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Honorable Members in Session: : -

SUBJECT: 1. Negative Declaration . /
2. Appeal of Planning Commission's Denial of various requests for ~/
property located at the southeast corner of Greenhaven Drive
and South Land Park Drive

a. Amendment of General Plan from Agricultural to Residential

b. Amendment of South Pocket Community Plan from Interim
Agriculture and Low Density Residential designations to Low
Density Multiple Family

Cc. Rezone 18.6+ acres with portion of site in EA-3 from Single

" Pamily (R-1), and Agricultural (A), to Garden Apartment (R-
2A) zone.

d. Lot Line Adjustment to merge three lots into one parcel
totaling 18.6+ acres

e. Plan Review for 279 unit apartment complex (P85-047)

LOCATION: Southeast corner of future Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park
- Drive extensions

SUMMARY

On May 28, 1985, the City Council heard the above entitlements for the
proposed 279 unit apartment complex known as Fountain Oaks. The Council
indicated an intent to approve the development subject to revised plans
indicating two-family units along the south property line adjacent to the Park
Place South halfplex development. The overall number of units would remain
the same. Staff recommends approval of the revised site plan with conditions.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The Council directed the applicant to redesign the site plan to indicate two-
family units along the south property line of the site. The two-family units
were to: ' . '

1. have enclosed backyards with side fences;
2. be similar in design to the Park Place South units; and
3. include enclosed garages. ’

" The applicant has submitted a site plan indicating 10 two-family structures
(20 units total) along the southern property line (Exhibit I). Fence

locations provide private yard areas with imaginary lot patterns similar to

the adjacent Park Place South halfplex units.. A 20-foot rear yard setback is
provided between the units and the south property line.

Proposed elevations indicate horizontal wood siding with wood shake roofs
(Exhibit II). These building materials are similar to the Park Place South
units and compatible in.design to the proposed apartment units. If further

variation is desired, a brick trim could be incorporated into some of the’

units and different colors used.

Floor plans indicate a one-car enclosed garage and 1,020 square feet of living
area including two bedrooms, two baths, living room, dining room and kitchen
(Exhibit II). Park Place South units have two-car garages and range in size
from 1,293 to 1,700 square feet (Exhibits III-a and III-b). The number of
rooms on many of the plans remain the same except that an entry hal lway is
included at Park Place South. It should be noted that another difference
between the two developments is that Park Place South allows for individual
ownership of each unit while the proposed two-family would remain rental units
and part of the Fountain Oaks Apartment development. To require all of the
proposed units to include two-car garages with square footage ranging from
1,293 to 1,700 may create an undue hardship for a rental situation. Staff
therefore recommends that four of the proposed structures, (8 out of 20
units), including the structure adjacent to Greenhaven Drive, be expanded to
include a two-car garage and a minimum of 1,200 square feet of living area.

The proposed two-family units have been reviewed by the Park Place South
Homeowner's Association. They have indicated the following concerns:

1. the size of the propoéed units are not comparable to the square footage of
the Park Place South units and should be enlarged;

2. the two-family units should be built to halfplex standards; and

3. the apaftment units should be built to the City's Condominium standards.
The applicant has no objection to constructing the two-family units to
halfplex standards, however does object to building the apartment units to

condominium standards. The Council did not direct staff, however, to include
these building standards as a condition of approval.
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The Council also directed staff to investigate the feasibility.of the.builder

retaining current financing in light of the site plan modifications.’ Staff
contacted the Redevelopment Agency and learned that the builder has lost the

original loan commitment from a lender. The project, therefore, will have to’
‘go back to the Redevelopment Commission for approval before_any bonds can be

issued.

RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the City Council:

1.

2.

Ratify the Negative Declaration;

Approve the Appeal subject to additional site plan review modifications

. and conditions and based upon Findings of Fact which are attached;

Adopt the attached Resolution amending the General Plan and Pocket
Community Plan. .

Adopt the attached Ordinance rezoning the site to the R-2A-R zone.

Adopt the attached Resolutidn approving the Lot -Line Adjustment.

Approve the Plan Review for a 279 unit apartmént complex.

Respebtfully submitted,

e G

Marty Van Duyn
Planning Director

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION

- WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER

JP:lao I : June 18, 1985

attachments , District No. 8
F85-047
L :3’—
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PARK PLACE
SOUTH, a new
concept in
affordable
luxury living.
Homeownershlp

“without the

drudgery of

‘maintenance.

PARK PLACE SOUTH

.. a distinctive custor community in the Greenhaven/
Pocket area of California, affords its residents the advan-
tage of living in a custom community with unlimited.. .
variations in design, architecture and landscaping,
while also'enjoying the leisure afforded by exterior
home and front yard maintenance provided by the
Homeowner’s Association. Traffic is slowed and safety
increased by the use of planters areas and trees in the
beautiful, meandering streets.

CAREFREE LIVING

Park Place South is similar to a condominium develop-
ment. However, there is the added advantage of own-
ing the land under your home. Each homeowner owns a
proportionate share of the Homeowner’s Association.
Painting of all exterior walls of homes, repairs and
replacement of roofs, plus the mowing and edging of
front lawns are all provided by the Homeowner's
Association.

BEST FINANCING!

Buyers are free to arrange their own financing. F.H. A

~ G.I or Conventional loans are available.

TENNIS ANYONE!

The Homeowner’s Association maintains two tennis
courts, provided exclusively for the use of residents and
their guests.
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CITY PLANNING DIVISION
May 31, 1985 :
JUN 31985 B
_ /—_—//
Mr. Art Gee, Principal Planner- -~~~ 7 R E c E R} E D

Planning Department

City of Sacramento

927 10th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: FOUNTAIN OAKS APARTMENTS REZONE, GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT AND
COMMUNITY PLAN AMENDMENT

~ Dear Mr. Gee:

I was in attendance at the city council meeting on May 28,
1985 when the council considered an appeal of the planning com-
mission's denial of the application for rezoning, general plan
and community plan amendments referenced above. It appears that
the council may approve the application and development proposal
which we, as Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC) staff, have found
to be inconsistent with the Executive Airport Comprehensive Land
Use Plan (CLUP).

Consequently, I wish to remind you that such an action
requires the city council to override the ALUC's finding of
inconsistency. The pertinent sections of the California Public
Utilities Code are as follows:

§21676(b). "Prior to the amendment of a‘general plan, or
the adoption or approval of a zoning ordinance or build-
ing regulation within the planning boundary established

. by the airport land use commission pursuant to Section

. 21675, the local agency shall first refer the proposed
action to the commission. If the commission determines
that the proposed action is inconsistent with the com-
mission's plan, the referring agency shall be notified.
The local agency may, after a public hearing, overrule
the commission by a two-thirds vote of its governing
body if it makes specific findings that the proposed
action is consistent with the purposes of this article
stated in Section 21670." and, '

§2]670(a)( “It is the purpose of this article to pro-
tect pub11c health, safety, and welfare by ensuring the
orderly expansion of airports and the adoption of land
use measures that minimize the public's exposure to
excessive noise and safety hazards within areas around
public airports to the extent that these areas are not
-already devoted to incompatible uses."

Please call me if you have any questions or if I can be of
further assistance.

S1ncere1y,

GARY 2EILL

Planner II, ALUC Staff
GK:bb ;Za‘
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MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL DESIGN CRITERIA
P85-047

A. GENERAL BUILDING DESIGN AND ORIENTATION

1.

Large multi-family projects (exceeding 100 units) shall incorporate

design variation within the project to create a sense of uniqueness

and individuality. Large complexes using the samé building design,
materials, and colors should be avoided. .

Design elements which achieve these objectives include: separate
clustering of building groups with extensive open-space and
landscape buffering between projects; variation in building
elevations and configurations between projects; variation in
building heights; use of different building materials or
combination of different materials; contrasting color schemes
between projects. :

All mechanical equipment (including public utility boxes and
particularly exterior wall mounted air conditioning units) shall be
attractively screened.

Accessory structures shall be compatible in design and materials
with main building. ‘

Solar heating and cooling of units shall be achieved to the maximum
extent possible.

Roofing materials shall be medium wood shake or shingle, or
equivalent aluminum, concrete, tile, or other imitation shakes,
subject to Planning Director approval.

A minimum building setback of 50 feet shall be utilized on multiple
family projects from interior and rear property lines abutting
existing or future low density residential developments where two
story structures are proposed. A minimum setback of 25 feet shall
be required where single story structures in multiple family
projects abut existing or future low density development.

B. OFF STREET PARKING DESIGN CRITERIA

P85-047

Off-street parking shall be provided at a ratio that adequately
serves the needs of tenants and guests. The minimum ratio shall be
1.5 to 1 (this ratio may be reduced for projects designed strictly
for the elderly) of which a minimum 1:1 shall be covered parking.
Six foot decorative masonry walls are required on interior property
lines between parking lot areas and existing or proposed
residential development. The design and materials used for covered
parking structures shall be compatible to the main building
structures.

For the convenience of tenants and'guests, and to encourage the use
of off-street rather than curbside parking and parking along

| B-7-35 /O ) | Item /f
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10.

private drives, parking spaces shall be located as close_as"

possible to the unit or communal facility it is intended to serve.

To discourage parking on the street and along private on-site
drives, physical barriers such as landscaping, berming, or wall
segments shall be incorporated into the project design.

Of f-street parking shall be screened from the street by undulating
landscaped berming with a minimum four foot height (as measured

from either the parking surface or street sidewalk, whichever is

higher).

Surface parking areas and carport roofing shall be screened from

second story units by trees or lattice and trellis work.

The project shall comply with the 30% shading of surfaced areas
requirement of the Zoning Ordinance.

Evergreen trees shall be used for screening purposes along the
perimeter of the parking areas.

Particularly within large open lots, deciduous trees should be
utilized to provide summer shading and winter sun.

There shall be a ratio of at. least one tree for every five parking
spaces planted throughout or adjacent to open and covered parking
areas. Rows of parking stalls, either open or covered, shall be
broken up by a tree planting approximately every 10 spaces.

The parking stall depth shall be reduced by two feet.

a. The two feet gained‘shall'be incdrborated-into adjacent
"landscaping or walkways. - '

b. For angled parking the triangular space at the head of each
stall shall be landscaped (as a planter when abutting a
sidewalk or incorporated into adjacent landscaped strips).

C. ON-SITE CIRCULATION

1.

P85-047

Minimum pedestrian/vehicle conflict should ‘be 'sought in driveway/
walkway system design.

A display and unit location map shall be installed at each major

-

driveway entrance and any major walkway entrance to the project as .

an aid to emergency personnel and a convenience to visitors. An
auto turnout lane shall be provided adJacent to directory map to
eliminate blocking of driveway entrance

Walkway location shall assure convenient access between parking and
dwelling units.

Central pedestrian/bikepaths shall-provide convenient access to bus
stops, green belts and public facilites.

| s-71-85 1] . Item A



3

Pedestrian crossings shall be provided at appropriate locations
along main drives and shall be accentuated by a change in surface
textures.

[*1}

6. Walkway connections between buildings and street sidewalks are
discourged if they encourage on-street parking by residents.

4

D. BICYCLE STORAGE

1. One bicycle parking facility is required for every ten (10) off-
street parking spaces required, excluding developments which
provide individual enclosed garages.

2. Fifty percent (50%) of the required bicycle parking facilities
shall be Class I. The remaining facilities may be Class I, Class
II or Class III.

3. Bicycle racks and lockers shall be provided throughout the’
development. :

E. LANDSCAPING AND OPEN SPACE
1. Landscape materials selected shall be:

a. Compatible with one another and with existing material on the
adjacent site.

b. Complimentary to building design and architectural theme.

c. Varied in size (6ne and five gallon shrubs, five and 15 gallon;
and 24 inch box trees).

2. Landscape treatment shall includé:

a. The major treatment for all setback areas shall be lawn and
trees. At least 75% of the ground cover treatment within
landscaped areas within the entire project shall be lawn. Lawn
areas shall be established by sodding or hydromulching when
-conditions such as excessive gradient, anticipated seasonal
rain, etc., may result in erosion or other problems.

b. Larger specimens of shrubs and trees along the site periphery,
particularly along setback areas adjacent to public streets.

c. Greater intensity of landscaping at the end of buildings when
those elevations lack window and door openings or other details
that provide adequate visual interest. This is especially
significant at the street frontage and interior side and rear
property lines and for two story structures.

d. . Consistency with energy conservation efforts.

P85-047 . . | 5-7-85 12 - Ttem 4/
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e. Trees located so as to screen parking areas and private first
floor areas and windows from second story units.

f. Undulating 1andscaped‘berms located along street frontage and °
achieving a minimum height of four feet measured off of the
street sidewalk or the adjacent building pad or parking lot,
whichever is higher. :

g. Deciduous trees shall be utiiized along the south and west
facing building walls to allow solar access during the winter.

h. For crime deterrent reasons, shrubs planted below first floor
windows should be of a variety which has thorns and/or prickly
leaves.

i. Large growing street trees (preferably deciduous) shall be
planted within the landscape setback areas adjacent to all
public streets as a means of reducing outdoor surface
temperatures during summer months and to provide a visual
buffer between the units and public street.

3. Landscaping of parking areas is discussed in Section B.

F. TRASH ENCLOSURES

1. The walls of the trash enclosure structure shall be constructed of
solid masonry material with decorative exterior surface finish
compatible to the main residential_structures. Split face concrete
block finish is recommended. Brick or tile veneer exterior finish
should be avoided.

2. The trash enclosure structure shall have decorative heavy gauge
metal gates and be designed with cane bolts on the doors to secure
the gates when in the open position.

3. The trash enclosure'faciiity shall be designed to allow walk-in
access by tenants without having to open the main enclosure gates.

4. The walls shall be a minimum six feet in height, more if necessary
for adequate screening. :

57 The perimeter of the trash enclosure structure ;hall be planted
with landscaping, including a combination of shrubs and/or climbing
evergreen .vines.

6. A concrete apron shall be constructed either in front of the trash
enclosure facility or at point of dumpster pickup by the waste
removal truck. The location, size and orientation of the concrete
apron shall depend on the design capacity of the trash enclosure
facility (number of trash dumpsters provided) and the direction of
the waste removal truck at point of dumpster pickup.

_ 13
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The minimum demensions of the concrete apron for a single, two
cubic yard dumpster shall be: width 10' or width of enclosure

facility; length 20'. Larger trash enclosure facilities shall - — ——

require a larger concrete apron, subject to the approval of the
City Building Inspections Division Building Technicians (Plan
Checker).

Paving material shall consist of 5" aggregate base rock and 6"
portland cement paving. : :

.7. The enclpsurés shall be adequate in capacity, number, and
distribution.

SIGNAGE

A project identification sign is permitted at each major entrance into the
complex. The sign shall be a monument type located outside the required
setback or incorporated into a low profile decorative entry wall(s) or
planter. The height of the monument sign shall not exceed six feet.

The primary material of the monument base or wall shall be decorative
masonry such as brick, split fface concrete block, stucco or similar
material which complements the design of the main buildings.

Individual letters and project logo are permitted. The signage program
shall comply with the City Sign Ordinance be subject to the review and
approval of the Planning Director.

. PERSONAL SAFETY DESIGN CRITERIA

Ordinance No. 84-056 relating to personal safety building code
requirements has been adopted by the City Council on June 19, 1984. This
ordinance applies to all residential building project including apartments
and condominiums. '

The building code requirements rglate to: minimum outdoor lighting
standards, addressing and project identification, door locking standards,
etc. '

A copy of this ordinance may be obtained-from the City Building-

Inspections Division.

P85-047 . s : i 5-7-85 - Item %7/
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RESOLUTION No. ¥ 5-75 3
‘Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of

RESOLUTION AMENDING THE SOUTH POCKET COMMUNITY PLAN
FROM INTERIM AGRICULTURE AND LOW DENSITY RESIDENTIAL TO
LOW DENSITY MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL; AND THE 1974
GENERAL PLAN FROM AGRICULTURAL TO RESIDENTIAL FOR THE
AREA DESCRIBED AS PARCEL B AND PORTION OF PARCEL A

59 PM 7 ON THE ATTACHED EXHIBIT A

(P85-047) (APN: 031-070-60,61,62)

WHEREAS, the City Council ¢onducteq a public hearing on June 18, 1985,
concerning the above plan amendment and based on documentary and oral evidence
submitted at the.public hearing, the Council hereby finds:

1. The proposed plan amendment is compatible with the surrounding uses;

2. The subject site is suitable for residential development; and

3. The proposal is consistent with the policies of the 1974 General Plan.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Sacramento
that the area as described on the attached Exhibit A in the City of Sacramento

is hereby designated on the Pocket Community Plan as Low Density Multiple
Family Residential.

MAYOR

ATTEST:
CITY CLERK : APPR :
3 g

5, BYTHEcwgaéfﬁagj
P85-047 A : Rite e
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ORDINANCE NO. F5- 06 &

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED BY
THE COMPREHENSIVE ZONING ORDINANCE NO. 2550,
FOURTH SERIES, AS AMENDED, BY REMOVING PROPERTY
LOCATED AT _THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF_GREENHAVEN
AND_SOUTH_LAND PARK DRIVES _ FROM THE _SINGLE
FAMILY, R-1 AND AGRICULTURAL, A _ ZONE(S) AND
PLACING SAME IN THE _GARDEN APARTMENT - REVIEW,
R-2A-R__ZONE(S) .

(FILE NO. P 85-047) (APN: 031-070-60,61,62)

BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1.
The territorj described in the attached exhibit(s) which is in the

Single Family, R-1 and Agricultural, A zone(s), established by Ordinance No.
2550, Fourth Series, as amended, is hereby removed from said zone and placed 1n

" the Garden Apartment - Review, R-2A-R zone(s).

This action rezoning the property described in the attached exhibit(s) is
adopted subject to the following conditions and stipulations:

a. A material consideration in the decision of the Planning Commission to
recommend and the City Council to approve rezoning of the applicant's property
is the development plans and representations submitted by the applicant in

support of this request. It is believed said plans and representations are an.

integral part of such proposal and should continue to be the development program
for the property.

b. The area to be rezoned R-2A-R shall contain a maximum of 279 units
including 10 two-family structures (20 units) and shall be developed as shown
on plans submitted with the application and as revised by the plan submitted
at the June 18, 1985 City Council meeting.

c. The applicant shall pay the required parkland dedication fees to the
satisfaction of the Community Services and City Real Estate Departments prior to
issuance of building permits.

SECTION 2.
The City Clerk of the City of Sacramento is hereby directed to amend the maps
which are a part of said Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Serles, to eon orm to the

provisions of this ordinance. ‘By
THEC”-YCOUNCIL

Jo N‘ 15 Lso

WYCLE%yE

/7



'SECTION 3.

Rezoning of the property described in the attached exhibit(s) by the adoption of
this ordinance shall be deemed to be in compliance with the procedures for the
rezoning of property prescribed in Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as said
procedures have been affected by recent court decisions.

PASSED FOR PUBLICATION:

PASSED:

EFFECTIVE:

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

P85-047
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RESOLUTION No. § 2~ % a
| Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of

APPROVING A LOT LINE MERGER FOR PARCEL B AND
PORTION OF PARCEL A 59 PM 7
(P85-047) (APN: 031-070-60,61,62)

WHEREAS, the Planning Director has submitted to the City Council a report and
recommendation concerning the lot line merger for property located at the
southeast corner of Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park Drive extensions; and

WHEREAS, the lot line merger has been given a Negative Declaration by'the
Environmental Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, . the lot line merger is consistent with the 1974 City General Plan and
the 1976 South Pocket Community Plan; ’

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Sacramento

that the lot line merger for property located at the southeast corner of -
Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park Drive extensions, City of Sacramento, be

approved as shown and described in Exhibits A and B attached hereto, subject
to the following conditions: '

1. Pay off existing aééeSsmedtg
2. Provide new legal description
- 3. Monument lot lines

MAYOR
ATTEST:
CITY CLERK A
' ' APD;
P85-047 o By n;'}: RWQX,;E
20 UNCIL
1y "

Jon oL3d
OFFice
CITY CLEmpHE
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO ‘ /Q9L

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT MARTY VAN DUYN

PLANNING DIRECTOR
927 TENTH STREET . SACRAMENTO,CA 95814
Lt .
SUITE 300 TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

May 23, 1985

City Council .
Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: . 1. Negative Declaration
2. Appeal of Planning Commission's Denial of various requests for
property located at the southeast corner of Greenhaven Drive
and South Land Park Drive

a. Amendent of General Plan from Agricultural to Residential

b. Amendment of South Pocket Community Plan from Interinm
Agriculture and Low Density Re31dential designations to Low
Density Multiple Family

c. Rezone 18.6:'acres with portion of site in EA-3 from Single
Family (R-1), and Agricultural (A), to Garden Apartment (R-
2A) zone. : o '

d. Lot Line Adjustment to merge three lots into one parcel
‘totaling 18.6+ acres

e. Plan Review for 279 unit apartment complex (P85-047)

LOCATION: Southeast corner of future Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park
Drive extensions

SUMMARY

The application is for entitlements to develop a 279 unit apartment complex on
18.6+ acres in the South Pocket Community Plan area at an overall density of
15 units per acre. The Commission voted three ayes and three nayes to
recommend approval of the project subject to conditions. The necessary five
affirmative votes for the motion to carry, however, were lacking and the

project was denied. The applicant is appealing the Commission's action to the
City Council. .
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City Council ' ‘ -2- May 23, 1985

BACKGROUND 'INFORMATION

The subject site comprises 18.6+ net acres located in the Single Family (R-1)
and Agricultural (A) zone. The northeast 9.1+ acre portion of the site is
also located in the Executive Airport EA-3 overlay zone. The applicant's
original site plan spread the proposed 15 dwelling units per acre density
evenly throughout the entire project. . The Planning Director however,
requested that the applicant reduce the density of the portion of the site in
the overlay zone. The applicant complied, reducing the density to ten du/acre
in the EA-3 zone and 19.8 du/acre outside of the zone. The Director determined
this to comply with Section B.3 of the Executive Airport overlay zone for
situations where a site is split by two zones. The staff of the Airport Land
Use Commission reviewed the revised application and found it inconsistent with
the land use compatibility guidelines of the Executive Airport CLUP (Exhibit
1).

The City Council heard an appeal of the Environmental Coordinator's
determination of a Negative Declaration with mitigation measures for the
proposal on April 16, 1985. The appeal was denied; however, the Council
requested a traffic study of the potential impacts of the project on the South
Pocket area and an examination of different residential land use alternatives
for the subject site be made.

The traffic study, prepared by an outside traffic consultant, concluded that
while the proposal would add to future traffic levels in the area, the
incremental increase to intersections in the area would be insignificant.

Planning staff found that approximately 132.5 acres have been developed or are
designated in the South Pocket Community Plan area for multiple family
development. The applicant's proposed project would exceed the 140 multiple
family acres recommended in the 1976 South Pocket Community Plan by
approximately 11 acres. The proposed build out of multiple family units
including the proposal, would be approximately 2,940 units, 76 units more than
what was recommended in the 1976 Plan. This small number is due to the fact
“ that some of the multi-family projects came in below the allowed community
"~ plan density. Comparible numbers with other community plan areas is found in
Exhibit 2.

Staff also considered four land use alternatives for the subject site and
found that a halfplex development or the applicant's proposal are potential
appropriate land uses for the site. Staff found that the proposed apartment
" development would be compatible with existing and proposed land uses in the
adjacent neighborhood and recommended approval of the project.

At the May 7, 1985 Planning Commission meeting, residents of the Park Place
South Homeowner's Association presented a letter outlining their opposition to
the proposed project and requested that it be denied (Exhibit 3). A motion
was made to remove several of the units on the southern portion of the site
adjacent to the Park Place South halfplex development and relocate the units
to the northern portion of the site. The Commission's vote, however, was

split three ayes and three nayes, and the project was denied. The applicant
" has appealed the Commission's decision.

g
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Subsequent to the Planning.Commission's decision the applicant has met with
the Park Place Homeowner's Association to discuss two alternative site plans.
Attached is an alternative plan transmitted from the applicant (Exhibit 4).
The plan has not been reviewed by the Planning Commission. Staff does not.
know at this time whether or not a consensus has been reached between the
applicant and the Homeowner's Association. '

VOTE OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

On May 7; 1985, the Planning commission voted three ayes, three nayes and
three absent to approve the project. Lacking five affirmative votes, the
project was denied. ’ -

RECOMMENDATION

1. Should the City Council concur with the Planning Commission's action, the
appropriate action would be to adopt a motion of intent to deny the appeal
subject to staff returning with Findings of PFact on June 11, 1985;

2. Should the City Council concur with staff's recommendation, the
appropriate action would be to adopt a motion of intent to approve the
appeal subject to staff returning with Findings and necessary
documentations on June 11, 1985.

Respectfully submitted,

bt Gae

Marty Van Duyn
Planning Director

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER

AG:pkb .
attachments May 28, 1985 .
P85-047 ) District No. 8
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May 21, 1985

Ms. Joy Patterson

Planning Department

City of Sacramento

927 10th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: FOUNTAIN OAKS APARTMENTS REZONE (REVISED)
Dear Ms. Patterson:

Per your request, I have reviewed the revised schematic
pilan (2/85) for the project referenced above. The revised
plan changes density in the portion of the project within
Approach Zone #3 (APZ #3) from approximately 15 dwelling
units (du's) per acre to approximately 10 du's per acre.

In the opinion of ALUC staff, the reduction in density
does not bring the proposed project into compliance with the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for Executive Airport.

“The airport land use compatibility guidelines of the

Executive Airport CLUP (p. 18) exclude multi-family residen-
tial development within APZ #3. The fact that approximately
50 percent of the project is outside of the airport area of

influence does not alter this prohibition in our opinion.

The land use compatibility guidelines section of the

‘Executive Airport CLUP (p. 17) state that:

"In the case of a zone line splitting a parcel, con-
sistency with the land use policies will be deter-
mined on the basis of the use existing or proposed
within the particular zone, mitigation measures to
be taken with regard to s1te planning, and building
design and placement."

Our interpretation of this séction of the Executive
Airport CLUP is that it provides a means to remedy undue

‘hardship to property owners with a lot or parcel which,

because of some unusual conditions, could not be developed
in a way consistent with the CLUP. The mitigation measures
of site planning, and building design and placement are a
means to minimize the impacts or dangers associated with
allowing what is essentially a variance to the required con-
sistency with the land use compatibility guidelines. In our
opinion, no unusual conditions exist at this site, and the
proposed multi-family development at 10 du's per acre as
opposed to 15 du's per acre does not mitigate the fact that
multi- fam1]y development (or single famlly/two family devel-
opment in excess of 4 du's per acre) is not compatible with
the land use compatibility guidelines of .the Executive
Airport CLUP.,
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Ms. Joy Patterson . . -2- - May 21, 1985

Consequently, it is our finding, after reviewing the revised schematic
plan (2/85) for the Fountain Oaks Apartments Rezone, that multi-family dwell-
ings of the type and density proposed by this rezone request are inconsistent
with the land use compatibility guidelines of the Executive Airport CLUP,

Please call me if you have any questions or if I can be of further
assistance.

Sincerely,

GARY/KEILL ///

Plarner I1I, ALUC Staff
GK :bb
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Exhibit 277

COMMUNITY PLAN RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT COMPARISONS

South Pocket

Estimated
Units
1976 Plan
Single Family ' 7,092
Multiple Familyl 2,864
TOTAL Proposed Unit Buildout 9,956
1976 Plan Amended Through May 1985
Single Famlly 7,447
Multiple Family __ 2,661
TOTAL Proposed Unit Buildout . 10,108

Amended Plan Including Applicants Proposal

Single Family A 7,363

Multiple Family o 2,940

TOTAL Proposed Unit Bu1ldout 10,303

SOUTH NATOMAS

1978 Community Plan as Amended through May 1985

Single Family ' 12,360
Multiple Family 10,533

TOTAL Proposed Unit Buildout 22,893

NORTH SACRAMENTO

" 1984 Community Plan Proposed Buildout

Single Family ‘ 14,360
Multiple Pamily 13,500

TOTAL Proposed Unit Buildout . 28,130
FOOTNOTES:

lincludes cluster and .townhouse developments

Estimated
Percent

71%
29%
100%

T4%
26%
100%

71%
29%
100%

54%
46%
100%

52%
_48%
100%

25% added to 1976 plan estimate to account for increased density through

approved zero lot line and halfplex development

3parcels designated on Community Plan as Multiple Family but without approved
site plan calculated at 19 du/acre. Site developed with elderly housing not

included.

Decrease of Single Family at 4.5 du/ac X 18.6 ac (84 units)

Specember 1983 figures plus two multiple family projects approved in 1984- 85

. 27




James Harnish . :}%

1210 G STREET, SUITE 42 . E Xhi b

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

bumd o

(916) 441.3247

May 7, 1985

Mr. Larry Augusta, Chairperson

City of Sacramemto Plannina Comm1551on
927 10th Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Fountain Oaks Apartment Rezone
and Plan Amendment (P85-047)

Dear Mr. Augusta;

On behalf of the Park Place South Homeowners Association, I
want to express strong opposition to the proposed Fountain Oaks
apartment project at the southeast corner of Greenhaven and South
Land Park Drives. I have prepared a hastily assembled analysis -
outlining such opposition. However, we have had very little
time, inasmuch as the staff report was available only late last
Friday. Furthemmore, I have only recently been retained in this
matter and am, in fact, unable to attend your May 7, 1985 hearing
to represent my clients in this matter. Some of the questions
raised in my analysis may very well be resolved through some
further study. In any event, I respectfully request that the
Commission continue this matter for thirty days, to June 6, 1985.
This will provide sufficient time for me to prepare our comments

for you, as well as to provxde staff sufficient time to clarify
certain questioms raised.

1f a contimuance is not granted, please consider the
following comments in your deliberations regarding the Fountain
Oaks project. 3If a continuance is granted, I intend to refine
these comments in advance of your next scheduled hearing.

The opposition to Fountain Oaks is based upon three basic
concerns: incomsistency with the General and Community Plans;
incompatibility with existing residential development; and
inconsistency with the Executive Airport CLUP and Overlay Zoning’
Ordinance. There are also several points in the project staff
report upon which I would like to comment.

INCONSISTENCY WITH GENERAT, AND COMMUNITY PLANS

It is acknowledged that the proposed project is inconsistent
with the City General Plan and South Pocket Community Plan
inasmuch as the project application includes requested amendments

N 29
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"to each. The .proposal includes no basis for such amendments
"other than the desire of the proponent to maximize intensity and
and economic return. Even with an amendment to the Community
Plan Map, the project will remain inconsistent with the existing
policies of the Plan. The "floating" 35 acres of apartment
development referred to on Page 12 of the Plan are clearly
intended as a mitigation for noise from the freeway. However,
this project proposes lower density adjacent to the freeway and
higher density away from the freeWay

The proposed project also 111ustrates how a community plan
can be incrementally dismantled through a project-by-project
level analysis. It is suggested both in the staff report and
Negative Declaration that traffic, noise and community plan
change impacts will be minor. Taken as a single, isolated
proiect, such analysis may be accurate. However, if placed
against the backdrop of the recent series of land use changes in
this area, this proposal represents a serious and significant
departure from the adopted community plan. As originally
proposed, the entire area south of the commercial and office i
complex at Florin Road and Greenhaven Drive down to the
commercial area at South Pocket Road was conceived as low density
residential. Today amendments extending office development all
the way south to South Land Park Drive and apartment units at the
southwest corner of South Land Park and Greenhaven Drives have
beén approved. These communlty plan amendments are now being
cited as the justification for a further amendment for this
project. All this has occurred while homeowners in Park Place
South have purchased their homes in reliance on a community plan
which designates most of the area west of I-5 between Florin and
South Pocket Roads as low density residential. Each of the
amendments to the Plan on an isolated basis may not be
significant to the total community, but taken as a whole, they:
demonstrate a substantial deviation from the original concept of
the Community Plan. Such incremental decisions do a great
disservice to the concientious individual homeowner who relies on
a Community Plan to determine where to make a well conceived and
thought out investment in the community.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT

The major underlying opposition to this project is its
incompatibility with adjacent land uses. The Community Plan
calls for low density residential, .Exceptions to that policy
have been made for the northeast and southwest corners of
Greenhaven and South Land Park Drives. Adjacent development to
the south, southwest and east of this project are all low
density, owner-occupied single-family or halfplex developments.
The density, the traffic and the scale of the proposed project
are all inconsistent with the nelghborlng uses to the south.
Anyone who has purchased a home recognizes the implications, not
only to the expectation of a quiet neighborhood environment, but
- to the reduced investment value of such properties. The
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Commission must be aware of the frustration felt by homeowners in
Park Place South, many of whom are first time home buyers, who
find themselves not in a basically single-family neighborhood as
depicted in the South Pocket Community Plan, but an island of
medium density homeowners sandwiched between hundreds of hlgh
density apartments.

EXECUTIVE ATRPORT CLUP AND OVERLAY ZONE

The third general area of concern over the proposed project
is the inconsistency with the Executive Airport Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (CLUP) and Overlay Zoning Ordinance. The CLUP, at
Page 18, specifically states that any residential use other than
single- family (at four units per acre) is not compatible with
CLUP policies. The Overlay Zoning Ordinance at Section 30(c) (1)
reflects that prohibition. The proposed use, however, includes
apartments at 10 units per acre, two and one half times the
maximum allowable density in the Zoning Ordinance.

The CLUP and Zoning Ordinance 4o make provision for
situations where an overlay zone line splits a parcel. The
intent of those provisions is to provide some common sense
flexibility to the City where unusual circumstances exist. The
CLUP states that:

"In the case of a zone line splitting a parcel,
consistency with the land use policies will be
determined on the basis of the use existing or proposed
within a particular zone, mitigation measures to be
taken with regard to.site planning and bulldlng design
and placement." (Page 17)

Furthermore, the Overlay Zoning Ordinance at Section 30 (b) (3)
says:. :

"3, In the event that an EA overlay zone line splits a
vacant parcel, the restrictions of each particular EA
overlay zone shall apply to the portion of the parcel
within that zone; provided, however, that when a parcel
is fifty percent (50%) or more in the less restrictive
zone, the owner of such parcel may submit an application
to the Planning Director, requesting permission to
render applicable to the entire parcel the less
restrictive overlay zone. The Planning Director's

- decision to approve or conditionally approve the
application shall be based upon mitigation measures to
be taken by the applicant with regard to site planning,
building placement and design.”

The language of the CLUP clearly indicates the expectation
that any modification of land uses will be in view of S
compatibility with the CLUP policies. In the present case, there
is nothing approaching compatibility with the density limitations

X% 3
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in the CLUP. 1In fact, just the opposite would occur,. Dens1ty
would increase two and one half times within the EA-3 Zone.

The lancuage of the Overlay Zoning Ordinance indicates an
intent to moderate land use policies between EA Zones only.
There is no discussion of moderating between an EA Zone and a
zone outside the auspices of the Overlay Zoning Ordinance.
However, assuming that such may have been the intent, it is hard
to imagine that such a provision was intended to justify an
increase in density not only over the EA Zone limitation, but
also over contemplated normal community plan densities.

It should be pointed out here that the original ALUC Policy
Plan recommended residential densities of two units per acre
within this approach zone. The subsequent Executive Airport CLUP
established a maximum of four units per acre. The current
proposal is to raise that by 250% to ten units per acre.
Furthermore, in an effort to maintain an even higher 15 units per
acre average, density on the immediately adjacent part of the
project is increased to 19.8 units per acre.

This proposal compromises the Executive Airport CLUP and

"Overlay Zoning Ordinance. The compromise does not occur simply
because the density is different. The compromise is more basic.
An opportunity for balancing and fairness has been turned into a
rationale for avoidance of any regulation at all. The reality of
the Executive Airport Plan is that the only major, undeveloped,
low density residential land within any of the EA Zones 2 and 3
- lies west of I-5 in the South Pocket area. The bulk of that area
has already been converted to office buildings; the last
remaining area is proposed for ten dwelling units per acre.

Specific Comments

The staff report on the proposed project contains an
extensive discussion of the proposal. I would like to comment on
several of the points in that report. '

1. Page 2: BACKGROUND INFORMATION 91

The prov151on relatlng to the c1rcumstance where 50% or .
more of the pro;ect is in a less restrictive overlay zone may be
erroneously cited on several points. First, it appears that the
designation of the overly zone on the Project Map may be
inaccurate. Based upon review of the official ALUC Map and the
adopted CLUP Map, the line appears to be located further to the
southwest. If such is the case, more than 50% of the property in
question would be within the EA-3 Zone and therefore not subject
to the modification provisions cited. In that case, the entire

parcel should be limited to four dwelling units per acre, not
-fifteen.
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Second, assuming that the 50% rule does apply, it does
not, if read carefully, permit the Planning Director to "allow
higher densities.®™ It simply permits the Planning Director to
apply less restrictive standards of another Overlay Zone based
upon proposed mitigation measures. Neither of those conditions
exist here. There is no less restrictive Overlay Zone; there is
only the existing zoning and Community Plan. There are also no
mitigation measures proposed within the EA-3 Zone portion of the
project. Mention is made of increased open space and building
placement, but that is relative to the original proposal, not to
existing EA-3 standards. The proposed ten units per acre is
substantially more dense and less compatible than the EA-3
maximum four units per acre or even traditional single-family
development of five to six units per acre. The only mitigation
measure proposed is that the project isn't guite as dense as
originally proposed.

2. Page 3, A: Land Use and Zoning, 91 & 2

The staff report points out that the fact that the -
apartment "floating" acres exceed the original maximum of 140
acres by 11 acres (8%). This raises several concerns. First,
what was the original basis for the 140 acre maximum? If it was
contemplated as a community maximum, why is an 8% excess
acceptable? If it is not a maximum but only a target, what will
the maximum be? Might this excess simply be a signal to increase
densities in the South Pocket in general?

A further concern is that the actual policy basis for
the floating 140 acres is to provide a "buffer" for I-5 freeway
noise. The rationale according to the Plan is that two-story
buildings adjacent to the freeway will act as sound barriers.
However, this project proposes, because of other significant land
use concerns regarding Executive Airport, lower density adjacent
to the freeway. 1In fact, the site design proposes buildings
perpendicular rather than parallel to the freeway. The Community
Plan objective for increased densities in noise zones is simply
not implemented in this project. Further, because of the
Executive Airport Overlay Zones, it is neither practical nor
possible to implement such a policy at this site. It is clear
that the remaining 7.5 acres of "floating" zones should be
applied at more practical and effective locations.

3. Page 3: 1. Single Family (land use alternative)

. There are several comments to be made on this
alternative:

a) This is the only
alternative which is consistént with the Executive
Airport CLUP and Overlay Zone and with the South
Pocket Community Plan. Those two facts alone should
cause this alternative to be a viable one.
Otherwise, the implication is that neither of the
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plans were ever rational to begin with.  More
detailed analysis and consideration of this
alternative should be given,

b) The only reason the subject site is not contiguous
to more single-family residential is that so many
amendments to the Community Plan have already
occurred. The site is contigquous, however, to
owner-occupied, lower density homes on the entire
southern border. Such contiguous land use should be
discussed. ’ :

c) Emphasis is placed on the elevated portion of South
Land Park Drive and its undesirable impact on
adjacent lots. However, the east end of the South
Land Park Drive overcrossing is surrounded by low
density, single-family homes. The undesirability is
simply a quality which may or may not reflect on
selling price of homes; it does not necessarily
relate to land use compatibility. It is recommended
that his 1ssue be dropped or its discussion
broadened

4., Page 3: 2. Halfplex (land use alternative)

a) This alternative contains no discussion of the
Executive Airport CLUP and Overlay Zone.

b) The discussion of the elevated portion of South Land
Park Drive generates the same comment as under the
single-family alternative.

c) The report might elaborate on the staff opinion that
the alternatlve is a “"possible, appropriate land
use.”

5. 'Egge 3: Combination of Single-Family/Halfplex and
Multiple Pamily (land use alternative)

While this alternative has some potential, it is quickly
rejected., Concern is expressed over the conflict between the
EA-3 Zone low densities and the noise impact area adjacent to the
freeway. It would seem, however, that most aspects of this
alternative are shared by at least one of the other alternatives.
It is suggested that this alternative be more seriously
considered to determine potent1al advantages over the proposed
project. Questions addressed in other alternatives regarding
compatibility with ex1st1ng_p1ans, adjacent densities and traffic
generation should be discussed here.

6. Page 4: Multiple-Family (land use alternative)

This alternative does not consider several relevant
concerns:
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a) It is incompatible with the South Pocket Community /Q?L

Plan (even if the land use map is modified);
b) It is incompatible with the Executive Airport CLUP;
c) It is incompatible with the EA-3 Overlay Zone;

d) It includes no discussion of compatibility with the
halfplexes to the south; and

e) It does not discuss why this alternative would
provide a more compatible design solution to the
overpass elevation issue,

7. Page 4: B. Traffic Consultants Study

The "study" attached to the report is confusing and
unclear. Given the limited period of time to review the
document, I am unable to ascertain its accuracy. However, I am
concerned about the casual approach taken to this matter by the
traffic consultant. The question of future traffic volumes in
this neighborhood, particularly in light of the substantial
increases in density approved in the recent past, is quite a

serious one. I would suggest a clearer, more thorough analysis
of this subject.

CONCLUSION

~ On the basis of the several points made above, I
respectfully recommend that the Commission take one of the
following actions, in preferred order of priority:

1. Deny the requested General and Community Plan
amendments, and deny the requested rezoning;

2. Continue the matter for at least 30 days to resolve the
questions raised in this letter regarding the accuracy
of the EA-3 zone line, further details on the’
alternatives and a thorough traffic analysis; or

3. Abprove in concept a revised project consistent with the
single-family or halfplex land use alternates discussed

in the staff report at a density and scale similar to
existing adjacent land uses,

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

JH/np

cc: Ann Snyder, Secretary :
Park Place South Homeowners,Association
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May 7, 1885

TO: Planning-Commissioners

FROM: Christy Savage, representing the applicant

RE: Continuance requested by Park Place South Home Owners
’ Association ("HOA") for the Fountain Oaks Apartment
application (Agenda Item #4 - P85-047)

A CONTINUANCE IS NOT APPROPRIATE BECAUSE:

l'

No new issues are ralsed in the 1etter submitted
today by HOA attorney Jim Harnish. There are
already three lengthy staff reports addressing
the same issues raised by Harnish.

There has been no lack of notice. HOA has been
fully aware of the details of this project for
2% months.

The HOA has already been granted two prior

continuances. (Hearings scheduled for 3/14 and 4/2).

A continuance will not facilitate compromise.
The HOA has steadily maintained the position
that no compromises are p0551ble short of a
6-8 du/A pro;ect.

Assuming a favorable CPC action, there will be
another 3-4 weeks until the Council hears the

application.

CHRONOLOGY

1/11/85 - Application filed

1/30/85 Project revised to current form
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HEFNER, STARK & MAROIS

LAW OFFICES OF : ] %/s

Planning Commissioners
May 6, 1985
Page Two

2/85 Application submitted to Rirport
. Land Use Commission for comment

1 2/25/85 2 Applicant met with 40-50 members ’
" of HOA

3/1/85 HOA and 300' radius property
: owners received formal notice of
3-14-85 CPC hearing

3/4/85 City filed expanded negative
e : declaration which addresses in
detail why the proposed project
is (1) consistent with surrounding
uses, the CLUP, and the Executive
Airport ordinance; and (2) will
not significantly impact traffic.

3/13/85 . HOA filed an appeal of the nega-
: , " tive declaration '

3/14/85 Originally scheduled CPC hearing
(continued due to HOA appeal of
negative declaration).

3/28/85 Lengthy and detailed staff report
issued addressing traffic impacts,
compatibility with surrounding
land uses, CLUP and Executive
Airport Ordinance.

4/2/85 Originally scheduled CC hearing
: ' on negative declaration appeal
(continued at request of HOA).

4/16/85 CC denied appeal of negative
declaration; CC requested addi-
tional traffic study, and more
staff analysis relative to the
consistency of the project with
the Community Plan.

4/25/85 . Second scheduled CPC hearing (con-

tinued because traffic study was
incomplete).
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LAW OFFICES OF j%/#
HEFNER, STARK & MAROIS : '. o . .
Planning Commissioners

May 6, 1985
Page Three

5/3/85 Third lengthy and detailed staff
report issued which addresses
in further depth traffic, Community
Plan and CLUP compatibility.

5/3/85 HOA retains attorney Jim Harnish.

5/7/85 Third scheduled CPC hearing. Jim

Harnish requests 30-day continuance
to further study issues already
addressed in expanded declaration,
the staff report to Council on the
negative declaration appeal, and
the recent staff report to the CPC.
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
.SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: May 8, 1985

TO THE PLANNINGADIRECTOR:
I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City

Planning Commission of May 7, 1985 when:
(Date)

X Rezoning Application Variance Application

Special Permit Application Community Plan Amend., Gen. Plan
Amend., Plan Review & Lot Line Adj..
was: Granted X Denied by the Commission

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (Explain in detail)

Applicant believes the most logical use of the subiect property

is for low density (15 du/A aQerage) multiple family as proposed

in the application.

PROPERTY LOCATION: Greenhaven Dri&e and South Land Park Drive-

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 031 - 070 - 60, 61, 62

PROPERTY OWNER: Louis Pappas & Wymore Realty, c/o Spink Corporation

ADDRESS:. P. O. Box 2511, Sacramento, CA 95811

APPLICANT: Spink Corporation

ADDRESS: _P. O. Box 25}y Sacramento, CA .95811

APPELLANT: ‘( K i;ﬁ\h¥ (¢442A0.¢9c ( Christina J. Savage )

(STGNATURE) PRKINT NAML
ADDRESS: 555 Capitol Mall Sulte 1425, Sacramento, CA 95814

FILING FEE:
F_T_' bv Aoplicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.

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

P- 85-047
DISTRIBUTE TO - . 4
5/82 . (4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD
HY i
WW
-
S ¥/ N 86 = [eadipanal




STAFF REPORT AMENDED 5-9-§5 : e D E .

' - CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
927 10TH STREET, SUITE 300 - SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814.— -~

APPLICANT_SPink Corporation, P.O.

Box 2511, Sacramento, CA 95811

OWNER___Louis Pappas & Wymore Realty, c/o Spink Corp., P.0. Box 2511, Sacto., CA 95811

PLANS BY_ Spink Corporationm, P.0O.

Box 2511, Sacramento, CA 95811

NEGATIVE DEC___3-4-85 EIR

FILING DATE_1-11-85 50 DAY CPC ACI‘ION DATE REPORT BY:JP:jl

ASSESSOR'S PCL. No__031-070- 60,61,62

APPLICATION .A. Negative Declaration

B. Amend 1974 General Plan from Agricultural to Residential

C. Amend 1976 South Pocket Community Plan from Interim Agriculture and
Low Density Residential designations to Low Density Multiple Family

D. Rezone 18.6+

vacant acreifrom R-1 and A to R-2A

E. Plan Review for 279 unit apartment complex

F. Lot Line.Adjustment to merge three lots into one parcel

‘LQQAILQE: Southeast corner of future Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park Drive

‘Extensions

PROPOSAL: The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to develop a 279

unit apartment complex.

PROJECT INFORMATION:

1974 General Plan Designation:

1976 South Pocket Community
Plan Designation:

Existing Zoning of Site:

Existing Land Use of Site:

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:

North: Vacant; A

South: Halfplex residential;
East: Interstate 1-5; TC
West: Vacant; R-2B

'Parking Required:
Parking Provided:

Parking Ratio:
Property Dimensions:
Property Area:
Density of Development:
Square Footage of Units:
Significant Features of Site:
Topography:
Street Improvements:
Utilities:

-'Exterior Building Colors:
Exterior Building Materials:

APPLC. NO. __P85-047 'MEETING DATE _May 7, 1985 . CPCITEM NO._%

-Residential/Agricultural

Low Density Residential/Interim Agrlcultural
R-1 and A

Vacant Buildlng .
Setbacks: Required Provided

Front: 25 25!

R-1A Side(st): ' 25" . 25"
Rear: ) 15" 70!
Side(Int): 5! 35

279 spaces

Covered 280

Open 140

Total 420
1.5:1-
Irregular

18.6+ acres

15 d.u. per acre

640-875 square feet

Portion of site in Executive Airport EA-3 zone
Flat

To be 1mproved

Available

Pastels : .

Wood and stucco

| 4l
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION: In January of 1985 the application for the proposed 279 unit
apartment complex was submitted for the subject site (Exhibit C). The proposed
density of 15 dwelling units per acre was spread evenly throughout the site. At that
time it was determined that the northeast 9.1+ acres of the site was located in the
Executive Airport EA-3 zone, which does not allow densities over four dwelling units
per acre. The Planning Director, however, has the authority to allow higher densities
in an EA-3 zone if over 50% of the subject site is in a less restrictive overlay zone
or not in an overlay zone. The subject parcel fell into this category and the
Planning Director requested that the applicant revise the site plan to take into
account the restrictions of the EA-3 zone. The applicant revised the site plan
reducing the density of the northeast 9.1+ acres to 10 dwelling units per acre,
increasing the density of the southwest 9.5+ acres to 19.8 dwelling units per acre and
providing additional recreational facilities for the complex and landscaped areas
along the southern property line (Exhibit D). The overall density of the project
remains at 15 dwelling units per acre.

On March 13, 1985 an appeal of the Environmental Coordinator's determination of a
negative declaration with mitigation measures was filed. The City Council heard this
appeal at their April 16, 1985 meeting. The Council denied the appeal; however the
Council requested that a traffic study of the potential impacts of the project on the
South Pocket area and an examination of different residential land use alternatives
for the subject site be made. '

STAFF EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments regarding this proposal:

A. Land Use_and_Zoning: The subject site consists of three vacant parcels
totaling 18.6+ acres in the Agriculture (A) and Single Family (R-1) zones.
Surrounding land uses include a halfplex development to the south (Park Place
South), a single family development to the southwest (Heritage Place), and
Interstate 5 freeway to the east. The properties to.the north and west are
currently vacant; however the property to the north has an approved schematic
plan for office development (Greenhaven Executive Park) and a 252 unit
apartment complex has been approved (Locke Ranch) for the site to the west.
The General Plan and 1976 South Pocket Community Plan currently designate the
portion of the site in the EA-3 zone as agricultural. This designation was
originally devised when work on the comprehensive land use plan for Executive
Airport was underway and a temporary designation was needed until the appropriate

" land designation was created. In 1982 the Executive Airport CLUP designated
residential development as an- appropriate use for the site. The remainder of the
site is currently designated in the general and community plan as residential and
low density residential, respectively.

The applicant proposes to construct a 279 unit apartment complex on the subject
site to be known as Fountain Oaks. Ninety-one (91) units are proposed for the
northeast portion of the site and 188 units for the southwest portion, for an
overall density of 15 dwelling units per acre. The proposed multiple family

use would require a community plan .amendment to low density multiple family for
the site. : '

The 1976 South Pocket Community Plan designated 140 acres for multiple family
development, or 5.6% of the acreage in the community plan area. One hundred
five (105) acres were intentionally clustered in specific areas on the plan map
while 35 acres were provided for outside the designated multiple family areas
but within 400 feet of the westerly freeway boundary 1line.

P85-047 May 7, 1985 Item 4
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Staff's calculations conclude that approximately 132.5 acres in the South Pocket area
have either: 1) been developed with a low density multiple family use; 2) are still
designated for low density multiple family on the community plan but are as yet
or 3) have received rezoning or site plan approval for low density
(Calcuations exclude the Hellenic Senior

undeveloped;
multiple family but are as yet undeveloped

- 3 -

Citizen Housing.)

The most substantial deviation from the recommendations found in the plan was
the approval of R-2B zoning for a 544 unit apartmenf complex on 26.7 acres
adjacent to Garcia Bend Park. According to these calculations, approximately
7.5+ "floating" acres of multiple family acreage remains in the South Pocket

area. The proposed prOJect exceeds the recommended 140 acres by approximately

11 acres.

Staff considered four alternative ‘land uses for the subject parcel.

1.

P85-047

Single Familg 84 units, 4.5 d.u./acre. Staff does not find single

family appropriate because:

a. the site is adjacent to and segregated by two major streets,
making standard single family development difficult and
undesirable;

b. adjacent land uses include proposed office development to the
north, proposed apartments to the west and halfplexes to the
south. The site is non-contiguous to a single family residential
neighborhood; and '

c. the northern portion of the site is adjacent to the elevated
portion of South Land Park Drive, creating an undesirable
situation for lots adjacent to this elevated road.

Halfplex 130 units, 7 d.u./acre. Staff finds a halfplex development to
be a possible appropriate land use because:

a. the site is adjacent to an existing halfplex development to the
south with a compatible density; and

b. the land use is consistent with the eéxisting low density
residential community plan designation, while still allowing a
higher density than single family residential.

A potential drawback, however, could be that design and privacy problems

would still exist for proposed lots abutting the elevated portion of
South Land Park Drive.

Combination of Single Family/Halfplex and Mulitple Family: Staff found
this to be an inappropriate solution as the site does not lend itself to
a combination of land uses. Ideally, the lower density uses should be
located adjacent to the existing residential uses and the higher density
residential adjacent to the approved multiple family and office uses.
However, due to the location of the EA-3 zone, the higher densities
would be located next to the existing residentlal. while the single

May 7, 1985 : Item 4
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family or halfplex units would be located in the northeast portion of the site.
Furthermore, the constraints of the site would make site plan design difficult.

4. Multiple Family 279 units, 15 d.u./acres (applicant's proposal). Staff
finds that the proposed multiple family development could also be an
appropriate land use for the site as:

a. the site is located adjacent to two major streets;

b. the proposed use is compatible with the approved office uses to -
the north and multiple family use to the west;

c. a more compatible design solution with the elevated portion of
South Land Park Drive can be achieved;

d. the proposed use completes the recommended designation of 140

- acres of multiple family development within the South Pocket and

to have a portion of that development within the area 400 feet
west of the freeway.

while the proposed project would increase the amount of multiple family
acreage in the South Pocket Community Plan area to 151+ acres, staff
does not find the increase to be significant as not all the approved
apartment projects in the plan area met the maximum density allowed of
21 units per acre. This includes the two projects to the south of the
subject site designated on the plan for multiple family at the southwest
corner of Greenhaven and Rush River Drives (5.27 acres, 10.8 d.u./acre)
and the east side of Greenhaven Drive, north of Pocket Road (18 acres,
14.6 d.u./acre).

Traffic Consultant's Study: The traffic assessment for the proposed multiple -
family development on the subject site, prepared by Omni-Means Ltd., concluded

that "while the proposed project will add to future traffic levels, the

incremental increase to area intersections will be relatively insignificant.”

A summary of the traffic consultant's study is found under Exhibit I.

Site Plan Design: The submitted site plan indicates a minimum 25 foot
landscape setback along Greenhaven and South Land Park Drives. These landscaped
area should be bermed and planted with a variety of evergreen trees and shrubs
with walkways between the streets and apartment units prohibited.  In addition,
the South Land Park Drive slope easement should be landscaped and maintained as
part of the project. A revocable permit will be required to landscape and
maintain this easement. 'Staff finds the proposed 25 foot setback adequate.

Along the south property line a minimum 25 foot landscaped setback and building
setbacks ranging from 25 feet to 100 feet are proposed. In addition, all
buildings along the southern proprty line are proposed to be one story in height.
To further insure the privacy of the adjacent halfplex units, staff recommends
that evergreen trees and a six foot high solid masonry wall be located along the
southern property line.

P85-047 : ' May 7, 1985 Item 4
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The site plan shows two entrances to the proposed project, one off of
Greenhaven Drive and the second off of South Land Park Drive. The Traffic.
Engineering Division has indicated that the proposed South Land Park Drive
entrance is unacceptable in its present location and will either have to be
deleted or relocated to their satisfaction. The Traffic Engineering and Fire
Departments also recommend that the driveway entrances be redesigned to allow
for emergency vehicle and moving van access.

Several types of recreational facilities are included on the subject site
including a swimming pool, tennis court, volleyball courts, half basketball court,
recreation centers and tot lots. Staff recommends that the tot lot adjacent to
South Land Park Drive be relocated to the interior of the site as a safety measure
and that the volleyball court adjacent to the south property line be relocated to
the interior of the site so as not to impact the adjacent residential development.

The submitted site plan does not indicate the location of trash enclosure
facilities, bicycle storage facilities or signs for the proposed complex.
Plans and elevations for these items shall be submitted for staff review and
approval prior to issuance of building permits.

D. Building Elevations: The submitted elevations indicate two different material
types: a horizontal wood siding; :and a stucco and wood siding combination.
{(Exhibits E-) These two elevations should provide sufficient variation in design
and materials throughout the 279 unit complex. The roofing and carport materials
and proposed colors have not as yet been specified. These materials shall be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior to issuance of bullding
permits. : '

Real Estate Divisions. There were no objections to the proposed merger. The
following comments were received: '

Real Estate - Pay off existing assessments. Provide new legal
description.

Engineering - Monument lot lines.

Engineering also recommends that, as a condition of rezoning, the applicant
pays parkland dedication fees to the satisfaction of the Community Services and
the City Real Estate Departments prior to issuance of building permits.

F. Neipghborhood Oposition: Residents of the residential neighborhoods to the south
of the subject site have sent 237 postcards and 8 letters to staff indicating
their opposition to the proposed project.. The residents' major concerns appear to

~be the increase in density and its impacts on traffic and city services. (See
Exhibit J.) '

- P85-047 ' May 7, 1985 : Item 4
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G. Staff finds that the proposed land use is appropriate for the site and
compatible with existing and approved land uses in the adjacent neighborhood.
The potential impact of any traffic generated by the proposed project has been
found to be relatively insignificant. The applicant has provided a variety of
recreational facilities on the site and variety in building design and
materials. The revised site plan will provide adequate landscaping, traffic
circulation and a noise and visual buffer between the existing residences and
proposed use. Staff, therefore, recommends approval of the applicant's
request.

H. gggirdnmental Determination: The Environmental Coordinator has reviewed the
proposed project and has filed a negative declaration, based upon compliance
with the following mitigation measures:

- The applicant will provide a County approved noise study for the site
~assessing the proposed project for consistency with the 1974 City -
General Plan Noise Element prior to issuance of the building permit.
The applicant will adhere to recommendations made in the study, with
implementation required prior to issuance of occupancy permits

- If unusual amounts of bone, shell, or artifacts are uncovered during
development, work within 50 meters of the area will cease immediately
and a qualified archaeologist will be consulted to develop, if
necessary, further mitigation measures before construction continues.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recbmmends the following actions:

A. Ratification of the Negative Declaration;

B. Recommend approval of the 1974 General Plan Amendment from Agricultural to’
Residential; - '

C. Recommend approval of the 1976 Sohth Pocket Community Plan Amendment from
Interim Agriculture and Low Density Residential to Low Density Multiple Family;

D. Recommend approval of Rezone of 18.6+ acres from R-1 and A to R-2A, subject to
conditions; -

E. Approval of the Plan Review for a 279 unit apartment cdmplex. subject to
modifications-

F. Approval of the Lot Line Adjustment to merge three parcels by adoptlng the
attached resolution;

Rezoning Condition

The applicant shall pay required parkland dedication fees fo the
satisfaction of the Community Services and the City Real Estate
Departments prior to issuance of building permits.

P85-047 . May 7, 1985 Item &4
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Site Plan Modifications

1. Revised elevations indicating proposed building colors shall be
submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of building
permits. ‘ ‘

2. Carport roofs shall have wood trim and similar colors to the residential
units.

3. A six foot high solid decorative masonry wall shall be provided along
the south property line and a sound wall along the eastern property line
as required by the Environmental Coordinator. Plans for the walls shall
be submitted for review and approval of the Planning Director prior to
issuance of building permits.

4. Plans and elevations for trash enclosure and bicycle storage facilities and
their locations shall be submitted for staff review and approval prior to
issuance of building permits. The facilities shall conform to the attached
Residential Design Criteria (Exhibit K).

5. Landscape, shading and irrigation plans shall be submitted for staff
" review and approval prior to issuance of building permits. Plans shall
include a landscape plan for the slope easement along South Land Park
Drive and a revocable permit shall be obtained. These plans shall
conform to the landscape criteria of Exhibit K.

6. A sign program for the complex, including the project identification
sign(s) and interior directional signs and maps, shall be submitted for
staff review and approval prior to issuance of sign permits. The sign
program shall conform to the attached Residential Design Criteria.

7. The future recreational complex will be similar in design and materials
to the proposed residential units.

8.  The applicant shéll utilize the attached Residential Design Criteria for
the proposed development. (Exibit K)

9. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Environmental
Coordinator, as outlined in Section H of the staff report.

10. The applicant shall submit a revised site plan indicating relocation of

Lnte@ion drniveway, northern tot Lot and southean volley ball court o the
Planning Dinector for neview and approval. (stagg added) '

P85-047 | : ‘May 7, 1985 | Item &
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RESOLUTION NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Planning Commission"
on date of '

APPROVING A LOT LINE MERGER FOR PARCEL B
AND PORTION OF PARCEL A 59 PM 7

(P85-047)

. WHEREAS, the Planning Director has submitted to the Planning Commission a

report and recommendation concerning the lot line merger for property located

at. the southeast corner of Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park Drive .
extensions; and : S : W

WHEREAS, the lot line merger has been given a Negative Declaration by the
Environnental Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the lot line nerger is consistent with the 1974 City General
Plan and the 1976 South Pocket Community Plan;

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the Plannlng Commission of the City of
Sacramento:

that the lot line merger for property located at the southeast corner of
Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park DRive extension, City of Sacramento,
be approved as shown and described in Exhibits A and B attached hereto,
subject to the following conditions:

1. Pay off existing assessments
2. Provide new legal description
3. Monument lot lines

CHAIR

ATTEST;

SECRETARY TO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

P85-047 ' : May 7, 1985 : Item 4
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ARCHIE HEFNER, INC.*
ROBERT N. STARK
THEODORE M, MAROIS, JR.
JAMES M, WOODSIDE
JOHN D, BESSEY
ROBERT W BELL
KENNETH R, STONE
TIMOTHY D. TARON
JUDY R. CAMPOS
WILLIAM M. GALLAGHER
ROBERT S. WILLETT
TODD A. MURRAY
TIMOTHY M, CRONAN

RAY C. THOMPSON
JOEL S, LEVY
ROBERT A, LAURIE
CHRIGTINA SAVAGE
PEGGY J, CHATER
ROBERT R BIEGLER
JAMES M, DAVIS
RONALD H, SARGIS
MARTIN B. STEINER
KIRK S, LOUIE

LISA A, WIBLE

JOHN D, SCHWARZ, JR

*A PROTESSIONAL CORPORATION

To:

From:

LAW OFFICES OF
HEFNER, STARK & MAROIS
FOURTEENTH FLOOR-PLAZA TOWERS
555 CAPITOL MALL
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
(916) 444-6620

May 28, 1985

City Councilpersons

Christy Savage,

Subject: Recommended Motion
Fountain Oaks Apartment Project -~ Agenda Item #28

on Behalf of the Applicant

S. W, CROSS (1881-195€)

/

HUGH B. BRADFORD (1876-1958)

EL DORADC COUNTY QOFFICE
3330 CAMERON PARK DRIVE

(916) €77-0245

Approve the staff recommendation on pages 29-30 of the staff

report with the following additional conditions:

1) The site plan shall be consistent with Exhibit 4, page
17 of the staff report; provided, however, the buildings adjacent
to Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park Drive shall be rotated with

varied setbacks.

2) The existing six foot high fence shall be retained along
the south property line; a new masonry wall shall be constructed
only along the eastern property line adjacent to the freeway.

3) Landscaping along the south, west and north property lines
shall include:

a) A minimum depth of 25 feet;

b) Undulating 4 foot high earth berms; and

c) Specimen-sized (minimum 24 inch box) trees spaced
to provide for the touching of outermost branches

at maturity.

At least 25 trees shall be field-grown
specimens 15-25 feet in height when planted.

Landscaping shall also comply with the standards set

forth in Exhibit K of the staff report.

4) A private security guard shall patrol the progect during
all non-daylight hours.

CIS:mw

CAMERON PARK, CALIFORNIA 95682

O PLEASE REPLY TO EL DORADO
OFFICE IF THIS BOX 1S CHECKED

4




CITY OF SACRAMENTO MW )

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT ) M':LTJJN\:;’:EEY%RYN
927 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO. CA 85814 :
SUITE 300 TELEPHONE {916) 448-5604

ﬁaﬁﬁﬁ%%‘?: é p WWM

vy 2. 1985 . BB fzﬂ,%w’ﬂd///
e st vt ) Lot o b -HF

OFFICE OF THE

AN
LY

. ) CITY CLERK
City Council - )

Sacramento, California

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: 1. Negative Declaration

2. Appeal of Planning Commission's Denial of various requests for
property located at the southeast corner of Greenhaven Drive
and South Land Park Drive

a. Amendent of General Plan from Agricultural to Residential

b. Amendment of South Pocket Community Plan from Interim
Agriculture and Low Density Residential designations to Low
Density Multiple Family

“c. Rezone 18.6+ acres with portion of site in EA-3 from Single
Family (R-1), and Agricultural (A), to Garden Apartment (R-
2A) zone.

d. Lot Line Adjustment to merge three lots into one parcel
totaling 18.6+ acres

e. Plan Review for 279 unit apartment complex (P85-047)

LOCATION: Southeast corner of future Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park
Drive extensions

SUMMARY

The application is for entitlements to develop a 279 unit apartment complex on
18.6+ acres in the South Pocket Community Plan area at an overall density of
15 units per acre. The Commission voted three ayes and three nayes to
recommend approval of the project subject to conditions. The necessary five
affirmative votes for the motion to carry, however, were lacking and the
project was denied. The applicant is appealing the Commission's action to the
City Council.
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City Council -2- May 23, 1985

BACKGROUND "INFORMATION

The subject site comprises 18.6+ net acres located in the Single Family (R-1)
and Agricultural (A) zone. The northeast 9.1+ acre portion of the site is
also located in the Executive Airport EA-3 overlay zone. The applicant's
original site plan spread the proposed 15 dwelling units per acre density
evenly throughout the entire project. The Planning Director however,
requested that the applicant reduce the density of the portion of the site in
the overlay zone. The applicant complied, reducing the density to ten du/acre
in the EA-3 zone and 19.8 du/acre outside of the zone. The Director determined
this to comply with Section B.3 of the Executive Airport overlay zone for

situations where a site is split by two zones. The staff of the Airport Land

Use Commission reviewed the revised application and found it inconsistent with
the land use compatibility guidelines of the Executive Airport CLUP (Exhibit
1).

The City Council heard an appeal of the Environmental Coordinator's
determination of a Negative Declaration with mitigation measures for the
proposal on April 16, 1985. The appeal was denied; however, the Council
requested a traffic study of the potential impacts of the project on the South
Pocket area and an examination of different residential land use alternatives
for the subject site be made.

The traffic study, prepared by an outside traffic consultant, concluded that
while the proposal would add to future traffic levels in the area, the
incremental increase to intersections in the area would be insignificant.

Planning staff found that approximately 132.5 acres have been developed or are
designated in the South Pocket Community Plan area for multiple family
development. The applicant's proposed project would exceed the 140 multiple
family acres recommended in the 1976 South Pocket Community Plan by
approximately 11 acres. The proposed build out of multiple family units
including the proposal, would be approximately 2,940 units, 76 units more than
what was recommended in the 1976 Plan. This small number is due to the fact
that some of the multi-family projects came in below the allowed community
plan density. Comparible numbers with other community plan areas is found in
Exhibit 2.

Staff also considered four land use alternatives for the subject site and
found that a halfplex development or the applicant's proposal are potential
appropriate land uses for the site. Staff found that the proposed apartment
development would be compatible with existing and proposed land uses in the
adjacent neighborhood and recommended approval of the project.

At the May 7, 1985 Planning Commission meeting, residents of the Park Place
South Homeowner's Association presented a letter outlining their opposition to
the proposed project and requested that it be denied (Exhibit 3). A motion
was made to remove several of the units on the southern portion of the site
adjacent to the Park Place South halfplex development and relocate the units
to the northern portion of the site. The Commission's vote, however, was
split three ayes and three nayes, and the project was denied. The applicant
has appealed the Commission's decision.

2
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City Council -3- : - May 23, 1985

Subsequent to the Planning Commission's decision the applicant has met with
the Park Place Homeowner's Association to discuss two alternative site plans.
Attached is an alternative plan transmitted from the applicant (Exhibit 4).
The plan has not been reviewed by the Planning Commission. Staff does not
know at this time whether or not a consensus has been reached between the
applicant and the Homeowner's Association.

VOTE_OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION

On May 7, 1985, the Planning commission voted three ayes, three nayes and
three absent to approve the project. Lacking five affirmative votes, the
project was denied.

RECOMMENDATION

1. Should the City Council concur with the Planning Commission's action, the
appropriate action would be to adopt a motion of intent to deny the appeal
subject to staff returning with Findings of Fact on June 11, 1985;

2. Should the City Council concur with staff's recommendation, the
appropriate action would be to adopt a motion of intent to approve the
appeal subject to staff returning with Findings and necessary
documentations on June 11, 1985.

Respectfully submitted,

hot Gae .

Mar;y Van Duyn
"Planning Director

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER

AG:pkb
attachments : May 28, 1985 -
P85-047 District No. 8
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Exhibit 1
May 21, 1985 | ’

Ms. Joy Patterson

Planning Department

City of Sacramento

927 10th Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: FOUNTAIN OAKS APARTMENTS REZONE (REVISED)
Dear Ms. Patterson:

Per your request, I have reviewed the revised schematic
plan (2/85) for the project referenced above. The revised
plan changes density in the portion of the project within
Approach Zone #3 (APZ #3) from approximately 15 dwelling
units (du's) per acre to approximately 10 du's per acre.

In the opinion of ALUC staff, the reduction in density
does not bring the proposed project into compliance with the
Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) for Executive Airport.
The airport land use compatibility guidelines of the
Executive Airport CLUP (p. 18) exclude multi-family residen-
tial development within APZ #3. The fact that approximately
50 percent of the project is outside of the airport area of
influence does not alter this prohibition in our opinion.

The land use compatibility guidelines section of the
Executive Airport CLUP (p. 17) state. that:

"In the case of a zone line splitting a parcel, con-
sistency with the land use policies will be deter-
mined on the basis of the use existing or proposed
within the particular zone, mitigation measures to
be taken with regard to site planning, and building
design and placement."

Our interpretation of this section of the Executive
Airport CLUP is that it provides a means to remedy undue
hardship to property owners with a lot or parcel which,
because of some unusual conditions, could not be developed
in a way consistent with the CLUP. The mitigation measures
of site planning, and building design and placement are a
means to minimize the impacts or dangers associated with
allowing what is essentially a variance to the required con-
sistency with the land use compatibility guidelines. In our

‘opinion, no unusual conditions exist at this site, and the

proposed multi-family development at 10 du's per acre as
opposcd to 15 du's per acre does not mitigate the fact that
multi-family development (or single family/two family devel-
opment in excess of 4 du's per acre) is not compatible with
the land use compatibility gquidelines of the Executive
Airport CLUP,

4
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Ms. Joy Patterson : -2- May 21, 1985

Consequently, it is our finding, after reviewing the revised schematic
plan (2/85) for the Fountain Oaks Apartments Rezone, that multi-family dwell-
ings of the type and density proposed by this rezone request are inconsistent
with the land use compatibility guidelines of the Executive Airport CLUP.

~ Please call me if you have any questions or if I can be of further
assistance. .

Sincerely,
GARY/KETILL ///

Planner 1I, ALUC Staff
GK:bb




Exhibit 2

COMMUNITY PLAN RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT COMPARISONS

South Pocket

Estimated
Units
1976 Plan
Single Family . 7,092
Multiple Familyl 2,864
TOTAL Proposed Unit Buildout 9,956
1976 Plan Amended Through May 1985
Single Family2 7,447
Multiple Family3 ) 2,661
TOTAL Proposed Unit Buildout 10,108

Amended Plan Including Applicants Proposal

Single Family4 7,363
Multiple Family 2,940

TOTAL Proposed Unit Buildout 10,303

SOUTH NATOMAS

1978 Community Plan as Amended through May 1985

Single Family 12,360
Multiple Family® 10,533 _
TOTAL Proposed Unit Buildout 22,893

NORTH SACRAMENTO

1984 Community Plan Proposed Buildout

Single Family ‘ 14,360
Multiple Family 13,500

TOTAL Proposed Unit Buildout 28,130
FOOTNOTES:

l1ncludes cluster and townhouse developments

Estimated
Percent

71%
_29% _
100%

T4%
26%
100%

71%
29%
100%

 54%
46%
100%

52%
48%
100%

25% added to 1976 plan estimate to account for increased density through

approved zero lot line and halfplex development

Sparcels designated on Community Plan as Multiple Family but without approved
site plan calculated at 19 du/acre. Site developed with elderly housing not

included.

4Decrease of Single Family at 4.5 du/ac x 18.6 ac (84 units)

5December 1983 figures plus two multiple family projects approved in 1984-85




James Harnish —1! A D
ATTORNEY AT LAW

1210 G STREET, SUITE #2 : lsl(llil)it

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

(916) 441.3247

May 7, 1985

Mr. Larry Augusta, Chairperson

City of Sacramento Plannina Commission
927 10th Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Fountain Oaks Apartment Rezone
and Plan Amendment (P85-047)

Dear Mr. Augusta;

On behalf of the Park Place South Homeowners Association, I
want to express strong opposition to the proposed Fountain Oaks
apartment project at the southeast corner of Greenhaven and South
Land Park Drives. I have prepared a hastily assembled analysis
outlining such opposition. However, we have had very little
time, inasmuch as the staff report was available only late last
Friday. Furthemmore, I have only recently been retained in this
matter and am, in fact, unable to attend your May 7, 1985 hearing
to represent my clients in this matter. Some of the questions
raised in my analysis may very well be resolved through some
further study. In any event, I respectfully request that the
Commission continue this matter for thirty days, to June 6, 1985.
This will provide sufficient time for me to prepare our comments
for you, as well as to provide staff sufficient. time to clarify
certain questioms raised.

If a contimuance is not granted, please consider the
following comments in your deliberations regarding the Fountain
Oaks project. IXf a continuance is granted, I intend to refine
these comments in advance of your next scheduled hearing.

The opposition to Fountain Oaks is bacsed upon three basic
concerns: incomsistency with the General and Community Plans;
incompatibility with existing residential development; and
inconsistency with the Executive Airport CLUP and Overlay Zoning
Ordinance. There are also several points in the project staff
report upon which I would like to comment.

INCONSISTENCY WITH GENERAJ. AND COMMUNITY PLANS

It is acknowledged that the proposed project is inconsistent
with the City General Plan and South Pocket Community Plan
inasmuch as the project application includes requested amendments
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to each. The proposal includes no basis for such amendments
other than the desire of the proponent to maximize intensity and
and economic return. Even with an amendment to the Community
Plan Map, the project will remain inconsistent with the existing
policies of the Plan. The "floating™ 35 acres of apartment
development referred to on Page 12 of the Plan are clearly
intended as a mitigation for noise from the freeway. However,
this project proposes lower density adjacent to the freeway and
higher density away from the freeway.

The proposed project also illustrates how a community plan
can be incrementally dismantled through a project-by-project
level analysis. It is suggested both in the staff report and
Negative Declaration that traffic, noise and community plan
change impacts will be minor. Taken as a single, isolated
project, such analysis may be accurate. However, if placed
against the backdrop of the recent series of land use changes in
this area, this proposal represents a serious and significant
departure from the adopted community plan. As originally
proposed, the entire area south of the commercial and office
complex at Florin Road and Greenhaven Drive down to the
commercial area at South Pocket Road was conceived as low density
residential. Today amendments extending office development all
the way south to South Land Park Drive and apartment units at the
southwest corner of South Land Park and Greenhaven Drives have
been approved. These community plan amendments are now being
cited as the justification for a further amendment for this
project. All this has occurred while homeowners in Park Place
South have purchased their homes in reliance on & community plan
which designates most of the area west of I-5 between Florin and
South Pocket Roads as low density residential. Each of the
amendments to the Plan on an isolated basis may not be
significant to the total community, but taken as a whole, they
demonstrate a substantial deviation from the original concept of
the Community Plan. Such incremental decisions do a great
disservice to the concientious individual homeowner who relies on
a Community Plan to determine where to make a well conceived and
thought out investment in the community.

COMPATIBILITY WITH SURROUNDING DEVELOPMENT

The major underlying opposition to this project is its
incompatibility with adjacent land uses. The Community Plan
calls for low density residential. Exceptions to that policy
“have been made for the northeast and southwest corners of
Greenhaven and South Land Park Drives. Adjacent development to
the south, southwest and east of this project are all low
density, owner-occupied single-family or halfplex developments.
The density, the traffic and the scale of the proposed project
are all inconsistent with the neighboring uses to the south.
Anyone who has purchased a home recognizes the implications, not
only to the expectation of a quiet neighborhood environment, but
. to the reduced investment value of such properties. The

¥
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Commission must be aware of the frustration felt by homeowners in
Park Place South, many of whom are first time home buyers, who
find themselves not in a basically single-family neighborhood as.
depicted in the South Pocket Community Plan, but an island of
medium density homeowners sandwiched between hundreds of high
density apartments.

EXECUTIVE ATRPORT CLUP AND OVERLAY ZONE

The third general area of concern over the proposed project
is the inconsistency with the Executive Airport Comprehensive
Land Use Plan (CLUP) and Overlay Zoning Ordinance. The CLUP, at
Page 18, specifically states that any residential use other than
single- family (at four units per acre) is not compatible with
CLUP policies. The Overlay Zoning Ordinance at Section 30 (c) (1)
reflects that prohibition. The proposed use, however, includes
apartments at 10 units per acre, two and one half times the
maximum allowable density in the Zoning Ordinance.

The CLUP and Zoninc Ordinance do make provision for
situations where an overlay zone line splits a parcel. The
intent of those provisions is to provide some common sense
flexibility to the City where unusual circumstances exist. The
CLUP states that:

"In the case of a zone line splitting a parcel,
consistency with. the land use policies will be
determined on the basis of the use existing or proposed
within a particular zone, mitigation measures to be
taken with regard to site planning and building design
and placement.” (Page 17)

Furthermore, the Overlay 2Zoning Ordinance at Section 30 (b) (3)
says:.

"3. In the event that an EA overlay zone line splits a
vacant parcel, the restrictions of each particular EA
overlay zone shall apply to the portion of the parcel
within that zone; provided, however, that when a parcel
is fifty percent (50%) or more in the less restrictive
zone, the owner of such parcel may submit an application
to the Planning Director, requesting permission to
render applicable to the entire parcel the less
restrictive overlay zone. The Planning Director's
decision to approve or conditionally approve the
application shall be based upon mitigation measures to
be taken by the applicant with regard to site planning,
building placement and design."

The language of the CLUP clearly indicates the expectation
that any modification of land uses will be in view of
compat1b111ty with the CLUP policies. In the present case, there
is nothing approaching compatibility with the density limitations
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in the CLUP. 1In fact, just the opposite would occur. Density
would increase two and one half times within the EA-3 Zone.

The. lancuage of the Overlay Zoning Ordinance indicates an
intent to moderate land use policies between EA Zones only.
There is no discussion of moderating between an EA 2one and a
zone outside the auspices of the Overlay Zoning Ordinance.
However, assuming that such may have been the intent, it is hard
to imagine that such a provision was intended to justify an
increase in density not only over the EA Zone limitation, but
also over contemplated normal community plan densities.

It should be pointed out here that the original ALUC Policy
Plan recommended residential densities of two units per acre
within this approach zone. The subsequent Executive Airport CLUP
established a maximum of four units per acre. The current
proposal is to raise that by 250% to ten units per acre.

Furthermore, in an effort to maintain an even higher 15 units per'

acre average, density on the immediately adjacent part of the
project is increased to 19.8 units per acre.

This proposal compromises the Executive Airport CLUP and
Overlay Zoning Ordinance. The compromise does not occur simply
because the density is different. The compromise is more basic.
An opportunity for balancing and fairness has been turned into a
rationale for avoidance of any regulation at all. The reality of
the Executive Rirport Plan is that the only major, undeveloped,
low density residential land within any of the FA Zones 2 and 3
lies west of I-5 in the South Pocket area. The bulk of that area
has already been converted to office buildings; the last
remaining area is proposed for ten dwelling units per acre.

Specific Comments

_ The staff report on the proposed project contains an
extensive discussion of the proposal. 1 would like to comment on
several of the points in that report.

1. Page 2: BACKGROUND INFORMATION, 41

The provision relating to the circumstance where 50% or
more of the project is in a less restrictive overlay zone may be
erroneously cited on several points. First, it appears that the
designation of the overly zone on the Project Map may be
inaccurate. Based upon review of the official ALUC Map and the
adopted CLUP Map, the line appears to be located further to the
southwest. If such is the case, more than 50% of the property in
question would be within the EA-3 Zone and therefore not subject
to the modification provisions cited. 1In that case, the entire

parcel should be limited to four dwelling units per acre, not
fifteen.

[ O




Second, assuming that the 50% rule does apply, it does
not, if read carefully, permit the Planning Director to "allow
higher densities.®" It simply permits the Planning Director to .
apply less restrictive standards of another Overlay Zone based
upon proposed mitigation measures. Neither of those conditions
exist here. There is no less restrictive Overlay Zone; there is
only the existing zoning and Community Plan. There are also no
mitigation measures proposed within the EA-3 Zone portion of the
project. Mention is made of increased open space and building
placement, but that is relative to the original proposal, not to
existing EA-3 standards. The proposed ten units per acre is
- substantially more dense and less compatible than the EA-3
maximum four units per acre or even traditional single-family
development of five to six units per acre. The only mitigation
measure proposed is that the project isn't gquite as dense as
originally proposed.

2. Page 3, A: Land Use and Zoning, 91 & 2

The staff report points out that the fact that the
apartment "floating" acres exceed the original maximum of 140
acres by 11 acres (8%). This raises several concerns. First,
what was the original basis for the 140 acre maximum? If it was
contemplated as a community maximum, why is an 8% excess
acceptable? If it is not a maximum but only a target, what will
the maximum be? Might this excess simply be a signal to increase
densities in the South Pocket in general?

A further concern is that the actual policy basis for
the floating 140 acres is to provide a "buffer" for I-5 freeway
noise. The rationale according to the Plan is that two-story
buildings adjacent to the freeway will act as sound barriers.
However, this project proposes, because of other significant land
use concerns regarding Executive Airport, lower density adjacent
to the freeway. 1In fact, the site design proposes buildings
perpendicular rather than parallel to the freeway. The Community
Plan objective for increased densities in noise zones is simply
not implemented in this project. Further, because of the
Executive Airport Overlay Zones, it is neither practical nor
possible to implement such a policy at this site. It is clear
that the remaining 7.5 acres of "floating” 2ones should be
applied at more practical and effective locations.

3. Page 3: 1. Single Family (land use alternative)

There are several comments to be made on this
alternative: :

a) This is the only
alternative which is consistent with the Executive
Airport CLUP and Overlay Zone and with the South
Pocket Community Plan. Those two facts alone should
cause this alternative to be a viable one.
Ctherwise, the implication is that neither of the

[
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plans were ever rational to begin with. More
detailed analysis and consideration of this
alternative should be given.

b) The only reason the subject site is not contiguous
to more single-family residential is that so many
amendments to the Community Plan have already
occurred. The site is contigquous, however, to
owner-occupied, lower density homes on the entire

southern border. Such contiguous land use should be
discussed.

c) Emphasis is placed on the elevated portion of South
Land Park Drive and its undesirable impact on
adjacent lots. However, the east end of the South
Land Park Drive overcrossing is surrounded by low
density, single-family homes. The undesirability is
simply a gqguality which may or may not reflect on
selling price of homes; it does not necessarily
relate to land use compatibility. It is recommended
that his issue be dropped or its discussion
broadened. '

4. Page 3: 2. Halfplex (land use alternative)

a) This alternative contains no discussion of the
Executive Airport CLUP and Overlay Zone.

b) The discussion of the elevated portion of South Land
Park Drive generates the same comment as under the
single-family alternative.

c) The report might elaborate on the staff opinion that

the alternative is a "possible, appropriate land
use."”

"5, Page 3: Combination of Single-Family/Halfplex and
Multiple Pamily (land use alternative)

While this alternative has some potential, it is quickly
rejected. Concern is expressed over the conflict between the
EA-3 Zone low densities and the noise impact area adjacent to the
freeway. It would seem, however, that most aspects of this
alternative are shared by at least one of the other alternatives.
It is suggested that this alternative be more seriously .
considered to determine potential advantages over the proposed
project. Questions addressed in other alternatives regarding
compatibility with existing plans, adjacent densities and traffic
generation should be discussed here.

6. Page 4: Multiple-Family (land use alternative)

This alternative does not consider several relevant
concerns: '

|
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a) It is 1ncompat1b1e with the South Pocket Community
Plan (even if the land use map is modified);

b) It is incompatible with the Executive Airport CLUP;

c) It is incompatible with the EA-3 Overlay Zone;

d) It includes no discussion of compatibility with the
halfplexes to the south; and

e) It does not discuss why this alternative would
provide a more compatible design solution to the
overpass elevation issue.

7. Page 4: B. Traffic Consultants Study

The "study" attached to the report is confusing and
unclear. Given the limited period of time to review the
document, I am unable to ascertain its accuracy. However, I am
concerned about the casual approach taken to this matter by the
traffic consultant. The guestion of future traffic volumes in
this neighborhood, particularly in light of the substantial
increases in density approved in the recent past, is quite a

serious one. I would suggest a clearer, more thorough analysis
of this subject.

CONCLUSION

On the basis of the several points made above, I
respectfully recommend that the Commission take one of the
following actions, in preferred order of priority:

1. Deny the regquested General and Community Plan
amendments, and deny the requested rezoning;

2. Continuve the matter for at least 30 days to resolve the
questions raised in this letter regarding the accuracy
of the EA-3 zone line, further details on the
alternatives and a thorough traffic analysis; or

3. Approve in concept a revised project consistent with the
single-family or halfplex land use alternates discussed

in the staff report at a density and scale similar to
existing adjacent land uses.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

JH/np

cc: Ann Snyder, Secretary
Park Place South Homeowners Association
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" PROFCSSIONAL CORPORAYION

May 7, 1985

TO: Planning Commissioners

FROM: Christy Savage, representing the applicant

RE: Continuance requested by Park Place South Home Owners
Association ("HOA") for the Fountain Oaks Apartment
application (Agenda Item #4 - P85-047)

A CONTINUANCE IS NOT APPROPRIATE BECAUSE:

1.

4.

No new issues are raised in the letter submitted
today by HOA attorney Jim Harnish. There are
already three lengthy staff reports addressing
the same issues raised by Harnish.

There has been no lack of notice. HOA has been
fully aware of the details of this project for
2% months.

The BOA has already been‘gfanted two prior

continuances. (Hearings scheduled for 3/14 and 4/2).

A continuance will not facilitate compromise.
The HOA has steadily maintained the position
that no compromises are possible short of a
6-8 du/A project.

Assuming a favorable CPC action, there will be
another 3-4 weeks until the Council hears the

application.

CHRONOLOGY

1/11/85 Application filed

1/30/85 Project revised to current form
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LAW OFFICES OF
-HEFNER, STARK & MAROIS

Planning Commissioners
May 6, 1985
Page Two

2/85
2/25/85

3/1/85

3/4/85

3/13/85

3/14/85

3/28/85

4/2/85

4/16/85

4/25/85

Application submitted to Rirport
Land Use Commission for comment

Applicant met with 40-50 members
of HOA

HOA and 300' radius property
owners received formal notice of
3-14-85 CPC hearing

City filed expanded negative
declaration which addresses in
detail why the proposed project

is (1) consistent with surrounding
uses, the CLUP, and the Executive
Airport ordinance; and (2) will
not siognificantly impact traffic.

HOA filed an appeal of the nega-
tive declaration

Originally scheduled CPC hearing
(continued due to HOA appeal of
negative declaration).

Lengthy and detailed staff report
issued addressing traffic impacts,
compatibility with surrounding
land uses, CLUP and Executive

Airport Ordinance.

Originally scheduled CC hearing
on negative declaration appeal
(continued at request of HOA).

CC denied appeal of negative
declaration; CC requested addi-
tional traffic study, and more
staff analysis relative to the
consistency of the project with
the Community Plan.

Second scheduled CPC hearing (con-
tinued because traffic study was
incomplete).



LAW OFFICES OF
HEFNER, STARK & MARQIS

Planning Commissioners
May 6, 1985 '
Page Three

5/3/85

5/3/85

5/7/85

Third lengthy and detailed staff
report issued which addresses

in further depth traffic, Community
Plan and CLUP compatibility. ‘

HOA retains attorney Jim Harnish.

Third scheduled CPC hearing. Jim
Harnish requests 30-day continuance
to further study issues already
addressed in expanded declaration,

‘the staff report teo Council on the

negative declaration appeal, and
the recent staff report to the CPC.
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: May 8, 1985

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:
I do hereby make application to'appeal the decision of the City

Planning Commission of May 7, 1985 when:
(Date)

X Rezoning Application Variance Application

Special Permit Application Community Plan Amend., Gen. Plan
Amend., Plan Review & Lot Line Adj.
was: Granted X Denied by the Commission

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: (Explain in detail)

Applicant believes the most logical use of the subiect property

is for low density (15 du/A average) multiple family as proposed

in the application.

PROPERTY LOCATION: Greenhaven Dribe and South Land Park Drive

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION:

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 031 - 070 .- 60, 61, 62

PROPERTY OWNER: Louis Pappas & Wymore Realty, c/o Spink Corporation

ADDRESS: P. O. Box 2511, Sacramento, CA 95811

APPLICANT: Spink Corporation

ADDRESS: _P. O. Box 2%}k, Sacramento, CA 95811

APPELLANT:( . >0 ) ( Christina J. Savage

N ! “PRINT NAME
ADDRESS: 555 Capitol Mall, Suite 1425, Sacramento, CA 95814

FILING FEE:
P_Tf bv Applicant: $105.00 RECEIPT NO.

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

P- 85-047 | .
DISTRIBUTE TO -
5/82 (4 COPIES REQUIRED): MVD
} HY
WK
L0 -~

6 = (Ouizonal?
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S CITY PLANNING COMMISSION - FEY
927 10TH STREET, SUITE 300 - SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814

APPLJCANT‘Spi“k Corporation, P.0. Box 2511, Sacramento, CA 95811

OWNER__Louis Pabpas & Wymore Realty, c/o Spink Corp., P.O. Box 2511, Sacto., CA 95811

PLANS BY_ Spink Corporation, P.O. Box 2511, Sacramento, CA 95811

FILING DATE_1-11-85 50 DAY CPC ACTION DATE_ REPORT BY:JP:jl
NEGATIVE DEC___374-85 EIR - ASSESSOR'S PCL. No_031-070-60,61,62

APPLICATION: A. Negative Declaration

B. Amend 1974 General Plan from Agricultural to Residential

C. Amend 1976 South Pocket Community Plan from Interim Agriculture and
Low Density Residential designations to Low Density Multiple Family

D. Rezone 18.6+ vacant acre from R-1 and A to R-2A
E. Plan Review for 279 unit apartment complex
F. Lot Line Adjustment to merge three lots into one parcel

LOCATION: Southeast corner of future Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park Drive
Extensions

PROPOSAL: The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to develop a 279
unit apartment complex.

PROJECT INFORMATION:

1974 General Plan Designation: Residential/Agricultural
1976 South Pocket Community

Plan Designation: Low Density Residential/Interim Agricultural
Existing Zoning of Site: R-1 and A
Existing Land Use of Site: Vacant Building .
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: Setbacks: Required Provided
North: Vacant; A Front: 25! 25'
South: Halfplex residential; R-1A Side(St): 25" 25'
East: Interstate I-5; TC Rear: 15" 70'
West: Vacant; R-2B" Side(Int): 5' 35"
Parking Required: 279 spaces
Parking Provided: Covered 280
’ Open 140
Total 420
Parking Ratio: 1.5:1
Property Dimensions: Irregular
Property Area: 18.6+ acres
Density of Development: 15 d.u. per acre
Square Footage of Units: 640-875 square feet
Significant Features of Site: Portion of site in Executive Airport EA-3 zone
Topography: Flat
Street Improvements: To be improved
Utilities: Available
Exterior Building Colors: Pastels
Exterior Building Materials: Wood and stucco
APPLC. NO. __P85-047 MEETING DATE _ May 7, 1985 CPC ITEM NO.__%
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION: 1In January of 1985 the application for the proposed 279 unit
apartment complex was submitted for the subject site (Exhibit C). The proposed-
density of 15 dwelling units per acre was spread evenly throughout the site. At that
time it was determined that the northeast 9.1+ acres of the site was located in the
Executive Airport EA-3 zone, which does not allow densities over four dwelling units
per acre. The Planning Director, however, has the authority to allow higher densities
in an EA-3 zone if over 50% of the subject site is in a less restrictive overlay zone
or not in an overlay zone. The subject parcel fell into this category and the
Planning Director requested that the applicant revise the site plan to take into
account the restrictions of the EA-3 zone. The applicant revised the site plan
reducing the density of the northeast 9.1+ acres to 10 dwelling units per acre,
increasing the density of the southwest 9.5+ acres to 19.8 dwelling units per acre and
providing additional recreational facilities for the complex and landscaped areas
along the southern property line (Exhibit D). The overall density of the project
remains at 15 dwelling units per acre.

On March 13, 1985 an appeal of the Environmental Coordinator's determination of a
negative declaration with mitigation measures was filed. The City Council heard this
appeal at their April 16, 1985 meeting. The Council denied the appeal; however the
Council requested that a traffic study of the potential impacts of the project on the
South Pocket area and an examination of different residential land use alternatives
for the subject site be made.

STAFF EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments regarding this proposal:

A. Land Use_and Zoning: The subject site consists of three vacant parcels
totaling 18.6+ acres in the Agriculture (A) and Single Family (R-1) zones.
Surrounding land uses include a halfplex development to the south (Park Place
South), a single family development to the southwest (Heritage Place), and

. Interstate 5 freeway to the east. The properties to the north and west are
currently vacant; however the property to the north has an -approved schematic
plan for office development (Greenhaven Executive Park) and a 252 unit
apartment complex has been approved (Locke Ranch) for the site to the west.
The General Plan and 1976 South Pocket Community Plan currently designate the
portion of the site in the EA-3 zone as agricultural. This designation was
originally devised when work on the comprehensive land use plan for Executive
Airport was underway and a temporary designation was needed until the appropriate
land designation was created. 1In 1982 the Executive Airport CLUP designated
residential development as an appropriate use for the site.  The remainder of the
site is currently designated in the general and community plan as residential and
low density residential, respectively.

The applicant proposes to construct a 279 unit apartment complex on the subject
site to be known as Fountain Oaks. Ninety-one (91) units are proposed for the
northeast portion of the site and 188 units for the southwest portion, for an
overall density of 15 dwelling units per acre. The proposed multiple family
use would require a community plan amendment to low density multiple family for
the site.

The 1976 South Pocket Community Plan designated 140 acres for multiple family
development, or 5.6% of the acreage in the community plan area. One hundred
five (105) acres were intentionally clustered in specific areas on the plan map
while 35 acres were provided for outside the designated multiple family areas
but within 400 feet of the westerly freeway boundary 1line.

P85-047 ' May 7, 1985 Item 4
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Staff's calculations conclude that approximately 132.5 acres in the South Pocket area
have either: 1) been developed with a low density multiple family use; 2) are still
designated for low density multiple family on the community plan but are as yet

undeveloped;
multiple family but are as yet undeveloped.

Citizen Housing.)

The most substantial deviation from the recommendations found in the plan was
the approval of R-2B zoning for a 544 unit apartment complex on 26.7 acres
adjacent to Garcia Bend Park. According to these calculations, approximately
7.5+ "floating" -acres of multiple family acreage remains in the South Pocket

area. The proposed project exceeds the recommended 140 acres by approximately

11 acres.

Staff considered four alternative land uses for the subject parcel.

1.

P85-047

Single Family 84 units, 4.5 d.u./acre. Staff does not find single

family appropriate becauseg

Y

the site is adjacent to and segregated by two major streets,
making standard single family development difficult and
undesirable;

b. adjacent land uses include proposed office development to the
north, proposed apartments to the west and halfplexes to the
south. The site is non-contiguous to a single family residential
neighborhood; and

c. the northern portion of the site is adjacent to the elevated
portion of South Land Park Drive, creating an undesirable
situation for lots adjacent to this elevated road.

Halfplex 130 units, 7 d.u./acre. Staff finds a halfplex development to
be a possible appropriate land use because: ‘

a. the site is adjacent to an existing halfplex development to the
south with a compatible density; and

b. the land use is consistent with the existing low density
residential community plan designation, while still allowing a
higher density than single family residential.

A potential drawback, however, could be that design and privacy problems
would still exist for proposed lots abutting the elevated portion of
South Land Park Drive.

Combination of Single Family/Halfplex and Mulitple Family: Staff found
this to be an inappropriate solution as the site does not lend itself to
a combination of land uses. 1Ideally, the lower density uses should be
located adjacent to the existing residential uses and the higher density

Tesidential adjacent to the approved multiple family and office uses.

However, due to the location of the EA-3 zone, the higher densities
would be located next to the existing residential, while the single

May 7, 1985 Item &
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or 3) have received rezoning or site plan approval for low density
(Calcuations exclude the Hellenic Senior
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family or halfplex units would be located in the northeast portion of the site.
Furthermore, the constraints of the site would make.site plan design difficult.

4. Multiple Family 279 units, 15 d.u./acres (applicant's proposal). Staff
finds that the proposed multiple family development could also be an
appropriate land use for the site as:

a. the site is located adjacent to two major streets:

b. the proposed use is compatible with the approved office uses to
the north and multiple family use to the west;

c. a more compatible design solution with the elevated portion of
South Land Park Drive can be achieved;

d. the proposed use completes the recommended designation of 140
acres of multiple family development within the South Pocket and
to have a portion of that development within the area 400 feet
west of the freeway.

While the proposed project would increase the amount of multiple family
acreage in the South Pocket Community Plan area to 151+ acres, staff
does not find the increase to be significant as not all the approved
apartment projects in the plan area met the maximum density allowed of
21 units per acre. This includes the two projects to the south of the
subject site designated on the plan for multiple family at the southwest
corner of Greenhaven and Rush River Drives (5.27 acres, 10.8 d.u./acre)
and the east side of Greenhaven Drive, north of Pocket Road (18 acres,
14.6 d.u./acre).

B. Traffic Consultant's Study: The traffic assessment for the proposed multiple
family development on the subject site, prepared by Omni-Means Ltd., concluded
that "while the proposed project will add to future traffic levels, the
incremental increase to area intersections will be relatively 1nsignificant"
A summary of the traffic consultant's study is found under Exhlblt I.

C. Site Plan Design: The submitted site plan indicates a minimum 25 foot
landscape setback along Greenhaven and South Land Park Drives. These landscaped
area should be bermed and planted with a variety of evergreen trees and shrubs
with walkways between the streets and apartment units prohibited. In addition,
the South Land Park Drive slope easement should be landscaped and maintained as
part of the project. A revocable permit will be required to landscape and
maintain this easement. Staff finds the proposed 25 foot setback adequate.

Along the south property line a minimum 25 foot landscaped setback and building
setbacks ranging from 25 feet to 100 feet are proposed. In addition, all
buildings along the southern proprty line are proposed to be one story in height.
To further insure the privacy of the adjacent halfplex units, staff recommends
that evergreen trees and a six foot high solid masonry wall be located along the
southern property line.

pP85-047 May 7, 1985 Item 4
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The site plan shows two entrances to the proposed project, one off of
Greenhaven Drive and the second off of South Land Park Drive. The Traffic
Engineering Division has indicated that the proposed South Land Park Drive
entrance is unacceptable in its present location and will either have to be
deleted or relocated to their satisfaction. The Traffic Engineering and Fire
Departments also recommend that the driveway entrances be redesigned to allow
for emergency vehicle and moving van access.

Several types of recreational facilities are included on the subject site
including a swimming pool, tennis court, volleyball courts, half basketball court,
recreation centers and tot lots. Staff recommends that the tot 1ot adjacent to
South Land Park Drive be relocated to the interior of the site as a safety measure
and that the volleyball court adjacent to the south property line be relocated to
the interior of the site so as not to impact the adjacent residential development.

The submitted site plan does not indicate the location of trash enclosure
facilities, bicycle storage facilities or signs for the proposed complex.
Plans and elevations for these items shall be submitted for staff review and
approval prior to issuance of building permits.

D. Building Elevations: The submitted elevations indicate two different material
types: a horizontal wood siding; and a stucco and wood siding combination.
(Exhibits E-) These two elevations should provide sufficient variation in design
and materials throughout the 279 unit complex. The roofing and carport materials
and proposed colors have not as yet been specified. These materials shall be
reviewed and approved by the Planning Director prior to issuance of building
permits. : :

E. Lot Line Adjustment: The proposed lot line adjustment to merge the three
parcels was reviewed by the City Planning, Engineering, Water and Sewer, and
Real Estate Divisions. There were no objections to the proposed merger. The
following comments were received:

Real Estaté - Pay off existing assessments. Provide new legal
description.

Engineering - Monument lot lines.

Engineering also recommends that, as a condition of rezoning, the applicant
pays parkland dedication fees to the satisfaction of the Community Services and
the City Real Estate Departments prior to issuance of building permits.

F. Neighborhood Oposition: Residents of the residential neighborhoods to the south
of the subject site have sent 237 postcards and 8 letters to staff indicating
their opposition to the proposed project. The residents' major concerns appear to
be the increase in density and its impacts on traffic and city services. (See
Exhibit J.)

P85-0417 May 7, 1985 Item 4
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G. Staff finds that the proposed land use is appropriate for the site and
compatible with existing and approved land uses in the adjacent neighborhood.
The potential impact of any traffic generated by the proposed project has been
found to be relatively insignificant. The applicant has provided a variety of
recreational facilities on the site and variety in building design and
materials. The revised site plan will provide adequate landscaping, traffic
circulation and a noise and visual buffer between the existing residences and
proposed use. Staff, therefore, recommends approval of the applicant's
request.

H- gggironmegggl Determination: The Environmental Coordinator .has reviewed the
proposed project and has filed a negative declaration, based upon compliance .
with the following mitigation measures:

- The applicant will provide a County approved noise study for the site
assessing the proposed project for consistency with the 1974 City
General Plan Noise Element prior to issuance of the building permit
The applicant will adhere to recommendations made in the study, with
implementation required prior to issuance of occupancy permits.

- If unusual amounts of bone, shell, or artifacts are uncovered during
development, work within 50 meters of the area will cease immediately
and a qualified archaeologist will be consulted to develop, if.
necessary, further mitigation measures before construction continues.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the following actions:

A. Ratification of the Negative Declaration;

B. Recommend approval of the 1974 General Plan Amendment from Agricultural to
Residential;

C. Recommend approval of the 1976 South Pocket Community Plan Amendment from
Interim Agriculture and Low Density Residential to Low Density Multiple Family;

D. Recommend approval of Rezone of 18.6+ acres from R-1 and A to R-2A, subject to
conditions;

E. Approval of the Plan Review for a 279 unit apartment complex, subject to
modifications;

F. Approval of the Lot Line Adjustment to merge three parcels by adopting the
attached resolution;

Rezoning Condition

The applicant shall pay required parkland dedication fees to the
satisfaction of the Community Services and the City Real Estate
Departments prior to issuance of building permits.

P85-047 May 7, 1985 Item 4.
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Site Plan Modifications

1. Revised elevations indicating proposed building colors shall be
submitted for staff review and approval prior to issuance of building
permits. ‘

2. Carport roofs shall have wood trim and similar colors to the residential
units.

3. A six foot high solid decorative masonry wall shall be provided along
the south property line and a sound wall along the eastern.property line
as required by the Environmental Coordinator. Plans for the walls shall
be submitted for review and approval of the Planning Director prior to
issuance of building permits.

4. Plans and elevations for trash enclosure and bicycle storage facilities and
their locations shall be submitted for staff review and approval prior to
issuance of building permits. The facilities shall conform to the attached
Residential Design Criteria (Exhibit K).

5. Landscape, shading and irrigation plans shall be submitted for staff
review and approval prior to issuance of building permits. Plans shall
include a landscape plan for the slope easement along South Land Park
Drive and a revocable permit shall be obtained. These plans shall
conform to the landscape criteria of Exhibit K.

6. A sign program for the complex, including the project identification
sign(s) and interior directional signs and maps, shall be submitted for
staff review and approval prior to issuance of sign permits. The sign
program shall conform to the attached Residential Design Criteria.

7.‘,The future recreational complex will be similar in design and materials
to the proposed residential units.

8. The applicant shall utilize the attached Residential Design Criteria for
the proposed development. (Exibit K)

9. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Environmental
Coordinator, as outlined in Section H of the staff report.

10. The applicant shall submit a revised site plan indicating relocation of
internion dniveway, northern tot Lot and southen volley ball court to the
Planning Directon for heview and approval. (staff added)

P85-047 May 7, 1985 Item &
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RESOLUTION NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Planning Commission
on date of

APPROVING A LOT LINE MERGER FOR PARCEL B
AND PORTION OF PARCEL A 59 PM 17

(P85-047)

WHEREAS, the Planning Director has submitted to the Planning Commission a
report and recommendation concerning the lot line merger for property located
at the southeast corner of Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park Drive
extensions; and :

WHEREAS, the lot line merger has been given a Negative Declaration by the
Environmental Coordinator; and

WHEREAS, the lot line merger is consistent with the 1974 City General
Plan and the 1976 South Pocket Community Plan;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Planning Commission of the City of
Sacramento:

that the lot line merger for property located at the southeast corner of
Greenhaven Drive and South Land Park DRive extension, City of Sacramento,
be approved as shown and described in Exhibits A and B attached hereto,
subject to the following conditions:

1. Pay off existing assessments
2. Provide new legal description
3. Monument lot lines

CHAIR

ATTEST;

SECRETARY TO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

P85-047 May 7, 1985 Item 4
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EXHIBIT B

LEGAL DESCRIPTION

PARCEL B AND PORTION OF PARCEL A 59 PM 7
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O/ MG HEAMS, Ltd.

Engineers & Planners

Ears:e

7509 Madison Avenue, Suite 120 EXHI BIT I

Citrus Heights, California 95610
Telephone: (916) 962-2900

May 1, 1985

Mr. Clif Carstens, Senior Planner
City of Sacramento Planning Department
927 Tenth Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT AFOR FOUNTAIN OAKS APARTMENTS
Dear Mr. Carstens,

At the request of Wymore Realty, OMNI-MEANS, Ltd. has completed an
assessment of the relative traffic impacts of the Fountain Oaks Apartment
Development Proposal.  As a part of this assessment, OMNI-MEANS, Ltd. has
also prepared a preliminary update of the South Pocket Area trip
generation originally developed as a part of the transportation element
of the Greenhaven Executive Park E.I.R.. The text which follows
summarizes our analysis and conclusions.

TRIP GENERATION. The proposed 279 Unit Apartment Development is expected
to generate 1700 daily trips based on the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (I.T.E.) rate of 6.1 daily trips per apartment unit. 10% of
that total or 170 trips will occur during the evening peak hour (4:30-
5:30). Peak hour trips will be split 66% inhound/34% outbound.

As a point of comparison, development of this property as 68 single family
residential lots had bheen assumed in the Greenhaven E.I.R.. This single
family deve lopmént was expected to generate 680 daily trips. Thus the
proposed development could result in an increase in site trip generation
of 1020 daily trips.

Utilizing the trip distribution and assignment assumptions presented in
the E.I.R., we estimate that-proposed project traffic will utilize
Greenhaven Drive (300 daily trips north of South Land Park Drive and 170
daily trips south of South Land Park Drive) as well as South Land Park
Drive (1200 daily trips).

Reno, NV Citrus Heights, CA Lafayette, CA

5-7-85 49\ #4
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Mr. Clif Carstens
Page Two '

TRAFFIC IMPACTS. The trips generated by the proposed project should be
measured against future traffic conditions. To assess future backround
traffic conditions, OMNI-MEANS, Ltd. reviewed approved and proposed
developments in the South Pocket area and superimpofsed the traffic
generated hy those projects onto the existing base traffic presented in
the Greenhaven E.I.R.. Two peak hour conditions, "existing traffic plus
approved projects" and "existing traffic plus approved and proposed
projects" are presented in the Attachment 1 along with estimated daily
traffic volumes and trips associated with the proposed project.

For camparison, peak hour traffic predicted for buildout of the South
Pocket area in the Greenhaven E.I.R. are shown in attachment 2.
Camparison of these projections reveals that the development currently
proposed for the area will result in greater traffic volumes than
projected in the Green Haven E.I.R.

Peak hour levels-of-Service have heen estimated for five intersections in
the study area under the "existing plus approved and proposed projects”
condition, as shown below:

Florin Road/Greenhaven Drive LOS "F"*
Florin Road/South Land Park Drive ° 1OS “D"*
Greenhaven Drive/Windbridge Los "c"
Greenhaven Drive/South Land Park Drive Los “c"
Greenhaven Drive/South Pocket Road Los "¢

* Assuning implementation of mitigations proposed in Greenhaven
E.I.R. ’

RSP P s

| o
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Mr. , Clif Carstens
Page Three
May 1, 1985

Projected Levels-of-Service remain unchanged when trips genefated by the
proposed project are superlmposed onto the hackground traffic condition.
Thus it appears that while the proposed project will add to future traffic
levels, the incremental increase increase to area mtersec.tlons will be
relatively insignificant. '

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions or need
further information.

Sincerely,

OMNI-MEANS, Ltd.
Engineers & Planners

thy —

Kenneth D. Anderson
Associate

KDA:god

oc: Ed Goodwin, Wymore Realty
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EXHIBIT J

Aﬂ14jﬂ%ﬁ2A4Jv+—;
ot

As a resident of the South Pocket area, 1
‘ strongly oppose the P85-047 rezoning amendment
~ which you are reviewing and urge you to oppose

it as well. Recent rezoning has greatly in-
creased the population density of @¢his area

and will certainly have an advergse-effect on
traffic, city services, -etc. To add to the oo

problem is not in the best interest of this
community. Please give the residents’' concerns

your thoughtful consideration.
-7

JoHN +JUny CREEREY

7652 ROMAL ORK WRY
Sacramento, CA 95831 1

Staff has received 237 postcards .(see above) and 8 letters

(see attached) in opposition to the proposed project.

PES-OHT7 5-7-85 47 - #A
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CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

MAR 7 1985

City of Sacramento Planning Dept.
927 - 10th Street

Suite 300 . RECEIVED

Sacramento, Ca. 95814

March 6, 1985

Re: Greenhaven/Pocket Area

Dear Councilmembers:

I purchased my home in the Greenhaven/Pocket area in October 1984
{ee Basford subdivision - South Park Place).

We were told by the realtor that there would be single family homes
built behind us in the future or possibly offices (not stores).

Needless to say, we have felt cheated and lied too. If we had known
that so many apartments were going to be built around us we would
never have bought where we did. We are extremely frustrated and
bitter about the rezoning and impending apartment construction. This
has definitely decreased our home/area value.

Have you ever been to the Greenhaveh/Pocket area? We feel very protected
and secure. (Or maybe I should say, have felt so in the past). What
does our future hold now? :

Please, at least, come and take a look at our area/neighborhood. 1
get home at 5:30 pm and am home on weekends. You have my personal
invitation to stop by my home at any of the above times and I will be
more than happy to talk with you and/or give you a personal tour of the
neighborhood. I would even be willing to take off work to accomodate
you.

I realize our problems are not your problems, but please won't you help
us keep our neighborhood in the condition in which we were guaranteed it
would stay when we purchased it?

Ve

fith o f=a, 7CIM(9
Patrick Nefll

1201 Spurce Tree Circle
Sacramento, Ca. 95831
916-427-5721

5-7-85 SO #H
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. o March 7,1985
Attention: City Plenning Commission,

SpecialmAttention? Marty Ven Duyn,Planning Director.

Re: Proposed amendment 1978 South Pocket Cormunity Plan
Project: P 8L4=425

From Edythe and Ronald Shewfelt,1211 Spruce Tree Circle,
Sacramente,Ca,956831. Tel,392-2737.

Our property is one inch from the proposed Fountain Oaks
apartment development, , '

We sre seventy years of sge and retired.Ws purchased this home
in May 1984.We were assured that the vecant area behind our
home was zoned for single family,one-story homes and that a
plan for an area similsar to Park Place South would dbe the
logical development,We learned that such a plan in fact had
already been presented to the Commission.,We are now presented
with an entirely different plan and the request for re-zoning,

We believe that a development like Park Place South 1; an
aseot to Sacramento housing programs and that this type of
cormunity should be encoursged, '

If the proposed change 1s adopted,we will bde surrounded dy
apartments,which tend to decrease the stadility of the neigh-
borhood.It will definitely increasse the human population
density of the arealeading to traffic changes,increased City
service usageand an incresse in exposure of people th potent-
13l health hazards through the noise impact from I-S and the
increased danger from the fly-over of planes to Executive
Afirport,(From observation the flyeover pattern shown on the
proposed plan sppears to be incorrect in the patterned line
of flight,) :

The original plan for single family homes,controlled by a
home=owners association,would in the longeterm,prove a
distinct sdvantage for the future in the housing of this
area,

We ask your support in defeating this ammendment when it is
presented to you for vote,

Thenk you,

.#l
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Date: March 10, 1985

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT

To: Mr. Mérty Van Duyn 85
c/o C'%X Planning Commission MAR‘XB\
927 10 St. Suite 300 E-D

Sacramento, Ca. 95814

From: Stephen and Judy Prey
1172 Spruce Tree Circle
Sacramento, Ca. 95831

Dear Mr. Van Duyn:

We are writing you 1in regards to your up and coming hearing on
the Fountain Oaks (P-85047) Project, scheduled for March 14, 1985,
We would like to give you our input to that proposed project from
a private citizens point of view.

When my wife and [ were looking to buy a8 house in the Sacramento
area we carefully reviewed all community plans within the city
and county boundaries. We were looking for a community plan that
reflected well thought out concepts of community design. Highway

access, shopping centers, public services, and a wise mix of
housing (ranging from large single family homes to multi~famfly
two-story structures). We feel that a well balanced neighborhood

satisfies all housing needs in for the citizens of Sacramento.

We picked the @ South Pocket area for that very reason. All
Planning maps showed a mix of housing that did not load any one
area with an abnormal balance of muiti-family structures in any of
the new developments, under construction in 1982.

Lately, however, we have seen a major shift away from the plan
throughout the South Pocket. It seems that the local developers
who see a quick way to make a dollar, at the expense of the
citizens who have made a commitment to build a community, are
selliing their land to out of town builders (with no interest in
Sacramento Civic Planning). These builders are then requesting
changes be made in the Plan so they can build high density hou51ng
"for the good of the community" and their pockets.

Our concern would not be so great if this were the only multi
family housing complex to be proposed for this area. However, in
looking at the existing plans of builders already approved for
this area and those wunofficial plans of other developers (if

Fountain Oaks is approved) will turn this section of Greenhaven
into apartment row. Thus, surrounding the existing Single Family
Homes in a sea of high density housing. By stopping this
development now and not allowing the area to be developed beyond
10 to 13 units per acre you will send a3 signal to all developers
that the South °~ Pocket Plan is still a valid plan.

PE5-0+7 5-7-85 S3 | #A
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1f you approve the project, every contractor . and developer will
know that the Pocket Plan (for single family homes) is no longer

valid and it will be open season on variations to the Plan,with no
concern for the protection of the citizens who already live in thg
area. We do not want this area to become another area |ike 437

and Riverside.
Please vote no on the Fountain Oaks Project when it comes up for
its hearing.

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter:

K
S

e /é&\’(- - 4/6’_';;,' _ . (’5/7/ p/l)%

\Stepﬁen C. ﬁreyé J Judy S. Prey

pE5-OH'/ 5-7-85 Py #H
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March 1llth, .1985

€C€ Sacramento, Calif.

Ref. Proposed pevelopment
Foumtain Caks - P85047

Dear +r, Van Duyn:

We would appreciate your consideration and
not approve the above mentioned proposed plan of
single and two-story apartments, because of the
high density in this area, traffic and circulation
problems it would create.

We live ©N Spruce Tree Circle and we were told
when we purchased our home the above property
directly in back of us was to be developed for
single family homes. This is one of the reasons
we decided to buy in this area (Park Place South.)

Our hope is that you as a Planning Commissioner

Member will give this.considerable thought and favor

us in your decision,
Thanking you, we are

Slncerely,

/{f)gﬂ_,_ s 1. ﬂMwb.x_

1163 Spruce Tree Circle

Sacramento, Calif., 95831

5-7-85 25:5_ *ﬁéf'
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VIRGINIA LOEBER HOTCHKIN
Licensed Real Estate Broker
1168 Rose Tree Way
Sacramento, CA 95831

March 11, 1985

Planning Camission Member
927 - 10th Street, Suite 300
-Sacramento, CA 95814 .

Dear Member of the Sacramento City Planning Cammission:

Very recently I moved here fram the bay area and purchased a hame for retire-
ment at 1168 Rose Tree Way, Park Place South,Sacramento, 95831. This area,
called the "Pocket Area" is ideal for single family residences, or other low
density uses, however, being surrounded by the Sacramento River on one side
and Interstate 5 Freeway on the other makes Sacramento's "Pocket Area® unsuit-
ed for high density development.

In my opinion, and that of my neighbors, with wham I've discussed the proposed
development plan #P85047, entitled, Fountain Oaks'; approval of the plan would
be a tragic mistake! Please, Planning Camissioner, do not consider making
this mistake!

Please, not for any reason, not for low interest bonds or assessments avail-
able to builders, not because of pressures fram developers, or, any other
short term apparent benefit to the City.

Let us plan ahead for the benefit of the entire City of Sacramento. Think
parks! Create a green belt along the river, enlarge Garcia Park by purchase.

Let us welccme people of all ages and econcmlc position, let children be wel-
came here. Please plan for them.

Make bike paths, single story living units. Have low density a city requu'e-
‘ment. Think family! Avoid creating circulation and traffic problems in this
green belt alongside the Sacramento River,

You may contact me at 395-2396.

Very truly,

q)@&m Lo Hatobhnn:

Virginia Loeber Hotchkin
Real Estate Broker (#0042138)
Subdivider of 175 acres in
Fairfax, Marin County

cc: Mr. Larry Augusta, Chair Mr. William Ishmael Ms. Chris Hunter
Mr. Brian Holloway Mr. Frank Ramirez Ms. Sandy Simpson —
Ms. Lila Farris Mr. James Fong

N Mr. Marty Van Duyn, Planning Director

PEo-OHT 5-7-85 Sk K-
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EXHIBIT K
MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL DESIGN CRITERIA. ot .
P85-047

A. GENERAL BUILDING DESIGN AND ORIENTATION

1. Large multi-family projects (exceeding 100 units) shall incorporate

design variation within the project to create a sense of uniqueness
and individuality. Large complexes using the same building design,
materials, and colors should be avoided.
Design elements which achieve these objectives include: separate
clustering of building groups with extensive open-space and
landscape buffering between projects; variation in building
elevations and configurations between projects; variation in
building heights; use of different building materials or
combination of different materials; contrasting color schemes
‘between projects.

2. All mechanical equipment (including public utility boxes and
particularly exterior wall mounted air conditioning units) shall be
attractively screened.

3. Accessory structures shall be compatible in design and materials
with main building.

4. Solar heating and cooling of units shall be achieved to the maximum
extent possible.

5. Roofing materials shall be medium wood shake or shingle, or
equivalent aluminum, concrete, tile, or other imitation shakes,
subject to Planning Director approval.

6. A minimum building setback of 50 feet shall be utilized on multiple
family projects from interior and rear property lines abutting
existing or future low density residential developments where two
story structures are proposed. A minimum setback of 25 feet shall
be required where single story structures in multiple family
projects abut existing or future low density development.

B. OFF STREET PARKING DESIGN CRITERIA

i. Off-street parking shall be provided at a ratio that adequately
serves the needs of tenants and guests. The minimum ratio shall -be
1.5 to 1 (this ratio may be reduced for projects designed strictly
for the elderly) of which a minimum 1:1 shall be covered parking.
Six foot decorative masonry walls are required on interior property
lines between parking lot areas and existing or proposed
residential development. The design and materials used for covered
parking structures shall be compatible to the main building
structures.

2. For the convenience of tenants and guests, and to encourage the use
of off-street rather than curbside parking and parking along

P85-047 £5-7-85 . Item /f
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private drives, parking spaces shall be located as close as

possible to the unit or communal facility it is intended to serve.

To discourage parking on the street and along private on-site
drives, physical barriers such as landscaping, berming, or wall
segments shall be incorporated-into the project design.

Off-street parking shall be screened from the street by undulating
landscaped berming with a minimum four foot height (as measured
from either the parking surface or street sidewalk, whichever is
higher).

Surface parking areas and carport roofing shall be screened from
second story units by trees or lattice and trellis work.

The project shall comply with the 50% shading of surfaced areas
requirement of the Zoning Ordinance.

Evergreen trees shall be used for screening purposes along the
perimeter of the parking areas.

Particularly within large open lots, deciduous trees should be
utilized to provide summer shading and winter sun.

There shall be a ratio of at least one tree for every five parking
spaces planted throughout or adjacent to open and covered parking
areas. Rows of parking stalls, either open or covered, shall be
broken up by a tree planting approximately every 10 spaces.

The parking stall depth shall be reduced by two feet

a. The two feet gained shall be incorporated into adjacent
landscaping or walkways.

b. For angled parking the triangular space at the head of each

stall shall be landscaped (as a planter when abutting a
sidewalk or incorporated into adjacent landscaped strips).

C. ON-SITE CIRCULATION

P85-047

Minimum pedestrian/vehicle conflict should be sought in driveway/
walkway system design.

A display and unit location map shall be installed at each major
driveway entrance and any major walkway entrance to the project as
an aid to emergency personnel and a convenience to visitors. An
auto turnout lane shall be provided adjacent to directory map to
eliminate blocking of driveway entrance

Walkway location shall assure convenient access between parking and
dwelling units.

“Central pedestrian/bikepaths shall provide convenient access to bus

stops, green belts and public facilites.

£-71-8&5 Item/:f
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5. Pedestrian crossings shall be provided at appropriate locations
along main drives and shall be accentuated by a change in surface
textures.

6. Walkway connections between buildings and street sidewalks are
discourged if they encourage on-street parking by residents.

D. BICYCLE STORAGE

1. One bicycle parking facility is required for every ten (10) off-
street parking spaces required, excluding developments which
provide individual enclosed garages.

2. Fifty percent (50%) of the required bicycle parking facilities
shall be Class 1. The remaining facilities may be Class 1, Class
II or Class III.

3. Bicycle racks and lockers shall be provided throughout the
development.

E. LANDSCAPING AND OPEN SPACE
1. Landscape materials selected shall be:

a. Compatible with one another and with existing material on the
adjacent site.

b. Complimentary to building design and architectural theme.

c. Varied in size (one and five gallon shrubs, five and 15 gallon,
and 24 inch box trees).

2. Landscape treatment shall include:

a. The major treatment for all setback areas shall be lawn and
trees. At least 75% of the ground cover treatment within
landscaped areas within the entire project shall be lawn. Lawn
areas shall be established by sodding or hydromulching when
conditions such as excessive gradient, anticipated seasonal
rain, etc., may result in erosion or other problems.

b. Larger specimens of shrubs and trees along the site periphery.
particularly along setback areas adjacent to public streets.

c. OGreater intensity of landscaping at the end of buildings when
those elevations lack window and door openings or other details
that provide adequate visual interest. This is especially
significant at the street frontage and interior side and rear
property lines and for two story structures. '

d. Consistency with energy conservation efforts.
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e. Trees located so as to screen parking areas and private first
floor areas and windows from second story units.

f. Undulating landscaped berms located along street frontage and
achieving a minimum height of four feet measured off of the
street sidewalk or the adjacent building pad or parking lot,
whichever is higher.

g. Deciduous trees shall be utilized along the south and west
facing building walls to allow solar access during the winter.

h. For crime deterrent reasons, shrubs planted below first floor
windows should be of a variety which has thorns and/or prickly
leaves. .

i. Large growing street trees (preferably deciduous) shall be
planted within the landscape setback areas adjacent to all
public streets as a means of reducing outdoor surface
temperatures during summer months and to provide a visual
buffer between the units and public street.

3. Landscaping of parking areas is discussed in Section B.

F. TRASH ENCLOSURES

1. The walls of the trash enclosure structure shall be constructed of
solid masonry material with decorative exterior surface finish
compatible to the main residential structures. Split face concrete
block finish is recommended. Brick or tile veneer exterior finish
should be avoided.

2. The trash enclosure structure shall have decorative heavy gauge
metal gates and be designed with cane bolts on the doors to secure
the gates when in the open position.

3. The trash enclosure facility shall be designed to al low walk-in
access by tenants without having to open the main enclosure gates.

4. The walls shall be a minimum six feet in height, more if necessary
for adequate screening.

5. The perimeter of the trash enclosure structure shall be planted
with landscaping, including a combination of shrubs and/or climbing
evergreen vines.

6. A concrete apron shall be constructed either in front of the trash
enclosure facility or at point of dumpster pickup by the waste
removal truck. The location, size and orientation of the concrete
apron shall depend on the design capacity of the trash enclosure
facility (number of trash dumpsters provided) and the direction of
the waste removal truck at point of dumpster pickup.
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The minimum demensions of the concrete apron for a single,

cubic yard dumpster shall be: width 10' or width of enclo

facility; 1€ngth 20'. Larger trash enclosure facilities sh
require a larger concrete apron, subject to the approval of
City Building Inspections Division Building Technicians (P
Checker) .

Paving material shall consist of 5" aggregate base rock and
portland cement paving.

7. The enclosures shall be adequate in capacity, number, ar
distribution. )

G. SIGNAGE

A project identification sign is permitted at each major entrance into -
complex. The sign shall be a monument type located outside the requi:
setback or incorporated into a low profile decorative entry wall(s)
planter. The height of the monument sign shall not exceed six feet.

The primary material of the monument base or wall shall be decorativ
masonry such as brick, split face concrete block, stucco or simila
material which complements the design of the main buildings. .

Individual letters and project logo are permitted. The signage program
shall comply with the City Sign Ordinance be subject to the review and
approval of the Planning Director.

H. PERSONAL SAFETY DESIGN CRITERIA
Ordinance No. 84-056 relating to personal safety building code
requirements has been adopted by the City Council on June 19, 1984. This
ordinance applies to all residential building project including apartments
and condominiums.
The building code requirements relate to: minimum outdoor lighting -
standards, addressing and project identification, door locking standards,

etc.

A copy of this ordinance may be obtained from the City Building
Inspections Division.
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO RECEIVED Z)/

(TY CLERKS OFFICE
DT OF SACRAMENTC

v 16 B u2 AHT6)

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT MARTY VAN DUYN

PLANNING DIRECTOR
927 TENTH STREET SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
SUITE 300 TELEPHONE (816) 449-5604

APPROVED

BY THE CITY COUNCIL
Ay 211985

City Council s OFFICE OF T;E.’
Sacramento, California CITY CLER

May 14, 1985

Honorable Members in Session:

SUBJECT: Rezone from Single Family, R-1 and Agricultural, A to Garden
Apartment, R-2A zone.

LOCATION: Southeast corner of Greenhaven and South Land Park Drives

SUMMARY

This item ‘is presented at this time for approval of publication of title
pursuant to City Chapter, Section 38.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

Prior to publication of an item in a local paper to meet legal advertising
requirements, the City Council must first pass the-item for publication.
The City Clerk then transmits the title of the item to the paper for
publication and for advertising the meeting date.

RECOMMENDAT ION

It is recommended that the item be passed for publication of title and
continued to May 28, 1985.

Respectfully submitted,
PASSED FOR |
PUBLICATION
& CONTINUED . 67
TO é-ﬂf'?s

Marty Van Duyn
Planning Director

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER

- rYE,
MVD:lao PRP PLTE: ot (| May 21, 1985
attachments SRS O S A /7[ District No. 8
p85_047 LIS AN A IR ST LY AR [ A
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ORDINANCE NO.

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED BY THE
COMPREHENSIVE ZONING ORDINANCE NO. 2550, FOURTH SERIES,

AS AMENDED, BY REMOVING PROPERTY LOCATED AT THE SOUTH-
EAST CORNER OF GREENHAVEN AND SOUTH LAND PARK DRIVES

FROM THE SINGLE FAMICY, R-1 ARD AGRICUCTURAL, A

- ' ZONE(S)
AND PLACING SAME IN THE GARDEN APARTMENT,
R-2A ) ~ ZONE(S)
(F_ILE NO. P-c5-047 )(APN: u51-U/0-0U,bl,0Z)
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1. ‘
The territory described in the attached exhibit(s) which is in the Single N
Family, R-1 and Agricultural, A ' zone(s),
establisned by Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as amended, is hereby removed
from said zone and placed in the Garden Apartment. R-2A

zone(s).

This action rezoning the property described in the attached exhibit(s) is adopted
subject to the following conditions and stipulations:

a. A material consideration in the decision of the Planning Commission to
recommend and the City Council to approve rezoning of the applicant's property is
the development plans and representations submitted by the applicant in support
of this request. It is believed said plans and representations are an integral
part of such proposal and should continue to be the development program for the

property.

b. If an application for a building permit or other construction permit is filed
for said parcel which is not in conformity with the proposed development plans

and representations submitted by the applicant and as approved by the Planning
Commission  May 7. 1985 , on file in the office of the Planning Depart-
ment, or any provision or modification thereof as subsequently reviewed and approved
by the Planning Commission, no such permit shall be issued, and the Planning
Director shall report the matter to the Planning Commission as provided for in
Ordinance No. 3201, Fourth Series.

SECTION 2.

The City Clerk of the City of Sacramento is hereby directed to amend fhe maps which
are a part of said Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, to conform to the provisions
of this ordinance.




SECTION 3.

Rezoning of the property described in the attached exhibit(s) by the adoption
of this ordinance shall be deemed to be in compliance with the procedures for
the rezoning of property prescribed in Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as
said procedures have been affected by recent court decisions.

PASSED FOR PUBLICATION:

PASSED:

EFFECTIVE:

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
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‘denial of various requests for the )

‘of Greenhaven and South Land Park )

Appeal of Christina Savage vs. City )

of Sacramento Planning Commission's ) Notice off Decision

d
property located at southeast corner) Findidggs of Fact

Drives (P85-047) )

At its regular meeting of June 18, 1985, the City Co cil heard and considered
evidence in the above entitled matter. Based orf verbal and documentary
evidence at said hearing, the Council approved the appeal based on the
following Flndlngs and subject to the folAdowing Site Plan Review

Modlflcations

Findings of Pact -

- The project, as conditioned, is based jJipon sound principles of land use

in that the proposed two-family an

multiple-family development is
compatible with surrounding land useg. o

2. The Project, as conditioned,
health, sasety or welfare, orr

that adequate bu11d1ng setbackh, parking and landscaping have been
provided.

not be detrimental to the public

3. The project is consistent with the 1974 General Plan and 1976 South
Pocket Community Plan which designate the site: for Residential and Low
Density Multiple-Family uses/ respectively.

Site Plan Review Modifications/and Conditjons

1. Revised elevations indifating proposed building colors shall be submitted

for staff review and agproval prior to issuance of building permits.

2. Carports shall have¢ wood trim and similar in color to the residential

unlts

3. A sound wall shall be provided along the eastern propefty line as
required by the £nvironmental Coordinator. Plans for the walls shall be

submitted for/review and approval of the Planning Director prior to
issuance of byilding permits.

4. Plans aqd evations for trash enclosure and bicycle storage facilities
and their/locations shall be submitted for staff review and approval

prior to /issuance of building permits. The facilities shall conform to
the attgyched Residential Design Criteria (Exhibit K).

ult in the creation of a nuisance in.

"'.l»‘\

S

Sema




12.-~The ten two-family (20 units) structures

Landscape, shading and irrigation plané shall be submitted f4r staff
review and approval prior to issuance of building permits. P

Drive and a revocable permit shall be obtained. These plans shall
conform to the landscape criteria of Exhibit K..

A sign program for the complex, including the projectAdentification
sign(s) and interior directional signs and maps, shall /be submitted for
staff review and approval prior to issuance of sign germits. The sign
program shall conform to the attached Residential Desfgn Criteria.

The future recreational complex will be similar i/ design and materials’
to the proposed residential units.

The applicant shall utilize the attached Residegftial Deéign Criteria for
the proposed development. (Exibit K) ’

The applicant shall comply with the requifements of the Environmental
Coordinator, as outlined in Section H of e Planning Commission staff.
report. ’

T T~ e ) .

a. have enciosed backyard areas with side fences;

b. be constructed out of horizontal/ wood siding with wood shake roofs.
A brick trim shall be incorporated into the design of some of the-
structures; ) '

C. utilize a variety of buildifig colors compatible with the adjacent
Park Place South development

d. have enclosed garages.

11. Four of the two-family strucfures (8 units) shall be a minimum of 1200
square feet and include twofcar garages. This includes the structure
closest to Greenhaven Drive./:

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
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REGEIVED
(VY GLERKE OFFINE
AT OF SAORAMENTO

Jnd 2 3 P8

AMENDED 6/18/85

Appeal of Christina Savage vs. City )

of Sacramento Planning Commission's ) Notice of Decision
denial of various requests for the ) and
property located at southeast corner) Findings of Fact
of Greenhaven and South Land Park )

Drives (P85-047) )

At its regular meeting of June 18, 1985, the City Council heard and considered
evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and documentary
evidence at said hearing, the Council approved the appeal based on the
following Findings and subject to the following Site Plan Review
Modifications:

Findings of Fact

1. The project, as conditioned, is based upon sound principles of land use
in that the proposed two-family and multiple-family development is
compatible with surrounding land uses.

2. The project, as conditioned, will not be detrimental to the public
health, safety or welfare, or result in the creation of a nuisance in
that adequate building setbacks, parking and landscaping have been
provided. '

3. tThe project is consistent with the 1974 General Plan and 1976 South

Pocket Community Plan which designate the. site for Residential and Low
Density Multiple-Family uses, respectively.

Site Plan Review Modificationg and Conditions

1. Revised elevations indicating proposed building colors shall be submitted
for staff review and approval prior to issuance of building permits.

2. Carports shall have wood trim and similar in color to the residential
units.
3. A sound wall shall be provided along the eastern property line as

required by the Environmental Coordinator. Plans for the walls shall be
submitted for review and approval of the Planning birector prior to
issuance of building permits.

q. Plans and elevations for trash enclosure and bicycle storage facilities
and their locations shall be submitted for staff review and approval
prior to issuance of building permits. ‘the facilities shall conform to
the attached Residential UDesign Criteria (Exhibit K).

x4



5. Landscape, shading and irrigation plans shall be submitted for staff
review and approval prior to issuance of building permits. Plans shall
include a landscape plan for the slope easement along South Land Park
brive and a revocable permit shall be obtained. fThese plans shall
conform to the landscape criteria of Exhibit K.

8. A sign program for the complex, including the project identification
sign(s) and interior directional signs and maps, shall be submitted for
staff review and approval prior to issuance of sign permits. The sign
program shall conform to the attached Residential Design Criteria.

7. The future recreational complex will be similar in design and materials
to the proposed residential units.

8. The applicant shall utilize the attached Residential Design Criteria for
the proposed development. (Exibit K)

9. The applicant shall comply with the requirements of the Environmental
Coordinator, as outlined in Section H of the Planning Commission staff
report.

10. The ten two-family (20 units) structures shall:

a. have enclosed backyard areas with side fences;

b. be constructed out of horizontal wood siding with wood shake roofs.
A brick trim shall be incorporated into the design of some of the
structures;

c. utilize a variety of building colors compatible with the adjacent
Park Place South development;

d. have enclosed garages.

e. be built to standard for halfplex units

11. Four of the two-family structures (8 units) shall be a minimum of 1200
square feet and include two-car garages. +1This includes the structure
closest to Greenhaven lrive.

MAYUR

ATTEST:

C11Y CLERK
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EXHIBIT K

MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL DESIGN CRITERIA
P85-047

A. GENERAL BUILDING DESIGN AND ORIENTATION

1. Large multi-family projects (exceeding 100 units) shall incorporate
design variation within the project to create a sense of uniqueness
and individuality. Large complexes using the same building design,
materials, and colors should be avoided.

Design elements which achieve these objectives include: separate
clustering of building groups with extensive open-space and
landscape buffering between projects; variation in building
elevations and configurations between projects; variation in
building heights; use of different building materials or
combination of different materials; contrasting color schemes
between projects.

2. All mechanical equipment (including public utility boxes and
particularly exterior wall mounted air conditioning units) shal. be
attractively screened.

3. Accessory structures shall be compatible 1n design and materials
with main building.

4. Solar heating and cooling of units shall be achieved to the maximum
extent possible.

5. Roofing materials shall be medium wood shake or shingle, or
equivalent aluminum, concrete, tile, or other imitation shakes,
subject to Planning Director approval. .

6. A minimum-building setback of 50 feet shall be utilized on multiple
family projects from interior and rear property lines abutting
existing or future low density residential developments where two
story structures are proposed. A minimum setback of 25 feet shall
be required where single story structures in multiple family
projects abut existing or future low density development.

B. OFF STREET PARKING DESIGN CRITERIA

1. Off-street parking shall be provided at a ratio that adequately
serves the needs of tenants and guests. The minimum ratio shall be
1.5 to 1 (this ratio may be reduced for projects designed strictly
for the elderly) of which a minimum 1:1 shall be covered parking.
Six foot decorative masonry walls are required on interior property
lines between parking lot areas and existing or proposed
residential development. The design and materials used for covered
parking structures shall be compatible to the main building
structures.

2. For the convenience of tenants and guests, and to encourage the use
of off-street rather than curbside parking and parking along
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private drives, parking spaces shall be‘located as close as
possible to the unit or communal facility it is intended to serve.

To discourage parking on the street and along private on-site
drives, physical barriers such as landscaping, berming, or wall
segments shall be incorporated into the project design.

Off-street parking shall'be screened from the street by undulating
landscaped berming with a minimum four foot height (as measured
from either the parking surface or street sidewalk, whichever is
higher).

Surface parking areas and carport roofing shall be screened from
second story units by trees or lattice and trellis work.

The project shall comply with the 50% shading of surfaced areas
requirement of the Zoning Ordinance.

Evergreen trees shall be used for screening purposes along the
perimeter of the parking areas.

Particularly within large open lots, deciduous trees should be
utilized to provide summer shading and winter sun.

There shall be a ratio of at least one tree for every five parking
spaces planted throughout or adjacent to open and covered parking
areas. Rows of parking stalls, either open or covered, shall be
broken up by a tree planting approximately every 10 spaces.

The parking stall depth shall be reduced by two feet.

a. The two feet gained‘shall be incorporated into adjacent
landscaping or walkways.

b. For angled parking the triangular space at the head of each
stall shall be landscaped (as a planter when abutting a
sidewalk or incorporated into adjacent landscaped strips).

C. ON-SITE CIRCULATION

1.

P85-047

Minimum pedestrian/vehicle conflict should be sought in driveway/
walkway system design.

A display and unit location map shall be installed at each major
driveway entrance and any major walkway entrance to the project as
an aid to emergency personnel and a convenience to visitors. An
auto turnout lane shall be provided adjacent to directory map to
eliminate blocking of driveway entrance.

Walkway location shall assure convenient access between parking and
dwelling units.

Central pedestrian/bikebaths shall provide convenient access to bus
stops, green belts and public facilites.

$-71-85 | . Item 4
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5. Pedestrian crossings shall be provided at appropriate locations
along main drives and shall be accentuated by a change'in surface
textures.

6. Walkway connections between buildings and street sidewalks are
discourged if they encourage on-street parking by residents.

D. BICYCLE STORAGE

1. One bicycle parking facility is required for every ten (10) off -
street parking spaces required, excluding developments which
provide individual enclosed garages.

2. Fifty percent (50%) of the required bicycle parking facilities
shall be Class I. The remaining facilities may be Class I, Class
II or Class III.

3. Bicycle racks and lockers shall be provided throughout the
development.
E. LANDSCAPING AND OPEN SPACE
1. Landscape materials selected shall be:

a. Compatible with one another and with existing material on the
adjacent site.

b. Complimentary to building design and architectural theme.

c. Varied in size (6ne and five gallon shrubs, five and 15 gallon,
and 24 inch box trees).

2. Landscape treatment shall include:

a. The major treatment for all setback areas shall be lawn and
_trees. At least 75% of the ground cover treatment within
landscaped areas within the entire project shall be lawn. Lawn
areas shall be established by sodding or hydromulching when
conditions such as excessive gradient, anticipated seasonal
rain, etc., may result in erosion or other problens.

b. Larger specimens of shrubs and trees along the site periphery,
particularly along setback areas adjacent to public streets.

¢. Greater intensity of landscaping at the end of buildings when
those elevations lack window and door openings or other details
that provide adequate visual interest. This is especially
significant at the street frontage and iInterior side and rear
property lines and for two story structures.

d. Consistency with energy conservation efforts.
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e. Trees located so as to screen parking areas and private first
floor areas and windows from second story units.

f. Undulating landscaped berms located along street frontage and
achieving a minimum height of four feet measured off of the
street sidewalk or the adjacent building pad or parking lot,
whichever is higher. ' :

g. Deciduous trees shall be utilized along the south and west
facing building walls to allow solar access during the winter.

h. For crime deterrent reasons, shrubs planted below first floor'
windows should be of a variety which has thorns and/or prickly
leaves.

i. Large growing street trees (preferably deciduous) shall be
planted within the landscape setback areas adjacent to all
public streets as a means of reducing outdoor surface
temperatures during summer months and to provide a visual
buffer between the units and public street.

Landscaping of parking areas is discussed in Section B.

F. TRASH ENCLOSURES

1.

P85-047

The walls of the trash enclosure structure shall be constructed of
solid masonry material with decorative exterior surface finish
compatible to the main residential structures. Split face concrete
block finish is recommended. Brick or tile veneer exterior finish
should be avoided.

The trash enclosure structure shall have decorative heavy gauge
metal gates and be designed with cane bolts on the doors to secure
the gates when in the open position.

The trash enclosure facility shall be designed to allow walk-in
access by tenants without having to open the main enclosure gates.

The walls shall be a minimum six feet in height, more if necessary
for adequate screening.

The perimeter of the trash enclosure structure shall be planted
with landscaping, including a combination of shrubs and/or climbing
evergreen vines.

A concrete apron shall be constructed either in front of the trash
enclosure facility or at point of dumpster pickup by the waste
removal truck. The location, size and orientation of the concrete
apron shall depend on the design capacity of the trash enclosure
facility (number of trash dumpsters provided) and the direction of
the waste removal truck at point of dumpster pickup.

(3
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The minimum demensions of the concrete apron for a single, two
cubic yard dumpster shall be: width 10' or width of enclosure
facility; length 20'. Larger trash enclosure facilities shall
require a larger concrete apron, subject to the approval of the
City Building Inspections Division Building Technicians (Plan
Checker).

Paving material shall consist of 5" aggregate base rock and 6"
portland cement paving.

7. The enclosures shall be adequate in capacity, number, and
distribution.

G. SIGNAGE

A project identification sign is permitted at each major entrance into the
complex. The sign shall be a monument type located outside the required
setback or incorporated into a low profile decorative entry wall(s) or
planter. The height of the monument sign shall not exceed six feet.

The primary material of the monument base or wall shall be decorative
masonry such as brick, split face concrete block, stucco or similar
material which complements the design of the main buildings.

Individual letters and project logo are permitted. The signage program
shall comply with the City Sign Ordinance be subject to the review and
approval of the Planning Director.

H. PERSONAL SAFETY DESIGN CRITERIA

Ordinance No. 84-056 relating to personal safety building code
requirements has been adopted by the City Council on June 19, 1984. This
ordinance applies to all residential building project including apartments
and condominiums.

The building code requirements relate to: minimum outdoor lighting
standards, addressing and project identification, door locking standards,
etc.

A copy of this ordinance may be obtained from the City Building
Inspections Division.
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AMENDED 6/18/85

Appeal of Christina Savage vs. City )

of Sacramento Planning Commission's ) Notice of becision
denial of various requests for the ) and
property located at southeast corner) Findings of Fact
of Greenhaven and South Land Park )

brives (P85-047) )

At its regular meeting of June 18, 1985, the City Council heard and considered
evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and documentary
evidence at said hearing, the Council approved the appeal based on the
following Findings and subject to the following Site Plan Review
Modifications:

rindings of Fact

1.

Site

The project, as conditioned, is based upon sound principles of land use

in that the proposed two-family and multiple-family development is
compatible with surrounding land uses.

I'he project, as conditioned, will not be detrimental to the public
health, safety or welfare, or result in the creation of a nuisance in
that adequate building setbacks, parking and landscaping have been
provided.

The project is consistent with the 1974 General Plan and 1976 South

Pocket Community Plan which designate the site for Residential and Low
Density Multiple-Family uses, respectively.

Plan Review Modifications and Conditions

Revised elevations indicating proposed building colors shall be submitted
for staff review and approval prior to issuance of building permits.

Carports shall have wood trim and similar in color to the residential
units.

A sound wall shall be provided along the eastern property line as
required by the knvironmental Coordinator. Plans for the walls shall be
submitted for review and approval of the Planning Director prior to
issuance of building permits.

Plans and elevations for trash enclosure and bicycle storage facilities

and their locations shall be submitted for staff review and approval
prior to issuance of building permits. ‘The facilities shall conform to
the attached Residential Design Criteria (Exhibit K).

19
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10.

11.

Landscape, shading and irrigation plans shall .be submitted for staff
review and approval prior to issuance of building permits. Plans shall
include a landscape plan for the slope easement along South Land Park
brive and a revocable permit shall be obtained. These plans shall
conform to the landscape criteria of Exhibit K.

A sign program for the complex, including the project identification
sign(s) and interior directional signs and maps, shall be submitted for
staff review and approval prior to issuance of sign permits. The sign
program shall conform to the attached Residential Design Criteria.

The future recreational complex will be similar in design and materials
to the proposed residential units.

The applicant shall utilize the attached Residential Design Criteria for
the proposed development. (Exibit K)

‘tThe applicant shall comply with the requirements of the kEnvironmental
Coordinator, as outlined in Section H of the Planning Commission staff
report.

The ten two-family (20 units) structures shall:

a. have enclosed backyard areas with side fences;

b. be constructed out of horizontal wood siding with wood shake roofs.
A brick trim shall be 1ncorporated into the design of some of the

structures;

c. utilize a variety of building colors compatible with the adjacent
Park Place South development;

d. have enclosed garages.
e. be built to standard for halfplex units

Four of the two-family structures (8 units) shall be a minimum of 1200
square feet and include two-car garages. This includes the structure

closest to Greenhaven Drive.

MAYUR

Aﬂlbbf

C Do B

5 y( Y CLERK
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EXHIBIT K

MULTIFAMILY RESIDENTIAL DESIGN CRITERIA
P85-047

A. GENERAL BUILDING DESIGN AND ORIENTATION

1. Large multi-family projects (exceeding 100 units) shall incorporate
design variation within the project to create a sense of uniqueness
and individuality. Large complexes using the same building design,
materials, and colors should be avoided.

Design elements which achieve these objectives include: separate
clustering of building groups with extensive open-space and
landscape buffering between projects; variation in building
elevations and configurations between projects; variation in
building heights; use of different building materials or
combination of different materials; contrasting color schemes
between projects.

2. All mechanical equipment (including public utility boxes and
particularly exterior wall mounted air conditioning units) shall be
attractively screened.

3. Accessory structures shall be compatible in design and materials
with main building. '

4. Solar heating and cooling of units shall be achieved to the maximum
extent possible.

5. Roofing materials shall be medium wood shake or shingle, or
equivalent aluminum, concrete, tile, or other imitation shakes,
subject to Planning Director approval.

6. A minimum-building setback of 50 feet shall be utilized on multiple
family projects from interior and rear property lines abutting
existing or future low density residential developments where two
story structures are proposed. A minimum setback of 25 feet shall
be required where single story structures in multiple family
projects abut existing or future low density development.

B. OFF STREET. PARKING DESIGN CRITERIA

1. Off-street parking shall be provided at a ratio that adequately
serves the needs of tenants and guests. The minimum ratio shall be
1.5 to 1 (this ratio may be reduced for projects designed strictly
for the elderly) of which a minimum 1:1 shall be covered parking.
Six foot decorative masonry walls are required on interior property
lines between parking lot areas and existing or proposed
residential development. The design and materials used for covered
parking structures shall be compatible to the main building
structures.

2. For the convenience of tenants and guests, and to encourage the use
of off-street rather than curbside parking and parking along
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private drives, parking spaces shall be located as close as
possible to the unit or communal facility it is intended to serve.

To discourage parking on the street and along private on-site
drives, physical barriers such as landscaping, berming, or wall
segments shall be incorporated into the project design.

Off-street parking shall be screened from the street by undulating
landscaped berming with a minimum four foot height (as measured
from either the parking surface or street sidewalk, whichever is
higher).

Surface parking areas and carport roofing shall be screened from
second story units by trees or lattice and trellis work.

The project shall comply with the 50% shading of surfaced areas
requirement of the Zoning Ordinance.

Evergreen trees shall be used for screening purposes along the
perimeter of the parking areas.

Particularly within large open lots, deciduous trees should be
utilized to provide summer shading and winter sun.

There shall be a ratio of at least one tree for every five parking
spaces planted throughout or adjacent to open and covered parking
areas. Rows of parking stalls, either open or covered, shall be

broken up by a tree planting approximately every 10 spaces.

The parking stall depth shall be reduced by two feet.

a. The two feet gained shall be incorporated into adjacent
landscaping or walkways.

b. For angled parking the triangular space at the head of each
stall shall be landscaped (as a planter when abutting a
sidewalk or incorporated into adjacent landscaped strips).

C. ON-SITE CIRCULATION

1.

P85-047

Minimum pedestrian/vehicle conflict should be sought in driveway/
wa lkway system design.

A display and unit location map shall be installed at each major
driveway entrance and any major walkway entrance to the project as
an aid to emergency personnel and a convenience to visitors. An
auto turnout lane shall be provided adjacent to directory map to

.eliminate blocking of driveway entrance.

Walkway location shall assure convenient access between parking and
dwelling units.

Central pedestrian/bikepaths shall provide convenient access to bus
stops, green belts and public facilites.

il A o
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5. Pedestrian crossings shall be provided at appropriate locations
along main drives and shall be accentuated by a change'in surface
textures.

6. Walkway connections between buildings and street sidewalks are
discourged if they encourage on-street parking by residents.

D. BICYCLE STORAGE

1. One bicycle parking facilit& is required for every ten (10) off-
street parking spaces required, excluding developments which
provide individual enclosed garages.

2. Fifty percent (50%) of the required bicycle parking facilities
shall be Class I. The remaining facilities may be Class I, Class
II or Class III.

3. Bicycle racks and lockers shall be provided throughout the
development.

E. LANDSCAPING AND OPEN SPACE
1. Landscape materials selected shall be:

a. Compatible with one another and with existing material on the
adjacent site.

b. Complimentary to building design and architectural theme.

c. Varijed in size (6ne and five gallon shrubs, five and 15 gallon,
and 24 inch box trees).

2. Landscape treatment shall include:

a. The major treatment for all setback areas shall be lawn and
_trees. At least 75% of the ground cover treatment within
landscaped areas within the entire project shall be lawn. Lawn
areas shall be established by sodding or hydromulching when
conditions such as excessive gradient, anticipated seasonal
rain, etc., may result in erosion or other problems.

b. Larger specimens of shrubs and trees along the site periphery,
particularly along setback areas adjacent to public streets.

c. Greater intensity of landscaping at the end of buildings when
those elevations lack window and door openings or other details
that provide adequate visual interest. This is especially
significant at the street frontage and interior side and rear
property lines and for two story structures.

d. Consistency with energy conservation efforts.

P85-047 5-7-ES 12 Item 4/
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e. Trees located so as to screen parking areas and private first
floor areas and windows from second story units.

f. Undulating landscaped berms located along street frontage and
achieving a minimum height of four feet measured off of the
street sidewalk or the adjacent building pad or parking lot,
whichever is higher. ’

g. Deciduous trees shall be utilized along the south and west
facing building walls to allow solar access during the winter.

h. For crime deterrent reasons, shrubs planted below first floor
windows should be of a variety which has thorns and/or prickly
leaves. ' .

i. Large growing street trees (preferably deciduous) shall be
planted within the landscape setback areas adjacent to all
public streets as a means of reducing outdoor surface
temperatures during summer months and to provide a visual
buffer between the units and public street.

3. Landscaping of parking areas is discussed in Section B.

F. TRASH ENCLOSURES

1. The walls of the trash enclosure structure shall be constructed of
solid masonry material with decorative exterior surface finish
compatible to the main residential structures. Split face concrete
block finish is recommended. Brick or tile veneer exterior finish
should be avoided. '

2. The trash enclosure structure shall have decorative heavy gauge
~metal gates and be designed with cane bolts on the doors to secure
the gates when in the open position.

3. The trash enclosure facility shall be designed to allow walk-in
access by tenants without having to open the main enclosure gates.

4. The walls shall be a minimum six feet in height, more if necessary
for adequate screening.

5. The perimeter of the trash enclosure structure shall be planted
with landscaping, including a combination of shrubs and/or climbing
evergreen vines.

6. A concrete.apron shall be constructed either in front of the trash
enclosure facility or at point of dumpster pickup by the waste
removal truck. The location, size and orientation of the concrete
apron shall depend on the design capacity of the trash enclosure
facility (number of trash dumpsters provided) and the direction of
the waste removal truck at point of dumpster pickup.

(3
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The minimum demensions of the concrete apron for a single, two
cubic yard dumpster shall be: width 10' or width of enclosure
facility; length 20'. Larger trash enclosure facilities shall
require a larger concrete apron, subject to the approval of the
City Building Inspections Division Building Technicians (Plan
Checker).

Paving material shall consist of 5" aggregate base rock and 6"
portland cement paving.

7. The enclosures shall be adequate in capacity, number, and
distribution.

G. SIGNAGE

A project identification sign is permitted at each major entrance into the
complex. The sign shall be a monument type located outside the required
setback or incorporated into a low profile decorative entry wall(s) or
planter. The height of the monument sign shall not exceed six feet.

The primary material of the monument base or wall shall be decorative
masonry such as brick, split face concrete block, stucco or similar
material which complements the design of the main buildings.

Individual letters and project logo are permitted. The signage program
shall comply with the City Sign Ordinance be subject to the review and
approval of the Planning Director.

H. PERSONAL SAFETY DESIGN CRITERIA

Ordinance No. 84-056 relating to personal safety building code
requirements has been adopted by the City Council on June 19, 1984. This
ordinance applies to all residential building project including apartments
and condominiums. .

The building code requirements relate to: minimum outdoor lighting
standards, addressing and project identification, door locking standards,
etc.

A copy of this ordinance may be obtained from the City Building
Inspections Division.
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City Council
City Hall
Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: Fountain Oaks

Honorable Members in Session:

QUESTION

Is the Council legally required to approve the Fountain Oaks
project entitlements with a two-thirds vote, including override
findings?

ANSWER

We do not believe a two-thirds vote and findings vote are
required. However, the applicant has requested such in order to
minimize the possiblity of litigation. We do not object to this
approach and, accordingly, the findings have been prepared.

DISCUSSION

Included in the Council packet is a letter of May 21, 1985, from
SACOG Planner Gary Keill stating that the Fountain Oaks project is
inconsistent with Executive Airport CLUP. Mr. Keill's letter of May
31, 1985 (also in the packet), observes that the Council must over-
ride the inconsistency finding by the Airport Land Use Commission
(ALUC) by a two-thirds vote.

There really is one issue: Has there been a finding of incon-
sistency by the Airport Land Use Commission? Such a finding of
inconsistency, if validly made, triggers the need for a two-thirds
vote and override findings by the Council. State law concerning
this area is Public Utilities Code Section 21676(b), which
provides:

"Prior to the amendment of a general plan
or specific plan, or the adoption or approval of
a. zoning ordinance or building regqulation within
the planning boundary established by the airport
land use commission pursuant to Section 21675,
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the local agency shall first refer the proposed
action to the commission. If the commission
determines that the proposed action is incon-
sistent with the commission's plan,. the refer-
ring agency shall be notified. The local agency
may, after a public hearing, overrule the com-
mission by a two-thirds vote of its governing
body if it makes specific findings that the pro-
posed action is consistent with the purposes of
this article stated in Section 21670.°"

(emphasis supplied)

Here the Airport Land Use Commission itself has not made a
finding of inconsistency. The question involved here is whether
ALUC staff (i.e., SACOG staff) can make that finding for the
Commission on the facts involved here. The Code section, of course,
speaks in terms of the Commission making the finding. ALUC staff
apparently relies on a portion of Section 4.8 of the Airport Land
Use Commission's rules. That portion reads as follows:

"The Commission delegates to the staff the abi-
lity to make uncontested findings of consistency
and to make findings of inconsistency when a
proposed action is specifically cited in a
comprehensive land use plan or the General
Policies Plan as an inconsistent use." (emphasis
supplied)

In our opinion, the rule does not delegate to staff the power to
make inconsistency findings under our facts. Ordinarily, 10
dwelling units per acre is not allowed in the APZ 3 zone. However,
here an exception applies. The Fountain Oaks parcel is split by the
APZ 3 zone line, with less than 50% of the parcel being located in
the APZ 3 zone. The Executive Airport CLUP provides:

"In the case of a zone line splitting a
parcel, consistency with the land use policies
will be determined on the basis of the use
existing or proposed within the particular zone,
mitigation measures to be taken with regard to
site planning, and building design and place-
ment." Executive Airport CLUP (page 17).

Where a parcel is split by a zone line, the CLUP appears to
allow a broad discretion for the determination of consistency
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hinging on the existing and proposed uses in the zone, individual
mitigation measures which may be provided for, as well as the con-
siderations relating to site planning and building design and place-
ment. The Executive Airport CLUP does not specify what is allowed
and what is disallowed in a zone which is in a parcel which is split
by the zone line, and hence it seems clear that this is not an area
within staff discretion but rather one which should have been deter-
mined by the Commission itself.

Respectfully submitted,

THEODORE H. %

Assistant City Attorne

THK/jmv




RESOLUTION NO. 35-4#5YA

Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS RELATIVE TO
THE CONSISTENCY OF THE FOUNTAIN OAKS APARTMENT
PROJECT WITH THE EXECUTIVE AIRPORT CLUP (P-85-047)

WHEREAS, the City Council at duly noticed public hearings on
April 16, May 28, and June 18, 1985, received and considered
evidence, both oral and written, on the Fountain Oaks Apartment
property (P-85-047) ("the project”") and the expanded Initial
Study included in the negative declaration for the project;

and

WHEREAS, the City Council, based on all the evidence in the
record before it, approves the project and hereby makes the
following findings in connection with said approval.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Sacramento hereby
finds that the project is consistent with the purposes of State

Airport Land Use Law, California Public Utilities Code §21670,
in that:

© 1. The northeast part of the project is located in the EA-3
overlay zone established by the Executive Airport Compre-
hensive Land Use Plan (CLUP). The majority of the project
acreage is not subject to any type of CLUP regulation.

2. The CLUP provides that in the case of a project split by
a CLUP zone line, consistency with the CLUP shall be :
determined on the basis of existing uses, proposed uses,
and mitigation measures such as site planning and building
placement.

3. Existing adjacent land uses include a freeway, a freeway
overpass, the intersection of two major streets, and land
zoned for offices and more dense apartments. These exist-
ing land uses render the site inappropriate for low density
single family detached homes.

4. The site plan for this project places buildings such that
the number of apartment units per acre in the EA-3 portion
of the project is nearly half the units per acre in the




remaining portion of the project. Hence, the project has

been designed to minimize, to the extent feasible in light
of site constraints due to existing land uses, the number

. of residential units located in the EA-3 zone.

5. The project is located one and one-half miles from the
airport and is on and beyond the outermost reach of the
airport influence area. Planes approaching or departing
Runway 2-20 pass over this site at a high altitude with
minimal noise intrusion from planes given somewhat higher
than normal ambient noise levels due to adjacent freeway
noise. Runway 2-20 is used as a calm wind runway and is
also the designated instrument runway. Accordingly, both
planes and pilots are under relative little stress when
over or near this site.

6. The future residents of this project will not be exposed
to excessive noise and safety hazards due to the distance
of the project from the airport, and the site planning and
building placement within the project.

Mayor

ATTEST:

City Clerk



June 24, 1985

Christina J. Savage
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Savage:

On June 18, 1985, the Sacramento City Council heard your appeal from the City
Planning Commission regarding the denial of various requests for property located
at the southeast corner of Greenhaven and South Land Park Drives.

The Council adopted, by motion, Findings of Fact (as amended) granting your
appeal.

The Council also adopted a Resolution amending the General Plan from Agricultural
to Residential, and the South Pocket Community Plan from Interim Agriculture and
Low Density Residential to Low Density Multiple Family; adopted an Ordinance to
rezone 18.6+ acres with a portion of the site in EA-3 from Single Family and
Agricultural to Garden Apartment zone; adopted a Resolution approving the lot line
ad justment to merge three lots into one parcel totaling 18.6+ acres; approved the

Plan Review for a 279 apartment complex.

Sincerely,

Janice Beaman
Deputy City Clerk

JB/dbp/14
cc: Planning Department
Louis Pappas & Wymore Realty
c/o Spink Corp.
P.0. Box 2511
Sacramento, CA 95811

Spink Corp.



July 11, 1985

Christina J. Savage
555 Capitol Mall, Suite 1425
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Savage:

Enclosed are the Findings of Fact and Resolution 85-454A adopted by the Sacramento
City Council on June 18, 1985.

These documents were omitted from the letter dated June 24, 1984 regarding your
appeal for property located at the southeast corner of Greenhaven and South Land
Park Drives.

We apoligize and hope this has not caused any inconvenience.

Sincerely,

Janice Beaman
Deputy City Clerk

JB/dbp

cc: Planning Dept.
Louis Pappas & Wymore Realty
c/o Spink Corp.

P.0. Box 2511
Sacramento, CA 95811
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