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'SUBJECT: 1. Env L:‘Onmental Dptermination . m ?Tw

2. Rezonlng from A to R~ LA
3, Tentative Jap (p- 9304)

LOCATION: West side of -Pocket Road, approximately 1,500+ feet
: north of Garcia Bend Park '

SUMMARY

This is a request for the nQCPssary entitlements to develop 21 airspace
condominium units on 5.7+ acres. The vtaff and P1ann1nq Commission
recommend approval of. the requests subject to conditions. The Dlannihq
Commission alsc approved a Special Permit fo“'the condominium pro pqaal

BACKGROUND TNFORMATICN

- The proposed condominium projeck cenformc +to - the ﬂenslty and develﬁpment

standards as specified .in the South Pocket Sp?CiELc Plan.

The stafffand'Planninq_Commission”rééﬁmmended-apprmval of‘thélprﬁjectf

~because. it -will -provide -an alternative housing type and still -comply .

with the objectives of the Community Plan.

-.Whe adiacent. progertj owner. who spoke -in oppccl lon to the widening of

Pocket Road was not opposed to the applicant's promusal but. was con-
cerned about how the widening of Pocket Road would effect ‘their resi-

~ dence. Letters from the property owner are attached for the Council's

consideration.

Pocket Rcad is designated-as. a major street in the 1972 Scuth Pocket
Specific Plan which corresponds to & 110-foot right-of-way. The City
requires. dedicstion.and lmprove‘gnt of Pocket Road as development
occurs. Since the applicant is developing the subject site, Pocket - -
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Road w111 be constructed to a 55- foot ‘half-sectipn up to. the southern—'

7 'most boundary of- the concerned property owner-:to the north. - However, -

this will mean that the eventual improvement.of Pocket::Road w1ll place -
the street 1mprovements extremely close to the ‘existing residence. The
_property owner suggested that the rlght of- way for-Pocket Road be re=
duced 1n w1dth

-‘The. City Englneer has 1ndlca+ed that Pocket Road cannot be shlfted east-vf'

ward because of the’ existing’improvements  located due east and because
not enocugh transition could be provided for the realignment -of - Pocket
Road. Also, it womnld.be difficult. to reduce the right-of-way width -

- because of exrstlng improvements and the Pocket Plan de51gnates the'

.entlre length oﬁ?chket Road w1th a llO foot right- of way
;1,.;:1.-.,-‘} !

' VOTE OF COMMTSSTON

.. 0On June 11, 1981, the Plannlng Commrssron, by a vote of elght ayes,‘onefff
'absent, recomnende&*approval of the requests subject’ to conditions. '

| -RECOMMEND& & N@ @ @

- ‘The- stafr and- Plannlng Comm1551on recommend that the Clty Counc1l
approve. the project by.~j S f_ D e :

.1.,?Rat1fy1ng the Negative Declaratlon,
2. 'Adoptlng.the.attached~Re20nrng-Ordlnance;-and-~- SR

3. AdoPtlng the attacheo Reqolutlon adoptlng Flndlngs of cht, approv—
"'“'1ng the Tentative’ Map with condltwons.;; i _

_Re:

' -'rt.y‘ "Van Du

) : 3:7,
'4Pleﬁning~Dir

pectfully Submittedg

"FOR- CITY COUNCIL-INFORMATION'
WALTER J. SLIPE
‘CITY MANAGER:. -

- MYD:TMM:m S . guly-2l, 1981

Attachments S : ! _ _ District No. 8

'Pf930§.
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© ORDINANCE M fr-07A

ADOPTEDBYrHESACHAMENTocurfcouwcm(yqDATEQF
JULy 21, 1981

ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DISTRICTS ESTABLISUED BY THE COMPREHENSIVE
'ZONING ORDINANCE NC. . 2550, FOURTH SERIES, AS AMENDED, BY RENOVING
PROPERTY LOCATED ON THE WEST SIDE OF POCKET ROAD, 1,500+ FEET NORTH OF GARCIA
BEND PARK.. . FROM. THE A-AGRICULTURAL S ] - ZONE -
~AND PLACING SAME IN TUHE R-1A TOWNHOUSLE ' ' :
ZONE_(FILE NO. P~9304 )  (APN: 031-030-20)

BE IT FbAC?ED BY THE COU\CIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
'SECTIDW 1. o

- The Lerr1tory descrlbed in the attached e>h1b1t(s) which is- “in the

A Agrlcultural . . _ L . ?Oqe(g)'
establisned by, Qrdlnaﬁce NG, 25?0, Fourth Geries, as. amenaed
'hercby emoved from sala ?one(s) aju plaCed 1n the _ :

R lp Townhouse : U _ o N ) zdnels).

SF(,""}O’JZ i ' ) o . .- .".

“The CLLY Clerk of the. Cle 6f Sacramento ig hPLva dlrected o amenu
the mavs which are a part of said Ordinance-No. 2550, Fourth Series,
to. Conforn to: tHL Drov1s*01s of this-crdinance.- B

7-QFCTIOM 3,

Rezoning of the property ueccrlbch in +he attach ed exhibit (s) by the
adoption of this ordinance shall be deemed to be in compliance with
the procedurgs for the rezoning of property prescribed in Ordinance -
No. 2550, urth Series,. as said procedures have been affected by

~ recent PourL decisions, ' -
PASGED FOR PUBLICATION:

PASSED: | |

-EFFECTIVE: -

MAYOR
ATTEST:
/\FWQF?C)MH:[)

BYTHECHYCOUNOL

 AUG -4 1981

P-9304 . = CITY CLERK

- CITY CLERK




LEGAL DESCRIPTION
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Title to said estate or interest'at the date hcreoF is vested in:

-DONALD L. LUTHRINGER AND SUNNY T. LUThRIVGLR his wife, as
joint tenants o

The land referred to in this. report 15 described as follows.

In the State of Callfornla, County of Sacramenbo, Cltj of cacramento,
and being: " .

All that portion of Swamp Land Survey 260, Iocated in Section 4, Town-
ship 7 North, Range 4 East, M.D.B. & M., according to the official palt
thereof, lying and being Westerly of the Easterly right of way line of
Riverside Boulevard, as said boulevard existed cn August 7, 1969, lying
and being within Lhe following dESC'lDCd land. .- -

 BEGINNING at a stake South 30° 38 East 26.89 chains from a point ‘on

the East bank of the Sacramento River -at the Northwest corner of
Swamp Land Survey No. 260 of Sacramento County and at the South-
west corner of Swamp Land Survey No. - 147 of said County,. and on the
division line between the lands of Wnitely Estate of the North, and -

‘Manuel De Costa on the South; thence from said Stake North 54° 24°

East 20.88 chains to a fence corner; thence South -8° East, along said
fence 6.21 chains; thence South 54° 24' West 18.63 chains to a stake of
the East bank of the Sacramento River; thence up said river ‘bank North

- 29° West 5.50 chains to the 901nt or beglnnlng.

33
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RESOLUTION No. £7/-58%
- Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of
B JuLy 21, 1981 | |

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT, APPROVING:
. A REQUEST FOR TENTATIVE MAP FOR SOUTHBRIDG
C(APN: 031-030-20) {P-9304)

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has submitted to the City Council its
report and reccmmendations concerning the- request for a Tentative Map -

for Southbridge, located on the west side of Pocket Road, l 500+ feet

north of Garcia Bend Park :
(herelnafter referred to as the preposed subd1v1 1on)-

VHoREXS the Counc1l of the Clty of. Sacrameﬂto, ‘based on. testlmony 4
submitted at public hearing.(s) conducted on July 21, 1581, }?P¢
nereby flnds and determines as follows. :

AL - The proposed subd1v151on, together w1th the provisions for 1ta‘j
design -and improvement, is consistent with the City General Plan
and the  South-Pocket - Community Plan in that-both plans
de51gnate the: subject site for residential - uses. Also,-any.
required improvements are to be de gigned and. constructed within

--the provisions:of the uUbd¢VlSlOD Regulations whlch, by Section .
40.102 of said regulations, is dewlgnatﬂd 25 a Specific Plan of
the City of Sacramento. : :

B. .The site is physically suitable for the type and proposed density.
- - of development in that the subject 51te is flat with no SLgnlfloant
er051onal, soil expansion, cn:other similar problem

C. The desxgn of the subdivision or proposed improvements:are not .

'~ likely to cause substantial environmental damaq and will not
substantially and avoidably injure fish.or wil ollfe-or_their habi-
tat. The proposed project has besn reviewed and assessed by the
‘Envirenmental-Coordinator, who has filed a Negative Declaration
with.the City Clerk. By virtue of the Negative Declaration, the
‘proposed project will not cause individual or cumulative adverse
effects on the natural and social- physical'ehvironment nor sub-.
stantlally and avoidably injure fish, wildlife, or their habitat.

b. _The.design.of the subdivision or the type cf improvements are not
- likely to cause serious public health problems in that community
- water and sewer systems exist at the site. The site is not w1th1n
an establlsned floodplain or over a known qe;smlc fault.

APPROVED

8Y THE CiTY COUNCIL

- AUG ~4 1981

OFFICE OF THE
CITY CLERK




F.

o

The design of the subd1v151on or the type of 1mprovements w1;1
not -conflict with easements acqulred by the public for access
through, or use of, the property within the proposed subdivision,
in that there are no access easements for use by the publlc at
large on the subject 51te.

The discharge of waste from the .proposed subdivision. into the
community sewer system serV1c1ng the proposed subdivision will

" not result in or add to a v1olatlon or the waste discharge

reguirements applicable to . sald sewer system which were pre-
scribed by the California Regional Water ‘Quality Control Board,
Central Valley Region, -in that the existing City of Sacra-
mento treatment plants have a deSLgn capacity ocf 75 mgd and that
actual treated discharge averages 56 mgd ‘The discharge from
the .proposed project Wlli not create a condition ehceedlng the

'deSLgn capac1tv. S

“The ‘design of the psoposed suble151on prov1des, to the extent
Feasible, for future passive or- natural heating or cooling cppor-
*tunities in the proposed subd1v151on, tahlng into consideration

tbe local climate,. the contour and conf:quratlon of the parcel to

- be divided, and such other de51gn ‘and’ 1mproveme1t requ1rements"
'ap011CabJe to the proposed subd1v151on. _ - e -

NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the COLDCll of- the Clty of Sacramento
as follows- ; o . : .

A.'

'B.

The Negative Declaration be ratlfled

The Tenta tive Map be approved subject to the follow1ng condwtlons.

J. The applicant shall provlde standard subdivision. lmprovements
along Pocket Road pursuant to'Section 40.811 of the Subdlv1-
sion Ordlnance prior - to Flllng the final map.

2, The appllcant shall prepare a sewer and dralnage study for -
the review. and approval of the Csty Engineer prior to flllng
the final map (oversized llnes and off51te extension to draln—
age canal requlred} ' : :

3. The applicant shall pay off exlstlng assessments prlor to
© filing ehe final map. .



-3

4. The applicant shall provide for a right-of-way study of
Pocket Road for the review and approval of the (City Engineer.

- 5. The appllcant shall dedicate and improve Pocket Road to a
55~foot half- scctlon. -

6. The appllcant shall dedlcate Lot “A" to the Clty of Sacramento
~ prior to recordation of the final map.

T MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK . - 2

 P-9304
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Ten’tative Subdivision Map
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William and Annabelle Blshop
7420 Pocket Road
. Sacramento, California 95831
(916) 392-7763

2 il o f Seo 7“%66;« m/ﬂs //I
M AL

February 26, 1981

Honorable Sandra Simpson
Chairwoman, City Planning

Commission . Re: . Parcel 03)1=0320
725 J Street/City Hall . Ref. NqZ P-9304
Sacramento, CA 95814 .

Dear Ms. Simpson:

We are writing this letter regarding the referenced subdivision which is
located on Pocket Road, 1500 feet north-of Garc1a Park. Our property borders
* this proposed subdivision on the nortn.

We strongly object to the negative declaratlon by the an1ronmenta1 Coordlnator.
The proposed subdivision map shows the w1den1ng of Pccket Road in front of our
.residence to the width of 110 feet. 'The substantiation used for the proposed
width is that Pocket Road is a "main feeder" road.

"The widening of Pocket Road to the proposed 110 feet is absurd. There are
other main feeder roads in the area that are not 110 feet wide -- .South

Land Park Drive, 43rd Avenue, Sutterville Road, and numerous others that

.lead into Interstate 5. Further, Pocket Road, south of Interstate 5, is
approximately 80 feet wide. In addition, there is a bridge that was put on
Pocket Road between the proposed subdivision and Garcia Park that is onlv 53
fee = wide (this bridge was put in onlv six years. ago, in 1975). We have already
paid bonds for this bridge once. Are we to pay further for another bridge now?
In this time of trying to cut costs, is all this really necessary? Can you,

in earnest, warrant this extra expense and are you wllllrg to pass this on,
again, to the taxpayers?

Further, the subdivisions that are being developed at this time in the Pocket
Area, south of Riverside Boulevard, appear to be standing idle. With our
economy in its present situation, our concern is that this area may turn into
a "ghost town" type area where land has been developed for subdivisions, sig-
nificant amounts of money spent for roads that will -not be used to their
capacity for years to come due to the fact that the econcmy is such that

new dwellings are out of reach to the consumer.

In addition to the unnecessary expense that would go into the-widening of
Pocket Road to meet the necds of the developers of this subdivision, the
proposed widéning would cut into our home -- our bedroom to be exact.

We have heard nothing of what the City plans to do to remedy this situation.
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Does the City plan to purchase our property via eminent domain?’

Does the City plah to undertake the expense of moving our home to meet the
customary setback standard for Sacramento. Will this include bringing our
home up to code and connecting it to the City water and sewer systems (whlch ‘

-'the proposed condomxnlums WLIl be connected to]?

QWhat exactly 1s the C1ty s plan for our property?

‘We® feel that if the road is any w1der than B0 feet, the Clty should be made.
respon51ble to answer to the above guestions. We feel that a setback of

less than what is customary for new subdivisions is unfair. "A lesser setback
would greatly. affect the value of our property for resale .purposes. . Who would"
buy a portlon of land whose where the hou e sets unusual;y close to the road° '

We urge you to consider and answer all of these.questions ahd considerations

~and 1noorporate them 1nto the plan before approv1ng thls proposed subdxvxsxon.;j

///ﬁ/m’lé/‘bjﬁ' - ) L /,/444 /1-,5#0/4@

william D. Bishop . .= . o _ 'Annabelie'Bishop

.cc:. .Hon. Lynn Robie, City Councilwoman
AR Fembers, City. Plannlng Commission
-+ Lawrence Augusta
© . James Fond
- Edward Goodin, Jr.
‘Briah Holloway -
Susan Larson . . ) )
- George Maraki o R S o
Chris Hunter e ' : ce C
Fred Silva

— )]
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Iy TED THOMAS

.' S Sl Writer -
. Sﬂch things as parks. honsing pra,"ti.s bakexava.
’ communily ceitters and even fire stations may be itarder

15 come by for Sacramento as’a resuil of a state law
- expected to Tnake it costlier and more time cc-nsummg to
= copdemn propert for public use

Tha new law. partialiy camej throug ‘h the Lepisla- -

-"- ture as ARLL has g ad ang bad 9fn_cls aceording 10 lhe

" ¢ily atlorney’s ofiic Ca
S ' Iamay ¢ "fford pronertv OWhers g.eater n-'th 1han
- they bad befwe,” said Steven R. Mevers, deputy city

+ aitoroey. Mew&m alzo said the hew Jav—writtén'by a * -
~faw revisicn .commission—pulls lO;.C’InI“I’ the conde'nna- '

hcn laws so they can be looked vp in one phce
: 2 . But tie prevailing opinion is that the new require-
L £ mepts Jor condemping property alss .'.rﬂl make the: proc-
B s ess more expensive for loeal gavérmment. !
s ’ i Mavor P mh:!scn‘-ﬂm assessed the'effects this wav:
' . ‘ Tt e Were Roing io have to resvaiuaie projects hased on
" additionsl expense and time consurhytidn; and i’ proba-

« bly going to force local guvernmmt W dc fewer pro;eu.s _

lr'an we would like o :
o7 Noting it will Lepnlcularlv expensive for Iocal ov
.. ,' ernment to acuuire developed fand: {senberg said?
" us o Unless it's bare ground. we're going 1o ime o be
r*are skeptical of any proposal.”
7 Ab analysis by the oity atlernev's
permﬂs the vwners of prepen ¥ povermnent wands (o

e

'??5_»?304

" the land by condemmnation.

office sa‘u tne Iau'

o ' acqmre to raise more *rgal,_xssues in the rondemnzt;m -

é%”?ﬁ il el /)

g T
e

"‘1- ﬂu“l@“f}l___ﬁ&lw
""Ii @« tii" B@

- . ” - - B . .
-

. To acquire devc.aped proporw Iocat govemment
wzll have to pay to help celecate pcrw:s d:sn}aced from

In many cases, locat government. \ull ndr.et-:m rovis ,e_.
subsh_tylg_hmmm. for persuns moves_off their propi t» -

The atiorney's Uifice said relocation costs airéaa
exeeed the cost of properiv scquisition in many cases.
and estimated that future relocativn costs will increase

faster, than property rurcna»m Losts o

i
.1t locat governmert buys bu\meﬂs pr‘\pf‘l‘l‘f ihis
attoroev’s office said. it may b )

-l ger_\erated.b,\' the enternrisa..

Goodwill is-defined 437 benefis which averue o'x -
business s a result of its location, r»e;:utatiun for depen'i—
ability and oth=r lactors, :

Local government miz hialse have lo ua\, for mac‘un-
ety and equtpmml nov pmwuu;!. comed under con-
- demnation: procegures., :

- The cily atternev’s olfice said thai t‘:e ce.,a of lcﬂd -

_and improvements raay be far toss tian half the 1ot~
acquisition cosi. Expected tg siyracket are public fund-
ed moving costs. housing cilawance payvinents, replate-

"-ment housing fees. stalf costs. aad other wems. =

City officials - said that local bovernment might end
up puiling fire stations and other {zenitios i less desira-
ble localions because of the S;d‘e CoiLpers xauou reqwe

Laca) gevernmend is vailing f(.r ¢ s candemnm o]
cdase tn see fiow _much MOre waney angd cmie it will-have

o require dmpayl’urg-'{f’--. )

T

0 invest 1o aoqmn‘ fand for 5 pobiie proicet. Lo



' . ~ William and Annabelle Bishop
- © . 7420 Pocket FRoad
o Sacramenté, CA 95831

april 8, 1981

Hono*able Sandra Slmpson

Chalrwoman, City Plannlng
Commission :

725 J Struet/Clty Hall

Sacramento, CA’ 95814

" Re: Parcel 031-0320
Ref. No. P~9304

Deaxr Ms. Simpsoﬂ;

" We are- Q}Etiﬁéwfﬁiédiettef'régafding'thé referdnCed*Qﬁbdivisianwhich is e s o
" located on Pocket  Road, 1500 feet noxth of Garcia Parﬁ. © Dur propexty borders -
thls progosed subd1v151on on the north. ' X : S S

e strongly object t6 the manner in which thls propoqed subdivision is

being pxesented and .has been presenteé in- the past, since it has an

‘adverse effect on our progerty. The proposed: subdivision map shows the

Wlden‘ng ‘of Pocket Road .in front of our residence to the width of 110 feet.

The substantiation used for the proposed width is that Pocket Road is a maln? _
fgeder“ road... We would like ‘to 'go on record as. bELHQ in 0p0051t10n of the "~ .-~
widening of Pocket Road ‘to-the .proposed 110 feét. R

The widening of Pocket. Road.to 110 feet is absurd.” There are other main
feeder roads in the aArea that-are not 110 feet wide -- South Land Park-Drive,
..43rd Avenue, Sutterville Road, and numerous others. that lead into Interstate 5.

: Further, Pocket Road, south of Interstate §, is approximately 80 feet wide. In
-addition, there is a bfidﬁe that was put on Focket. Road between the proposed sub- »
division and Garcia Park that is only 53 feet wide {this bridge was put in only six
- years ago,-in 1975). - We have already paid Hend: for this bridge once. Are _
we to pay further for another bridge now? -In-this tire of trying to- cut costs,.
‘is all this really necessary? Can you,'in earnest, warrant this extra expense

and are you willing to pass this on, "again, to the taxpayers?

Furthex, the -subdivisions that are being develcped at this time in the Pocket
- Area, south of Riverside Boulevard, appear to be standing idle. -With cur
‘ecenomy 'in its present situation, our concern is that this area may turn into
"a "ghost. town" type area where land has been developed for subdivisions, sig-
nificant amounts of. money spent for rcads that will not be used to their

capacity for years to.come, ‘due: to’ the fact “that the economy "is such that

now dwellings are out of reach to the consumer.

~/3 -
‘?3 0 f/ . o | FUNL 2z 17R] J 3
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any Sandra'simpson ' o e2- 'hpril 8, 1981 R

In addition to the unnecessary expense that would go into the wldenlng of
Pocket Road to meet the needs of the develooers of this subdivision, the
proposed wld&nlng would cut into our home -- our bedrocm to be exact.

i

We have heard no plans from the Clty regardlng renedlms for thls srtuatlon., _;. e
noes the City plan to purchase our pronerty via emlnent “domain? ’ S

Does the City plan to undertake the‘expense-of moving our home to meet the
customary setback standard for Sacramento s0 as to make our property's value
remain for resale purposes? ¥ill this includé bringing our home up to code
_and connecting it to the City water and sewer systems {which the proposed
. condominiums will be connected to)? ' ‘Cdan the City give written assurance
-of a customary setback of our residence for resale purpeses that brnds
‘future lanaowners, as well as futufe City represantaL1ves°

_Has the City considered any alternatives to widening the road to.the pro-
posed 110 feet? We understand that Splnk Corporation has mentioned feasible
alternatives. Have these alternatives been taken into consideration? We

- would like to be assured that all feasible alternatives -are presented to

L TR PN

~ the. City at the earliest p0551bre stage and Lhau url such alternatives are

considered thoroughly.
Has the City Atteorney's Offlce given a wr*tten opinion .on the effects, )
-both. to the City and to us as ]andowners, of widening this road as proposed

without consrderatlon of alternatlves at thls pornt’

~ We feel that if the rrmad is any wider than BO feet, the City should be made o
-responsrble to answer to the above’ questloﬂs. 'We feel that a setback of

. 1ess than what is customary for new subdivis sions‘is unfair. A lesser setback

- would greatly affect the value of our property for resale purposes.  Who. would

buy a portion of land where the house sets unusually close to the road?

We urge you teo con51der and answer all. of these questlons and con51deratlons
an@ 1ncorporate them'into the plan before aDprDVlng this proposed subdivision.

[

/M'MZ/ // (/‘f/;/ :

- ZZ&O/
w;llram D. Bishop é¢/7/%J "ﬁia Annabelle BlShOD

cc: Hon. Philip Isenberg, Mayor o . .
Hon. Lynn Robie, City Councilwoman . -
Menmbers, City Plannlng COﬁmlSSan

Lawrence Augusta
“James Fond

Edward Goodin, Jr.
Brian Holloway
Susan Larson
George Muraki
Chris Hunter

Fred Silva

Sincerely,

— 7 R
Fean NJ'./Q'(.‘?/ - SRR ¢



_ (‘ITY PuANNING COMMISSION
- 915 “I” STREET . - SACI AM[NTO CALIFORNIA 95814

.APP'ICAbff'SPlnk Corporaglon, P.O. Box Lng, Sacramenio, CA 95811
(“VNEE{ Donald L./Sunny T. Iuthringer, 9601 Calving Road Sacramento, CA 93823
§F PLANS Byjnlnk Cormratmn P 0. Boy ?HH %ﬁvam_ntm,_ CR-9581L —
FILING DATE.__1-23-81 50 DAY CPC ACTION DATE . : ~__REPORT BY;JIM__E_.}Z_W_
NEGATIVE DEC.2713-81°  _ EIR ___ASSESSOR'S PCL. NO.-031=030-20 R

APPLICATION: 1. Negative .Declaration
o ' 2.;.Rezone from Agrlculturai (A) to Townhouse (R—lA)
:3;' Spec1al Permlt to - develcp 21 alrspace condomlnlum unlts-
4. Tentative Map {P-9304)
 LOCATION: :West sidegof.Podket ROad,'appfoximately 1,500+ feet
L north of Garcia Bend Park

"PROPCSAL: The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to develop.
a-7l-unit alrspace condomlnlum pro;ect on 5.7+ acres. :

' PROJECT INFORMATION

: General Plan Designation: ' Residential

1976 Scouth Pocket Communlty W e - : : :

Plan Designation: - Low Density Residential

-Existing Zoning of Site: A R o
Existing Land Use ©f Site:  ~ Stables, barn, vacant B

_Surrounding Land Use and Zoning: . . ' -

.. Neorth: "Reésidential;, vacant; A
" South:.  Residential, vacant; A
East: - Vacant; R-1, A :

- West:  Sacramento River; W _ ) .

- Parking Reguired: 32 - - - - Parking Provided: 32 T
- Ratio Required' 1. 5/DU unit - Ratio Provided: '1.5/DU unit
" Property Dimensions: - - 465 x 365 - SRR
. Property A_rea. .. 5.7+ acres

Density of Development: - . 6 .units/dcre

North/South Orlentatlon- : 86%

‘Topography: = ' _ - Flat
'fStreet Improvement5° ... - - Standard 1mpr0vmments requlred

_ o on Pocket Road :

"Utllltles- : ' I To be extended to site.

-School Dls+rlct- T ‘Sacramento Onified

”,Note. ‘This property is adjacent *o the Sacramento River

SUBDIVISION REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION: On February 11, 1981, by a
-vote of seven ayes, one. abstention and one absent, the Subdivisicn Review
Committee recommended approval of the centatlve map sub]ert fo the follow-
ing conditions: - '

.,.l. The- appllcant shall provide stdndard subd1v151on improvements . along

“Pocket Road pursuant -to Section 40.811 ot the . Subdivision Ordinance

prior to filing the final map. _ ) B :
. APPLC. NO. . P-9304 .. MEETING DATE E“Ebru“’y é‘h 1983 CPC ITEM NO._ Y3~ 2
K S g Maccnedea h_}gﬂﬂ- e H-
- j&T e harche26 MPRYS- S S
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2. The appllcant shall prepare a sewer and dralnage study for the review
' and approval of the City Englreer prior to filing the final map
(over51zed lines and off- 51te eAten51on to dralnage canal: requlred)

3. The appllcant shall pay off exlstlng as sessments prlor to flllng
~ the final map. =~ . ! ‘ . o

4, Appllcant shall provide for a rlght—of way study of Pocket Road for
the review and approval. of the Clty Englneer ‘

5. " The applicant shall dedlcate and 1mprove Pocket Road to a 55- -foot
half section. . o o P

6.  The applicant. shall offer for dedication of Lot "A" to the City of
: . Sacramento prior to recordatlon of the flnel map.

STAFF EVALUATION: Staff has the follow1ng comments and coucexns regardlng
- this proposal: : _ : : .

1. The subject site is located approximately one-half mile north of
Garcia Bend Park on the westerly 51de ot Pocket Road. . Due west of
the site is the Sacramento River. '

St :
Sectlon 66478. 8 of the State Map Act requlrts dlrect publlc access
through a subdivision which abuts a’ public waterway, river or stream
-unless the local agency makes a flndlﬂgsthat such: reasonable public-.
access is otherwise’ avallable WJthln an reasonable dlstanCe frOm the
suhd1v151on. : 4 e :

Staff finds that such access ‘is available through Garcia Bend Park
‘Parkway Oaks, and the off-site- olkeway paths proposed along the
drainage canal due south of -the site. In addition, the aopllcant
will dedicate the parcel adjacent to the'.levee and that area 1is;
designated for public use in“the South Pocket Specific Plan. There-
- fore, staff finds that no requlrement for publlc access lS necessary
for thls partlcular project. ;

2. The South Pocket Spec1f1c Planjencourages the location: of townhouses
wherever possible along major and collector streets.  In addition,
the Plan sets forth the tollow1ng development crlterla-

a. Densities of townhouse, cluster and row house developments
' should not exceed -an average of elqht units per net acre;

b. Townhouse developments should be deSLgned to COnform with
- major end collector street oatterns,

c. Townhouse developments should be’ compatible with and ot
" adversely affect the eylstlng or proposed developments on
surroundlng parcels; :

P-9304 o ¥ ' . _
: Egbruaxy %67 19083~ Lo Item No. *F 2

: Mapch-12-¥98¥ - : x tr

Ma;shé%6~-+°&b~ ' o : 3 -3
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- d. Site development plans for townhouses should integrate structures,
' " common and private open spaces, pedestrian and vehicular circu--
. Tation, parking, and cother site features in such a way as to , _
. produce .a development which provides for all dQSLraale res1dent1a1_
features and enVLronmenaal amenities;

e. Townhouse developmentq adjacent to Interstate 5 noise sources
. should be .approved in accordance with noise standards and
‘criteria established in the Noise Section of this Plan;

-£. [Townhouse developments located ad]acent to the Sacramento RlVer
'~ Parkway and the canal- parkway ‘'should conform with the ‘generalized
_design concepts  shown in Diagram 1. and expressed 1n the Parks
~and Open Space Section of this Plan.

The proposed developnent has a net density of six dwelling units per
‘act¥e., The site development plan provides for common open space and
- ‘retention of two Black Walniut trees and one Fig tree. -Staff finds
" that adeguate allowances have been made for setbacks and site -
development. However, to ensure that the common open space areas _
- are landscaped -and developed in compliance with solar” shadlng requ1re~
“ments and general aesthetics, staff requests that Exhibit "A" ‘be-
adopted ‘as a special permit condition and that the appllcant submit
“a 'detailed landscape and 1rr1gatlon plan for the review and approval
of_the Planning Director, prior to the 1qsuance of bulldlng permlts

3777 Phe ity Polide and Firé Departments reguest that an ‘emergency access-
lane bhe provided -to the recreation center from one of the parking
lots. :The Fire Department also requests that the width of the two
private entry and exit lanes be increased to 22 feet to pr0V1de a
turnlng radlus for fire apparatus.

4.' The site plan ‘and eleVatluns indicate +that +the- units will-be-two-- . .
.§tories in height and constructed- of wood siding with shake roofs.
Staff has two concerns reTablve o this proposed design:.

- The front‘elevatlon which "fronts" on the private drive
“ 7 consists of sloped roofs and garage-dcors. This type of
design does not provide for solar access due to the absence. of
- south facing glazing. Additional windows along this elevation
.~ would-.provide for greater heating and cooling p0551b111t1es
.as well as prov1de