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TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604 PLANNING DIRECTOR
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Honorable Members in Session:APR 28 1381

SUBJECT: Appeal of City Plannihg Commission's denial of an appeal
of the Architectural Review Board's denial of a roof
covering over an escalator on the K Street Mall (P-9319)

LCCATION: K Street Mall between 5th and 6th Streets
SUMMARY,

The Downtown Plaza Association applied to the Architectural Review

Board for approval of a roof structure to be placed over the escalator
opening on X Street Mall between 5th and 6th Streets. The ARB denied
the application. '~ The Downtown Plaza Association appealed the ARB's
decision to the Planning Commission. The Planning Commission denied

the appeal and supported the ARB decision. The ARB and CPC denials were
based on the inappropriateness of the submitted roof structure design

to the existing K Street Mall improvements.

BACKGROUND TNFORMATION

In a joint agreement betwezn the City and the Downtown Plaza Assocla-
tion, an escalator was provided from the two levels of the City under-
ground parking facility to the surface of the K Street Mall between
5th and 6th Streets. The installation of the escalator has been
completed. The Downtown Plaza Association had (prior to ARB review)
constructed a hollow metal tube, column and roof structure to be
placed over the top of the escalator opening. After construction but
prior to installation of the roof structure, DPA was notified that

ARB review would be necessary. When DPA contacted staff, staff was
informed that: :

1. The roof structure had been fabr:catpd and

2. That the City had agreed to prov1de on-going maintenance of the
escalator units.
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When staff discussed the design of the roof structure, DPA stated that
they were not amenable to any design changes and that they would either
place the already constructed roof structure on the site or no roof
structure would be placed there at all indicating that a higher main-
tenance cost level:'would be required of the City because of the lack

of overhead protection.

Given the information presented to staff, .and what appeared to be an
expensive long-term maintenance cost for the City, staff prepared an
evaluation of the project and conditioned the recommendation for
approval of the roof structure. TImmediately prior to the Architectural
Review Board meeting, staff was informed that in actuality, the City
had not entered into any long-term maintenance agreement with DPA.

At the ARB meeting, the project was reviewed and continued with the
provision that staff, two members of the ARB, and representatives

of DPA would meet and try to resolve alternatives to the design as
.presented. At the.meeting, members of the ARB suggested modification
to the existing structure that would make it blend into the surrounding
design elements of the K Street Mall. The representatives of DPA did
not agree with the ARB suggestions. The DPA returned to the next ARB
meeting with their original proposal unchanged. The proposal was

again discussed by the ARB and at this point the ARB found that the
structure as proposed was not ccmplementary to the surrounding build-
ings or to the other amenities provided in this portion of the K Street
Mall; therefore, the ARB voted to deny the application.

DPA then avppealed the ARB's denial of the application to the-Planning
Commission. The Planning Commission reviewed the project and discussed
the possibility of alterations. At the Planning Commission meeting,
the DPA representatives were not willing to consider any other alter-
ations to their existing structure. The Planning Commission findings
were the same as the ARB. The structure did not blend into the exist-
ing buildings or reflect the other Mall amenities; and therefore, the
CPC voted to deny the appeal. The CPC and ARB did not object to the
concept of a roof cover although some members of the Board and Commis-
sion felt that a roof was not necessary. Their objections were to the
design of the roof as submitted. ~

VOTE OF ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD AND PLANNING COMMISSION

On February 4, 1981, the Architectural Review Board, by a vote of six
ayes, one abstention, denied the project.

On March 12, 1981, the Planning Commission, by a vote of six ayes, two
noes, denied the appeal of the ARB's decision.
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RECOMMENDATION

The staff and Planning Commission recommend that the Council deny the
appeal.

Rgspectfully submitted,

%

Planning Diyefgtor

FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER

MVD:RH:jm April 28, 1981
Attachments District No. 1
P-9319
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NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISTON OF THE
o ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW BOARD /.’
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANKING COMMISSION
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TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR.
I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the Architectural
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7ity Planning Commission
,acramento, California

Members in Session:

SUBJECT: Appeal of Architectural Review Board's denial of roof
covering over escalator on K Street Mall (P-9319)

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The applicant has appealed the Architectural
Reivew Board's denial of the proposed roof covering. The Architectural
Review Board staff's original reccmmendation was for approval with
conditions as shown.in the attached staff report.

The Architectural Review Board felt that the scale and mass of the roof
and upper wall cover was inappropriate to the Mall. The design direction
previously achieved in the landscaping and surface treatment of the Mall
is of a higher quality than the prcposed roof covering. The Board was
not opposed to the concept of a covering for the escalator, but felt that
a covering should be visually lighter and less obtrusive in the general
mall setting. The Board suggested that alternatives to the proposed
design be considered such as barrel vaulting in place of the flat roof or
a sloping roof springing from the vertical of the south wall.

If glass was used in one of the above roof suggestions, the Board felt
that it would help to visually lighten the structure. It was felt that
jlass could be used by redesigning the roof in a manner which would cut
down on potential vandalism.

The applicant was reluctant to redesign the structure as the metal frame-
work had already been fabricated.

Respectfully submitted,

Richard B. Hastings,
Staff to Architectural
Review Board

RBH: bw

Attachment

~°©-9319 : February 26, 1981 Jtem No. 26
March 12, 1981 .15
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APPLICANT _Dountown Plaza Associates__ 555 Gapitol Mall Suite 340 Sacramento, 95814
OWNER ____City of Sacramento

PLANS BY Cambell Construction Company

FILING DATYE _1/16/81 SODAY ARBACTION DATE REPORT BY:_RBH: 1o
NEGATIVE DEC. _N/A EIR N/A ASSESSOR'S PCL.NO. ___ N/A

PROPOSAL: Applicant has submitted drawings for a roof covering to be placed over the
escalator on the K Street Mall.
LOCATION: K Street Mall between 5th and 6th Streets .

| PROJECT INFORMATION:

Existing Land Use of Site: | Public walkway
Existing Zoning: C-3
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:
North: Commercial safes; €-3
South: ‘‘Commercial sales; C-3-
tast: Commercial sa]e§; t-3
: Weét:  Commercial sales; C-3

~

BACKGROUND [NFORMATION: The joint agreement between the City and Downtown Plaza Association

v

provided for an installation of anh escalator from the City parking facilities to the surface
level of the K Street Mall. In:order to protect the escalator and the pcdéstrians using
tﬁe facilities from inclement weather, it is required that a roof covering be constructed at
the exit level on K Street. A hollow metal tube and wire glass éhelter has been designed to
. fit 0ve} the‘existing concrete and tile wall which'is currently in place around thiree sides
of the escalator[stairway‘qpening. The structure ﬁroposé5.£0 haQe two'skylights ina flat
roof. The fabriéation of the structure had alrcady taken place when it was brought to the
attention of the parties conZ;rncd that ARB review would be required before the actual

installation of the structure could take place.

STAFF EVALUATION: The structure has been designed to withstand vandalism to the glass and

¢

>

to be able.to support one or more persons on the roof. Although, it is not constructed @

APPLC.RO. 81208 . MEETIRGDATE _oFebruary. 4, 1981 CPOITEM RO e
cre e ! . . '
P-9319 : February 26, 1981 S? . No. 26
— - . March 12. 1981 - - [P I




alfow persons to have access to the roof, the probability of this happening in the mall area
is quite high. Because of the nceds to provide a secure and safe structure, metal tubed
columns and becams and wire glass is used.
Any enclcsed structure within the mall area will be highly visible. 1t doecs not
secem possible that a structure'coul& be designed for this facility which would tend to
blend into the surrounding buildings without being obtrusive. Given the requirements and
the location of the structure, the design as proposed appéérs to hect the needs. The
staff has comments about the following:
1. All welds at connecting joints of.the tube framewcrk shouid be filled and ground
smooth so that the joint is not discernible at the‘finished surface. |
2. The ra}n wéter drop to také water from the roof to the-surface of the mall runs
down the southwest inside corner of the structure. 1t is then carried through é round
hole glready drilled in thé concrete/brick veneered wall., Staff suggests that thé
pipe from the roof to the cut in the wail be fabricated from square tubing rather
than round pipe so that the shape wiil matcH the tubing of the framework, A round
.pipé,cou]d then be attached to the tube at the base leQel so that it may egtend fhréugh
the already cut circular hole in the concrete wall.
3. Al pa}nted surfaces of the metal framework should match thé-dark bronze ancdized
light poles already in place.
L. An existing fluorescent light on the coﬁcrete side wall to the south of and above
the escalator shouid be remove d

STAFF RECOMMENDAT I ON ‘ .

Staff recommends approval of the project with the following conditions:

1. All welds to be tiled and ground smooth.

v

The rain water drop pipe to be square when exposed on the interior of the structure.

81-08 February 4, 1981 - Item No. 3
P-9319 ' February 26, 1981 Item No. 26
: March 12, .1981 - /0 - - Iten No. 15
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3. The dark bronze paint to match existing light standards.
"4, Fluorescent wail light to be removed from side wall above escalator.

Findings of Fact

1. The design treatment of the building complies with the standards and criteria of the
. 0ld City Design Guidelines in that the design of the structure is compatible in color
and material with‘surrounding properties.
2. The subject project conforms to the 01d Cify Review Disfriét Goals:
"To encourage architectﬁre which is integfated and compat;ble with the existing

development in the Neighborhood."

#**AMENDMENTS TO STAFF REPORT - FEBRUARY 4, 1981%**

DENIED
81-08 ‘ . “Tebruarxy 4, 1981 Itcem No. 3
P-9319 February 26, 1981 Item No. 26

March 12, 1881 Iten No. 15
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