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SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA P November 7, 1996
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796-038 33RD STREET SECOND!UNIT APPEAL

REQUEST: A. Environmental Determination (Exémption)
B. Appeal of a Zoning Adm:mstrator Special Permit to construct a 638 square
foot residential unit on 0.13+ developed acres in the Standard Single Family
(R-1) zone.

C. Variance to reduce the reqhired' courtyard from ten feet to 6.5 feet.

LOCATION 1242 33rd Street
Assessor’s Parcel No. 007-0191-010
East Sacramento Community Plan Area
Sacramento Unified School District
Council District 5

]

SUMMARY: On July 16, 1995 the Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on a request
to construct a 638 square foot second residential unit behind an existing single family

residence on a 0.13+ acre parcel in the Standard Single Family (R-1) zore. After hearing .
testimony from the applicant and surrounding residents of the site, the Zoning Administrator

closed the public hearing and approved the special permit requ' o fhbject to conditions.
Several of the surrounding neighbors have appealed this d%rnanon to the Planning Commission
(Attachment 3). . il

AT
. NJ‘« o

On September 12, 1996, the Planning Commtssmn heard the appeal and directed staff to add
the courtyard variance, have the applicant reorient the entrance towards 33rd Street, and
return to Planning Commission for final action.

RECOMMENDATIQON: Staff recommends that the appeal be denied, the decision of the Zoning
Administrator to approve the special permit request be upheld, and the variance be approved.
This recommendation is based on upon the findings that the proposed project, as conditioned,
is architecturally compatible with the existing unit; will meet all the Zoning Ordinance

1

requirements once redesigned; will not exceed 850 square feet; and supports the politiesof ————




the Alharnbra Corridor Special Planning'District.

PROJECT INFQRMATION See Attached Zoning Administrator’s Report and Planmng ,

Commission Report.

_BACK R ND-iNFO MATION: The applicant originally submitted an application for a
second unit to the rear of the existing house that was oriented towards the front. of the lot
(33rd Street). However, the proposed plan would required a Planning Commission Variance
to reduce the required ten foot courtyard requirement to 6.5 feet. The applicant redesigned
the proposed unit to front off the alley which eliminated the need for the courtyard variance
because the site is within the Alnambra-Corridor Special Planning District (SPD). The Zoning
Ordinance does not require,the/ten foot clear wfrom the rear unit to the front property line
{(courtyard requirement) within: fh“AIh’ambra Corndor SPD when the second unit fronts on the

“alley.

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR HEARING:

There ware approximately 11 people \in attendance at the three hour public hearing.
Testimony in support and in oplposition to allowing the second unit was heard by the Zoning
Administrator. The large opposition contingent echoed the previously mention concerns that
had been submitted in letters. | Besides the general public, representatives of City Planning
staff, City Engineering and Development; Planning Services staff, the Police Department, and

Fire Captains from the Fire Department were in attendance to answer questions posed by the

‘Zoning Administrator regardmg the pro;ect

At the hearing, Therésa. Arnold —of~ Pubhc‘Wo‘rl(s"lndlcated that_ the‘applrcanbwould.not“b‘"

required 'to- pave the alley based on precedence and advice from the City Attorney's’office..

The Lynne Olhson of” the“Pohce ‘Department-indicated-their-complete-opposition-to the_unita

“stating-concerns with ¢c constructmg -a unit ‘with'no other natural survelllance -around-it;-the
' desugn of-thé: unit which’ created potentlal hiding places for criminal activity, and the unpaved:

alleyﬂfonﬁcess to the unit. Th'e Captaln Gordon Duncan of the Fire Department stated theur

Nsia oo,
opposmon to the pro;ect due 16 lack of ‘access for- emergency personnel to the proposed rear

= gt He- mducated*that» pawng-the alley and widening the alley to 20 feet.would. be the only
acceptable solution to allow the fire trucks to use the alley-for access. However, requiring

sprinklers for the new unit wo'uld ehmmate the need for fire truck access, but would not

eliminate his. access concerns lfor other ‘emergency response access. Both Police and Fire
shared similar concerns with potentlal confusron with determlnlng the address of the second
unrt when responding to an emergency caII

S
| .

: After listening to public testamony, the Zoning Administrator closed the public hearing, and

approved the special permit for the second residential unit subject to conditions. At the public
meeting, the Zoning Admmlstrator made the finding that the proposed unit was architecturally
compatible with the existing umt will meet all the Zoning Ordinance requirements once
redesigned; will not exceed 850 square feet; and supports the policies of the Alhambra.
Corridor Specnal Planning District. -F

To further respond to concerns expressed by the nelghbors, Police and Fire Department staff
the Zonmg Administrator: A

&
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1) Required the applicant to redesign the unit per many police/fire design considerations
including: pulling back the garage to be flush with the house, exterior lighting on timers
on all sides, lit address numbers at the rear and at the front house, recrient the rear door,
reorient the entire floor plan; provide fire spnnklers and pave the pathway from the front
unit to the rear unit; and

2) Required the applicant to provide a name and number to nearby residents for contact
in case of any tenant problems; replant new trees and relocate existing tree affected by
the proposed foot print; obtain Department of Utilities approval of the proposed grading;
and landscape and automatically irrigate the rear portion.

PLANNING COMMISSION HEARING ON SEPTEMBER 12, 1996:

The Planning Commission heard many of the same presentations echoirnig their previous
concerns from the same individuals for and against the project and city staff including Fire and
Police Departments’ staff. The applicant’s designer displayed various proposed plans for the
project that have been reviewed throughout the course of the project. The applicant also
submitted a revised floor plan that incorporated ail the conditions of the Zoning
Administrator’s approval. The Planning Con-')‘mission closed the hearing and directed staff to
add a courtyard variance so that the primary entrance for the proposed second unit would be
oriented towards 33rd Street. ‘

After the hearing, planning staff met with: staff representatives from the Fire and Police
department to discuss the most recent desngn submittal from the applicant. Both Fire and
Police staff members indicated that the new design which incorporates all the Zoning
Administrator conditions should be used. The Fire Department staff indicated that they
wanted an additional condition that required both sides of the front house be pave from the
house to property line to provide adequate access to the rear unit. The Fire Department will
accept the project with the additional condition in that there is access provided; however, not
to the standard they would prefer. The Pohce Department staff indicated that while the
additional conditions provide a safer desngn the department’s position would still be in
opposition to the additional unit on this fot because the front unit is two stories in height and
passive, rather than active, living area is located in the rear of the front unit (no surveillance
of back unit by front unit). The only design the Police Department would accept is one where
the front house is single story and the rear house can be offset from the front house at least
ten feet.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the Planning Commission take the following action:

t

A. Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact {Attachment 1) with the

Environmental Determination that the project is Exempt from further environmental review
pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

B. Adopt the.attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact (Attachment 1) denying the
appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s Decision to approve a Special Permit to construct a
638 square foot residential unit on 0.13 4+ developed acres in the Standard Single Family:
(R-1) zone.
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C. Adopt the attached Notice
Variance to reduce the co

Repoi—t Prepared By,

S/

U

Sandra L. Yope
Associate Planne

Attachments
Attachment 1

.- Attachment 2
Attachment 2A

Attachment 3

/D

Notice of
Exhibit A-

Report Revuewed By,

%QW

of Decision and Findings of Fact (Attachment 1) approvmg the
urtyard requirement.

Joy D. Patterson’
- Senior Planner _

Decision: ahd Findings of Fact
1 - Revised Floor Plan -

- Planning Commission Report for September 12, 1996

Zoning Administrator’s Notice of Decision
Includes the following:
Vicinity Map

Land Use
Exhibit A
Exhibit B
Exhibit C
Exhibit D
Exhibit E
Appeal

and Zoning Map

- Site Plan, Elevations, and Floor Pian

- Police Department Comments

- East Sacramento Improvement Association Letter
- Letters and Petitions in Opposition

- Letters and Petitions in Support “
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ATTACHMENT 1

NOTICE OF DECISION AND FINDINGS OF FACT FOR 33RD STREET SECOND UNIT
APPEAL, LOCATED ON AT 1242 33RD STREET IN' THE STANDARD SINGLE FAMILY
(R-1) ZONE. (296-038)

At the regular meeting of September 12, 1996, the City Planning Commission heard and

considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and documentary ?

evidence at said hearing, the Planmng Commission took the followmg actions for the
location listed- above

A. Environmental Determination (Exemption)

B. Denied the Appeal of the Zomng‘Adrhlmstrator s Decision to approve a Special
Permit to construct a 638 square foot residential unit on 0.13+ developed acres
in the Standard Single Family (R-1) zone.

C. Approved the Variance to reduce the required courtyard from ten feet to 6.5 feet.

These actions were made based upon the following findings of fact and subject to the
following conditions:

FINDINGS OF FACT

A. Categorical Exemption: The City Planning Commission finds and detérmines that the
proposed project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to Sections 15301
and 15303(a) of the California Environmental Quality-Act.

B. Appeal of the Zoning Adminigtrator'q Decision to Approve a Sgeéial Permit: The
' appeal of the Zoning Administrator Special Permit for the proposed second unit is

denied subject to the following findings of fact and conditions of approval:
1. Granting the Special Permit is based upon sound principles of land- use in that:

a) the proposed second unit will not substantially alter the characteristics of the
surrounding mixed use neighborhood;

b) the proposed second unit which fronts on the alley promotes the goals
established by the Alhambra Corridor Special Planning District;

c) the proposed second unit meets the design criteria for the Alhambra Corridor
~.and is architecturally compatible with the existing unit;

-~



PAGE 6°

+296-038 | NOVEMBER 7, 1996 - . ITEM #(b

d) the proposed second unit will pro;.ride additional aiternative affordable housing;
and ‘

e) the proposed second unit meets the requirements of the Zoning Ordinance to
include not exceeding 850 square feet of living area. -

The project wnll not be detrimental to the publlc health safety, or welfare nor result
in @ nuisance in that: ~

a) there will be adequate yard area; - -

b) there will be adequate setbacks,r Iandécaping, and on-site parking for the
proposed second unit;

c) the second unit will not substantially alter the charactenstlcs of the surroundmg
mixed use neighborhood; and

d) the site will be graded'to eliminate any existing on-site drainage problems.

. The project is consistept with the General Plan which designates the subject site
as Low Density Residential (4-15 du/na). The project is also consistent with the

Alhambra Cérridor Spe‘cial Planning District goals and the proposed Sacramento
Central City Neighborhood Design Plan both which promote resndentlal umts
fronting on the alley.

“C. Variance to reduce the reguurgd courtyard from ten feet to 6.5 feet. The Variance is

approved subject to the following fmdlngs of fact and condltaons of approval

Grantlng the variance |does not constitute a special pnwlege extended to an
individual applicant in that a variance would. be.and has been granted to other

property owners facing similar cnrcumstances

. Granting the variance request does not constitute a use varlance in that the single

. family dwelling and second residential unit are residential uses that is permitted in

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

the Standard Single Fa‘mlly (R-1) zone. The second residential use is. permltted

-with a Zomng Admmlstrator s Specual Permit.

. The project is consnstent with the General Plan which des:gnates the subject site

as Low Density Residential (4-15 du/na).

B. The Zoning Administrator Spet:ial Permit for the proposed second unit (Exhibits A-E)
is hereby approved subject to|the following conditions:

B1i.

‘The proposed second unit shall be redesigned to not exceed the 40. percent
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B4.

B5.

B6.

B7.
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B9.

B10.
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coverage for the R-1 zone. ‘Thé lot cd\?erage includes all overhangs (40%
equals 2,344 square feet). No other structures will be allowed on ‘the lot
without a variance. : :

The living area shall not exceed1!638 square feet. The unit shall be redesigned
to locate the living room area along the west side, the bedrooms along the east
side, and the garage pulled back to be flush with the house. The door along the
east side shall be relocated to the northeast corner. The applicant shall submit
the redesign to Planning staff for review and approval prior to submission for
building permits. :

The applicant shall obtain Desigh Review-approval of the final design after the
plans have been redesigned prior to submitting for building permits.

The applicant shall install a lighted address on the second residential unit garage
(visible from the alley) and on the gate or on the building at the front of the lot
(visible from 33rd Street). The gated entrance off of 33rd street shall have a
light.. A pathway shall be made:from the front gate {on 33rd Street) along the
side of the front house to the rear house. The path shall constructed out of
concrete (sidewalk) and be the width of edge of the house to.the prOperty line
along the north property lme

The applicant shall install Iights on all sides of the house that work on timers to
be lighted at dusk through at least sunrise, daily. The type of lighting shall be
subject to the review of the Zoning Admlnlstrator staff in consultation with the
Police Department staff. -

The applicant shall submit a gfading plan to the Department of Utilities for
review and approval prior to commencing grading or any site work. The lot
shall drain to the.street and not;;the unimproved .alley. -

The existing sewer line and sewer cleanout shali be relocated as to not be
located under any portion of the proposed second unit and/or garage. The
proposed relocation shail be ind{icated on plans submitted to the Building Plan
Check section for review and approval.

The second unit shall meet all nécessary building code requirements to include
sprinklers in the second unit to the satistaction of the Fire Department.
Required fire sprinkiers shall be NFPA 13D standards and a C-16 licensed
contractor is required for installation.

The garage shall have an automatic garage door bpener. No cars shall overhang
into the alley. No cars shall park in the alley (visitors shall park on 33rd Street).

The owner shall include language in any lease for the proposed second unit that

'indicates the second unit is a result of a discretionary permit and that all tenants

/
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B11.

B12.

B13.

.B14.
: ‘ conStruction

B15.

B16.

. "the front of the se

-any window along

. shall adopt a "Good Neighbor Policy”

not limited to, mein
and abiding by the

The a’pplieant shall

. Such areas of concern include, but are
taining the property both physical buildings and landscaping
conditions. .

relocate elsewhere on the lot any trees removed to construct ’

the second unit and replace any dead trees.

The applioant shall
one tree, and instal

Ianqscape-the rear portion to include sod, shrubs, at least
an automatic sprinkler system for the entire rear portion of

the lot. Shrubs shall be maintained not to grow higher than the lowest point of

The applicant shall

the west elevatlon

make her name and phone number available to all- people

attending the public hearing and within a 100 feet of the site as a contact for
any problems resulting from any of the tenants in the existing or proposed unit.

The applicant shall

obtain alﬁl necessary building permits prior to 'commencing'

‘The owner will agree to. partrcrpate in any future assessment group formed to

pave the unimproved alley.

The applicant shall

not install any form of solid six foot fence in the rear yard

setback area. A decoratrve wrought iron fence feet shall be installed flush with

property line (north
line).

cond unit (west elevation) from the building edge to each
wall to north property line and south wall to south property

C. The Vanance for the courtyard requrrement (Exhibits.A-E) is hereby approved subject

to the followmg condition:

ci1.

~ATTEST:

The apphcant shall
‘to the property line
and open vertically.

pave both sides of the front house from the residential wall
the length of the front house. The area shall remaln clear

i
t

SECRETARY TO

i

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION CHAIRPERSON

296-038
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ATTACHMENT 2_
CITY PLANNING COMMISSION ‘ _%" o mEm X
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA Nov Septembrer—+2; 1996
MEMBERS IN SESSION: o PAGESS

_ | . |
296-038 33RD STREET SECOND UNIT APPEAL

REQUEST: A. Environmen'ta'l Determination (Exemptioh)
B. Appeal of a Zoning Admmistrator Special Permit to construct a 638 square
foot residential unit on. 0 13+ developed acresin the Standard Single Family
{R-1) zone.

LOCATION: 1242 33rd Street '
Assessor's Pcl. No. 007-0191-010
East Sacramento |[Community Plan Area
Sacramento Unified School District
Council District 5]

SUMMARY: On July 16, 1995 the Zoning Administrator held a public hearing on a request
to construct a 638 square fo'ot second residential unit-behind-an existing single family
residence on a 0.13+ acre parcel in the Standard Single Family (R-1) zone. After hearing
testimony from the applicant and surrounding.residents of the site, the Zoning Administrator
closed the public hearing and |approved the special permit request subject to conditions.
Several of the surrounding neighbors have appealed this decision to the Planning Commission
(Attachment 3).

QQMMENDATIQ - Staff recommends that the appeal be denied and the decision of the
Zoning Administrator to approve the special permit request be upheld. This recommendation
is based on upon the findings that the proposed project, as conditioned, is architecturally
compatible with the existing unit: will meet all the Zoning Ordinance requirements once’
redesigned; will not exceed 850 square feet; and supports the policies of the Alhambra.
Corridor Special Planning Dlstnct
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PROJECT INFORMATION: See Attached Zoning Administrator’s Report

OTHER APPROVALS REQUIRED: In addition to the entitlements requested, the applicant is
required to obtain a building permit from the City’s Building Division. .

BACKGROUND INFQRMATION: The applicant originally submitted an application for a
second unit to the rear of the existing house that was oriented towards the front of the lot
(33rd Street). Howevier, the proposed plan would required a Planning Commission Variance
to reduce the required ten foot courtyard requirement to 6.5 feet. The applicant redesigned
the proposed unit to front off the alley which eliminated the need for the courtyard variance
because the site is within the Alhambra Corridor Special Planning District (SPD). The Zoning
Ordinance does not required the ten foot clear path from the rear unit to the front property
line (courtyard requirement) within the Alhambra Comdor SPD when the second unit fronts
on the alley

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR HEARING:

There were approximately 11 people in attendance at the three hour public hearing. .
Testimony in support and in opposition to allowing the second unit was heard by the Zoning

Administrator. The large opposition contingent echoed the previously mention concerns that

had been submitted in letters. Besides the general public, representatives of City Planning

staff, City Engineering and Development Planning Services staff, the Police Department, and

Fire Captains from the Fire Department were in attendance to answer questions posed by the

Zoning Administrator regarding the project. .

At the hearing, Theresa Arnold of Public Works indicated that the applicant would not be
required to pave the alley based on precedence and advice from the City Attorney’s office.
The Lynne Olhson of the Police Department. indicated their complete opposition to the unit
stating concerns with constructing a unit with no other natural surveillance around it, the
design of the unit which created potential hiding places for criminal activity, and the unpaved
alley for access to the unit. The Captain Gordon Duncan of the Fire Department stated their
opposition to the project due to lack of access for emergency personnel to the proposed rear
unit. He indicated that paving the alley and widening the alley to 20 feet would be the only
-acceptable solution to allow the firetrucks to use the alley for access. However, requiring
sprinklers for the new unit would eliminate the need for fire truck access, but would not
eliminate his access concerns for other emergency response access. Both Police and Fire
shared similar concerns with potential confusion with determunnng the address of the second
unit when responding to an emergency call.

After listening to public testimony, the Zoning Administrator closed the public hearing, and
approved the special permit for the second residential unit subject to conditions. At the public
meeting, the Zoning Administrator made the finding that the proposed unit was architecturally
compatible with the existing unit; will meet all the Zoning Ordinance .requirements once
redesigned; will not exceed 850 square feet; and supports the policies of the Alhambra
Corridor Special Planning District.

To further respond to concerns expressed by the nenghbors Police and Fire Department staff,
the Zoning Administrator:
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1) Required the appllcant to redesugn the unit per many police/fire design
considerations mcludmg pulling back the garage to be flush with the house, exterior
lighting on timers on alll sides, lit address numbers at the rear and at the front house,
reorient the rear door, reonent the entire floor plan; provide fire sprinklers; and pave
the pathway from the front unit to the rear unit; and

2) Required the applicant to provude a name and number to nearby residents for
contact in case of any tenant problems; replant new trees and relocate existing tree
affected by the proposed foot print; obtain Department of Utilities approval of the
proposed grading; and |landscape and automatically irrigate the rear portion.

R R ' W PROCE
. J -
A. Environmental rmination

This project will not haye a significant effect on the environment and is exempt from
environmental review pursuant to State EIR Guidelines {California Environmental
Quality Act, Sections 15303(a)}

B.  Public/Neighborhood and'BUsinees Association Comments

The project was noticed and staff received numerous letters and calls from
surrounding neighbors i m opposition to the proposed second unit including a petition
with 32 signatures (see Exhibit D). The major concerns were the proposed use of an
unimproved alley, dra:n%ge of the lot and street flooding, another rental property on
the site that was not owner occupied, the possibility of the unit being used for
criminal activity, and the size of the unit in relation to surrounding residences. The
-applicant also submitted letters and a petition with ten signatures in support of the
project (see Exhibit E). | There were a few names on both petitions.

The site is located within the East Sacramento Improvement Association area. The
proposed plans were submitted to the neighborhood association. A representative of
the East Sacramento Improvement Association called and indicated by phone they do
not support the project and followed with two letters in opposition to the proposed
project (see Exhibit C).| They were concerned with the unimproved alley hindering
emergency vehicle responses and also restated their on-going Association policy of
not supporting "granny |units”.

PROJECT APPROVAL PROCESS: The Planning Commnss:on has the authority to approve or -
deny the appeal of the Zoning Aldmlnustrator s decision to approve the special permit request.
This decision cannot be appealed to the City Council; however, it may be called up by the
Mayor or District 3 Councilmember.
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RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the Planning Commission take the following action:

A. Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact (Attachment 1) with the
Environmental Determination that the project is Exempt from further environmental
review pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act.

B. Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact (Attachment 1) denying
the appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s Decision to approve a Special Permit to
construct a 638 square foot residential unit on 0.13_+ developed acresin the Standard
Single Family (R-1) zone. :

Report Prepared By, . " Report Reviewed By,

Sandra L. Yope Joy D. Patterson

Associate Planne . Senior Planner
Attachments .
Attachment 1 Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact
Attachment 2 Zoning Administrator’s Notice of Decision
Includes the following:,
Vicinity Map

Land Use and Zoning Map
Exhibit A - Site Plan, Elevations, and Floor Plan
Exhibit B - Police Department Comments
Exhibit C - East Sacramento Improvement Association Letter
Exhibit D - Letters and Petitions in Opposition
Exhibit E - Letters and Petitions in Support
Attachment 3 Appeal
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ATTACHMENT 1

NOTICE OF DECISION AND FINDINGS OF FACT FOR 33RD STREET SECOND UNIT -
APPEAL, LOCATED ON AT 1242 33RD STREET IN THE STANDARD SINGLE FAMILY"
(R-1) .ZONE. (296-038)

At the regular meeting of Sepltember 12, 1996, the City Planning Commission heard and
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and documentary
evidence at said hearing, the Plannlng Commission took the following actions for the
location listed above:

A. Environmental Determination (Exemption)

B. Denied the Appeal of the Zoning Administrator’s Decision to approve a Special
Permit to construct a 638 square foot residential unit on 0.13 .+ developed acres
in the Standard Single Family (R-1) zone.

These actions were made based upon the following findings of fact and subject to the
following conditions: ‘

FINDIN F FACT

| Exemption: The City Plenning Commission finds and determines that the
proposed project is exempt from environmental review pursuant to Sections 15301
and 15303(a) of the California Environmental Quality Act.

B. A Qgga of the Zoning Admumsxrg;or s Decision to Approve a Special Permit: The

appeal of the Zoning Adm{mustrator Special -Permit for the proposed second unit is
denled subject to the following findings of fact and conditions of approval:

1. Granting the Special Permit is based upon sound principles of land use in that:

a) the proposed second unit w1ll not substantnally alter the characteristics of the
surrounding mixed use neighborhood; -

b) the proposed second unit which fronts on the alley promotes the goals
established by the Alhambra COI'I'IdOI' Special Planning District;

c) the proposed second unit meets the design criteria for the Alhambra Corridor
and is archltecturally compatible with the existing unit;

d) the proposed second unit wall.provude additional alternatlve affordable housing;
and .
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e) the proposed second unit meets“the reqmrements of the Zoning Ordmance to
mclude not exceeding 850 squa e feet of living area.

2. The project will not be detrimental to the public health safety, or welfare nor result
in a nuisance in that b

a) there will be adequate yard area;

b) there will be adequate setbacks, landscaping, ' and on-snte parking for the
proposed second unit; : ,

¢) the second unit will not substantially-alter the characteristics of the surrounding
" mixed use neighborhood: and

d) the site will be graded to eliminate any existing on-site drainage’ problems.

3. The project is consistent with the General Plan whlch designates the subject site

as Low Density Residential (4-15 du/na). The project is also consistent with the

- Alhambra Corridor Special Plannnng} District goals and the proposed Sacramento

Central City Neighborhood Desugn‘ Plan both which promote residential units
fronting on the alley.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

B. The Zoning Administrator Special Perm"nt for the proposed second unit {Exhibits A-E)
is hereby approved subject to the following conditions:

| .
B1. The proposed second unit shall“tbe redesigned to not exceed the 40 percent
‘coverage for the R-1 zone. The lot coverage includes all overhangs {40%
equals 2,344 square feet). .No other structures will be allowed on the lot
without a variance.
]

B2. The living area shali not exceed 638 square feet The unit shall'be redesigned
to locate the living room area along the west side, the bedrooms along the east
side, and the garage pulled back to be flush with the house. The door along the
east side shall be relocated to the northeast corner. The applicant shall submit
the redesign to Planning staff for review and approval prior to submission for
building permits. :

N B3. The applicant shall obtain Design Review approval of the final design after the
plans have been redesigned prior to submitting for building permits.

B4.. The applicant shallinstall a lighted address on the second residential unit garage
(visible from the alley) and on the gate or on the building at the front of the lot
(visible from 33rd Street). The gated entrance off of 33rd street shall have a
light. A pathway shall be made from the front gate {on 33rd Street) along the
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side of the front house to the rear house. The path shall constructed out of
concrete (sidewalk): and be the width of edge of the house to the property line
along the north property line.
|
B5. The applicant shall install lights on all sides of the house that work on timers to
be lighted at dusk through at least sunrise, daily. The type.of lighting shall be
subject to the revre\'rv of the Zoning Administrator staff in consultation wrth the
Police Department staff
| ‘ - x .
B6. The applicant shall; submit é grading plan to the Department of Utilities for
" review and approval prior to commencing grading or any site work. The lot
shall drain to the street and not the unimproved alley.

B7. The existing sewer line and sewer cleanout shall be relocated as to not be
‘located under any portion of the proposed second unit and/or garage. The
proposed relocatlon shall be indicated on plans submitted to the Building Plan
Check section for revrew and approval.

B8. The second unit shalll meet all necessary building code requurements to include
- sprinklers in the second unit to the satisfaction of the Fire Department.
Required fire sprmklers shall be NFPA 13D standards and a C-16 licensed
contractor is required for installation. -

B9. The garége shall have an automatic garage door opener. No cars shall overhang
into the alley. No ca?rs shall park.in the alley (visitors shall park on 33rd Street).

B10. The owner shall incl:ude language in any lease for the proposed second unit that
indicates the:second unit is a result of a discretionary permit and that all tenants
shall adopt a "Good' Neighbor Policy”. Such areas of concern include, but are
not limited to, mamtalnlng the property both physical buﬂdnngs and Iandscapmg
and abiding by the condmons

B11. The applicant shall r]elocate elsewhere on the lot any trees removed to construct
the second unit and| reptace any dead trees.

B12. The applicant shall Iandscape the rear portion to include sod, shrubs, at least
-one tree, and install !an automatic sprinkler system for the entire rear portion of
the lot. Shrubs shall be maintained not to grow higher than the lowest point of
any window along the west elevation.
= | ! ' '

B13. The applicant shall make her name and phone number available to all people
attending the public|hearing and within a 100 feet of the site as a contact for
any problems resulting from any of the tenants inthe existing or proposed unit.

B14. The applicant shall obtain all necessary building permits prior to commencing
construction. .
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B15. The owner will agree to participate in any future assessment group formed to
pave the unimproved alley. :

B16. The applicant shall not install any form of solid six foot fence in the rear yard
setback area. A decorative wrought iron fence feet shall be installed flush with
the front of the second unit {west elevation} from the building edge to each -
property line (north wall to north property line and south wall to south property
line). ‘

ATTEST.:

SECRETARY TO .
CITY- PLANNING COMMISSION CHAIRPERSON

- 296-038
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

123‘l|

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR
| Street, Sacramento, CA 985814

special permit to construct
296-038. Flndlngs of Fact
pages 6-8.

i ] ] N i
ACTION OF THE ZONING ADMINISTRATOR

;On Tuesday, July 16, 1996, the Zohing Administrator approved with conditions a

a second residential unit for the project known as
and confditions of approval for the project are listed on

Pr0|ec1 Informaglon
Request:
1) zone.

Locat,ior’r': 1242 33rd Stre

Assessor’s Parcel Number:

Applicant: Jean Endicott
: 10808 Balantrae
Rancho Cordova,

‘General Plan Designation:
Existing Land Use of Site:
Existing Zoning of Site:

Way

Zoning Agmlnraxrggor Special Perm| to construct a 638 square foot '

residential unit on 0.13_+ developed acres in the Standard Smgle Famnly (R-

|
et (D3, Area 1}
007-0191-010

Property Same as Applicant-
, Owner:. : .
CA 95670 '

Low. Density Residential (4-15 du/na)
Single Family Residence
Standard Single Family (R-1)

A

Surroundlng Land Use and Zoning: Setbacks” Required Existing Proposed
North: R-1; Single Famuly Residence Front: 25° 16.3’ 16.3"
South: R-1; Single Family Residence Side(N.): 5’ 6.5" - 5’
East: R-1; Single Family Residence Side(S.): 5 6.5’ 5’
West: C-1R; Commercia Rear: 15’ 79.5' 15"

Property Dimensions: 40’ x 146.5’

Property Area: 0.13+ acres

Square Footage of Buildings:

Height of Building:

296-038

1,358 square feet
632 square feet

Existing residence-
Proposed 2nd Unit-
Garage/Porch 241 square feet
Total- 2,231 square feet
Existing House- Two Story

Proposed Unit- One Story, 15 feet

July 16, 1996

MoV, IQ%@_ _’ |

ITEM 1
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Exterior Building Materials: - Masonlte Lap Sldmg

Roof Materials: - . Dlmensnonai Composition Shmgles

Topography: ' ‘ Flat

Street Improvements: ,Exlsting

Utilities:  ~ Existing

A ;
~ Project Plans: . See Exhibit ‘A
Previous Files: | - ' None ﬂ' ,

Background Information: The applicant-originally submitted an application for a second
unit to the rear of the existing house that:was oriented towards the front of the lot {(33rd
Street). However, the proposed plan would required a Planning Commission Variance to
reduce the required ten foot courtyard requirement to 6.5 feet. The applicant redesigned
the proposed unit to front off the alley, which eliminated the need for the courtyard
variance because the site is within the Alhambra Corridor Special Planning District {SPD).
The Zoning Ordinance does not required the ten foot clear path from the rear unit to the
front property line (courtyard requurement) within the Alhambra Corridor SPD when the
second unit fronts on the alley

Additional lnfgrmapgn -The apphcant« is requestmg to construct a 632 square foot
second residential unit to the rear of the: exlstlng house. - The proposed unit will have a
single car garage with access off the alley. The adjacent alley is unpaved and 15 feet -
wide, The proposed unit, as designed wnth two foot overhangs, exceeds the 40 percent
allowed total lot coverage for the zone (42 8 percent, 164 square feet). The applicant
is aware of this and will redesign the project to meet the 40 percent requirement. The
unit fronts on the alley; however, the door opens intc a bedroom area. The proposed
unit meets all setback requirements. The second unit will have one bedroom, a bathroom,
living room, den, and kitchen. The plans also. indicate. a six foot hlgh wood fence across
the front of the proposed second unit that is flush with the garage.

The Zonmg Ordmance requires a Zomng Administrator. Special Permit for a second
residential unit within the R-1 zone. The »Zomng Admnnlstrator must make the following
flndmgs ;

1. The architecture is compatible with that of the main residential unit.

2. The area of the second residential unit will not exceed 850 square feet.

Also the second residential unit shall meet all of the requirements of the Zoning
Ordinance, including but not l:mrted to height, lot coverage, setback and parking
requirements. _ } , ‘ o o '

v

796-038 | July'16, 1996 . mEmM1
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The applicant has submitted an application to Design Review staff for review and approval
because the site is within thelAlhambra. Corridor Design Review area (DR96-137). Design
Review staff made comments on the original submittal for the revised project.. THose
comments were mcorporated into the current proposal Design Review staff has no
additional design concerns or comments. ' : :

Policy Considerations: The site as previously mentioned is located within the
Alhambra Corridor. One of the specmc purposes for creating the SPD was "to assist in
the preservation of the ne|ghborhood scaie and character along with providing additionai
housing opportunities in the| area.’ Addltzonally, when the Alhambra Corridor DESIgn
‘Guidelines were formulated ‘|md adopted; one.of the goals was:.

"to increase the number of residential units, with oné of a number of possuble
mechanisms being utilization of alley frontages. Such development would also
contribute to the concept| of a pedestrian friendly environment by transforming what
are often unattractive service lanes into pleasant alternative routes for walking or
bicycling.” “ S _

The guidelines for more alley jusage that were adopted in the Alhambra Corridor SPD are
~also being folded into the proposed Central City Neighborhood DeS|gn Pian which includes
the Alhambra Corndor district. :

- Neighborhood Comments: The project was noticed and staff received numerous letters
and calls from surrounding neighbors in opposition to the proposed second unit including
- a petition with 32 signatures I(see Exhibit D). The major concerns were the proposed use
of an unimproved alley, drainage of the lot and street flooding, another rental property on
the site that was not owner ?ccupied,' the possibility of the unit being used for criminal
activity, :and the size of the UIPit in relation to surrounding residences. The applicant also
submitted letters and a petition with ten signatures in support of the project (see Exhibit
E). There were a few names|on both petmons
. 3 .
The site is located within the East Sacramento Improvement Association area. The
proposed plans were submltted to the nelghborhood association. A representative of the
" East Sacramento Improvemeﬁt Association called and indicated by phone they do not
support the project and followed withitwo letters in opposition to the proposed project
(see Exhibit C). They were concerned with the unimproved alley hindering emergency
vehicle responses and also réstated thEIT on- gomg Association policy of not supporting
"granny units”. ;
t

&J_@CLQM e N
The proposed pro;ect has been reviewed by the City Public Works- Transportation and

Engineering Planning Division, the Building Division, Utilities, the Fire Department, and the
Police Department. The. department comments are summanzed below.

296-038 July 16, 1996 ' _  ITEM 1
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1. Public Works- Transportation and'Eng.i,neeringT‘PIanning Division staff comments:
) . ro o

The existing sewer cleanout is located within the proposed building footprint. The
service to the existing house may also be within the proposed footprint. The service
and clean out will need to be re!ocated out of the proposed building footprint.

Regarding pavmg the alley: The proposed snte is.located in the middle of the block.
It has not been the policy of the department to requiré a single. family unit providing
access off the alley to improve the entire alley to proposed driveway. The financial
burden is too great for one owner for the nature of the entitlement.

2. Utilities staff comments

The sewer service should be Iocated S0 the proposed bunldmg footprlnt is not
constructed over the service.

Regarding the drainage and street flooding concerns: The Department’s records show
that there is frequent flooding in this ‘area. The proposed Combined Sewer Service
improvements over the next five years will not reduce flooding in this.area. Therefore,
the proposed grading should be carefully reviewed and every effort should be made
to mitigate any |mpacts :

3. Police Department staff comments: Lo

Police respond,ed with-a long memo (see Exhibit -B) which stated their opposition to
any second unit at the rear of the property with an unimproved alley.- Additionally,
many design recommendations were made to create a more secure project.

4. Fire Department staff comments:. -

- The project was originally reviewed by'Elaine Clarke, Permit Services, who stated the
fot was less than the maximum 150 feet in depth that would require a second access.
However, the Fire Department, after a site visit, was in opposition to the proposed
unit due to a lack of adequate access from 33rd Street. The Fire Department staff
stated the alley should be widened to: 20 feet and :mproved to provide an adequate

- access to the second unit.

ZONING ADMINISTRATOR HEARING:

There were approximately 11 people in attendance at the three hour public hearing.
Testimony in support and in opposition to allowing the second unit was heard by the
Zoning Administrator. The large opposition contingent echoed the previously mention
concerns that had been submitted in letters. Besides the general public, representatives
of City Planning staff, City Engineering and Development Planning Services staff, the

796-038 ‘ | July 16, 1996 L ITEMA
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Police Department, and FirelCaptains from {he Fire Department were in attendance to
answer questions posed by tlhe Zoning Administrator regardlng the project.

At the heanng, Theresa Arnold of Publlc Works indicated that the appllcant would not be
required to pave the alley b'ased on ‘precedence and advice from the City Attorney’s
office. The Lynne Olhson ofl the Police Department indicated their complete opposition
to the unit stating concerns with constructing a unit with no other natural surveillance
around it, the design of the'unit which created potential hiding places for criminal activity,
~and the. unpaved alley for access to the unit. The Captain Gordon Duncan of the Fire
Department stated their oppbsition to the project due to lack of access for emergency
personnel to the proposed rear unit. He indicated that paving the alley and widening the
alley to 20 feet would be the only acceptable solution to allow the firetrucks to use the
alley for access. However, requmng sprinklers for the new unit would eliminate the need
for fire truck access, but would not eliminate his access concerns for other emergency
response access. Both Pollce and Fnre shared similar concerns with potential confusion
with determmmg the addressl of the second unit when responding to an emergency call.
|
After listening to public’ testlmony, the Zoning Administrator closed the publuc heanng,'
and approved the special pernwit for the second residential unit subject to conditions. At
the public meeting, the Zoning Administrator made the finding that the proposed unit was
~ architecturally compatible w1th the existing unit; will meet all the Zoning Ordinance .
‘requirements once redes:gned will not exceed 850 square feet; and supports the pollmes
of the Alhambra Corridor Special Plannlng District. '

5

To further respond to concerns expressed by the neighbors, Police and F|re Department
staff, the Zoning Adrn:mstrator -
1) Required the applicalnt to redesign the unit per many police/fire design
considerations to include pulling back the garage to be flush with the house, exterior
lighting on timers on all S|des lit address numbers at-the rear and-at the front house,
reorient the. rear door, reortent the entire floor plan; provide fire sprinklers; and pave
,the pathway from the front unit to the rear unit; and o

2) Requured the apphcant to provnde a name and number to nearby residents for
contact in case of any tenant problems, replant new trees and relocate existing tree |
affected by the proposed‘foot prlnt obtain Department of Utilities approval of the =
proposed grading; and I'an‘idscape and automatically irrigate the rear portion.
| | |
Environmental Determination: - This project will not have a significant effect on the
environment and: is exempt from environmental review pursuant to State EIR Gundehnes
{California Environmental Ouallty Act, Sections 15303(a)}. .

296-038 July 16,1996 ITEM 1
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 Conditions of Aggrova N
| 1. . The proposed second unit shall be redesigned to not exceed the 40 percent

coverage for the R-1 zone. . The lot coverage includes all overhangs {40% equals
2,344 square feet). No other structures will be allowed on the lot without a
variance. ' i S

2.°  The living area shall not exceed 638 square feet. The unit shall be redesigned to
locate the living room area along the west side, the bedrooms along the east side,

and the garage pulled back to be flush with the house. The door along the east
side shall be relocated to the northeast corner. - The applicant shall submit the
redesign to Plannmg staff for revnew and approval pnor to submission for building
_permits. .

3. The appllcent shall obtain Design i]Review approval of the final design after the
- -plans have been redesigned prior to submitting for building permits.

4. The applicant shall install a Iighted!j address on the second residential unit garage
- (visible from the alley} and on. the ‘gate or on the building at the front of the lot
(visible from 33rd Street). The gated entrance off of 33rd street shall have a light.
A pathway shall be made from the front gate (on 33rd Street) aiong the side of the
front house to the rear house. The path shall constructed out of concrete
(sidewalk) and be the width of edge of the house to the property l|ne along the

north property line. . :

5. The applicant shall install lights 'on all sides of the house that work on timers to be
lighted at dusk through at ieast sunrise, daily. The type of lighting shall be subject
to the review of the Zoning Administrator staff in consultation with the Police
Department staff i

6.  The applicant shall submit a grading plan to the Department of Utilities for review
- " and approval prior to commencing grading or any site work. The lot shall drain to
the street and not the unimproved alley.

7. The exustlng sewer line and sewer cleanout shall be relocated as to not be located
under any portion of the proposed second unit and/or garage. The proposed .
relocation shall be indicated on plans submitted to the Building Plan Check section
for review and approval. | :

8. The second unit shall meet aIIV‘ne(;:essary building  code requirements to include
sprinklers.in the second unit to the!satisfaction of the Fire Department. Required
fire sprinklers shali be NFPA 13D standards and a C-16 hcensed contractor is
required for installation. .~ | :

796.038 o July 16, 1996 ITEM 1
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8. . The garage shall have an ,automatif: garage door opener. No cars shall overhang
into the alley. No cars shall park in the alley {visitors shall park on 33rd Street).

10. The owner shall include language in any lease for the proposed second unit that
- indicates the second lunit is a result of a discretionary permit and that all tenants
shall adopt a "Good Neighbor Policy”. Such areas of concern include, but are not
limited to, maintaining the property both physwai buildings and landscaping and
abiding by the conditions. .

11, *The applicant shall relocate elsewhere on the lot any trees removed 1o construct
' the second unit and replace any dead trees.

12. The apphcant shall |andscape the rear portion to include sod, shrubs, at least one
tree, and install an automatrc sprmkler system for the entire rear portion of the lot.
Shrubs shall be maintained not to grow h|gher than the lowest point of any
window along the west elevatron

13. The applicant shall make her: name and phone number available to all people
attending the public hearmg and within a 100 feet of the site as a contact for any
problems resulting from any of the tenants in the exlstrng or proposed unit.

14. The applicant shall obtain all necessary burldmg permlts prior to commencing
“¢construction. :

15. The owner will agree to participate in any future assessment group formed to pave

the unimproved alley. . '

16. The apphcant shall n(IJt install any form of solid six foot fénce in the rear yard
setback area. A decorlatlve wrought iron fence feet shall be installed flush with the
front of the second unit {west elevation) from the building edge to each property

line (north wall to north property line and south wall to south property line).

1
i

F.indings of Fagr

. 1. The proposed pro;ect as|conditioned, is based upon sound principles of land use in
that: ' ‘ ' ’ S
a. the proposed second {unit wrll'not substantially alter the charactenstrcs of the
surroundlng mixed use nelghborhood
b. the;proposed second unit whrch fronts on the alley promotes the goals estabhshed
by the Alhambra Corridor Special Planning District;
. i .

796-038 | July 16, 1996 . ITEM 1
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C. the proposed second unit meets the desngn crltena for the Alhambra Corndor and
" is architecturally compatlble with the exnstlng unit;

d. the proposed second unit will provide additional alternative affordable housing; and

e. the proposed second Unit meets fthe requirements of the Zoning Ordinance to
include not exceeding 850 square feet of living area.

2 The project will not be detr:mental to the public health, safety, or welfare nor result
in a nuisance in that: .

~a. there will be adequate yard area;

b. there will be adequate setbacks, Iandscaplng, and on-site parking for the proposed
second unit; ' P

c. the second unit will not substantlally alter the characteristics of the surrounding
mixed use neighborhood; and -

c. the site will be graded to eliminate; any existing on-site drainage probleme-.

3. The project is consistent with the General Plan which designates the subject site as
Low Density Residential (4-15 du/na). The project is also consistent with the
Alhambra Corridor Special Planning 'District goals and the proposed Sacramento
Central City Nelghborhood Desngn Plan both which promote residential units fronting
on the alley. :

- s
Joy D. Patterson o
'Zonmg Admtnlstrator

A use for which a Variance is granted must be estabhshed within two years after such permlt is approved I1f
such use is not so established the Variance shall be deemed to have expired and shall be null and void. A
Variance which requires a Building Permit shall be deemed established when such Building Permit is secured and
. construction thereunder physically commenced. If no building perm:t is required, the use shall be deemed
established when the activity permitted has been commenced :

The decision of the Zoning Administrator may be appealed to the Planning Commission. An'appeal must be filed
~ within 10 days of the Zoning Admmlstrator s hearlng If an appeal is not filed, the action of the Zoning
Administrator is final. b :

cc: Flle" Applicant ¥~ . ZAlog Book‘/
2 Rico S. De Benedetti; P.0. Box 20142; EI Sobrante CA 94820 .
» Dell Richards; 1250 33rd Street; Sacramento, CA_ 95816

296-038 ' July 16, 1996 | | ITEM 1
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* To: Joy Patterson - ER " Date: July 4th, 1996 (#C %S
: Zoning Administrator ' L PRGE QF

'Department of Planning and.Development

From: Albert Najera | Ref:  LC6-07-03

i | ; < YOS ey oF sacRAMENY
e ations ‘: o PERMIT ASSISTANC
Ofﬁce of Operations y

JUL11 1995

Lynne E. Ohlson AA Il
Licensing Coordinator m/l

Office Of Operations B o - ' | RECE'\/E[

Subject: Z96-038 Zoning Admrmstrator Specral Permit to construct a 638 square
: ‘foot residential unit on 0.13 + developed acres in.a Standard Smgle
- Family zone. 1042 33rd Street

This project is the first to be rewewed by this department since the release of the
Sacramento Central City Ne|ghborhooq Design Plan. At the time the Department of
Planning and Development was preparing the design plan, the Police Department was.
asked to provide comments on the alley enhancement portion of the' guidelines. Police
Department representative Lynne Ohlson and Fire Department representative Captain Gay
Jones expressed reservations on the elements as presented by Luis Sanchez, Architect -
Project Manager-and Steve Peterson, Semor Planner. Those reservations focused on the

foliowing:

1) Location confusion.for respondlng emergency vehicles due to unclear
addressing if rear umts‘ were tied to street fronting units for address
purposes; : l -

~2)  Congestion on alleys caused by parked vehicles, trash receptacles and
o dumpsters, debris, uneven lot lines, non-marntalned vegetatlon utility
sefrvice, as examples 1 : :
. ) ll : ’
3)" - Interference to emergency response vehrcles by use of alleys as children' s
- ~ play areas . )
4) Inadequate lighting; |
5) Restricted 'acce'ss to ﬁrte hydrants;

and speciﬁcally,‘ for the Police Departm%-:-nt.
- , L 1
6) - | Lack of n‘atural surveil'lanc'e of stand alone units.

" Mr. Sanchez and Mr. Peterson used the example of the R Street Corndor throughout the
. discussion as an alley enhancement that would be planned in total and that the

reservations of the Fire and Police Departments would be mitigated as devetoped
o

296085 - A 3oy 16, /556 ) o Dhu s
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Jo ‘Patterson - ' ‘, ,
; .

The Pohce questlon all alley enhancement developments that are done on a parcel only basis. .
In order to truly improve residential safety for the neighboring residents as well as the '
‘occupants of each proposed project, the alley deveiopments must be done as an alley long
measure. This proposed project does not adequately address the concerns raised in that
discussion noris it presented as a portion of an alley long developed project. :

3

ThlS proposed pro;ect should be denled for three of the elements listed above

1)

2)

Project as proposed does not lncorporate a separate street address for the |ocat|on

~ Asthe plan |nd|ca|tes no access from front residence, this would cause a delay in
- response from emergency :personnel: »

This site is upon an unimproved alley. Currently, a gravel surface is provided end is
the location of trash receptacles and has uneven fencing marking the border

" between private lots and ailey—way The uneven lots provide hidden areas and
inhibit police personnel from clearly viewing the area, creating an unsafe area for

inhabitants and pollce response units. The increased vehicular traffic that this

- project will create will cause an additional nuisance factor to adjoining residences
-through blowing dust, and, an additional burden on the City for alley repair.

Distance from fire hydrants'is marginally unacceptable.

Site/plan specific reasons to deny:this project are as follows:

1)

2)

3)

Plan incorporates the most baSIC design ﬂaw of Crime Prevention through
Environmental Desagn (CPTED), there is no clear natural surveillance from

“neighboring Tresidences to observe unauthorized access to this building. A plan shift’
_of the garage to the north side of the plan would mitigate the flaw, provided that an

existing structure on M Street could clearly see the front door of the proposed

project. However,|due to thle location of the building on the parcel, no such building
exists on M Street and inhabitants would have to rely on observations of passing
pedestrians or vehicles in the alley to provide this surveillance.

The garage unit extends beyond the front entry way of the building. This design
does not meet CPTED standards for safety factors as it provides areas which allow
unauthonzed users in which to hid themselves.

Fencing is indicated on plan along alley way. Zoning Administration staff has
assured the Police Department that this is not allowable, however, the inclusion on
the plan indicates the intention to have some barrier provided to limit access to site.
Police ‘Depanmentlrecommendatlon is wrought iron at building corners to iot line to
allow visibility along building but to prevent unauthorized access.
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4) Site plan |nd|cates that the front {main entry) door opens into the master bedroom:.
While an unsafe design plan on a street facing lot, this feature negates any
argument that this alley structure will contribute to "an occupied street providing
"eyes on the alley." (Sacramento Central City Neighborhood Design Plan,
Framework document, page 31]. The living area of this plan indicates predominant
use of the rear of the structure and erases all pretense that this unit will provide -
additional surveillance to the rear windows of the existing buildings backing onto the
alfey. :

"This project is requested as the property owner indicates a desire to offer a "decent

~ family home" in addition to income. [f this were to be an owner occupied structure, some of
the concerns mentioned would be addressed as owners inherently are more aware of |
unusual activity in a neighborhood than short term renters. This project will appealtoa .
renter who desires seclusion and no dlrect observation from neighbors. In essence, it
would be an ideal location for an mdnvudual who pursues illegal activities as her/his
neighbors will be unable to observe thls building. :

The Police Department has spent the jilast two years actively pursuing alley closures in an

~ effort to reduce problem areas and are less inclined to recommend interior lots for
development of alley oriented uses. We strongly recommend that this project be denied
and that all alley sitings be referred to'the Police Department prior to submission for
Special Permits to allow applicant and our Department to work together in the des:gn
phase and resolve all concerns to publlc safety. -

" Sincerely,

h Albert Najera
Deputy Chief

AN:LEQ:leo
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ITY OF SACRAMENTO
3 . CPERMT ASSISTANCE
|

| | | : - | JuL 111896
To: City of Sacramento, B e . ‘
Planning and Déevelopment : RECtiVED
re: Project Z96-038 ' . .
location: 1242 33rd Street ‘
" APN - 007- 0191 10
- 1
Please submlt the follow1ng letter to minutes of
publlc hearing on July 16, 1996, regarding the application
for a special permit for the above property.
. : ;o
.
Dear Sirs: |
! S
On behalf of the East Sacramento Improvement

Association, we are, Opposed to the special permit applica-
tion and the proposed project at 1242 33rd Street.

i To preserve the 1ntegr1ty of the East Sacramento
famlly nelghborhood‘env1ronment, East Sacramento Improvement
Association has tradltlonally opposed grandmother units, or
extension units that may be considered rental property. To°
erect an additional’ .rental unit on the lot at 1242 33rd
Street would appear; ‘to comprom1se a street where 51ngle
residential family ?nlts now exist.

The alley’between 32nd and 33rd Streets is
unpaved and unlmproved It would appear to create a hazard
for emergency services such as fire, police and ambulance to
access the proposed | property

Residents on 33rd Street have indicated that there
-is a drainage problem on this property which may be comp11~
cated by an additional structure
l
East Sacramento Improvement Association would ask
that you consider the above items and deny the applicant a
‘spec1al building permlt »

Linda Cook, Board Member
East Sacramento Improvement
Association

296- 03y Jvet 16,596  Tdemn/
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“ East Sacramento Improvement Association has traditionally
opposed grandmother units in the East Sacramento area because
of the impact to our residential nelghborhoods and we stand
opposed to this project apphcatlon

To erect an additional rental umt on the lot at 1042 33rd

- Street would.seem to compromise a street where single famllvy
“homes now exist. The existing house on this property is now
occupied by renters.

The alley access is almost impassible for a persona!
vehicle and would certainly create hazards for emergency. ser-
vices, including flre police and ambuluance The alley is not:
paved.
| The prop_osed unit, along With the existing residence will
exceed the maximum allowable lot coverage as delineated in
Alhambra Corridor Design Guidelines. ‘ :

June 13, 1996

Linda J. Cook -
ESIA Board Member

'Zﬁ'wo?% o ‘. R O'QVT /6, 1296 - | T
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UBLICITY CITY OF SACRAMENTO
PERMIT ASSISTANCE

June 11,1996 - " JUN 131996

>

. be‘ Patterson, Zoning Ad'rn}nistrator _ __ = R E C E EVED

Sacramento City Planming Department -
1231 I Street, Suite 200 .
Sacramento, CA 95814

- Re: Proposed additional ren|tal unit at 1242 33rd Street

Dear Ms. Patterson, -

Please find enclosed|the first sngned petition about the above-referenced house. As
you can see, many people in the nexghborhood are opposed to the proposed project for the

" reasons stated in my prior letter to Cquncﬂmember Steve Cohn and Sanda Yope.

Although the residential section of the house itself meets the 640 square foot

| zoning requirement for this 'area, with the addition of the square footage in the garage the
. scale of the unit is too large|for the neighborhood.

For your information, many of the neighbors who signed the owner's original

 petition will be at the hearing to explain that they signed under false pretenses and would

Sincerely yours,

DELL RICHARDS

© - ce. Judith Albietz, Esq.

+ 2.9~ 0 3%

not have signed otherwise. Specxﬂcally, they were told that the second house:

* Would a one- bedré)om and

* Would be owner-c])ccupled

Having been fully mformed of the proposed project, they are now opposed to the
unit.

As the application and plans make exceedingly ciear, the unit not only includes a
second bedroom/den as well as a garage, but will be used to produce income.

Please feel free to contact me with any quest’ions-or if you would like to discuss
thjs further. -

i

Juet Ié /194G ITEn
1250 33RD STREET ® SACRAMENTO, CA 9581 6 e (916) 455-4790 .

?
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We, the undersigned, are opposed to the proposed granny unit at 1242 - 33rd Street for'a ‘number of
reasons including, but not limited to, the following: 1ack of surveillance by police, difficult access for -
emergency vehicles, lack -of proximity to fire hydrants, increased traffic on an unimproved alley, decreased
drainage and increased potential for flooding, too much coverage of the lot, intent for the unit to be a
second rental (the current unit is currently a rental). We ask that you deny this permit for the above stated
- reasons. :‘ ' :

NAME (PRINT) . ADDRESS - __PHONE . : SIGNATU&E
1,_DELL RIGHARIS 195 5L Sk 48'5- 4740 UMWM
o St Kigper’ iz 33Agr . 447-370; W

: %M'?afErsan-@hcn [ 26 33""% 736 -2/73 M %ﬂ(

w

4., DRANAD L ALAS o~ B s Fhar 2K % ‘51 YA MU M YT A__C A

5. CHRRLES _)_dcmoo 3355 %Lﬂ/ N323-8%0& %/% W
6. 774%L LIpmar 1255 ?5"‘{1;47‘ 454 4430@({ e,
7. @Z@ng« (230 38" S g5y Ple l%/

: J?IMQM 1224 33% st 7372737 /%aw\%uﬂq
.9. Ka.m{ ‘Lctwm'/ ' 1235 33™ 5!7 459 -0t Q@ﬁ&w@
0 Lot btenf s 23 SE 55 2177 / /
1. J%w 61@4/\ /302 324 St 6‘57—«@7// %fgf}j}m

12. ':W//L//Qafvy_ 3300 M S B 7-25b3 e wn Kt
P |

74403 Soby to, /06 Tt
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We, the underS|gned are opposed to the proposed granny unit at 1242 - 33rd Street for a number of
reasons including, but not limited to, the following: lack of surveillance by police, difficult access for

-~ emergency vehicles, lack of proxnmlty to fire hydrants, increased traffic on an unimproved aliey, decreased
drainage and increased potential for ﬂoodlng too much coverage of the lot, intent for the unit to be a
second rental (the current unit is currently a rental). We ask that you deny this permit for the above stated
reasons.

_NAME (PRINT) ADDRESS _______ PHONE _ - SIGNATURE

1. Ahd.rg;:%m .ﬁzzsv-)os'ﬁ&& 458522 MMW/

2_Carduen Redh 3% 23 st 44)-4940 @nﬂ%@«f/\

,-ﬂ%,ﬁsz/ﬁqysyzﬂvxbgpﬁ\’ /223 Z3rd, St 485N ad 11r Bopr
o Gre_(hen f‘l‘l’e 3%"'“ St 730395 '

5 /\%/M//m_ /260 33 %72/3473[%/ M%%;\
%ﬁvw /‘/C‘ZZZDZ i 35@ 5T 441-034¥ /;(W /}4776

7. AJI (Kyps fa </<b%']<}"/6‘3 pe St QC&C%,MWMC/L
@_ﬂ@HE/ Moy ads 330 ) QM,M mam

| W/A /\/Wm) 172715 %grzt_ ’W WWW
10 QN—U f\;’)ﬁmﬁj"‘@(/ | \ \-?)\Dw \q)’)ﬁp& i ﬁ/w’éa /yd//ve/'/%

M ANELING HATAES VI 51-350p 6 Wil ol s //cm o

= Kode Klowpr % |

l

o z3ds LT /-

| ?a;-‘a.,o'z .
2406~03% | o July “’_J- 1954 | v',.rkm_,/
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We, the undersugned are opposed to the proposed granny unit at 1242 - 33rd Streetfor a number of
reasons including, but not limited to, the following: -lack 6f surveillance by police, difficult access for
emergency vehicles, lack of proximity to fire hydrants, increased traffic on an unimproved alley, decreased
drainage and increased potential for flooding, too much coverage of the lot, intent for the unit to be a
second rental (the current unit is currently arental). We ask that you deny this permit for the above stated
reasons. :

_NAME (PRINT) ___ADDRESS | PHONE : SIGNATURE

1. Qmu (74«0 1244 ’53%( ot 146 (/2F K///

Wwoaﬂ% ekonzse 243 - 34+th #S6-113 WW«/@}

3 *‘Mq Norbness. 33/5/4 §. v 1b6G g%/éﬂm@
omej(\f\/u)j(ﬁ%/ u@zm\ BY Dy sk L{% §552 @QRM

5. f}\F Q‘\'DDKPI' Smmm or\w\ 19:5"]' ) ZHB 5351 %—-4 ‘Q&L

%

6. Tleotms plcksnib JLy> ?‘f T 5y ‘z’ff 7Ly %X/%/ZA
7 %,u./?. Costllo (2SS 33,@/ 57’ VW‘&&C—@/@W

s _THoUl €. <eAFres>  12A 530\9'[67 444. 140D &W

10.

1.

12.

294-038 - | \'5_\)19 ’L} /‘/‘iﬂ. | o ITem )
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PAGE 3 - CITY OF SACRANES

Lo : PERM'TASS:cTANCE

oo | . JUN |
Ms. Sandra Yope, ngmer S ' ' . ! 1'1996 _
1231 T 8 , Suite 2 o .
Sécramen‘t:lc-)fetCAju_lt;SSlti ‘ . N { d N RECE’ VED

Dear Ms. Yope:

June 10, 1996

1 am writing to voice my opposition to ‘a "granny” unit proposed for the rear
yard of 1242 33rd Street. I have many concerns about this prcuect

- My hushand and I own our home at 1260 33rd Street and have worked very
hard over the past 1l years to 1mprove our property as have many of our
home-owning neighbors. We have bragged about the renaissance that has
occurred on our street over the years:as the appearance and ‘stability of the
nezghborhood has contmually 1mproved

Our concerns are as follows: :
‘/

1. Additional rental units lessen the stablhty of a neighborhood.

2. We oppose alley access to any units as is proposed for this project because of
noise, security, fire safety, and alteratlon of the way neighbors interact. (We

do not want the aliey to be improved).

3. Water management: the basement and yard at 1242 33rd flood every

winter. This will be aggravated by placmg a building in the yard.

4.  The owner of 1242 33rd St mlsrepresented herself to the neighbors by

saymg she will live in the "granny” unit. Records with the City show it as an
income property. When pressured: about two bedrooms, she simply labeled

one bedroom a den. Between the two rentals on this property, she can house as
many as five aduits. « A v
5. The budget for the unit, $45,000, !indicates minimum investment and T
inferior materials. ‘ :

We ask that the City deny the permit ‘for a granny unit, which is clearly not

a granny unit but a cheaply built rental unit. We wxsh our nelghborhood o be
safe and qulet o

Sincerely,

Martha aterw hen _ Murray Cohen
52,@45&;. -éﬁn—-——’ /

1260 33rd Street, Sacramemo CA 95816 A
916-736- 3173 B

2 qu-038 N S L L DR !
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PauL H. LEHMAN - ?'J%CPC “7

| 255 33RD STREET PRGE3T & ,
i SAcRAMENTO, CA 25816

| (916) 444-6430
FAX (D16) 447-8306

July 10, 1996 : N 1
Sandra ‘Yop‘e. City Planner | | - RE! 7-? (9 - 0 38
Sacramento City Planning Commission

1231 | Street, Room 200 L T ZeAWE kDW»'-’U

Sacramento, CA 95814 L sm Wu«t T

Dear Ms. Yope:

Our family is strongly opposed to the proposed .developmont of a backyarﬁ addition at 1242
33rd Street. .Because the problems are numerous and the addition is ill-conceived for this lot and

" neighborhood, | respectfully requ;eat that staff not approve this request.

Perspective / Background . |

“+ have lived in the neighborhood for eloven years in a house that my wife and | purchased and

renovated extensively. | have been involved in zoning and planning issues in the Alhambra
Corridor and served on the Alhambra Corridor Advisory Committee that assisted in developing a
pian for the Corridor. | have carefutly evaluated the details of the proposed structure and its
tocation and feel that the structure would be a step backward in the neighborhood.

l i
Public Safety Negatives | .
First, it is my understanding that public safety is compromised by such "h|dden resldances The
city police, fire and various utility personne! have a very difficuit time accessing and maintaining
service to backyard residences that can be approached only through unimproved dirt and gravel
alleys. These are typical city alleys that have overgrown bushes, sink holes and frequent

- ‘obstructions due to improperly p?rked cars.

The neighborhood has expenencled its share of crime over the years. Adding an “out of view”
residence in the neighborhood woufd add to the difficuity in policing the area. | am aware that
various cases of thefts from vehup!es have been reported along the same block of 33rd Street. A
forcible entry to a residence with an attempted rape also occurred one half a block away on M
Street. And a recent eviction duelto destruction property with theft occurred less than a block away
at a rental home at the comer of 33rd and M Streets.

i .
Traffic and Pollution Nooatlvu
Second, traffic on the dirt and gravel alley i os already a noise and dust poliution probiem Because
the subject property is located in the middie of the block, the increased traffic that this new
residence is guaranteed to cause would only exacerbate the noise and airbome particulate matter
difficulties for neighbors. ?

Owner Occupants on SInglc Structure Lots vs. Renters on Multipie Structure Lots
Third, | am concemned that the developmem of back lot “rental-type additions” to a neighborhood
that has been gradually rehabnlltatmg (with some difficulty) over the last decade is not good

- planning. As an eleven-year resident of the neighborhood, | have witnessed the tremendous

changes in the upkeep, improvements and property values in the neighborhood. These changes

- have been arduous (as | can pers]onally testify) and have been consistently fueled by the shift to

296-03%% = _ - | | J—ulg /é/ 179¢ . ' ..L\-’f't-«.; /
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When my wife and | purchased our home in 1985 and moved to the neighborhood with our two
children, the single-family residentiat propemes were almost entirely rentals with minima! or zero
upkeep. They were literally falling apart and were ripe for commercial conversion. As more
families and couples purchased homes and moved in, owner-occupied renovations and restorations
occurred, property values increased and mprovaments throughout the neighborhood continued..
Our own home is now typical of the nelghbomood It was built in 1913 and has been completely-
rehabilitated with central heat and air, full insulation, new siding, completely new. wiring, plumbing
and a uniform two-story cement foundation. (r
A8 a member of the Alhambra Comdor Adwsor‘gff‘ Committee, | was gratified that the City Planning
Staff and Commission members recognized thq fragile nature of this section of the Corridor and -
acted to protect its historic residential structures and “family homes" environment. Specifically | am
addressing the section of the Alhambra Comdojr from Alhambra east to 34th Street, between J ‘
Street on the nor!h and Folsom Boulevard on the south;

' OWI'IGF occupancies.

Moving east from Alhambra in this nenghborhood you can see the transition from commercial {0
residential zoning and uses. About eight years ago, residents and planners witnessed commercial-
use rezoning and variance applications poppmg up further eastward in the residentially-zoned lots
in this area. The Med Clinic building exploded on the landscape, setting off extremely negative
neighborhood reactions that last to this day. :

The delicate balance between these two conﬂlctmg property uses was being threatened. The Plan
for the Alhambra Corridor that was developed as a response to this threat now severely limits the
commercial uses in this transition zone, thereby|protecting the families that live so close to retail,
office space and light manufacturing in this comidor. ‘ v
: |
" To indigcriminately aliow the conversion of smgle family, single structure lots to crowded multiple
unit lots with “granny additions™ would be a step ;rbackward away from the owner-occupied
improvements and back to a commerc:ally-onented developmem encouraging rental units
managed by absentee landiords.
\r
Summary - Appropriate in filling? - Yes. Is thls lot appropriate? - No.
Although | support the concept of residential and commercial “in filling™ in appropriate circumstances
for downtown and adjacent areas to reduce commute times, improve air quality and reduce other
transportation-related problems, the specific Iocanon of this backyard structure is not favorable to
the neighborhood. 1| sincerely and strongly encourage the rejection of this backyard residence
addition for the several reasons stated above. | '

Sin . b
4’4./@7{/44—\_44(_ SR

aul H. Lehman

cc: Steve Cohn, City Councilman, District 3

296-035 U 16, 177¢ T )
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" WE, 'THE UNDERSIGNED, SUPPORT THE CONSTRUCTION OF A H640 SQUARE FOOT RESIDENCE

EXHIBIT - E - To! Samdea erit>/saf?’ 1|ii§ib

~ OWNED BY JEAN ENDICOTT,|LOCATED: AT 12&2 33rRD STREET, SAacramenTo, CA.

NAME ADDRESS S 7P COE ‘
6 | s223 334 K  754,4
M‘/)K%«AM/H. 22-? ! 33"“’ S+ | | 758/
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Jean EnpicoTT
10808 BALLANTRAE Way.
Rancto Corpova, CA 95670

ApriL 27,1996 - :

'RUTH Dee TENER AND MARY JEAN KIRCHER
1625 BarrReTT DRIVE <
PLacerviLLE, CA 95667

' |
DEAR Ruth DEE TENER AND MARY JEAN KIRCHER:

] OWN THE PROPERTY AT 1242 33Rn‘STREET IN SACRAMENTO. [ wOULD LIKE YOUR
SUPPORT IN MY EFFORT TO CONSTRUCT A “GRANNY HOUSE” ON THE BACK OF MY LOT.
THIS HOUSE WOULD BE BQO;SQUARE FEET WITH AN ATTACHED GARAGE.
IF vou Have ANY QUESTIONS; PLEASE CALL ME AT (916) 635-5983. -
. WouLD YOU PLEASE SIGN BELOW TO ‘INDICATE YOUR SUPPORT ENCLOSED IS A STAMPED,
* SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPEL JANE KIRCHER HAS SIGNED A PETITION MY BROTHER AND
I ' TOOK AROUND THE NE [ GHBORHOOD.

| CERTAINLY APPRECIATE YOUR TAK*ING THE AIME TO HELP ME.

| HAVE No.OBJSZTIONS TOlTHE RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AT 1242 33rD STREET.

u\/
i A 42552

’SIGNATURE-A%¢75 P 7z E ~ DatE

Gpren, 29 177

Date

SINCERELY,

| , |
“Jean EnpicotT T
’ |

26035 Sy g e O The )
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JEAN ENDICOTT

10808 BALLANTRAE Way - . ;
RancHo Corbova, CA 95670 o
.(916) 635-5983 . g

May 5,199 o

RutH MILLER
1201 33rp STREET ' : o
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816 | | P

Dear Ms. MILLER

[ OWN THE PROPERTY AT 1242 33D STREET IN SACRAMENTO. I WOULD LIKE YOUR
SUPPORT IN MY EFFORT TO CONSTRUCT Al “GRANNY HOUSE” ON THE BACK OF My LOT.
TH1S HOUSE wouLD BE 640 SQUARE FEET/WITH AN ATTACHED GARAGE.

THE CITY PLANNING 'COMMISSION HAS SUGGESTED THAT | TALK TO THE NEIGHBORS. |
HAVE VISITED THE . NE 1GHBORHOOD THREEITIMES TO GET SIGNATURES ON MY PETITION;
BUT WASN'T LUCKY ENOUGH TO FIND YQU; HOME.

P _
WOULD YOU PLEASE SIGN BELOW TO INDICATE YOUR SUPPORT. ENCLOSED IS A STAMPED.,
SELF ADDRESSED ENVELOPE. A i

, _ . ,
PLEASE CALL ME IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS. \

. SINCERELY! W— .
. . I
)WV - |

Jean EnprcotT ;
[

| HAVE NO OBJECTIONS TO THE RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AT 1242 33rD STREE//4A42f}ZQZ>c?V

QLJ)@/ ’7ZLZ/ | é’/@ o//?fé

SIGNATURE DaTE

g/~ 5’3

zggéabi;—J.,Aézkcafzz P ama gzlféiaz, zzZ,uJZZiZE,L_,,

Zﬁ("’"@?n R | .\7“[9 /6, 176 Thom |
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ApriL 27, 1496

JAMES AND GENEVIEVE DALLOSTA
73040 M STREET

SacraMento, CA 95819

Dear MrR. anD Mrs. DALLDSTA

1 -OWN THE PROPERTY AT 1242 33Rn STREET IN SACRAMENTO

Z?é o2L

lt?qb(ﬂf4+ﬁﬁ'

PHGGQB

JEAN ENDICOTTM_
10808 BALLANTRAE Way

Corpova, CA 95670

[ WOULD LIKE YOUR

SUPPORT IN MY EFFORT TO CONSTRUCT A “GRANNY HOUSE” ON THE. BACK OF MY LOT.
THIS HOUSE WOULD BE 640 SQUARE FEET WITH AN ATTACHED GARAGE.

[F YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CALL ME AT-(916) 635-

WouLp you PLEASE SIGN BELOW TO INDICATE YOUR SUPPORT.
- SELF-ADDRESSED ENVELOPE.

] CERTAINLY APPREﬁIATE YOUR TAKING THE TIME TO HELP ME.

SINCERELY.,.

JEAN ENDICOTT

5983.

ENCLOSED IS A STAMPED,

[ AIAVE NO OBJECTIONS T% THE RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION A ///242 33rD STREET.
-,£QZL»rt£>zftﬁ;¢~2a. 152414L24#4¢55P———" ' ‘ ,/’/E?C;- -

SIGNATURE UATE

;’7)*/2/- . S/

7/ %

ATURE o ‘ DATE

1241 32w StREET

Z’ﬁ(p-'o’%'- . | :)_ULU /¢, 1776
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JEAN ENDICOTT :

10808 BALLANTRAE WAy
' RancHo Corpova, CA 95670

ApRIL 27, 1996

TrusT of DoroTHY A. FOSTER
27 WIMPOLE STREET

Moraca, CA 94556

Dear Ms FOSTER:

I own THE PROPERTY AT 1242 33RD STREET IN SACRAMENTO. I WOULD LIKE YOUR
SUPPORT IN MY EFFORT TO CONSTRUCT A “GRANNY HOUSE” ON THE BACK OF MY LOT.
THIS HOUSE wouLD BE 640 SqUARE FEET WITH AN ATTACHED GARAGE. :

IF YOU HAVE ANY QUESTIONS, PLEASE CALL ME AT (916) 635 5983.

WOULD - YOU PLEASE SIGN BELOW TO INDICATE YOUR SUPPORT. ENCLOSED IS A STAMPED,
SELF~-ADDRESSES ENVELOPE.

| CERTAINLY APPRECIATE YOUR TAKING ﬁHE TIME TO HELP ME.
SINCERELY, o

Jean ENDICOTT

k
.1 HAVE .NO OBJECTIONS TO THE RESIDENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AT 1242 33RD STREET.

Ut 29, 574

23%&§g>33 | | ”;Jbé? 16, /754 7;g4(+fm



JEAN ENDICOTT

10808 BALLANTRAE Way
RancHo Corpova, CA 9567
~(916) 635-5983 -

May 5, 1996

T1MOTHY BRESNEHAN AND R
3225 M STREET
SacraMenTo, CA 95816

DeAr MR. BRESNEHAN AND
[ OWN THE PROPERTY AT 1

- "SUPPORT IN MY EFFORT TO
TH1S HOUSE wouLD BE 640

—

l\’ Te
Z9¢ - oszilt .,

| PRGE 45 .

o

0GER VAIL

Mr. VaIL:

242 33RD STREET IN SACRAMENTO. [ WOULD LIKE YOUR
CONSTRUCT A “GRANNY HOUSE" ON THE BACK OF MY LOT.
SQUARE FEET WITH AN ATTACHED GARAGE.

THE CITY PLANNING COMMI
HAVE VISITED THE NEIGHB
BUT WASN'T LUCKY ENOUGH

WOULD YOU PLEASE SIGN B
SELF~ADDRESSED ENVELOPE

PLEASE CALL ME IF YOU H

JEAN ENDICOTT

§SION HAS SUGGESTED THAT | TALK TO THE NEIGHBORS. - |
ORHOOD THREE TIMES TO GET STGNATURES ON MY PETITION.
TO FIND YOU HOME.

ELOW TO INDICATE YOUR SUPPORT. ENCLOSED IS A STAMPED.,

AVE ANY QUESTIONS.

THE Tj;}ﬁENTIAL CONSTRUCTION AT 1242 33rD STREET.

3 5?/5 9

[ HAVE No”OBpECT T//;@

SFIGNATURE r' "

T46~03¢

SRVANEY H__v SJS’ %
SIGNATURE 1/27- DATE J
3226- Y/
\7:)%;, /C; /57£ qz\)éu—\/
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT PAGE 41,

A'ITACHN[ENT 3 9165264-560

1231 I Street, Room 200 o
o

" Sacramento, CA 95814

" APPEAL OF THE DECISBION OP,'I‘Hﬁ 20NING ADMINISTRATOR

Date: ;l ”hf L{z, [ﬁQQ ‘ !

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: .

I
I do hereby amke application to appeal the decision of the Zoning

Administrator on gu_i,_ni D.%E 199 : __for project number 244- 03X ,
date) ﬂ

" when a: X Special Permit Variance
(check appropriate ‘ L ' :
entitlement(s) ) Lot L;?e Adjustment Lot Line Merger

Otheyp

was: _ X Granted ~_Denied by the Zoning Administrator.
(check appropriate action) J _

Property Location:_mdfl %3@? %\ et weundn ck 9<sle
Grounds For Appeal: (explain : 1n detail, may attach additional

page (s))
PLERSE S5 m«:he*r) PR ADD EXHABNS,
|

|
{

U '~ Daytime

'Appellaht:W L«y%"’ﬂ MLMMI‘%H Phone: (4(p ) 455 - $79D
Address:__ 26D 33 %}') %LMM ak’ 95% b

Appellant’381gnature-_#Zigéﬁﬁéﬁééﬁdzza . . -
— , , n |
‘ : OFFICE U8E ONLY i
ﬁ? f/ o
Date:- 7 &?Q 7(/)

Distribute Copies to: @anninq" Director
o

(3 copies + original) ning Administrator ;zﬁ
Sacratary to Planning Commission
: original & receipt in file

N

Filing. Fee (s;;y eceived: 7 976 -9

Received by:

zaappeal
4/6/93

0/20°d TOOTON S£:1T 96°TT Ing OZ£8FV93=9T6’UN 131 N30 ¢ NY14-34S 4



-and lack of maintenance.

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL:

A. Sacramento City Departments have conflicting policies.

One thé‘ one hand, Sacramento City Pianning Department policy encourages the

building'of granny units 1n R-1 single-family residential zones, with a special permit, |

_according to Ordinance No. 83-075, :adopted by the Sacramento City‘ Council on July 5,
11983, (Exhibit "A", attached hereto).

On the other hand, during the July 16, 1996 Special Permit Hearing under Zoning
Administrator Joy Patterson, both thé Sacramento City Police Department and the
Sacramento City Fire DepaL‘tment voi_ced strong opposition to a' special permit being
issued in this paﬁicuiar instance becal;se the narrow (15 foot), unimproved alley that
affords limited — or no -- visibility and access.

According to the Memorandum of Jhiy 4, 1996 from Deputy Chief Albert Najera
and the testimony at the hearing of Licensing Coordinator Lynne Ohison (Exhibit "B""
attached hereto): . '

| "The plan incorporates the mést basic design flaw of Crime Prevention through
Environmental Design (CPTED), there is no clear riatural surveillance from neighboring
residences to observe unauthorized ac';cess to this building. "
* In addition, Ohison testified tl';at police units would have an extremely difficult

time doing surveillance on the property should illegal activity occur since they cannot see

the property from the neighboring streets. She also stated that police vehicles may have

difficulty using the alley, if necessary, to respond to an emergency, due to its narrow width

+

According to the same memo, Sacramento City Neighborhood Services 1s

|

currently closing and abandoning aliey_s due to the rise of crime in alleys, their difficulties

in policy them and other issues of public safety. This, too, contradicts Planning

Department policy. This area needs to. be protected from deterioration by additional crime
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on the alley now rather than wait until theﬁ%e__is a grave problem, which cannot be solved by A

closure or abandonment because a special permit has been issued for a rental unit and the
unit built. o
" The mitigations of the Planning De“partment have not changed the basic opposition
to the building of a unit of this type in the rmddle of a narrow, ummproved alley by the
- Sacramento Ctty Pohce Department. |
The mlt:gatlons required by the Planmng Department have not changed the
opposition of the Sacramento City Fire Deupartment as voiced at the Special Permit
Hearing by Fire Marshall Gordon Duncan. ‘Duncan cited Sacramento Clty Fire Codes in
demanding that the alley be widened and paved if a permit was to be granted. .
Fire Department trucks cannot use ﬂthe alley to get to the rental unit, for the two-
sided attack, which is standard Fire Deparﬁnent prpcedur’é. Instead, they must use a
narrow 6.5 ft. sidewalk to get in fire equipfnent or guernies to save lives. The closeness of
the houses to each other in this nelghborhood (as well as the bay wmdow on the existing

house which overhangs the sidewalk) 1 Is a hazard not only to the occupants of the rental

unit but to neighboring structures. .

B. “ The size of the alley, lack of iniprifovements and maintenarnce should be fatal
to the issuance of this special permit. | _

Although the city is encouraging thé building of granny units, allowing this special
permit for one in the middle of a 15 fi. -wuz‘l‘e gravel-covered, overgrown alley is not the

same as allowing construction of a umt.on a 20-ft. wide paved alley. This distinction

- should be recognized as fatal to the iésﬂanée of this sp,ebialpermit.



D.. No matter who the
The decision of the

present landowner will use

R O g

| | | PAGELP\'@‘

 owner is, the special permit will "run with the land."
Zoning Administrator was based on her assessment of how the

the propei'ty, which has been in the owner's family for nearly

100 years. After receiving the city's afpproval to build a second unit, the landowner could

. sell to someone who has nc

"~ . landowner.

E. = 33rd Street is part

) family cofnnection to the property and is not a responsible

i

i

icularly villnerable;

Because it is located next to a C-1 zone in the Alhambra Corridor, the residential

quality of 33rd Street is particularly viulnerable, It must be protected from detenioration

caused by the commercial zones surrc}unding it and from the density and problems inherent

in multiple rental units on parcels in this vulnerable section.

Because the project

will be detrimental to public health and safety, because it will

allow a rental unit to be built on a sutf;standard alley and because it ﬁvill substantially alter

the characteristics of the single-family residential neighborhood in a buffer- zone created

specificaily to protect residential qual;ity of neighborhoods next to commercial areas in the

city, we respectfully request that the f’lmnhg Commission-overturn the decision to grant a

Special Permit on this project.

1

P
|
|
i
!
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ORDINANCE NO, 887075 ™
ADOPTED BY THE "ACFIAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF -
5 2
JUL 3 izou =7 3
. _ s 3
AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIO:N 2-G-11, - ®
2-E~30 AND 22-A-72:7TO TID COHPREHENSIVE = 2
ZOUING ORDIWANCE OF THE CITY OF SACRAIZUTO, o
ORDINANCE NO. 2559, FOURTH SERIES, RELATING A ¥
TO SECOHDARY RESIDENTIAL UNITS = g
| L S 3
i . . 8 ""t
BE-IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF ]v THE CITY OF SACRNMENTO AS FGLADUS: ¢3
SECTION 1. o o I, ° 4

Section --B—ll hereby is added to the Cororehensxve Zoning
Ordinance of the City of Sacramento, Ordlnance No. 2550 Fourth
Series, to read as follows- : P ) :

40 Ad0D 3NYL SY Q341LH3T

el M.l

- ’ o = RARGRLR X R-iKL R 2% R .0 -RLK
st . 1 :,\1 [2 2 2 133 8 & 3 6 ¢
‘ h: s A | A, : 2) (s)
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S_C € .C. Q. =t Rl AT, il
c 2 2 3 <« ‘e
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i
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Second RESldentlal tBol L LI 1 11 ‘-.L_igl T

SECTION 2. . . . . L SR
Section 2-E-30 hereby is added 4% the Corpréhenéive}ZOning
Ordinance of the City of Sacramento, Ordinance No. 2530 Fourth

-cerles, to read as follows: ‘

30. A special permit shall be requlred to establish an attached
or detached second re51dent1a1 unlt on a parcel zone R-1l. A
spec1a1 permit shall not be granted for a second resxde1t1a1
unit unless~ .

|
i
i
)

. a. the archltecture ls comoatlble w't& that of the main
reSLdentLal unit; : ; ‘

. parkin requlrements of the Zoning Ordinance sh
for the addltIOna? unit: g shall be comp]1ed with

i

. ) ol
c. the helght, lot coverage and set back requz:ements‘are net;

d. the area of the second éeSLdentlal unit will not exceed
6490 square feet; and,

e. the seconad residentialuﬁntil will comoly with t@ose
conditions established by tke Planning Commission to mitigate
any adverse impact on neighboring residence. :

A second.residercial unit shall not be allowed on any corner lot

developed with a dunlex or ha;r ole,, and a seccnd residential unit
shall not be subdivided from the mcin residential unlit.

N At A
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" To: Joy Patterson L Date: July 4th, 1996 » ’
Zoning Admrnretrator ' o P
Department of F’Ianmng‘iand Development - Pagesl|
~ From: ~  Albert Najera ¥ Ref: LC6-07-03
" Deputy Chief | |
Office of Operations

Lynne E. Ohlson, AA Il wy\/
Licensing Coordmator
Office Of Operatlons

Sut:ject: . 296-038 Zoning Administrator Special Permit to construct a 638 squere

. foot residential unit on 0.13 + developed acres in a Standard Single
‘Family zone. 1042 33rd Street. |

1

- Thrs prOjEC’t is. the first to be revrewed by this department since the release of the

Sacramento Central City llﬂenghborhood Design Plan. At the time the Depariment of

Planning and Developmeot was preparing the design plan, the Police Department was
asked to provide comments on the alley enhancement portion of the guidelines. Police
Department representatrve Lynne Ohlson and Fire Department representative Captain Gay

Jones expressed reservations on the elements as presented by Luis Sanchez, Architect -

Project Manager and Ste\'/e Peterson Senior Planner Those reservations focused on the
followmg

1) Location confusron for responding emergency vehlcles due to unclear
e addressrng if rear umts were tied to street fronting units for address
purposes'
2y | Congestion on alleys caused by parked vehicles, trash receptacles and

dumpster:s debris; uneven lot hnes non-marntalned vegetatlon utility
service, as examples

- 3) : lnterference to emergency response vehicles by use of alleys as chﬂdren s/ '
- play areas, ' . :

- 4) Inadequate Iighting;

:5) . Restricted access to fire hydrants;

and specrﬂcally, for the Police 'DEpartment

8) : Lack of natural survetllance of stand alone units.

Mr. Sanchez and Mr. Peterson used the example of the R Street Corridor throughout the

discussion as an alley enhancement that would be planned in total and that the

reservations of the Fire and Police Departments would be mitigated as developed.

EX/U'./QIIL “R3H

A}
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Joy Patterson ~ * : -3 C/C /-’—7‘4—%-,

The Police question all alley enhancement developments that are done on a parcel only basis.
In order to truly improve residential safety for the neighboring residents as well as the
occupants of each proposed project, the alley developments must be done as an alley long
measure. This proposed project does not adequately address the concerns raised in that
drscussron nor is it presented asa pomon of an al[ey long developed project.

3
Thls proposed pro;ect should be demed for three of the elements listed above.

1) Pro;ect as proposed does not incorporate a separate street address for the location.
As the plan indicates no access from front residence, thrs wou!d cause a delay in
response from emergency pefrsonnel
| ‘ :
2)  This site is upon an unimprode alley. Currently, a grave! surface is provided and is
the location of trash receptacles and has uneven fencing marking the border
- between private lots and alleg}—way The uneven lots provide hidden areas and
-inhibit police personnel from clearly viewing the area, creating an unsafe area for
inhabitants and police response: units. The increased vehicular traffic that this
project will create will cause an additional nuisance factor to adjoining residences

~ through blowing dust, and an additional burden on the Clty for alley repalr

3) Drsta nce from fire hy.drants is ;margmally unacceptable.

Site/plan speciﬁe reasons to deny this project are as follows:

1) Plan :ncorporates the most basic design flaw of Crime Prevention through
~ Environmental Design (CPTEP) there is no clear natural surveillance from.

- neighboring residences to observe unauthorized access to this building. A plan shift
of the garage to the north srde of the plan would mitigate the flaw, provided that an
existing structure on M Street could clearly see the front door of the proposed

. project. However, due to the tocatron of the building on the parcel, rio such building
| exists on M Street and mhabltents would have to rely on observations of passing

- pedestrians or vehicles in the alley to provide this surveillance.

2)  The garage unit extends beyond the front entry way of the building. This design

does not meet CPTED standards for safety factors as it provides areas which allow
..unauthonzed users in'which to hid themselves.
: : lr '

3) = Fencing is indicated on plan along alley way. Zoning Admmlstratron staff has.
assured the Palice Departmen‘t that this is not allowable, however, the inclusion on
the plan indicates the rntentron to have some barrier provided to limit access to site.
Police Department recommendatron is wrought iron at building comers to lot line to

-_anow visibility along building but to prevent unauthorized access.

ﬂr
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“Joy Patterson , , W--Qb (PC Lty
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"The Police questlon all alley enhancement developments that are done on a parcel only basis,
In order to truly improve residential safety for the neighboring residents as well as the’
occupants of each proposeld project, the alley developments must be done as an alley long

measure.

This proposed pgoyect does not adequately address the concerns raised in that-

discussion nor is it presented as a portion of an aliey long developed project

This proposed project should be denied for three of the elements listed above.

D,

2)

Project as proposed does not lncorporate a separate street address for the location.
As the plan indlc#tes no access from front residence, th:s would cause a delay in
response from emergency personnel.

~ This site is upon an unimproved alley. Currently, a_gravel surface is provided and is .

the location of trash receptacles and has uneven fencing marking the border
between private lots and alley-way. The uneven lots provide hidden areas and
inhibit police personne! from clearly viewing the area, creating an unsafe area for
inhabitants and p'ohce response units. The increased vehicular traffic that this

_project will create will cause an additional nuisance factor to adjoining residences

" through blowing dust, and, an additional burden on the City for alley repair.

3) -

Distance from fire hydrants is marginally unacceptable.

S'qte/p!an specific reasons to deny this project are:as follows: .

- ..

Plan ancr:rpc:rai;es| the most basic design flaw of Crime Preventlon through .
Environmental Design (CPTED), there is no clear natural surveillance from
nenghbor_lng residences to observe unauthorized access to this building. A plan shift
of the garage to the north side of the plan would mitigate the flaw, provided that an
existing structure on M Street could clearly see the front door of the proposed

. project. However, due to the location of the building on the parcel, no such building

exists on M Street and inhabitants would have to rely on observations of passing

pedestrians or vehicles in the alley to provide this surveillance.

. 2)

The garage unit extends beyond the front entry way of the building. This design
does not meet CPTED standards for safety factors as it provxdes areas which allow
unauthonzed users in which to hid themselves.

Fencmg is indicated on. plan along alley way. Zoning Administration staff has
assured the Police Department that this is not allowabie, however, the inclusion on
the plan mdlcates‘ the intention to have some barrier provided to limit access to site.
Police Departmenlt recommendation is wrought iron at building corners to Iot line to
allow vlsnblhty along building but to prevent unauthorized access.

|
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. JUL-16-1996 1S:38 FROM SAC POLICE INFO OFF. 0 4557141 P. 9_4

"~ Joy Patterson ' T ‘ PAGE 54 C
 Z26-038 o |
* Page3

4) Site plan indicates that the front (main entry) door opens into the master bedroom.
While an unsafe design plan on a street facing lot, this feature negates any
argument that this alley structure will contribute to "an occupied street providing

. "eyes on the alley.” (Sacramento Central City Neighborhood Design Plan,
Framework document, page 31]. ‘The living area of this plan indicates predominant
use of the rear of the structure and erases all pretense that this unit will provide
additional surveillance to the rear: wmdows of the existing buildings backing onto the .

-alley

Th:s pro;ect is requested as the propertw owner indicates a desire to offer a "decent

family home" in addition to income. If this were to be an owner occupied structure, some of
the concerns mentioned would be addressed as owners inherently are more aware of
unusual activity in a neighborhood than short term renters. This project will appeal to a
renter who desires seclusion and no direct observation from nelghbors. in essencs, it
would be an ideal location for an individual who pursues illegal activities as herthis.
neighbors will be unable to observe this building.

The Police Department has spent the last two years actively pursuing alley closuresinan
effort'to reduce problem areas and are less inclinéd to recommend interior lots for
development of alley oriented uses. We strongly recommend that this project be denied
and that all aliey sitings be referred to the Police Department prior to submission for
Special Pemits to allow applicant and our Department to work together in the design

- phase and resolve all concems to public safety

 Sincerely,

~ Albert Najera
Deputy Chief

AN:ITEO:Ieo



