIANCE [ otwen
STAFF RECOMENDATION LOCATION —
T Favoradie 7 Untaygrasie /Z20 MMJ
"_Correspondence
__ Petition

NAME ADDRESS )
Fom Linchisy 1220 Zaost Ayewia  dociomunln 75673
Wgoms YL 7 ”ﬁ/)ﬁ@d[&l{zﬂ‘; |
; . | 2/0 Hors? Femis. Jposeonimds 25673
_mgmu_ﬁmzw__mm st renid, (irsomnealn 95613
€&
N
" r
. 3
: NAME ADDRESS
o.. \J : ~3 ; e
P 127y 7%//3_/2/ 1290 lnard ciocyyr oreg i itn 95473
P 14
o-.
N
g
N
T
S.
MOTIONe MOTION
ves MO MOTION SECOND 10 AECOMMEND APPROVAL & FQRW
Chinn D 1O APPROVE L‘] TO CITY COUNCIL
Ferris ‘ ) .
QGoodin [ D TO OENY D ;g::c.o ::::Ea;’:?:r: f:?::ccr
Hollick { .
Wollowsy | |~ B oS 5P PeCT b aTARE ALPORT TO RATEY NEGATIVE DECLARATION
otte ) ARRBOVE NONG
Ramirez 4 og FACT IN sig::'v:‘?;:'ou ’ * _ D TOCONTINUE TO o mE8
walt
water T O] Sl S A (] e
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

1231 “1° STREET, SUITE 200, SACRAMENTO, CA 98814

APPLICANT Kenneth D. Peachey end Imogene Zander, 1220 Ascot Avepue, Sac., Ca ¢5.

PLANS BY_Sierra Gold Graphics. Inc. 500 Cirby Way. Roseyille, CA 985678

FILING DATE JQ/J0/38. ENVIR. DET. Exempt 15303 [e) REPORT ByJP/rt
ASSESSOR'S-PCL. NO. 215-0230-063-0000 D

-
-

APPLICATION: A. Special Permit to develop a dog kennei

3. Variance to waive the required six foot high masonry waii
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 Industriai-
Review (M-1(S)-R) zone

LOCATION: 1220 Ascot Avenue
PROPOSAL: The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to

construct a dog kennel and venicle repair shop on a 1.05 acre site
develioped with a residence in the M-1(S)R zone.

PROJECT INFORMATION:

1974 General Plan Designation: Industriai
1984 Nortn Sacramento Community
Plan Designation: Industriai
Existing Zoning of Site: " M-1(S)R
Existing Land Use of Site: Singie Family Residence

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:

North: Single family, vacant; County Agriculture Residentia: Zone
South: Drainage canal, Singie famiiy; M-1S-R

East: Single family; M-1S-R

West: Singlie family; hay storage, M-iS-R, R-.

Parking Required: venicie revnair: 3
(1 space per 1,000 sq. ft)
dog kennei: %o be determined by
Commission
Parking Provided: not shown on site plan
Property Dimensions: 167 x 290
Property Area: 1.05+ acres
Square Footage of Building venicle repair
Topography: Flat
Street Improvements: Ascot paved, no curb gutter or sidewaiks
Exterior Building Materials: . Stucco : .
Exterior Building Color: Desert Sand
Roof Material: Composition Shingles -

/7
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ROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments regarding this provosal:

>

Land Use and Zoning

The subject site is a 1.05+ acre interior iot iocated in the Lignt
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 singie family residences and vacant land. Surrounding iands are
zoned M-1S-R to the south, east and west and Agriculture - Residentiai (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 appiicant 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 venicle repair shop on the site to service his four trucks when
necessary (Exhibits A and B). The appiicant aiso 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 aiso has ten (i0) Doberman dogs on the site in wire cages.
The City Code alilows a maximum of three dogs on a site and the applicant nas
neen cited for having ten dogs on the site. The appiicant; theretore, nas
appiied for a special permit for a dog kennel (Exhibit A). The purpose of
the dogs are for pets and to guard the proposed ousiness on the site. The
applicant does not intend to breed or sell the dogs. The appiicant has
provided ietters from six adjacent property owners indicating that they are
in favor of aliowing tne applicant to keep the dogs on the subject site
(Exnibit D).

Planning staff contacted the City Animai Control Division regarding the
applicant's proposal. Animal Control indicated that they nhave received a
compiaint regarding excessive parking of dogs at the subject site. Anima:
Control staff indicated that they are opposed to the issuance of a specia.
permit for a dog kennel at this site due to the nunmber of residential uses
in this area and concerns regarding tne appropriate disposal of anima.
waste,

Planning staff also contacted tne County Pilanning and Animal Controi
Departments, which are responsiole for reguiating dog kenneis in the
unincorporated area. The Pianning Deparument 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 December 4, 1986 Item No. 3\

2?0
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Planning staff finds tnat while the subject droperty is zored industriai,
the area is in a state of transition between residentia. and industrial
uses. The noise and sanitation proobiems 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 compiete and the site is servec
by City Sewer so that adequate sanitary conditions for the use are nrovided.
Staff, therefore, recommends that the special permit for the kennel use pe
denied.

B. Site Plan Design

The site plan indicates that the proposed vehicle repair shop and dog kenne:
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 snop be provided for staff review
and approval prior to the issuance of buiiding permits.

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

The applicant has located a chain link fence witn redwood slats aiong the
south, east and west property lines (Exhibit C). The appiicant has
requested a variance to waive the masonry wail requirement along the east
and west property lines which is required wnen a non-residential use is
adjacent to a residential use. The owners of the property to the west of
tnhe site have indicated that they have no objection to the waiver of the
wal: reguirement. Staff finds; however, that the proposed vehic.:e shop and
dump truck storage will be located adjacent to the east property 3ine and a
solid wall will be necessary as a noise ancé visual buffer for the adjacent
residential use to the east. Stafé, therefore, recommends that the required
wall be waived only adjacent to the wes: property line.

The submitted site pian has been reviewed oy the City Public Works Division.
They recommend that the applicant joir any future assessment digtrict

created for tnis industriaiiy zoned are o drovide for necessary street
improvements.

P86-424 December 4, 1986 | Item No. 3|
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Building Design

The applicant proposes to construct the venicie repair shop and dog kennei
out of wood with a stucco exterior and composition sningie roof. The
proposed buiiding coior is Desert Sand. The buildings are designed to be
compatiple with the residence located on the site which has a stucco
exterior and composition roof. Staff finds the proposed vehicle renair
structure to be compatible in design and materials with surrounding uses.
The dog kennel building, if approved, should have a solid wa.: 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 foilowing actions:

A. Denial of the special pernit to develop a dog kennel based upon Findings o¢

Fact wnich foiliow.

B.. Approvai of the variance to waive the required masonry wall, subject to

Conditions and based upon Findings of Fact which follow.

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

Conditions - Variance

1. The applicant shall construct a six foot high solid masonry wail
adjacent to the east proverty line starting behind the 25 foot front
iandscape setpack. 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 ail
paved areas shall, for the vehic.ie repair shop and dump truck, be
submitted for staff review and approva. orior to issuance of suilding
pernmits. The kennel for ten dogs shall pe eliminated from the site
plan.

2. Landscape, shading and irrigation pians indicating a 25 foot front
setback landscaped with grass, any other lawn or iandscaped 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 appiicant 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 December 4, 1986 Item No. 3|
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The applicant shall locate a soiid fence between the existing residence
on the site and the east property line to screen the dump trucks from
the Ascot Avenue street frontage.

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 - Svecial Permit

1.

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

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.

P86-424

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

The variance request, as conditioned, does not constitute a specia:
privilege in that:

a. a masonry wa:l 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 zacin
similar circumstances. '

The variance does not constitute a use variance in that a dump truck

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

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

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.
December 4, 1986 ~ Item No. 3|

23



YINCI

Ly

LLLLLLLLLLL

CREEK

k)
29
N Y, N
—
l
LT

DRY

[
|

RO

SUNSET

LAWN

CEMETERY

S N

"{r’fr-l T Frar—

—0 e T N\

2a.

VICINITY MAP

07—0;?6

Item #31 20/



Subject Site

See next poge for County larel ose arel 2oning

H—

 —— - F— 4
' >
i 2 . |
i P2 H 1 b 2 r :
>L—£——'§ z’; ,F;’ C e d SO R S al ; e 4
NEAL RO } -.R Ll P ]
! i Al v SF - }"’ S— -___F: : ;-_’ |
' ]! AR W | ~
5. % 59"9 LR 27 SF I L g ‘
: (lerf‘(”{;g £ !
- ] ‘ ' | ’( 2 > . At
‘ & 51955 ;1\, s ',,TU Le| < ore- Orem | 2 Clouren oreN gl
TyF i F FRELE M }__ ) ;
1 S [ At v Vv I / i i A L‘
av VINCI Y -’;
V|4 218sl4i2 |o (oL - 1slo [_ i \ ¢
A Al ﬁ/r;“ r 1% eF AR F! . N3 |
% | ' I I’ Ayve — e — }
Lo L et |_ sF o
| | I l ‘ o] [N 5T swab| 5pen Orta | Orem res
o~
sle | =3 Orew
% ‘;’9’5&9{{9& > r.
r v
FVIFFFFFFIFY 7R v o
AV .27 - _
??‘i?or 5{’; VF Drey  sF
3
i ‘2 l Ogeu orew
i T
Zl
i
PP HAERA Y7
Av CLAIRE
T — 7 r— — -
stz [zl LLLEeEA ferlzehudsel v |5
U AT 2E RN
— _wl i e s o
- b Coi . _SF .
ey Y- 1
isle o lolaal L2 Vacam T ,
Sla.546 ! 5 8|5 )
Firirir FIRRMIAPRFEH |, |
. AV tee 1. o
\ SF ‘4'{ sf Oren
~ 3 |2 t Jur‘l‘ .-
s | oF Coneons — —
] Ortu oF | h )
——. | Slo| |4ls! 2 P
AN AP R AR R H R R R
\ / |l 7 |f| FIF FIF : | .
¥
a2 SANTA ANA. ) AV — |
OPEN s i l : ap | |
2f f | .,
o {v I31si5l> Oren | .
9( "X‘ jd OO ? v _3‘ U‘ﬁ‘F f F F I . —- ]
: Item #31 2&

YA x4



ity Wosl

|7

dVIA ONINOZ % 3SN ANV

COMPREHENSIVE
SACRAMENTO  COUNTY,  CALIFORNIA

ZONING

PLAN

OFFICIAL APPROVAL CERTIFICATE }

COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
APPROVIO 81 NESOLUTION N0 28 mANCH 378

28, WIS Digens O At exasm il

SACRAMENTO COUNTY BOARD Of SUPEVISORS
AQOPTLO Bt OROwANCE MO $2C 78 98 12 JuLt !
ol 4

‘....'M:tl-'

...... T L

L * .:._“ : : ) f‘\’ﬁrXuo-:‘:

) RD-SIF) |
w20 I
¥

2"

:

&D-20

C sC

nO-20

L xsan T

RRIF) _V_~

3l

AR-2 -

. — T i

AN T
|~l ;' ! . :;l .

[
|
|
|
o
|
t
|

""""""

MY
e TP S o NG
v p ’

- T %00

Jersemfary S0P tof b 208 204,




164 Wa3]

23

! - e’ W o

. .) Care

—
x4
—e
{

Saley

St
v, !
s, !
i
.
3
> LT T
w TPV R 2 #
3 : g
} S
z k : NN e A
s N A Ny - N : [I ~
L Sl D
ST 7T 77T T A
X o, | £
& ; i o
_ _ |
, . L ] %
| b | , ’
x ) 5
< . /.\4 | ) W\. K
_ $
— Fruy-l m
<
1% o'
% a
5 5 =
m ”
: = |
]
. 4 n‘
, 1 :
Ir ic
% > v 5
m mo m e ﬂ.
y U s >
nAv - - vm = .IV‘|_
3 m 9
H 13
W_ . (SRS
:
: ;
i i e . | .
— 290 o :
SIS IR T T e D
— e L L L L LT T e e ey e s ” & 5 2.
LI 1 BN 20z P Pas e T T £ =2  : —Si3
: w%w it TR I m | A =agh
m E M. e R A g _MM : Wm
m_m OELS m._“"._ ..m_..mh» =
| e - EZE,
—_— - e LT o H ==



1 #hmwm.:.\p\»‘n o oTiNC Ny
2 rE i : : 1237 cior v omY 2%
} ' ek )
A M b mBg < 55T ) T3 ITL T P01
\ 12

NV g NOLTIANNG
Ny wory MO 2dS
ABTF NS WO A &OHE

D R Ty, W A N S R ¢ O WD ¢ FED W W | W D e TR 4 SN TEEN SEmte W, S AN e W SR
awne wenwa P S - S ¢ S——G ) S W D U G w G A Setn—

EXHIBIT B
y

' if
o
{
!
|
' t { (aEvie
!
I
i
!
|
t
L
f
!
!

i
[

N E |
- W ¢
g o '
u _: @ u
. .
- 4
L'¢
S 2
: 3 W { 3
® 3 — O —_ ..1@ :
i uw o
; s |
&l 3 :
a o ;
z " | Hoo
p w ! . .
2 = | : W ]
M
i
o
% )
AR :
|3 3
i :
. 14
J ‘€ <.
“ e
_,, AR R
, - " w ! 3
- . N m "n\mﬂm 8
S |1y |
: . - ad] ¥ m --.----Ll.... : W N\;eN\
(53 v 8
s i § 9 -4-80 .. T 7P




: ia

EXHIBIT C
'SUBJECT SITE

| | 29
PEG-H2'% 12-H- 8 TAerr H 3/



(VY ClERKS OFFICE
GITY OF SACRAMENTC

RECEIVED é:

Jui 6 12 56 PH *8T

City Council of Sacramentc

City Hall

Sacramentc, CR 935814 Jarnuary £, 1287
Attrn: Courncil Secretary

Dear sir or madam:

I request that the erclosed letter to Mayor Rudin and the
Counicil be inmcluded in the record of the hearing relative to
permits at 1220 Ascot Averue, item 17 on the agerda for January
20, 1987 (continued until February 3).

Thank you.

Sirncerely,.
Richard C. Vincent

1442 Ascot Ave
Rico Linda 93673



1442 Ascot Avernue
Sacramenta, CA 93673
(post office Rio Linda)

Mavor Arme Rudin

and Honoraole Members

aof the City Council : Jarnuary &3,1387
Sacramenita, CR .

Dear Mayor Rudin and Councilmembers:

i’EI

raposed Moratoriu e

o Permits on Bscobl RAvent

!H

At your meeting cn Jarmuary 20, vou heard appeals of
decisions concernivn overmits for a dog kernrmel and a truck repair
parage at 1&20 Ascot Ave., You voted to continue the matter for
two weeks while the staff evaluates the idea of a maratoriuam on
permits o the blaock. A moratorium was progposed until the Courcil
may reconsider the recent re-zoning of tne bliaock to M-1i.

The oroposed activities (which rnow occour at 1280 without
pevrmits) are incongruent with the residential character of the
nelghborhood., However, my real concery is rniot with the reguested
gsermits per se, but - more broadly - with oreserviwg our neigh-
borhood and our oraperty values., :

Ascot Averue between Raley EBlvd. and Dry Ureek Road is an
established residential nelighborhood with mostly cwner-occuipied
nomes and many long—-time residents. There is anly one vacant 1ot
o the city side of the street. The cwrmer of that lot would build
a house there, if the city would allow it. We are rnot & reighbor-
hood iwm tranmsition, ror oo most of the peaple nere wish to be.
Several of us have put cornsiderable time and morney in imoprave-—
merts during the past few years. There are ric current ocevrmits
for rom-residential activities.

Dur current troubles stem from the inanprooriate re-zoning
to light irndustrial a few years ago, which was carried out
without adeguate rctice to us. (I was rot motified that my pro-
perty was beimng comsicered for re-—-zoning or that it had been
re-zoned. Other pecole have fthne same camolaint.) RAoparenmtiy, cur
iots were consicered eauivalernt to the several hundred acres of
virtually vacant larnd to ocur south, That idea is ursunportable.
Nat ormly is the city side of Ascot solidly resicderntial. but the
entire county area oegirming om the north side is aisc developed
witn single-family homes orn larcge lots. Our proaperty on the south
side is actuaily the last tier of Rio Linda's homes. It wouid De
illaegical, ard unfair to those on the county sice of fAscot, to
have the city side become industrial.

)
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The Courcil®s consensus expressed arn Jarnuary o0 seems to be
that rmearby conditions wltimately will make industrial develop-
mernt clearly preferanle for ocuwr street. I must ask you to analyze
tne situaticow more closely. Our lots are very deen —— &60 feet 1w
most cases —-——with the houses near the street. EBehind us is the
lagpie Creek civersiorn chanrmel. The depth of the lots olus the
charmel will provide a very good buffer to whatever eventually
might be built behind us. Certaimly, it wouid we a better buffer
tharm the residents orn the rorth side of Ascot would have 1if oue
oroperties were to become irndustrial.

The Council cited tne 65-decibel rnoise conmtour as a major
factor in zoning o street. I testify that roise fram McClellan
has become mirnce 1vn the last few years. Ferhaops the charges in
the base’s act:ivities are only temporary, but please have your
staff re-evaluate the long-term roise situation before you dis—
miss it as intolerable. Certainiy, it may be wise to prohibit
residerntial subdivision where it has not already cccurred rear
the base, but please do rot assume that the residents of existing
nelghborhacds are subjected to excessive nolse.

There 1s mo potential berefit to tne city in having a
gradual, rag-tag incursicon of Mom—and-Foo industrial activity as
I fear may cccur 1f we remain saddled with the M-1 desigrnatior.
As that occouwrs, incentive to maintain the residerces ercoes.
recidential values ceclirne, ard transiticonm becomes a self-
frifilling orophecy. People lose the enjoyvment and value of tneir
domiciles. In the case of cuwr street, we would not be compensated
by irncreasing value as industrial prooerty. at least rot for the
many years whern opern land wiil remain available pehind us. On the
cther hand., I think that if you restore us to residential zorninog,
Ascot will remain a healthy vneighborbhocd. To put it simply:
regardless of what haopoens to ouwr south, we like cuwr homes and’
will remairn if you give us the charce.

Even if this logic proves wrong and Ascot needs to go
ingustrial, that reed vot haopen for many years. In the meantime,
we waiuld want to keep the residential character inmtact. There can
be no detrimernt to the city inm allowing us our chance to de that.
Sirce the street is already compbletely developed., returning it to
residential zornming wouwld not increase any industrial-residential
conflict that may arise. Therefore, we request a moratceium o
permites witil we have nad cur proper "day in court” om the issue.

Sircerely,

/éZ%ZZa%4§é§;a%G/C:7L¢4/ Aéflcutz/
Jaar

Rict ~cd ircent lsae
Richard Vincent Riss



NORRIS, BEGGS & SIMPSON

1545 RIVER PARK DRIVE, SUITE 107 ® SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95815
(916) 920-2514 :

January 29, 1987 '
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Willie Wright = S

3> H

Century 21 = 2200
Nolan Realty = mX7
6339 Rio Linda Boulevard o =3
~ om

Rio Liinda, 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
prlaced upon the already existing industrial zoned property.
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

We

P86424.
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Willie Wright

January 29, 1987 . l?
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



Figure 12
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Duane C. Kimball ﬁ
licensed land surveyor '

November 25, 1986

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

Ken Pcuchey
P.0. 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 casterly property line to be encroaching
on your property by 0.6 fr. (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 apparently is owned by vour next door neighhor
to the east, Larry Kozub (A.P.N. 215-023-0&94) The encroach-
ment of the fence is detailed in the accompanying sketch.

Thank You,

Duane C. Kimball

——
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[BBA] - Pé%gz

Brown - BUNTIN ASSOCIATES, Inc.

Aviation Noise Studies e+ 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 1in 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 AFR, 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 1ikely 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 test1ng which would
be 1ikely 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 app11cat10n If you have
any questions, please call me in Fair Oaks at 961-5822.

Sincerely,

e it s TNy i

S U, S AN
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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! CcoO NTINUED
DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT To - - Administration

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

Room 200 449-5604

January 28, 1987

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 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.

Respectfully submitted,

Marty Van Duyn
Planning Director

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. PFindings.

(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-

IA
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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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ASSESSOR PARCEL NUMBERS

Proposed Moratorium West-of-McClellan

215-230-40, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 15, 51, 50, 56, 57
215-230-36, 37' 09' 08, 07' 06’ 05, 04, 03, 39' 38' 35
215-230-65, 64, 63, 62, 49, 53, 52, 33, 32, 58, 59, 60, 61

215-250-01, 02, 03, 04, 31, 32, 40, 42, 39, 43, 20, 26, 28, 27

215-260-56, 55, 02, 58, 57, 41, 04, 05, 06, 07, 08, 62, 49, 48
215-260-53, 66, 69, 70, 68, 31, 30, 51, SO, 29, 28, 27
215-260-37, 59, 61, 60, 44, 43, 22, 21, 20, 39, 40

215-260-18, 16, 17, 63, 64, 09 '

215-280-55, 56, 71, €8, 76, 74, 75, 70, 02, 03, 04, 84, 87
215-280-85, 88, 91, 89, 90, 54, 53, 83, 72, 82, 50, 08, 09
215-280-10, 11, 12, 13, 16, 15, 14, 17, 19, 18, 20, 52, 51, 22, 23
215-280-24, 25, 26, 27, 67, 30, 94, 92, 32, 34, 36, 35

215-280-81, 80, 79, 78, 77, 39, 40, 41, 63, 62, 61, 43, 44, 45
215-280-46, 47

237-060-01, 02, 03, 04, 05, 06, 51, 50, 49, 52, 53, 08, 09, 10, 57
237-060-11, 62, 63, 13, 14, 15, 17, 16, 18, 19, 20, 21, 22
237-060-23, 24, 25, 66, 27, 28, 29, 30, 31, 33, 34, 35

237-060-36, 37, 67, 68, 39, 40, 41, 42, 59, 58, 44, 45, 60, 61
237-060-54, 48

EXHIBIT B
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT Administration

1231 1" Sireet Sacramento. Ca. 95814 Room 300 ¢49-5571
Building Inspections
Room 200 449-5716

_ Planning
~January 15, 1987 Room 200 449-5604

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 iot iocatea in the Light ipaustriai, M-
1(S)R zone. ‘The appiicant applied for a Special Permit to establish a
dog kenne:, 2lan Review for a vehiclie repdair shop anu a Variance to
waive the required six foot masonry walii on the east ancé west property
iine. After pearing public testimony for and against the proliect. the
Pianning Commission concurred witih staff ana votea to deny the Special
Permit, approve the Plan Review with conditions and to waive the wa:l
requirements only on the west property iine. The app:icant nas
appeaied the Commissioun's action on the Speciai Permii ana 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 tor industriai 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. [ndustrial uses
are beginning to develop in this area.
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The applicant currentiy lives in a single family house on the site and
operates a dump truck business from tne site. The appliicant 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 appiicant is proposing a 2,600 square foot vehicle
repair shop for his dump truck business and a 480 square foot dog
Xennel to address the animal controi action. Staff reviewed each
entitlement and found the following:

Plan Review for Vehicle Repair Shop

A vehicle repair shop is a permittea use in the M-1(S)R zone. The R-
Review allows the City an opportunity to review the developmentc
standards of a project prior to issuance of building permits. Basecd on
this review staff recommended approval of the pians 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 pbuffer the non-residentiai
use from adjacent residentiai uses on the east and west property line.
Staff reviewed the applicant's request to waive the waili on both siaes
and recommended a waiver on the west side and not the east. This was
based on the fact that the repair shop wouid be located closer to thne
east side and wouid have a4 greater visua: 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 aliowed in the M-1 zone under a
Speciai Permit. Staff reviewed the request and recommended against the
kennel. Staff felt the kennel would continue to create noise anc
saniiation probiems affecting adjacent residenciai uses. This position
was opposed by the applicant.

The Planning Commission's action was U0 &nprove the staff's
recommendation which was nof acceptable to the applicant nor the
adjacent owner. Both narties have I'iled appeais. Tre Commission a:so
requested staff to review the area's indusiriea: cesighation ana repotvt
back if any adjustmenis dare needed.

VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

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

o
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City Councit -3- January 13, 1487
RECOMMENDAT ION
The Planning Commission and staff recommend the City Councii reaffirm

the action wnicn is to:

-

approve the Plan Review with conditions;

2. deny the Variance ‘to waive the required wal: on the east
property line;

3. deny the Special Permit for the dog kennel.
Attached are Finding of Fact for this action.

Respectfully submitteaq,

Marty Van Duyn
Planning Directo

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE

CITY MANAGER
MVD:AG: jg ] January 20, 1987
Attacnments District No. 2
P86-424

/0$



Appeal of Larry Fazub vs.

City of Sacramento Pianning
Commission's approval of a Plan Review
for a vehicle repair shop at

1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424)

A

NOTICE OF DECISION
AND :
PINDINGS OF FACT

:

At its reguliar meeting of January 20, 1987, the City Council heard anc
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and
documentary evidence at said¢ hearing, the Council denied tne appea:
hased on the folliowing findings:

Findings of fact - Plan Review

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

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

3. A repair shop is aliowed in the M-i(S)R zone.

4, The nroject, as conditioned, will not be injurious to the
general pubiic or surrounding properties in that adequate
screening of the proposed use wiil 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 wal: on the ) FINDINGS OF FACT
east property line for a site at )

)

1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424)

At its reguiar meeting of January 20, 1987, the City Council hedrd and
considered evidence in the apove entitied matter. Basea on verpai anc
documentary evidence at said nearing, the Councii denied the appeai
pased on the foliowing findings:

findings of Fact - Special Permit

[y

The proposed dog kennei, if approved, wouid 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 pubiic health, safety and weifare and could result in the

creation of a nuisance in that:

a. the barking of the dogs couid disturb surrounding
residentiai 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 puffer the noise,
traffic and visual aspects related to the repair shop from
adjacent residentiai use. Waiver of tne wal: wouid not be

sased onr sound land use planning arincipies ana woula be
injurious to the occupants of the adjacent properiy.

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

P86-424
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE : /Zf[?b’/g’é

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

Planning Commission of /‘l/‘//s/l' when:
(Date)

Rezoning Application Variance Application

\
Special Permit Application _y j’/,;‘//:"cwtv jar [0-15-R2 (75’("/2‘7',

was: X _Granted Denied by the Commission

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (Explain in detail) Geonrd wse s Premnrre.

Aﬂ—cﬂ\/-‘e oF /A oF /’-ng'mh'wt /M ERAS /ﬂ/t-/UfQ_ (Seu</‘ /:/p;,,,,%)
N L4 ,
LMD A/}.s 5/;,wflu~/' p"‘/(ﬂ /u:';/ )6 r/o /Arm /4) 7%( SHNIIrgrs roe n 7
v 7

(/fl/lc/f)VML CA‘PM//{;,'/} 54 /’l/cé d/\/f] sgljucﬁdl, E?‘W‘Sl.z/é- A/J('t}{, Iy
14 vy . 4 |4 >

Wo‘/rjvs <‘~Q’S<>//d 54/7 7¢I, G/MNA/;/ Ve /8 /m;’»/ch'm:fz 76 ﬂl. SUII':JNAM;;_
[nro Jses (Swide —@m:”y residen £136)  prsn J0ses . mUISAsCE (~eise ?/57»477(?)
PROPERTY LOCATION: /220  AScér AVE . Shcizdroemfo

I
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: /.05 Lpcpes  siucle Samily resselonsn

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.2/S - 230 - ¢0¢ 3
>
PROPERTY OWNER: ﬁdﬂeﬂ, /2ach .~/
) 14
ADDRESS: /220 Ascor AUe_

4

APPLICANT: SRAmE
ADDRESS:  SAm& /)

APPELLANT: .%M/ %/L ) (Lorey & Kozus )
ADDRESS %%%U%S)cg Ve PROTT AN

FILING FEE:

by 3rd party: 60.00

% bv Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.
RWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

p-6 "/‘;‘L/
. DISTRIBUTE TO -
5/82 (4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD
AG
WW
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

paTE: [Q ~ 5;—4 @

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

Planning Commission of la’\)*z/ - & when:
(Date)
Rezoning Application - > Variance Application
./ Special Permit Application
was: Granted :><LDenied by the Commission
GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (Explain in detail) b . ) ,)Q“AMQ gk %mggg
\3 \ R W s
Ouah o A, Ao u\ 193 O oM N freeX XN, AN, NF ) L'il_‘
b \ O VRN < 8
MECERIH NN RIS WIN 1310 WL BILS VIR @ <90

Q @&nw\_&u&é m&»&m& m

PROPERTY LOCATION: |2 20 QALY m%ﬁfm&m Q. 95473

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: -}lQbra X m _ 1SR

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.2[3 =~ pA230 - 04 3 002
PROPERTY OWNER! phngiht LU \\M\Mm'zmm:\)

ADDRESS : MMB&_M& ea. 95,013
APPLICANT:_[{yxno¥h \u\fﬁ\\m Mm’imm\th

ADDRESS : IQQO au;} CENR vamﬁ, Om;)?ea’&%j —~
APPELLANT: %NVS\TUWE 'l ) ( ﬁ’L{’) AL, Bﬂ?ﬂa \(Z/ j

PRINT NEME
ADDRESS: (3 20 auup%mm Rerfnds. Co. ¥L773

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

FORWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

gty -2
DISTRIBUTE TO -

5/82 (4 COPIES REQUIRED): M¥D
H

WW
ar— /
TG - (Ougjb/wi
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Sacramento City Planning Commission

MEETING DATE

_&Mm

ITEM NUMBER

[ GENERAL PLAN AMENOMENT

VOTING RECORD

ENTITLEMENTS

(J tentaTive map

[ COMMUNITY PLAN AMENOMENT (] SUBDIVISION MODDIFICATION

31 4 (] mezonina (] LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT
PERMIT NUMBER -
P- 04 [L/SPECIAL PERMIT (U] ENVIRONMENTAL DET.
AT S (] vARIANCE (] oTHER
STAFF RECOMENDATION LOCATION
T Favorabdie %}Mmblo /wMWL
| Correspondence

"1 Petition

NAME ADDRESS
St Lrackisy 1220 Tkt Aremua. dpcigmands 75473
Wi 2.2 L6 ﬂMM&mt
; ), : cpgontindn 254673
m@ﬂz}wm %ﬁ/mfuj 1228 Horsls vemind o rspmnemlZa 95073
NAME ADDRESS
o 7% %?/Ja/zz /290 oot lrvauc  Caregome s 95473
MOTlON' MO TION SECOND M O T I O N
YES NO .
Chinn e [[] o aerove F] TR B e TOvAL & FoRWARD
Ferris TO RECOMMEND APPROVAL SUBJECT TQ
Goodin Z D TO DENY D COND. 8 FORWARD TO CITY COUNGIL
Hotiomsy T2 10 APPROVE SUBIECT 10 CONG. 4 8850 (7] 1o mATIY MEGATIVE OECLARATION
o i o s \
e 4 STl [ M iomy vam O oM ] 10 comtmue 1o
' T0
eameer [t Vot sw e or masr e [ omeen —
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

1231 °1° STREET, SUITE 200, SACRAMENTO, CA 9865814

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

—._!
OWNER _Appligant

PLANS BY__Sigrra Gold Graphics, Inc. 900 Cirhy Way, Roseyille, CA 95678
FILING DATE _10/30/86 ENVIR. DET._Exempt 15303 (o) REPORT BYJP/rt_

ASSESSOR'S-PCL. NO. —..215-0230-063-000Q0

APPLICATION: A. Special Permit to develop a dog kennel

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 Industriai-
Review (M-1(S)-R) zone
LOCATION: 1220 Ascot Avenue
PROPOSAL: The applicant is reguesting the necessary entitlements to
construct a dog kennel and vehnicle 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: Industriai
1984 North Sacramento Community
Plan Designation: Industrial
Existing Zoning of Site: M-1(S)R
Existing Land Use of Site: Singlie Family Residence

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:

North: Single family, vacant; County Agricuiture Residential Zone
South: Drainage canal, Singie familiy; M-1S-R

East: Single family; M-1S-R )

West: Singie family; hay storage, M-iS-R, R-:

Parking Requiread: vehicie repair: 3
(1 space per 1,000 sqg. ft)
dog kenneil: to be determined by
Connmission
Parking Provided: not shown on site plan
Property Dimensions: 157 x 290
Property Area: 1.05+ acres
Square Footage of Building venicie repair
Topography: Flat
Street Improvenents: Ascot paved, no curb gutter or sidewalks
Exterior Building Materials: Stucco .
Exterior Building Color: Desert Sand
Roof Material: Composition Shingles

/6
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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 appilicant lives in the singie 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 applicant aiso 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 aiso has ten (i0) 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 appiicant; 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 bpusiness on the site. The
applicant does not intend to breed or sell the dogs. The appiicant has
nrovided letters from six adjacent property owners indicating that they are
in favor of aliowing 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 animai
waste.

Planning staff also contacted the County Planning and Animal Controi
Departments, which are responsivle for reguiating dog kenneis 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 residentiai 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 December 4, 1986 Item No. 3|
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Planning staff finds that while the subject property is zoned industriai,
the area is in a state of transition between residential and industrial
uses. The noise and sanitation problems created by the ten dogs can oe
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 reguired for industrial uses in the M-iS
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 aiong 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 vehicie shop and
dump truck storage will be located adjacent to the east property iline and a
solid wall will be necessary as a noise ancé visual buffer for the adjacent
residential use to the east. Staff, therefore, recommends that the reguired
wall be waived only adjacent to the west property line.

The submitted site pian 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 orovide for necessary street
improvements.

P86-424 December 4, 1986 Item No. 3|
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C. Building Design

The applicant proposes to construct the vehicle repair shop and dog kenneil
out of wood with a stucco exterior and composition shingie 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 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 foliiow.

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 folliow.

Conditions - Variance

1. The applicant shall construct a six foot high solid masonry wal:l
adjacent to the east property line starting behind the 25 foot front
iandscape 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 approva: 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 iandscaped areas and
compliance with the City's Shading requirements for parking stails
shall be submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of
puilding permits. ‘

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

P86-424 December 4, 1986 Item No. 3}
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4. The applicant shail locate a soiid 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 principies 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 lire
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 trucxk
repair shop is allowed in the M-1(S)R zone.

4. The project, as conditioned, will not be injurious to the generai
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 Item No. R)
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1442 Ascot Avernue
SBacramento, CA 295673
{(post office Rio Linda)

Mayor Arme Rudin

- and Hororable Members

of the City Council January =3, 1987
Sacramenta, CA

Dear Mayor Rudiv and Courncilmembers:

Proposed Moratorium on Permits on Ascot Avenue
At youwr meeting on Jarnuary 20, you heard appeals of
decisions concernivng permits for a dog kermel anmd a truck repair
garape at 1220 Ascot Ave, You voted to contirue the matter far
two weeks while the staff evaluates the idea of a moratorium on
permits on the block. A moratorium was proposed umtil the Council
may reconsider the recent re-zoning of the block tao M-1.

The proposed activities (which row accour at 1220 without
permits) are ircongruent with the residential character of the
neighborhood. However, my real concern is wmiot with the Pequésted
permits per se, but - more broddly - with preservivg our reigh-
borhood and our property values.

Ascot Avenue between Raley Blvd. and Dry Creek Road is an
established residential neipghborhood with mastly cwner—occupied .
homes and many long-time residents. There is only one vacant laot
or the city side of the street. The cwrner of that lot would build
a house there, if the city would allow it. We are rot a rieighbor-
hood in tranmsition, nor do most of the pecple here wish ta be.
Several of us have put considerable time and money iw improve-—
merts during the past few years. There are no current permits
for rnor—residential activities.

Dur current troubles stem from the ivnaporapriate re-~zoning
to light industrial a few years aga, which was carried cut
without adeguate rnotice to us. (I was not notified that my pro-
perty was beinpg considered for re—-zoning o that it had been
re—-zoned. Other people have the same complaint.) Apparently, aocur
lots were considered equivalernt to the several hundred acres of
virtually vacant land to cur scuth. That idea is unsupportable.
Not only is the city side of Ascot solidly residential, But the
entire county area begirning on the rnorth side is alsc developed
with single-family homes on large lots. Our praoperty on the sauth
side is actually the last tier of Rio Livnda’s homes. [t would be
illegical, and unfair to those on the county side of Ascot, to
have the city side become industrial.



- T

The Council’s consernsus expressed on January &0 seems to be
that rearby conditions ultimately will make industrial develdp-—
ment clearly preferable for our street. I must ask you to analyze
the situatiocn more claosely. Ouwr lots are very deep —— &60 feet in
most cases' —~—-with the houses rear the street. Behivd us ig” the
Magpie Creek diversion channel. The depth of the lots plus the
charmnel will pravide a very pgood buffer to whatever eventually
might be built behind us. Certainly, it wowld be a better buffer
thart the residents on the riorth side of Ascot would have if ouwr
properties were to become industrial. '

The Council cited the 6S-decibel roise contows as a major
factor in zoning our street. I testify that woise from MeClellaw
has become minor in the last few years. Perhaps the charnges in
the base’s activities are only temporary, but please have your
staff re-evaluate the lonp-term noise situation before you dis-—
miss it as intolerable. Certainly, it may be wise to prohibit
residential subdivision where it has not already cccocurred rear
the base, but please do rot assume that the residents of ex15t1nq
neighborhocods are subjected to excessive noise.

-There is ro potential benefit to the city i having a
gradual,. rag~tag incursicn of Mom-and-Pop industrial activity as
I fear may cccur if we remain saddled with the M-1 desigraticr.
As that occcurs, incentive to maintain the residernces ercdes,
residential values declirne, and transition becomes a self-
fulfilling prophecy. People lose the enjoyment and value of their
domiciles. In the case of cur street, we wauld rot be compensated
by irncreasing value as industrial pvuoerty, at least wot for the
many years whern open land will remain available behind us. On the
other hard, I think that if you restore us to residential zoning,

Ascot will remain a healthy rneighborhocd. Te put it simply:

regardless of what happerns to cwr south, we like ouwr homes and
will remairs if you give us the chanrce.

Even if this lopgic proves wrong and Ascot needs to go
industrial, that reed rnot happer for many years. In the meantime,
we would want to keep the residerntial character intact. There can
be rno detriment to the city in allowing us cur charce to do that.
Since the street is already completely developed, returring it to
residential zoning would rnot increase any industrial-residential
corflict that may arise. Therefore, we reguest a moratorium on
permits witil we have had ocur proper "day in caurt’” on the issue.

Sirncerely,

Mot et

Richard Virncent Joar Risse
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT Administration
1231 1" Street Sacramento, Ca. 95814 Room 300 449-5571

Building Inspections
Room 200 449-5716

Planning

January 15, 1987 Room 200 449-5604

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 lot located in the Light Inaustrial, M-
1(S)R zone. The applicant applied for a Special Permit to estabiish 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
iine. After hearing public testimony for and against the pruject, the
Planning Commission concurred with staff and voted to deny the Specia:
Permit, dpprove the Plan Review with conditions and to waive the wall
requirements only on the wesi property line. The applicant hnas
appealed the Commission's action on the Special Permii ana Variance and
an adjacent owner hus appealed the Commission's action to approve, the
Plan Review.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The subject site is located in an area designated for industriai 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 Animai Contrel Division received a
complaint and the applicant was warned that only three dogs are
permitted. The appliicant is proposing a 2,600 square foot vehicle
repair shop for his dump truck business and a 480 sqguare foot dog
kennel to address the animal control action. Statf reviewed each
entitlement and found the foliowing:

Plan Review for Vehicle Repair Shop

A vehicle repair shop is a permitted use in the M-1{S)R zone. The R-
Review aliows the City an opportunity to review the development
standards of a project prior to issuance of building permiis. 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 recommendea against the
kennel. Staff felt the kennel would continue o create noise and
saniiation problems affecting adjacent residential uses. This position
was opposed by the applicant.

The Planning Commission's action was to anprove the staff's
recommendation which was not acceptable to the applicant nor the
adjacent owner. Both narties have filed appeais. The Commission also
requested staff to review the area's indusirial 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, partialiy approve the Variance and to deny the
Special Permit. : :




City Council -3- January 15, 1987

RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Commission and staff recommend the City Council reaffirm
the action whicn 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 : ' Janruary 20, 1987
Attacnments District No. 2

P86-424



Appeal of

City of Sa
Commission
for a vehi
1220 Ascot

Larry Fozub vs.

cramento Planning

‘s approval of a Plan Review
cle repair shop at

Avenue (P86-424)

NOTICE OF DECISION
AND
FINDINGS OF FACT

N N

At its regular meeting of January 20, 1987, tne City Council heardé and

considered
documentar
baseda on t

Findi

evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and
y evidence at said hearing, the Council denied the appeail
he following findings:

ngs of fact - Plan Review

1.

ATTEST:

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

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

A repair shop is allowed in the M-i{(S)R zone.

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

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

MAYOR

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 wal: on the ) FINDINGS OF FACT
east property line for a site at )

1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424) }

At 1its reguiar meeting of January 20, 1987, the City Council heard and
considered evidence in the apove entitied matter. Basea onh verpal anc

documentar
based on t

rindi

vy evidence at sald hearing, the Council denied the appeai
he foliowing findings:

ngs of Fact - Special Permit

pet

Findi

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

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

a. the barking of the dogs couid disturb surrounding
residentiai uses;

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

ngs of Fact - Variance

ATTEST:

The wall requested for waziver is needed to pbuffer the noise,
traffic and visual aspects related to the repair shop from
adjacent residential use. Waiver of tne wall would not be
vased on sound land use pianning principles and would be
injurious to the occupants of the adjacent property.

MAYOR

CITY CLERK

P86-424



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

DATE: /2//6‘/?4

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

Planning Commission of /‘l/‘//;s/L when:
' (Date)

Rezoning Application Variance Application

Special Permit Application ¥ /-)/;;)A//a‘:wtv it 101512 (PS’[~$’2‘/)

as: X _ Granted Denied by the Commission

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (Explain in detail) Geon/ad/ we s premprre.

AecﬂVSeJF /A oF /}pgrapw 3T VA FRAS /rw./wg_ (Seucf/cjv;,,wﬁ,)
ArD A/}.S SIS‘_NIFI(/}N p,_l/ezv /0/ )6 /Arm /4) 7176, S NMIIror) r>€ m 7‘—

(/MAc/vaML CA‘P.M//(;./) d ﬁ/e ) d//r 5://ueﬂd( gerd 4/4- k/lft\’{s o5,

dwﬁ’ /vscu.uf./ s 4&/’/ revre, G/W"/éf/ vie /5 /M?/’/vﬂ-/m 76 7 Surru'mo/r
[nno Jss (Swyde ARBmily sesidenfiind) pua yrses A wUISANCE (Nelse S /;sﬂ/é77<§>

PROPERTY LOCATION: /220  AScér AVE . SAci2)roen ho
. Y

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: /.05 Lpepes  single Samily resilesdin

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.2/S - 0230 - ¢¢ 3
>

PROPERTY OWNER} //e/y/va//» Jzach e~/

7

ADDRESS: /220 /Ascor AUe_

+

APPLICANT: ShHme b
ADDRESS: SAmE
APPELLANT: / W ) Lprry &£ kozun )
URE) PRINT NAME
ADDRESS :Z 30 /)Scaf AveE
FILING FEE:

@ bv Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.

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

-8 43
DISTRIBUTE TO -

5/82 (4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD

WW
@- (Oniginal)

-/




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

‘ DATE: /52717"_\4@:«

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

- Planning Commission of Iéz"4/ —-E;'CZ when:
- (Date)
Rezoning Application >{ Variance Application
./ Special Permit Application
was: Granted :><;Den1ed by the Commission
GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: _(Explain in detail) &&anaM& &}r )mvuu
\} § \ o \ \
FOLHNTS W NI R 'ou u\ ) n\. \..u LA \ul lut M.n )15l '_J.
X i O \ \ S \
N A X GA 2 By SRR, AN I NING QX bag X

o o0 0l 1, vodood My

PROPERTY LOCATION: [R 20O OAD sk m%w 0.9 Eéz_?

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: -fQbrae st m _JSR.

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 2(5 02320 - 043 - ﬂﬂw

ADDRESS: [ 40 Q,um* N\Q-Bw m en . 75413

APPLICANT: AN
ADDRESS: [ 90 Ahpok R Qﬂrv a. 9, aABkl3

b
APPELLANT:W 2 ) (fenrelh feachey )
D - PRINT NEME
ADDRESS: (3 20 aitstane Rr m Co. Y773

F G FEE:
.bv Aoplicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.
. by 3rd party: 60.00

FORWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

P-Q/Q ~ C/ZL/
DISTRIBUTE TO -

5/82 (4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD
‘ . HY -

WW - ”
L. —>

cr  [(OxnsnsanfP ) .



Sacramento City Planning Commission
VOTING RECORD

MEETING DATE o ENTITLEMENTS
_ﬂm&a}’ﬁ‘&b_ ', [[J GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT [ | TENTATIVE MAP

T R \
EM NUMBE [(] COMMUNITY PLAN AMENOMENT [ ] SUBDIVISION MDDIFICATION

3/ A (] rezoning (] LOT LINE ADJUSTMENT
PERMIT NUMBER

[LF'SPECIAL PERMIT (] ENVIRONMENTAL DET.
P &'%&4 D VARIANCE D OTHER
STAFF RECOMENDATION LOCATION
(i Favorable f_z(tllmublo /F20 MMJ
| _iCorrespondence
"7 Petition

NAME ADDRESS
Hom Lrnchisy 1220 et Bremun.  dactominds 75673
M ' | a6 Ymger) (hunt. ,
i j | /20 QT Syemue, Mpcraomimdn 25673
«.@?@Mﬂ) %ﬂm,y (220 Aocst Bremuid, dicsnmnemls 95613
NAME ADDRESS
7%/12}/ 7%;@ /290 lord Slpemui,  {aragome it 95 L73
MOTION# MOTION
AL N0 MOTION SECOND MMEND APPROVAL‘ & FORWARD
Chinn | [[] o aeerovE L] R ey couner
;orr;: ? D o oeny D 7O RECOMMEND APPROVAL SUBJECT TO
ooain : COND. 8 FORWARD TO CiTY COUNCIL
T [] 19 nemove suaiect 10.cono. & 84560 (7] 1o marry neaaTIve ECLARATION
Otto ARGROWE /DENY BASED ON FINDINGS
Ramirez “; / ‘/ Og FACT IN SITA;‘FVREAPORT N D TO CONTINVE TO ________ MEETING
PPRO S ECT TO
:':::,:::, 4 COND. & BASED ON FIND OF FACT OUE | OTMER I

D1 ANNING ANMA ACYLES: "YPIENNT



CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

1231 °1" STREET, SUITE 200, SACRAMENTO, CA 95814

APPLICANT Kenrieth D. Peachey and Imogene Zander, 1220 Ascot Avenue, Sac.., CA 95€73

OWNER Apphcant

500-Cirby Wav, Roseyille, CA 95678

PLANS BY__Sierra Gold Graphics. Ing
FILING DATE _10/30/86 ENVIR. DET..Exenpt 15303 (e) REPORT BYJP/rt

ASSESSOR’S-PCL. NO. —_215-0230-063-0000

APPLICATION: A. Svecial Permit to develop a dog kennel

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

C. Plan review for a 480+ sgquare foot dog kennel and 2,600+
square foot vehicle repair shop in the Light Industriai-
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 2zone.

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, Singie family; M-1S-R

East: Single family; M-1S-R

West: Single family; hay storage, M-1iS-R, R-:I

Parking Required:

Parking Provided:

Property Dimensions:
Property Area:

Square Footage of Building
Topography:

Street Improvements:
Exterior Building Materials:
Exterior Building Color:
Roof Material:

venicle repair: 3
{1 space per 1,000 sq. ft)

dog kennel: to e determined by
Commission

not shown on site plan

187 x 290

1.05+ acres

vehicle repair

Flat

Ascot paved, no curb gutter or sidewalks
Stucco .

Desert Sand

Conmposition Shingles

APPLC.NQ. L3 - 424 MEETING DATE 122 "% ; ITEM NO3t




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 singie 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 appilicant 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 applicant aiso 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 appiicant; 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 aliowing 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
compilaint 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 animai
waste.

Planning staff also contacted the County Planning and Animal Control
Departments, which are responsivle for regulating dog kenneis in the
unincorporated area. The Pianning Department indicated that the main
concern of the department in issuing a use pernit 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 pernit 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 December 4, 1986 Item No. 3|



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 ove
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-iS
zone. Staff recommends that a landscape pian 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 appiicant has
requested a variance to waive the masonry wall regquirement 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 iocated adjacent to the east property line ana 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 regquired
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. ' .

PB86-424 December 4, 1986 Item No. 3|



Building Design

The applicant proposes to construct the vehicle repair shop and dog kennel
out of wood with a stucco exterior and composition shingie 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 env1ronmental 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 foliow.

Approval of the variance to waive the reguired masonry wall, subject to
Conditions and based upon Findings of Fact which foliow.

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 vehicie repair shop and dump truck, be
submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of puilding
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 appliicant 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 December 4, 1986 Item No. 3|



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.

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.

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.

P86-424

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.

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.

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

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

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.

December 4, 1986 Item No. )
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT

1231 “I” Street

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

Administration

|A

Sacramento, Ca. 95814 Room 300 449-5571

Building Inspections
Room 200 449-5716

Pl
January 15, 198 anning

City Council

| CONTINU
Sacramento, Califorhia

Honorable Members in §ession:

SUBJECT: 1. Appeal Applicant of Planning C
Deny a Sphecial Permit to Develg
Light Indugtrial, M-1(S)R Zone
to Waive a\Required Masonry
Line.

ission's Action to
a Dog Kennel in the
d Denial of a Variance
all on the East Property

2. Appeal by an Adjacent
Action to Apprdve the
Feet Vehicle Rep

r of the Planning Commission's
lan Review for a 2,800 Square
r Shdp. (P86-424)

LOCATION: 1220 Ascot Avenue

SUMMARY

The subject site is a one /Acre iot lociated in the Light Industrial, M-
1(S)R.zone. The applicagt applied for Special Permit to estabiish a
dog kéhnel, Plan Revie® for a vehicle repair shop and a Variance to
waive the. required siy foot masonry wall oy the east and west property
line. After hearing/public testimony for aRkd against the project, the
Planning Commission/concurred with staff and\voted to deny the Special
Permit, approve tife Plan Review with conditioks and to waive the wall
requirements only on the west property 1i The applicant has
appealed the Compmission's action on the Special rmit and Variance and
an adjacent owher has appealed the Commission's agtion to approve the
Plan Revieﬁ)/y

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.

~

Room 200 449-5604



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 residentiai 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.

g gy



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: )g . January 20, 1987
Attachments District No. 2

P86-424
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Appeal of Larry Fozub vs.

City. of Sacramento Planning
Comulssion“s‘approval of a Plan Review
for a vehicle repair shop at

1220 Ascot“Avenue41P86-424)

e
24

NOTICE OF DECISION
AND
FINDINGS OF PACT

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

Sodrh

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 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 )
east property line for a site at )
)

FINDINGS OF FACT

1220 Ascot Avenue (P86-424)

At its reguiar 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:

Pindings 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.

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 systemn.

Pinding§iof Fact - Variance

1.

ATTEST:

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

CITY CLERK

P868-424
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: /Z//S/g’é

'TO THE_PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

Planning Commission of /‘Z/V/S/L when:
: : (Date)

Rezoning Application Variance Application

Special Permit Application ¥ j’/@ﬂ/?ﬁl!/c-v qar f1S-R2 (PF"’V—?"/)

- ~was: __ X 'Granted "~  Denied by the Commission

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (Explain in detail) Geanhd we 15 srepmanre

Aﬂ-cﬂd.‘e‘JP Ik oF /}}}wv;;-n:vz INFRAL ’4"'4’/W‘L- (5<’—w<f,/c/rv;uy{€,>
Prd l‘D-.S .Slg_ﬂ;ﬁlw:v/' p‘l'/Qﬂ/ll"/ )6 Jp //er /41 7«( rﬂUIrMmfﬁl e
7

v ]
_ (/”4'/'1'-'4& Supsn/ fepils A £Fel, m‘/s; s verd, Szeses, a ‘./1.,"21;‘ A5

-

.Nf/o/'_sczux‘s‘szd 94*5( revIews, GW"A”/ vie 15 /MP/"”'/?//)'/Z 96 7e SUI;;J»rma"
[nnp vses (swde ADdmily sesidonfsn ) puo jwses A NUISANCE (webie § mr»mzﬁs
PROPERTY LOCATION: /220 AScdbr AVE . Shc2grovembo

/

. !
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: /.05 L pepes  sincle $amily resdesds

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.22/S - ©230 - 043 . L .
PROPERTY OWNER: Kewwelh JZach e~y
4

ADDRESS: /220 Ascor Ave_

APPLICANT: Sme

ADDRESS : SAmE | /Y

MW ) (Lorry & K20 )
UREY 7 PRINT WAWE
230 nscol npve

APPELLANT: (

ADDRESS:

FILING FEE:
@ by Aoplicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.
R

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

-6 %‘tf{.
' DISTRIBUTE TO -

5/82 . (4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE.
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
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TO THE. PLANNI'NG DI‘RECTOR‘:
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I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City.

Planning Commission of ,2 Zf/ g é when:
“(Date)

Rezoning Application ' > Variance Application

% Spec:Lal Permlt Application

was: Granted _>4Den1ed by the Commission

rouns For avepar: _(E@lsin in detai) o8 v Yo de wune
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CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

423!* ’l‘ STREET, SUITE 200, SACRAMENTO, CA 98814

3 - ASSESSOR’S: vcn. NO. —mn815-0230-063-00Q0

APPLICAM: enneth D‘ Peachey and_Imogene Zander, \ven( .. CA 9567
. OWNER"S’ABE]"SQE R .

PLANS skum_mwmuuml
FILING DATE_10/30/86 _____ ENVIR. DET. .Emmn;_mm_ca)__ REPORT BYJP/rt_

N e N a3 it v e e s .
SO Y P L e RTED

- APPLICATION:- A, Special Permit to develop a dog kennel '~

R _B.. Variance to waive the required six foot high masonry wall
s A between residential and non-residen‘dal u.ses .

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

LOCATION:~ 1220 Ascot Avenue o L e
PROPOSAL: , The applicant is requesting the pecessarv 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. 4

PROJECT INFORMATION:

1974 General Plan Designation: Industrial
1984 North Sacramento Comnmunity

~ Plan Designation: Industriai
Existing Zoning of Site: M-1(S)R

Existing Land Use of Site: Single Family Resmence
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:

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-i

Parking Required: vehicle repair: 3
- {1 space per 1,000 sqg. £t)
dog kennel: to be determined by
- o Commission '
Parking Provided: not shown on site plan .
Property Dimensions: - 157 x 290 .
Property Area:. 1.05+ acres ‘
Square Footage of Building : venicie repair
Topography: : Flat
Street Improvenents: : Ascot naved no curb gutter or sidewalks
Exterior Building Materiais: Stucco
_Exterior Building Color: Desert Sand
Roof Material: Composgition Shingles

__ - Do an et AN EC PRI RT SN TR A P \l-Uq‘%Q" N T I IV Y. -1
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PROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments regarding this proposai:

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 singie 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 singie family residences and vacant iand. Surrounding iands 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 appiicant 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 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
heen cited for having ten dogs on the site. The appiicant; therefore, has
applied for a special permit for a dog kenne: (EZxhibit A). The purpose of
the dogs are for pets and to guard the proposed pusiness on the site. The
applicant does not intend to breed or sell the dogs. The applicant has

provided letters from six adjacent oroverty owrers indicating that they are

in favor of aliowing the applicant to keep the dogs on the subject site
(Exhibit D).

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

Planning staff also contacted the County Planning and Animal Controi
Departments, which are responsibie for regulating dog kenneis in the
unincorporated area. The Planning Department indicated that the nain

-concern of the department in issuing a use pernit 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
reguiate dog kennels and to inspect them on an annual basis.

P86-424 December 4, 1986 Item No. 3}
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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 proolems created by the ten dogs can se
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.

Site Plan Design

The site plan indicates that the proposed vehicle repair shop and dog kennel
are to bé located in the rear of the 290 foot deep liot 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 snoo be provided for staff review
and approval prior to the issuance of building pernmits.

A 25 foot landscaped setback is required for industrial uses in the M-iS
zone. Staff recommends that a landscape pian 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 aiong the
south, east and west property lines (Exhibit C). The apviicant has
requested a variance to waive the masonry wail recuirement along the east
and west property lines which is required wnen a non-residential use is
adjacent to a residential use. The owners of the property to the west ol
ne site have indicated that they have no objection to the waiver of the
walli requirement. Staff finds; nowever, that the proposec vehicie shop andé

dump truck storage will be located adjacent to the east property iline anda -

solid wall will be necessary as a noise and visual buffer for the acdjacent
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 Divisior.
They recommend that the applicant join any future assessment district
created for this industrially zoned are to »rovide Zor necessary street
improvements. ’

P86-424 December 4, 1936 A Ttem No. 3|



I7

Building Design.

The applicant proposes to construct the vehicle repair shop and dog kennei
out of wood with a stucco exterior and composition shingie 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 adegquate insulation.

ENVIRONMENTAL DETERMINATION: This project is exempt fronm environmental review

pursuant to State EIR Guidelines.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the foliowing actions:

A, Denial of the special pernmit to develop a dog kennel based upon Findings of

Fact which foliow.

B. Approval of the variance to waive the reguired masonfy wall, subject to

Conditions and based upon Findings of Fact which follow. .

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

Conditions - Variance

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

Conditions - Plan Review

1. A revised site plan indicating a driveway, three parking spaces and ail
paved areas shall, for the vehicie repair shop and dump truck, be
submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of nuilding
permits. The kennel for ten dogs shall pe eliminated from the site
pian. ’ '

2. Landscape, shading and irrigation plans indicating a 25 foot front
setback landscaped with grass, any other lawn or iandscaped 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 appiicant shall submit a letter from the City Arimal Control
Division indicating that he has complied witn City regulations
regarding the keeping of dogs prior to issuance of building permits.

P86-424 ' December 4, 1986 '~ Item No. -3|
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The applicant shall locate a solid fence between the existing residence

on the site and the east property line to screen tne dump trucks from
the Ascot Avenue street frontage.

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

Findings of Fact - Special Permit

1'

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

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.

5.

P86-424

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

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

a. a masonry wall will be constructed along the east property iine
©  adjacent to where the vehicle repair and storage is proposed for
the site;
b. a variance would be granted to other property owners acin

similar circumstances.

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

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

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

December 4, 1986 Item No. Q)
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: [ ~ B —FZ

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

. . Planning Commission of la’z‘“Z/ - g d” when:
) : (Date)
Rezoning Application > Variance Application
"/ Special Permit Application
was: Granted ><Denied by the Commission
GROUNDS For appEAL: _(Explain in detail) }ﬁmm&m\qw\n& &} M
\ N \\\ 6
..‘.\;" )\ .\A ‘\"A- ‘s _'." ."\ |‘ .\A \ll.‘ A) ‘LL‘A X 1910 3 3N ). 5 . I'I.'
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PROPERTY LOCATION: |2 20 AAD sk m%‘gfm&m P 9 Eél?

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: -bQbrg K m SR

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.2/B  -4230 - 04 3 ~005Z

PROPERTY OWNER: M&Mluwjm%um
ADDRESS: [990 aab gt one R &&&&_M&ﬁ.ﬁ_—

APPLICANT: qu‘k&\ \um&\m M’)&(\Anh)

ADDRESS:

APPELLANT: (
ADDRESS:

FIING FEE: -
~ . bv Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.
. by 3rd party: 60.00

FURWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:

PfM,C/
DISTRIBUTE TO -

5/82 ' (4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD
HY -
W
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: /.Z// 6‘/34

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

Planning Commission of /2'/7/54 when:
(Date)

Rezoning Application Variance Application

\
Special Permit Application Y j’/,;)d/ﬁ%wz:v jar f0-1S5-)2 (?5’(-72'7'/

S: X Granted Denied by the Commission

CROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (Exp1ain in detaﬂ) 6,2/;,,14:/ e s P’cmﬂ-)‘//"&.:

Aamu_ce_ oOF //H;< oF /}p,»c',wmiz /A/F/M-s/rw./urt_ (-5'¢—‘~<f'/cﬁ'4ug@;>

MDD A/}; S/QN;FN/M/' ‘r/ezv 10/ )4 //)rm /4) /2(( EA/U/wNm!mV"
9]
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/4
Wﬂ’, j'_chhS‘n//n' //r/’/ 77, GW"'Af/ vie /5 /m;'»/cy—wofz 74 ﬂc Su;rpwnou
//wo Ji-e§ (Swdlt @m:’y /vslclon'///‘}7) NHD /wsw A AUISArCE (ﬂc/.&c < 0,7}1477¢§)

PROPERTY LOCATION: /220  ASctr AVE . Shciz)rmembo

!
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: /.05 £ pepes single Samil, resrelon i’

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.2/S - o230 - ¢¢ 3

PROPERTY OWNER: //ezy,ue/l; J2acA <~/
AR
ADDRESS: /220 /Ascor Aue_

4

APPLICANT: SHmE
ADDRESS: _ SAm& /)
APPELLANT: fyM/ %/L ) (Lorry £ Kozun )
PRINT NAME
ADDRESS/;};Z;’O /).(cof AVE
FILING FEE:

@ bv Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.

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

, L
o6 A3

DISTRIBUTE T0 -
5/82 ‘ (4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD
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OFFICE OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO CITY HALL
CITY CLERK CALIFORNIA ROOM 203
915 I STREET
SACRAMENTO, CA
January 23, 1987 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 TAKE EFFECT,
IMMEDIATELY

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

SECTION 1. Pindings.

(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)Y 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 wuses. 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-

e



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



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 2zone 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% gquare 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.

Singerely,
Lorraine Magana
City Clerk
LM/1w/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

1.05t developed acres in the Lfght 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/1w/17C
Enclosure

cc: Planning Department
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