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Low Density Residential .441010,46WA 
Agricultural 
Vacant 
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• form ask- 
sp.0.4:y  
0.04 

Irre;:ular in Shape 
35.7 acres 
5.15 units per acre 
Flat 
To be installed 
Available to the site 
Sacramento Unified School District 

type* 

hym OWMAII444^  APPLICATION:  1. Environmental Impact Determination 
2. Rezoning from "A" to "R-1A" 
3.. Special .Permit to develop single family attached units 

with zero lot lines. 
4. Tentative iap to divide 	.7 acres into 184 lots (P-8027 

PROJECT TNFCFMATTON: 

LOCATION: 	North of Rivers and west side of 1-5 freeway 

eferej glee- 	ISSUet 
tiorcov4  .14444;14shmA 141116 

1)es1gnatIon: 	of 
Existing Zoning of Site: 
Existing Land Use of Site: 
Surrounding Land Use & Zoning: 

North: Vacant; and A 3: R-1 
South: Vacant; and A 

	

....East: 	Freeway; and TC 

	

*Jest: 	Vacant; and A 

Property Dimensions: 
Area: 
Density of Development: 
Topography: 
Street Improvements: 
Existing Utilities: 
School District: 

The appli - ant proposes to divide the site into 184 residential lots, a 
recreational lot, and a remnant parcel which is to be developed with 
a:!jacent parcels in the future. Each residential parcel contains a 
single family unit which is attached to the adjacent residential unit 
on the adjoining barcel. The applicant is proposing to develop a private 
street system that has 1 28-foct curb-to-curb width, which is less than 
the City's present standards. In addition, the private streets have no 
sidewalks and include landscaping islands along the streets. 

A recreational area is to be provided. Tentative plans call for two 
-, ,anniz courts, a landscaped area, and a small parking area. The appli-
cant has indicated that some of the parcels immediately adjacent to the 
north of the recreational area may be utilized for additional recreation 
facilities in the future. 

The •pplicant did not submit the designs for the individual dwelling units. 
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:STAFF EVALUATION: 

An evaluation of the project has identified the following issues: 

.1. The Police Department indicated the proposed street widths of 28 feet - 
are too narrow and would cause con Ation and parking problems. In 

• addition, they have no legal juri ci,fpion to enforce traffic laws 
on non-dedicated streets; therefo - 'problems pertaining to speeding, 
parking, and abandoned vehicles can be expected. . 

2. The Recreation and Parks Department has concerns regarding the 
•maintenance of landscaped islands in the center of the private 
streets. • 

3. The City-County Health Department requested that a sound wall be 
provided adjacent to 1-5. 

4. The Fire Department expressed concerns regarding the proposed private 
street system. The proposed private streets are too narrow, and 
would cause problems for fire engines that respond to emergency 
calls, especially if there were cars parked along the streets. 
There would be 	-Irel to position equipment. The Fire Depart- 
ment requests that the streets be dedicated or c;.ttisfy the *orivate 

follows: 

a. 22' wiae pavtu - 
more than 200 feet in. length. 

=0' wide paved - serving up to 50 dwelling units or not 
more than 500 feet in length. 

c. ":."' wide paved - serving more than 50 dwelling units 
more than 500 feet in length. 

(Length of roadway includes parking areas and is measured from 
the pblic street to the most distant parking area) 

5. The Traffic Engineering Department has indicated that the proposed 
streets do not meet present City street standards. Therefore, the 
City would not accept dedication of the streets. 

6. The City Engineering Department has indicated that Greenhaven Drive 
would have to be physically improved and extended either from the 
north or south prior to approval of final maps in order to provide 
access to the development. They also requested that a sewer and 
drainage study be required and that offsite extensions and over-
sizing may be required. 

7. The Department of Transportation has also reviewed the project and 
has Indicated a need for sound attenuation measures. They Indicated 
an interest in allowing construction of a portion of the sound wall 
On Cal Trans property. 

The Sacramento Unified School District has indicated that the 
development would generate 28 elementary, 15 junior high, and 13 
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senior highichool students. They indicated that if enrollment 
increases 'beyond the current. physical capacity, the district would 
provide additional portable classrooms to accommodate the growth. 
They also indicated that the district could not longer guarantee 
that students will be housed in facilities in the immediate neigh-
borhood. 

9. In addition, the Planning Department has the following concerns 
regarding the project: 

•a. There are concerns regarding 	_2 lots that front along 
Greenhaven Drive. The proposed lot widths of 2' to 52'4- 
are narrow and would influence back out parking along this 
major street. Staff suggests that the lots along Greenhaven 
Drive have a minimum width of 90 feet in order to allow circu-
lar driveways for these lots. As shown on the display map, 
the applicant has redesigned the map to include only six lots 
along Greenhaven Drive with 95' to 105' widths. 

b. The access point indicated at the north end of the subject 
site should be eliminated. It is not necessary beepilc. 
will be at least one other pr-o-- --° 

Is also concerned with the private street system and 
. shares the concerns of the Police and Fire Departments. 

d. In order to alleviate some cf the concerns of the Fire and 
'Police Departments regarding access, staff suggests two alter-
natives. First, a public .street should run •thrcugh the develop- 
ment as - shown On Exfaibit A. This would require a complete• 
redesign of the street Isatterns; however, it would prcvide 
public access through the center of the development. 

Second, a public street could run through the development as • 
shown In Exhibit "3". l'his alternative could be accomplIshed 
with the existing street layout;.howeer, the north/south 

-street would run along theeasterly portion-of the site r.tnd•would 
not•serve the development as well as the first alternative. 

. Staff supports the first alternative because it improves public 
access for .emergency vehicles and equipment. In addition, it 
•loull reduce the length of the east/west private streets from 

public -  tight-of-way. 

SU3DIVISI3URE7=C3M1ITTEERECC:4ENDATI=:  

The Committee recommended that the tentative map be denied. At the • 
meeting, there were two votes, each on a motion to deny: 

a. The first vote on a motion to Jeny the pro:ect was in consider-
ation of the overall pre.fec: and concerns of all other depart-
ments. The vote was as follows: 5 ayes, 1 noe, I abstain, 
.2 absent. 
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The second vote, on a motion to deny, was based on each 
department's individual concerns. The vote was as follows: 
3' ayes, 2 - notes, 2 abstain, 2 absent. 

PLANNT:10 STAFF RECOMMENDATION: 

The Planning staff. recommends: 

1. The Negative Declaration be ratified; 

2. The Rezoning from "A" to "R-1A" be denied; 

The .Special Permit be denied; 

The Tentative Map be denied. 

Should the Commission wish to recornend approval of the project containina: 
some private streets, staff suggests that the following conditions be 
included: 	- 

or- _ ?rerare a sewer and drainage study to the satisfaction of the 
City Engineer. 

4, 2, Physically improve and extend C:reenhaven Drive from the north or 
in order to Provide access to the 'site. 

iAlor • 

5. 

rruv.L.,.1t 
fact -len of the Fire Department. 

MO 
Rrovide a 12-inch Main in Rivers de 3olevard and in Grc.enhven 
Drive. 	 A 	

MdI Sou...44 aLisvit /fr. 
u 	hi4h. 44094C and/or berm adacent to I-F! freeway. :r3 

streets tc the z-, t:sfct'on of the Plannin:r. D'rector. 

X■ :.. a -=',-foot public street through the center of the develO, . 
•_ ment '1 '1  shc.In on-7xhibit A. 

:. . 

 

The lots alcnz Greenhaven Drive shall be redesigned with a mini- 
ml:m of :0 .-luo. :Ae lots. 

_fh40A . 	 31 ' 
9. All4streets shall have a minimum width ofq•--c feet crb-to- 

b. 
/0  X:. 2tandard street improvements be required for r,..folic streets. - 	40 

staff's recommendation is based on the f ilowing findins of fact: 

Y'ndin.7,z cf Fact: 

The proposed.  map is consictent with applicable genera? and pecific 
plans. 
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Fact; ,The:1974,General Plan and the South Pocket Specific Plan 
•indicate the 'site for low density residential development. 

a. The dej.gn or improvement of the proposed subdivision is not 
consis-nt-with applicable general and specific plans. 

Fact: The proposed street system does not conform with street 
- standards .!ndicated for the City of Sacramento. 

3.
The site is physically suitable for the type and proposed density 
of development. 

Fact: The site is physically suitable for the type and proposed 
erosional, soil expansion, or other similar problems. 	

it 

proper engineer practices, the site may be developed into 
its intended use. 

4. The design of the subdivision and proposed Improvements are not . 
.likely to cause sianificant environmental damage or substantially 
and unavoidably injure fish or wildlife or their habitat. 

Fact: 'he FrIvronmental Coordinator 	122e3sed the pro,;ect and 
has filed a Negative Declaration with the County Clerk.. 

_ 	 proolo:.ms. 

Fact: The County Environmental Health Aqency has reviewed the 
proposal and has recommended a. -sound attenution. wall 

- adjacent to Interstate 5 freeway. 

The design o,. ,...._ 	
-- a^co''red by :e 	--o 	

-„ 
'' -'', subdivision and ty7e o_ 'mtrovnt wil .o. 

''' -4 ^-- ,"th easemen,..2 -. ..:. 	„.1.. _ ,  ...... conA____.,  o.. 	
r-.;a:" -... at larae for -,o- ,.. -zs .  

through , .*''' ar - =-4.,  or use of, propertj w_ ,.,_:.- __ 
-2 	

proposed sutdIvIsion. 

• Fact: Other than public util , ty 'easements and dedicated rights-
of-way, no easements for access through, or use of, property 
withln the proposed .subdivision have been acquired by the 
public at large. 

The discharge of waste from the proposed subdivision into an 
existina community sewer system will not result in violation of 
existing requirements trescribed by the Caiifornia 	ter ulity 

Control Board. 

Fact: The City of Sacramento, "::ater 	:ewer DIvision, on behalf 
of the :California 7„uallty Control Board, 
Central Valley Pegion, has reviewed the proposal and has 
no conditions related to water -luality r-2quIrements for 

this tentative map. 

In the matter of the request for :1)ecial 

Fact: The pro.'ect is not -based on sound land Use criroin es In 

February 9, •9• It.m 	b 	o 
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