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Approved w/ amended conditions on 9-18-91. RL:rl 9-24-91

Design Review/Preservation Board
Sacramento, California

Members in Session:

SUBJECT: NW corner 10th & T Streets
Office Building-New Construction
South Side Preservation Area
(APN: 010-0072-009-012)(PB91-006)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: On Aﬂril 3, 1991, the Board reviewed and provided
comments for the proposed 3-story office structure. On June 26, 1991, the Board considered
revisions and continued the project for additional redesign.

On June 13, 1991, the Planning Commission approved a lot line adjustment to merge the 4
parcels that comprise the project site (P91-095). The action was appealed to the City
Council by the Southside Park Nelghborhood Assocnatlon (SPNA) and the Sacramento Old City
Association (SOCA).

At the Design Review/Preservation Board meeting of August 7, 1991, the staff -
recommendation was that the Board review and comment on the latest redesign and indicate
its support of the design concept. Although the Board could not approve the project design
while the appeal was pending, the applicant apparently wanted some assurances on the
acceptablhty of the project design as rewsed The Board provided conceptual approval of the
design, subject to the following:

1. Further meeting(s) with the neighborhood association, if needed, should be held by the
applicant to mitigate their design concerns.

2. The paved area adjacent to parking, space 20C shall be modified with provision of a
landscape planter and a striped and signed maneuvering area.

3. The applicant shall modify the design to meet any remaining concerns of the Board.
4. Provide landscape/irrigation plan fon" review and approval of the Board.

j
5. Provide material/color board, including sample of terra cotta for review and approval

of the Board. l
6. Provide roof plan for review and approval of the Board.

7. Generate some details of the facadc:a treatment for review and approval of the Board.
Preliminary detail will be adequate. |

8. Provide sign program for review and approval of the Board.
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Reconsider the street setback areas and the space behind the low walls proposed,
focusing on possible alternative use for court/walk areas.

On September 3, 1991, the Council considered testimony by representatives of these citizens
groups and the attorney for the project proponents. Although the Council denied the appeal,
it did respond to citizen concerns by providing the following direction to SHRA and City staff:

1.

SHRA is to negotiate with the property’s owners for the acquisition of the site for
housing and report back to the Council;

Current Planning and legal staff is to:report back on the current legal policies that allow
or perhaps require the City to approve lot line merger and/or parcel splits prior to
project approval; and

City Planning staff is to report back on the effort requested by the City Council, in
October of 1989, and to identify non-residential sites in the Southside area that should
be rezoned to residential and a moratorium on rezones to non-residential uses and lot
line merger be set until this report comes back to the City Council.

PROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the fol]owing comments regarding the proposed project:

1.

Throughout the review process, Design Review/Preservation staff had shared the
concern of the citizens groups regarding compatibility of the project design with the
neighborhood, with respect to aesthetics, massing, relative scale, ect. The citizens
groups and staff, and the Board as well, found the design presented August 7, 1991,
to be a great improvement. Until the Council denial of the citizen’s appeal the project
proponents could only at best develop the four C-2 zoned parcels with four attached
or detached structures. Having been allowed to assemble the 4 parcels, the developer
no longer has the property lines to.contend with in the placement of one, or more,
structures on the now single parcel.

In spite of the attractive appearance of the redesigned structure and the Board’s
approval of the project "in concept” as a single structure, staff would consider two or
more separate and possibly shorter structures to be the preferable should the SHRA
acquire the property and a residential or mixed use project be developed in the future.

Per the direction of the Board, the applicant has provided a color/material board.
Proposed is stucco with two beige ‘colors, tile in two shades of green, an aluminum
window and storefront system in green. Green paint is also indicated on the board,
but is not referenced on the elevatlon drawings. Presumably, the green paint will be
used at least on the wood components of the storefront. A red and white striped
canvas fabric awning is proposed. Thnn red clay brick and clear glass is proposed.

The Board’s direction also included| the provision of a sample of the terra cotta for
review and approval of the Board. However, no sample was provided with the
color/material board. |
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3. The applicant has also responded td the Board’s direction to provide a roof plan and.
some details of the facade treatment. The roof plan does not specify the material to
be used for the third floor deck.

4. No sign program has been providedifor review and approval of the Board.

5.  Inthe August 7, 1991, staff report, staff indicated that:

At the T Street driveway (oné-way out), a paved area behind the screening wall
and adjacent to parking space 20C needs to be modified so as not to be
confused as a parking space. A portion of that area needs to be retained to
provide adequate maneuverir;\g area for parking space 21C. However, the rest
should be utilized as a planter area to prevent its use for parking. The portion
retained as maneuvering area should be striped and further protected with a
"Keep Clear", or "No Parking” sign.

Regarding this issue, the conceptudl approval was subject to the following:

The paved area adjacent to parking space 20C shall be modified with provision
of a landscape planter and a; striped and signed maneuvering area.
1

The site plan/first fioor plan has been revised to include only a painted cross-hatching
and "No Parking” on a paved surface. Staff would still prefer a physical obstacle to
parking in that location. The applicant has suggested storage in lieu of planting. Staff
is not supportive to unspecified storage that may ultimately become an eyesore for
parkers or pedestrian viewing into 'the parking lot. However, the need for bicycle
storage could be met at this location. This may be the only available space for that
function. Staff could work with the applicant in the development of this area for
planting, storage or a combination of both. A selection of low-light planting materials
may be necessary. ‘

6. . As was also indicated in the previoUs staff report:

The wheel stops for parklng‘ spaces 26C, 27C, 43, and 44 are not properly
positioned.

|
7. The open parking area along the alley and to the west of the building has very little
landscaping. Only end planters are| provided. One is on the alley. One is along the

back of sidewalk on 10th Street. :s

a. The two-foot overhang area for parking spaces 1. through 10 should be utilized
as planter area. In these planters the provision of climbing vines would serve
to soften the appearance of the masonry walls that is required along the west
and south interior property lines. These planters should be extended to provide
screening of the trash enclosure.

b. The north side of the buildind is open to the ground floor parking. The smaller
openings on the ends will have grill work and are indicated on the site plan and
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north elevation plan with a small tree in front of each of them. They would be
located within the two-foot overhang area of the parking spaces. The trees are
not indicated on the landscape and irrigation plans. The two large openings in
the center have no screening at all of the view into the parking garage. What
will be visible after hours will be the asphalt paving surface continuing from the
alley and into the parking garage, the inside wall surfaces of the parking garage,
and the prefabricated wheels stops. A continuous planter is needed along this
edge of the building. The view into the parking garage would be softened. The
stilt-like appearance of the the north building facade, as viewed from the alley,
property to the north of the alley, and from the adjacent 10th Street right-of-
way would be lessened.

Lighting in the parking garage needs to be designed so as to preclude the problems of
distractive and annoying glare that has occurred on other buildings. The provision of
landscaping as suggested by staff would lessen the potential for such impact. The
type, placement and orientation of the lighting fixture will need further review by the
City to prevent any impact to the adjacent uses.

The Board directed the applicant to reconsider the street setback areas and the space
behind the low walls proposed, focusing on possible alternative use for court/walk
areas. The revised plans do not reflect any changes.

A staff alternative would be to eliminate parking space 21C in favor of outdoor
seating. Such seating could be valuable as a break area for office workers. It could
also be utilized in conjunction with a ground floor tenant space, such as a eatery. The
adjacent interior space is currently designated for lobby use. However, the lobby
function could be relocated with an‘entry on the 10th Street rather than the T Street
front frontage as is intended presently. This would provide more rental space and
reduce the non-lease area now used for the lobby.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recomlfnénds that the Board approve the project subject
to the follow conditions:

1.

The paved area adjacent to parking: space 20C shall be modified with provision of a
landscape planter, a bicycle storage area, or a combination of both. A striped and
signed maneuvering area for space 21C must still be provided.

The wheel stops for parking spaces 26C, 27C, 43, and 44 shall be positioned on
revised plans in conformance with the Zoning Ordinance.

Planting shall be provided in the overhang area of parking space 1 through 10. The
planter shall contain climbing vines and shall continue along the sides of the trash
enclosure. A continuous planter shall also be located along the north edge of the
building, utilizing the overhang area of both covered and uncovered parking spaces
along that side of the building. Besides the trees indicated on the site plan and on the
north elevation drawing, planting shall include ground cover and small shrubs. To
avoid damage from vehicles as much as possible, the line of trees and shrubs shall be
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within the overhang area of the uncovered row of parking spaces, with the centers of
those plants aligned with the striping between the uncovered parking spaces.

4, Final landscape/irrigation plan shall be provided for review and approval of the Board
.Iandscape architect member and staff prior to issuance of building permits.
see below.

5. The required masonry wall along the west and south interior property lines shall shall

be of decorative masonry units subject to review and approval of staff. The side
facing the adjacent residential uses must have a decorative surface.

6. The trash enclosure design shall include decorative masonry units and heavy ribbed
metal gates, subject to staff review and approval.

7: A lighting plan shall be submitted for review and approval by staff prior to issuance of
building permit. Particular attention shall be given to lighting in the parking garage and
surface parking lot.

8. A sign program shall be submitted for review and approval of the Board prior to
issuance of a certificate of occupancy.

9. Revised plans shall be submitted for.review and approval prior to issuance of building
permits. All revisions must be "clouded” for easy reference. Any additional staff time
spent to revise plans per the Board approval shall be billed at the rate of $70.00/hr.

10.  The approval shall be deemed automatically revoked unless required permits have been
issued within two years of the date ;of the approval. Prior to expiration, an extension
of time may be granted by the Board upon written request of the applicant.

11.  The Building Division shall not issue a certificate of occupancy without a site
inspection and approval by Design Review/Preservation staff.

Approval is based on the following findingé of fact:

1. The project, as conditioned, conforfns with the Board’s design criteria.
2. The project, as conditioned, will ble’nd into the surrounding area.
' A}
3. The project, as conditioned, heIp to maintain the integrity of the South Side

Preservation Area. ,

Respectfully submitted, {

W z‘ r2#1( |

Richard §. Hastings
Design Review/Preservation Director i
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13 Sept 91

AN APPROVAL BY THE DESIGN REVIEW/P?RESERVATION BOARD DOES NOT RELIEVE THE
APPLICANT OF THE RESPONSIBILITY TO MEET REQUIREMENTS OF ALL ZONING
ORDINANCES AND BUILDING CODES.

FINAL PLANS SUBMITTED TO THE CITY. FOR A BUILDING PERMIT WILL INCLUDE ALL
CHANGES REQUIRED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL BY THE BOARD. THE CHANGES
WILL BE SHOWN BY DRAWING REVISIONS AND/OR BY NOTATION, WHICHEVER IS MORE
APPLICABLE. PLANS WHICH HAVE OMIS;SIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO THE APPLICANT
FOR CORRECTION AND WILL NOT BE PROCESSED. THE APPLICANT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
ANY TIME LOST DUE TO INCOMPLETE PLANS. NO EXCEPTIONS WILL BE MADE.

THE APPLICANT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DELAYS RESULTING FROM NONCOMPLIANCE
WITH CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL.

!
|
|
i
|

Added by Board: The street tree requirements shall be examined.
Also, a comment added by Board on 4-3-91 was to "replace the English and Black
Walnut trees with 36 inch box spec:mens of a var/ety, or varieties, to be determined
by the City Arborist.”
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Approved in Concept on 8-7-91, subject to recommendations of the Board and staff. RL:rl 8-12-91

Design Review/Preservation Board
Sacramento, California

Members in Session: i

SUBJECT: NW corner 10th & T Streets
Office Building-New Construction
South Side Preservation Area
(APN: 010-0072-009-012)(PB91-006)

BACKGROUND [INFORMATION: On April 3, 1991, the Board reviewed and provided
comments for the proposed 3-story office structure. On June 26, 1991, the Board considered
revisions and continued the project for additional redesign.

On June 13, 1991, the Planning Commission approved a lot line adjustment to merge the 4
parcels that comprise the project site (P91-095). The action has been appealed to the City
Council. The scheduled hearing date is August 13, 1991.

Although the Board’s review authority is in the area of design, the appropriateness of the
proposed office use continues to be an. issue with the Southside Park Neighborhood
Association (SPNA), the Sacramento Old City Association (SOCA). The City’s parcel merger
process is also under their scrutiny.

Staff has shared the concern of the citizens groups that the project design, up through the last
presentation to the Board, has not achieved an acceptable level of compatibility with the
neighborhood, with respect to aesthetics, massing, relative scale, and so on.

Staff wishes to commend the applicant and architect in their concerted effort to meet
neighborhood and Board concerns as well as upgrade the quality of material on the project.

PROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments regarding the proposed
project: ‘ |
i
1. The applicant has been quite responsive to the latest Board, citizen, and staff
comments and suggestions related to the design of the project. The vertical scale of
the project has been effectively modified by changing the facade treatment and by
stepping the building back between floors. A reduced setback of the ground floor
retail space from the public sidewalk improves its pedestrian linkage.

The result of the latest redesign is a building that is much more sensitive in massing
and scale to the surrounding Southside neighborhood. The character of the structure
is urban. Yet it does not have the same overpowering presence that buildings closer
to or located right in the CBD would be anticipated to possess.

2. It has been the applicant’s preference to avoid the need for any variance from the
provisions of the Zoning Ordinance. However, the changes most recently required by
the Board would necessitate reduction of parking and/or the amount of floor space in
the building. Although the parking numbers have been reduced to less than the current
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City requirement, requiring Planning Commission approval, the measures taken do not
result in a reduction of square footage. Actually, there is an increase as a resulit in the

expansion of ground floor, where the space will be split between a lobby and retail.

The interim parking regulations specify one parking space per 450 s.f.(gross floor area)
as a minimum, and one per 400 s.f.(g.f.a), as a maximum. The minimum and
maximum figures for this project is 59 and 66 spaces, respectively. With 58 spaces
shown on the revised plans, a parking shortfall of only one space will exist. By
ordinance the applicant is required to obtain a Transportation Management Planning
(TMP) permit, whether or not a parking deficiency occurs. Due to this one space
deficiency, the applicant will need from the Planning Commission, through the special
permit process, either an outright reduction of the parking requirement or in addition
to a reduction the applicant will need to provide an acceptable parking reduction
program.

3. Staff feels that the applicant in redesigning the project and in responding to previous
concerns, has provided a much less interesting public entry and lobby space than was
offered earlier. Although the interior design of the building is outside of the Board’s
purview, staff would like to work with the applicant to reduce the size of the lobby if
the applicant is agreeable.

4, The proposed screening of the parklling from both street faces is now designed as a
stucco fence and with appropriate landscaping should meet earlier Board concerns.

5. At the T Street driveway (one-way out), a paved area behind the screening wall and
adjacent to parking space 20C needs to be modified so as not to be confused as a
parking space. A portion of that ,area needs to be retained to provide adequate
maneuvering area for parking space 21C. However, the rest should be utilized as a
planter area to prevent its use for parking. The portion retained as maneuvering area
should be striped and further proteti:ted with a "Keep Clear", or "No Parking" sign.

6. The wheel stops for parking spaces 26C, 27C, 43, and 44 are clearly not properly
positioned.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends that the Board review and comment on

the latest redesign and indicates its support of the design concept. Also, to direct the

applicant to proceed as followings, in anticipation of returning to the Board for final review

and approval after all necessary action by the Planning Commission and City Council have

been taken:  Board action: Approved in boncept, subject to the following:

1. Further meeting(s) with the neighbo?hood association, if needed, should be held by the
applicant to mitigate their design concerns.

2. The paved area adjacent to parking space 20C shall be modified with provision of a
landscape planter and a striped and signed maneuvering area.

3. The applicant shall modify the design to meet any remaining concerns of the Board.

t

PB91-006 August-7-1981 Item No. &
‘ _031891_ 7



s

Respectfully submitted,

o~

Richard BY Hastings
Design Review/Preservation Director

RBH:RL:rl

AN APPROVAL BY THE DESIGN REVIEW/PRESERVATION BOARD DOES NOT RELIEVE THE
APPLICANT OF THE RESPONSIBILITY TO MEET REQUIREMENTS OF ALL ZONING
ORDINANCES AND BUILDING CODES. '

FINAL PLANS SUBMITTED TO THE CITY FOR A BUILDING PERMIT WILL INCLUDE ALL
CHANGES REQUIRED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL BY THE BOARD. THE CHANGES
WILL BE SHOWN BY DRAWING REVISIONS AND/OR BY NOTATION, WHICHEVER IS MORE
APPLICABLE. PLANS WHICH HAVE OMISSIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO THE APPLICANT
FOR CORRECTION AND WILL NOT BE PROCESSED. THE APPLICANT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
ANY TIME LOST DUE TO INCOMPLETE PLANS. NO EXCEPTIONS WILL BE MADE.

THE APPLICANT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DELAYS RESULTING FROM NONCOMPLIANCE
WITH CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. |

‘Added by Board:
4. Provide landscape/irrigation plan for review and approval of the Board.
. |
5. Provide material/color board, including sample of terra cotta for review and approval

of the Board.
6. Provide roof plan for review and apbrova/ of the Board.
|

7. Generate some details of the facade'e treatment for review and approval of the Board.
Preliminary detail will be adequate."

8. Provide sign program for review and approval of the Board.

9. Reconsider the street setback areas and the space behind the low walls proposed,
focusing on possible alternative use for court/walk areas.
;
PB91-006 'kugust-7—1-991 Item No. &~
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Design Review/Preservation Board
Sacramento, California

Members in Session:

SUBJECT: NW corner 10th & T Streets
Office Building-New Construqtion
South Side Preservation Area:
(APN: 010-0072-009-012)(PB91-006)

i
BACKGROUND INFORMATION: On Aprul 3, 1991, the Board reviewed and provided
comments for the proposed 3-story office structure.

The Board received written and oral testimony from both the Southside Park Neighborhood
Association (SPNA) and the Sacramento Old City Association (SOCA) opposing the project.
(see attached letters.) Their objections are related to both the proposed land use and various
aspects of the building itself. From their pérspective, the primarily office use is contrary to
housing goals for the neighborhood and the Central City, as set forth in the draft Central City
Housing Strategy Plan and the R Street Corridor Plan, among others. They also feel that the
relative difference in the massing, scale, and architectural style of the proposed project with
the surrounding area is inappropriate. It is seen by them as deleterious to both the physical
character as well as the long-term viability of South Side as a residential neighborhood. The
unexpected removal of all the trees from the site on the previous weekend also added to the
concern for the proposed development of the site and the future of the neighborhood.

The Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA), in a memo dated April 2, 1991,
indicated a concern that "the development, as proposed, may conflict with the established
Redevelopment Agency objectives of stabilizing the adjacent residential area and encouraging
the rehabilitation of existing housing and de:velopment of new housing in the Southside Park
area.” (see attached memo.)

The individual Board members comments are .provided in the attached Summary of
Comments.

On April 23, the applicant met with staff, including the Planning Director, to discuss possible,
modifications to the project. On June 13, 1991 the Planning Commission approved a lot line
adjustment to merge the 4 parcels that compnse the project site (P91 095)

s

)

PROJECT EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments and concerns regarding the
proposed project:

COMPLIANCE OF THE PROJECT WITH CITY CODES AND PLANS
{

1. From the onset, the applicant has made a conscious effort to conform with the height
and area standards, off-street parking requirements, and other development standards
contained in the Zoning Ordinance. The only entitlement that was needed from the
Planning Commission was the lot line adjustment to merge the parcels that comprise
the proposed development site.

PB91-006 : June-26—881- Item No.7—
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While the appropriateness of the merger of 4 smaller parcels into a single developable
site was for the citizens groups an issue that needed debate, the City’'s legal
interpretation of the Subdivision Map. Act was that there was no alternative but for the
Planning Commission to approve the lot line adjustment application.

2. Thus far, the evolution of this project has been influenced by the developer’'s
economics and by the City’s legal interpretation. (see attached memo.) This factors,
however, do not take into account the compatibility of the proposed project with the
existing neighborhood environment.

i

The building codes are intended to assure public safety. The General Plan and the
Central City Community Plan provides land use categories to guide growth. The
Zoning Ordinance serves to implement those plans. Nevertheless, just as compliance
with building codes may not assure architectural compatibility, neither does
consistency with the land use design‘atilons of the General Plan and a community plan
nor compliance with the zoning provisions related to land use, height and area, etc.,
assure that a development will be in harmony with the surrounding neighborhood.

On the side of design, the Zoning Ordinance does have Section 16, relative to the
design review process, and the Citijode has Chapter 32, which provides the Board
with corresponding review authority for Preservation Areas and Listed Structures.
There is also a Preservation Areas Plan and the recently adopted Design Guidelines
Plan, which pertain to this neighborhood and to this project. Design considerations are
also included with the 1980 Central City Plan. The Urban Design Plan for the CBD has
been adopted by SHRA for application in the redevelopment areas, including Southside.

What may be unclear to some is the extent to which the Board’s design authority may
affect the design of a project that is otherwise consistent with the Zoning Ordinance
and other City regulations. The Design Review/Preservation staff finds that compliance
with not only the land use designations of the General Plan and Community Plans,
zoning classification, the height and area regulation, etc., but also the design
components of those regulations and the other design documents, are necessary for
measuring the appropriateness of a project for any given site. The design of the
structure, its height, its massing, and scale in relationship to the surrounding
neighborhood, are all factors that the Board needs to consider in determining the
project’s conformance with the vari;ous codes and plans.

3. The City’s adopted Preservation Area Plan, in defining the Board’s role in the
preservation program, indicates that I'the Board seeks to maintain the areas’s scale and
character through protection and preservation, while at the same time allowing for
creative, yet appropriate rehabilitation and new construction. The intent ... is not to
require new construction to be reproductions of older structures, but rather to insure
that new construction be complementary to the Preservation Area in scale, bulk,
height, design and general character.".

[

|
Among the goals established to implement the Program are the following:

: To encourage new co'nstructi(:Jn, new design and rehabilitation that is integrated
and compatible with the character of Preservation Areas.

PB91-006 Jure-26-1991 - Item No.#+
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- To insure that non-residential developments are designed so as to be compatible
with the surrounding Preservation Area.

- To coordinate exterior building design on all elevations with regard to éolor,
materials, architectural form, style and detailing to achieve design harmony and
enhance the existing Preservation Area.

- To encourage the retention and protection of existing trees in Preservation
Areas in particular and in the Central City in general, adjacent to structures, and
on Central City streets.

Among the guidelines for the architectural review of new construction are:

of the individual Area.-

- All new construction should rl'espect the scale and design of existing Listed and
Supportive Structures within the area. It is not intended that new construction
be a copy of pre-World War Il structures, but that it be complementary in scale,
bulk, rhythm, height, and general character of the Preservation Area.

- in Areas where the existing design tends to be strongly vertical, delicate and
narrow, new construction should respect that style. On the otherhand, in
Areas where the existing design tends to be bulky and solid, new construction
should respect this also. Roof lines should be compatible with adjacent roof
styles or to the surrounding neighborhood character.

4, The Design Review Guidelines Plan, recently adopted by the City, recognizes
economic realities (Section 2. Policies and Goals) in stating that the Board
"encourages the best possible design quality on every project, but recognizes economic
and other limitations to achieving the highest standard of excellence in all cases.” On
the other hand, the very first sentence in the introduction reads: "The Design
Review/Preservation Board was created by the City Council out of a concern for the
integration of projects with the appearance, scale, capacity, use, and character of
neighborhoods and districts within the City of Sacramento.

5. Although the applicant’s design r?nay not need entitlements from the Planning
Commission, other than the lot lineiadjustment to merge the parcels, the applicant’s
approach is contrary to the Design Review Guidelines. On page 12, Section C.

Relationships To Adjacent Structures and Surrounding Areas, reads in part:

Proposed structures should be harmonious to the existing surroundings
including existing buildings,: existing landscaping, existing open space and
existing view corridors. This harmony can be achieved by establishing
relationships including, but not limited to, alignment of building elements;
similar hierarchal grouping such as pairing of windows in groups of three; use
of similar colors or materials; use of similar shadow casting or other articulating
elements; use of similar building form.
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éection D. Historic Appropriateness :For Listed Structures/ Areas, reads in part:

If the proposed project is within a Preservation Area or .affects a Listed
Structure, the applicant should refer to the adopted Preservation Guidelines and
the Secretary of Interior Standards.

6. Even the superseded Design Review Guidelines for the Central City Design Review
District, approved 1-16-78, relative to Relationship of Proposed Buildings to
Surrounding Neighborhood, indicates:

The siting of structures should display a sensitivity to the best aspects of the
character, quality and scale of those existing developments in the area of the
proposed project. In many existing neighborhoods, the relationship of buildings
has already been determined.

This relationship is guided by the basic proportions, height and form of the
building as well as their posntlon in relationship to the street and adjacent
structures.

The following criteria are estiablished to attain the above objectives:
- lllustrate a design compatibility with the desired developing
character of the surrounding area. Design compatibility shall
include harmonious building style, form size, color and material.

- Create a development which is pleasant in character, human in
scale, and facilitates easy circulation.

7. The City’s Urban Design Plan, havinQ been adopted by SHRA, is also applicable to the
subject site and the surrounding neighborhood. The following are those policies most
applicable to this project:

PB91-006

The Design Guidelines allow for creative architectural solutions that
acknowledge contextual design issues.

The Design Guidelines complement the architectural character of existing
historic building enclaves and promote harmony in the visual relationships and
transitions between new and older buildings.

The Design Guidelines relate the bulk of new buildings to the prevailing scale
of development to avoid an overwhelming or dominating appearance in new
construction. .

The Design Guidelines enhadce the pedestrian experience.

The Design Guidelines promate functional and aesthetic integration of building
services, vehicular access and parking facilities.
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The applicant, at the previous Design Review/Preservation Board meeting, indicated
a preference that the proposed design of the project determine the future architectural
character, scale, and land use of the surrounding area, rather than the character of the
Southside neighborhood determining the design, scale and land use of the project.
Clearly, this is directly in opposition to what is presented in the various City codes and

_ plans, both existing and under preparation.

Previously, the applicant provided a'streetscape exhibit that was a composite of the
drawings for the street elevations of the proposed building and photographs of the
adjacent buildings on the respective street frontages. Not only has the design of the
proposed office building changed, but also staff determined that this approach to
representing the relative scale of the project was inadequate in this instance. The
applicant will therefore provide at the time of the hearing revised streetscape exhibits
for both 10th Street and T Street utilizing drawings only for the existing and proposed
structures.

THE PROJECT DESIGN AND POSSIBLE MODIFICATIONS

10.

The street elevations has been modified to include a false mansard treatment. By
providing a break in the mansard, coinciding with the intermediate brick area on each
facade, a pair of building fronts is implied for each street. The consistency of the
architecture and the shallow inset of the intermediate wall, however, cause identity as
a single building to be apparent, though this does start a rhythm which helps to break
up the mass of the building.

|
In spite of the improvement in the building design, the change does not alleviate the
perception of the project as a suburban office building design. This perception was
shared by the majority of the Board members.

The vertical scale of the project could be modified by changing the facade treatment
and/or, as suggested by SOCA, by increasing the building setback between floors. The
first approach would have an illusionary effect and would be less drastic and less
expensive. The second approach, preferable to staff, would be much more effective.
In that the reduction in building mass in this fashion would result in a corresponding
reduction in office floor area, staff would not object to a reduction of the setback for
the ground floor to provide for an increase of retail space as compensation. A reduced
setback of the ground floor retail space from the public sidewalk would improve its
pedestrian linkage. A 5’ minimum setback requirement for the street side yard applies
to the 10th Street frontage where 7’ of building setback is proposed. Only on the T
Street frontage, where the proposed building setback is 20, is there much of an
opportunity to make a significant change. The minimum setback requirement is 7.5’
for the first 26’ of building height apd 15’ for that portion of the building above 26°.

“Certainly, a stepping back of the facade is preferable to stepping forward as is now

proposed. Also, reduction of the square footage may relieve the applicant of the need
for further Planning Commission action relative to satisfying the City parking
requirements (which is explained in the next paragraph).
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11.  The minimum parking required for the design reviewed previously by the Board was 56
spaces, though 61 spaces were proposed. The requirement for the revised design will
be as much as 62 spaces, presuming that the entire ground floor is calculated as retail
and one parking space per 250 sq. feet. However, the parking has been reduced from
the previously proposed 61 to only 55 spaces, necessitating an application to the
Planning Commission for either a varlance to waive the shortfall or a special permit for
parking reduction. The 6 space ehmmated include the 4 spaces previously located in
the T Street setback area and the 2 spaces that caused the alley accessed spaces to
be isolated from the balance of the parking. These changes were a result of the April
23rd meeting between the applicant:' and staff. The final parking requirement will of
course depend on the final square footages and ground floor use.

12.  The Southside Park Neighborhood Association (SPNA) has identified the predominance
of the ground floor parking and the limited amount of ground floor retail---which were
added in response to their initial comments-—-as continuing shortcomings of the
proposed project. The applicant mdlcated that the expense of underground parking,
as recommended by the SPNA, to be cost prohibitive. A compromise would be to
retain parking at grade, and to provide for additional ground floor retail space by
displacing some of the adjacent parking spaces. Through the special permit process
and with the generation of parking reduction measures to mitigate the effects of the
reduction, perhaps the Planning Commission would be willing to facilitate this trade-
off.

t

STAFF RECOMMENDATION': Staff recommends that the Board direct the applicant to
modify its design as follows, and return to Ithe Board for final review and approval. Areas of
redesign for the applicant to consider are as follows:

1. The street setbacks of the ground ﬁloor may be reduced to the minimum allowed by
the Zoning Ordinance. The 3rd floor should be stepped back from the 2nd floor at
least ten feet. The project shall achieve the compatibility of design, scale, massing,
etc., necessary to be in compliance'with the various applicable City plans and codes.

2. Appropriate screening of the parking from both street faces must be designed. The
ground level of the building should be pedestrian friendly.

3. . The ground floor design shall be modified to further reduce the number of parking

- spaces and to increase the amount of ground floor retail. The applicant shall obtain
a Transportation Management Planmng (TMP) permit as required by ordinance and
also, if needed, generate a parking reduction program in conjunction with obtaining a
special permit from the Planning Co‘mmission to reduce the parking requirement.

4. Further meetmgs with the neighborhood association should be held by the applicant
to attempt to mitigate their concerns.

PB91-006 Juﬁe-iﬁ,—1-994_ ' Item No.+




Respectfully submitted,

oo

Richard B/ Hastings i
Design Review/Preservation Director

RBH:RL:rl

i

AN APPROVAL BY THE DESIGN REVIEW/P:RESERVATION BOARD DOES NOT RELIEVE THE
APPLICANT OF THE RESPONSIBILITY TO MEET REQUIREMENTS OF ALL ZONING -
ORDINANCES AND BUILDING CODES.

|
FINAL PLANS SUBMITTED TO THE CITY'FOR A BUILDING PERMIT WILL INCLUDE ALL
CHANGES REQUIRED AS CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL BY THE BOARD. THE CHANGES
WILL BE SHOWN BY DRAWING REVISIONS AND/OR BY NOTATION, WHICHEVER IS MORE
APPLICABLE. PLANS WHICH HAVE OMISSIONS WILL BE RETURNED TO THE APPLICANT
FOR CORRECTION AND WILL NOT BE PROCESSED. THE APPLICANT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR
ANY TIME LOST DUE TO INCOMPLETE PLANS. NO EXCEPTIONS WILL BE MADE.

THE APPLICANT IS RESPONSIBLE FOR ANY DELAYS RESULTING FROM NONCOMPLIANCE
WITH CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL. ! '

i
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Design Review/Preservation Board Hearing---April 3, 1991
Summary of Comments---PB91-006---NW Corner 10th & T Streets

John Kerrs - Although attempting to achieve the "highest and: best use" is fine, the
project should be design in accordance with the design guidelines.

Roxanne Miller - Concern with the suburban character of the building, its massing, and
the provision of ground level parking. Recommend redesign.

Dave Balestreri - In a residential neighborhood, such a project without ground level
activity results in a "dead zone". Office use, or not, the detail, mass..., should have
the character of the neighborhood. Support staff recommendation for redesign.

Bonnie Fitzpatrick - Not a bad building, but not appropriate design for this
neighborhood. Doesn’t need to be Victorian, but does need to fit the neighborhood.
Design compatibility is not contrary to "highest and best use". The cutting of the
trees is insensitive to the neighborhood.

Dennis Tsuboi - Likes the bays, but building doesn’t fit into the neighborhood.
Landscaping is fine, but large deciduous trees are more appropriate than evergreens
along the streets. Suggest the large boxes trees, as replacement for the walnuts that
were cut down be located along the streets.

Mark Rusconi - The merger is a design issue and perhaps should be indicated as such
in @ message to the Planning Commussnon It would be more sensitive to the
neighborhood to retain the 4 small parcels but even with a merger into one parcel,
a compatible design is possible.

Kathy Les - Echoed the concerns of the other Board members.
Colby Anderson - Has concerns with lack of pedestrian activity. Sympathetic to right

to develop to best ability if the lot line 'adjustment to merge is approved and maybe
the 25,000 sq. feet is alright, but to be more sensitive to the neighborhood.
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Southside Park Neighborhood Association
915 L Street, Suite 130
Sacramento CA 95814

11 March 1991

Chair

Sacramento City Planning Commission
1231 I Street, Suite 200 - |
Sacramento CA 95814

Northwest Corner of 10th and T Streets

CITY OF SACRAMENTQ

Chair

Sacramento Design Review Board: CITY PLANNING DIvISION
1231 I Street, Suite 200

Sacramento CA'95814 MAR:[IIQQ}
Subj: Application for Entitlements at ' RECE,VED

(Parcel Nos: 009-0072-009 through 012)

During the regular monthly meeting of the Southside Park
Neighborhood Association (SPNA) held Thursday, 5 February 1991,
consideration was given to subject request for entitlements as they
are currently understood by us, based on the preliminary plans
submitted to you by the developer, G.F.S. (address unknown).
Following discussion, our membership unanimously approved a motion
opposing the project as currently proposed, and directed the
submittal of this letter notifying your bodies of our intention to
oppose, by whatever means at our disposal, any action that would
facilitate the approval of this ill-conceived proposal.

SPNA's reasons for taking thisiaction are outlined as follows:

Over the past two years or so, considerable public attention
has been focused on the need for more housing in the downtown
area. As recently as January 9th, as the culmination of a
series of special meetings on this issue, the City Council
unanimously affirmed its commitment to encouraging housing
downtown, and to the preservation of existing residential
neighborhoods and values.! Moreover, the Sacramento Housing
and Redevelopment Agency (SHRA), in attempting to formulate an
approach which would be supportive of housing in the downtown
area, engaged Mundie and Associates of San Francisco, which
was charged with the task of developing a pro-housing strategy
for downtown Sacramento and conducting a series of workshops
intended to implement the strategy through broadened public
awareness and support. of preservation of existing
neighborhoods. Among the’points stressed by the consultants
were: |

peal-eoe e di) R
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a. A commercial project of the type envisioned by the
developer is inherently and invariably destructive to the
neighborhood upon which it is visited, specifically in
terms of property values of the immediate adjacent
residential structures, and also to the human and other
intangible values vital to the preservation of a
neighborhood. In addition, a project of this nature
would contribute negatively to the current downtown
jobs/housing imbalance, as well as the traffic/noise/air
pollution problem already presenting difficulties to
those living along 'the 9th and 10th Street one-way
arterials. '

b. Further, the consultant presented a series of slides
showing the destructive effect on Sacramento's downtown
neighborhoods attributable to the thoughtless intrusion
of stucco and glass commercial projects similar to the
one in question (which is designed with apparent total
disregard for the neighborhood architectural style and
feel.) It defies credulity that a developer with any
degree of awareness of the lively discussion and support
engendered by the SHRA consultant's presentations, let
alone a serious concern for the neighborhood affected,

could have submitted an application so blatantly contrary
to the substance of the points emphasized. One can
hardly conceive of a worse example of "what not to do in
the wrong location".

Lest SPNA's opp051tlon to the developer s application be subject to
misinterpretation, it should be pointed out that the neighborhood
would welcome a project on the 10th and T site which is consistent
with the City Council and SHRA positions, and fits the Mundie and
Associates recommendations for achieving those ends, e.q.
strengthening (rather than further destruction of) a fragile
neighborhood worthy of preservation by means of mixed-use infill
projects stressing ground floor commercial coupled with medium-to-
high~-density residential on the upper floors.

In summary, the SPNA stands firm in its opposition to the subject
application as currently proposed and also opposes approval of any
lot line adjustments necessary;to facilitate the project.

Sincerely, }

\@Wm !

Gedrge Bramson (444- 9238)
SPNA

cc: Michael Davis, Director of Planning and Development
Marty van Duyn, Director of Planning

!
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" 'LINDA WHITNEY, Vice President, Administration

. MARK WHISLER, President
KAY KNEPPRATH, Vice President, Planning

DAN FLYNN, Secretary

BRUCE POMER, Tressurer

ROGER LATHE, Preservation Chair
SUSAN WYCKOFF, Newsletter Editor

ANTHONY PRUDHOMME, Development Director
PEGGY BOHL, Public Relations end Home Tom' Chair

KATHRYN TOBIAS, Legal Chair
JOHN KERSS, Volunteer Coordinator
ROBBIN WARE, Ans Chair

. : Member-at-]
MARY PRUDTIOMME, Marabotip Clut SACRAMENTO OLD CITY ASSOCIATION STEVE SANDEHS, Puk Praciioe

UD'HOMME, Membership Chair -
MARY R Post Office Box 1022 Sacramento, CA 95812

March 25, 1991

12311 Street o | MAR 26 1991

Sacramento, CA 95814

EF\ 0F SACRAMENTD
CITY PLARNING DIVISION

RE: PB91-006 | B RECEIVED

Dear Members:

SOCA appreciates the opportunlty to comment on the proposed office
building at 10th and T Streets. , We have several concerns with the
proposed design of this bulldln% .

No architectural relationship to nearby structures. The
buildings near the project site are historic wooden homes and
a one-story brick retail structure. The proposal, which
appears to be a contemporary glass and stucco structure, does
not attempt to incorporate lany of the design features of the
existing structures.

Massing is out of context ﬁith nearby structures. The
applicant proposes to merge four lots and build a three story

structure that comes up to lthe lot line with no setbacks. The

proposal would have an overjpowering presence on the corner.
By contrast, the large historic homes in this area have
generous setbacks. |

Ground-level parking is unglqhtlv and discourages pedestrian
activity. The proposal devotes almost the entire first level
to parking, which would d1scourage active pedestrian uses in

the vicinity of the bu11d1ng The parking area would become a

security concern after work hours.

In short, the proposal's design |is an affront to the historic
character of the Southside Nelghborhood Without endor51ng the

office use of the proposal, SOCA encourages the Design Review Board

to recommend that the design reflect the architecture of the
surrounding structures, have setbacks on the second and third
levels, and locgte parking below grade.

Vike~Presid¢nt/Planning Chair
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CITY OF SACRAMERTO
CITY. PLANNING DIVISioN

‘ | ' | APR 0 3 1991
o RECEIVED

Dick Hastings
Members of the Design Review Board

We are writing to you about the proposed three story office
building at 10th and T. We have looked at drawings of the
building and were appalled at the idea of it being built in the
historic, Southside Neighborhood or anywhere in the Central City.
It is an extremely ugly glass box with no style or imagination.
It clashes with the architecture of Southside and looks like the
chean characterless 'office boxes' that have managed to make
Highway 50 and suburban office parks so ugly. We would prefer
to see a wood frame building with appropriate set backs and step
backs which would have some visual interest and .blend with
adjacent buildings. '

In addition to opposing the architecture of the building,
we also want to go on record that we think a three story office
building is much toointensive a use for the 10th and T site.

WE believe it would be more appropriate to have a mixed use
building with ground floor commercial and one-two stories of
residential.

Sincerely

O e

1414 26th Jtreet .
Sacramento, CA 95816

Please note, we have a special interest in what happens at the
10th and T site pecause we own 2 peautifully restored two story
Victorian in the 1200 hundred block .of T Street and feel that the
proposed office building will have a very negative impact on our
property.
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SACRAMENTO
HOUSING AND REDEVELOPMENT
AGENCY

April 2, 1891

TO: Design Review/Preservation Board
Sacramento, California

FROM: John Wamer, Assistant Planner
Housing Development

RE: Proposed Office Developmem 'NW Corner 10th & “T" Streets
Flie No.. PB91-008

Agency staff have reviewed the preliminary plans for the proposed office
building development at the NW corner of 10th & “T” Streets.

Staff is concemed that the development, as proposed, may conflict with the '

established Redevelopment Agency objectives of stabilizing the adjacent Lk
residential area and encouraging the rehabilitation ot existing housing and '
development of new housing in the Sauthside Park area.

The draft City-Agency Central City Housing Strategy suggests that office
building development in C-2 areas (including the 10th & “T" Streets area)
adjacent to residential areas has an adverse impact on the neighboring
residential uses and recommends:

« Rezoning the area from commiercial to residential use.

+ Encouraging the development of moderate density housing or
residential over retail. :

The Agency would encourage the developers of the NW corner of 10th & “T"
Streets to reconsider their proposed development and, instead, pursue the
development a residential or mixed use (residential over retail) project.

it you have any further questions of concerns regarding this matter, please feel
free to contact me at 440-1368. i

cc: Jim Camey
Thomas V. Lee
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MAILING ADDRESS: P.O. Bax 1834, Sacramento, CA 958132-1834
OrriCE LOCATION: G30 | Street, Sacramonte, CA 83814 (916) 4440210



















































