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Exhibit 6N: Building Perspective 4 
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Exhibit 6O: Building Perspective 5 
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Attachment 7: Natomas Park Planning Committee Comments 
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Attachment 8: Applicant Response to Natomas Park Planning Committee 
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Attachment 9: Natomas Community Association 3/11/08 Comments 
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Natomas Community Association 6/2/08 Comments 

Hi, David, 

The NCA met with the project proponent at our last meeting, and we have some additional 
comments based on that.  However, we are aware that the project has already gone to the 
Planning Commission, and I heard that the PC did not approve it.  I don't know if the process 
has moved beyond where we can provide input, but I will provide the comments just in case. 

Our original concerns generally still stand, but were partly alleviated after our meeting with the 
proponent.  We were particularly pleased to see that the project is now proposed to be fully 
gated, which much reduces the concerns we had about Arco patrons and others becoming a 
nuisance to residents.  We were also glad to hear the proponent state that they retain 
ownership of their projects, as this seems important to us in order to maintain the quality of 
multifamily projects, particularly low-income projects.  Also on a positive note, we appreciate 
how the proponent has designed the project with numerous buildings with few units per building 
(allowing a lot of light and air into the units) but at the same time configured so that each 
building has access to an elevator. 

We were disappointed about one change made, according to the proponent, at the suggestion 
of city staff.  This is relocating some of the buildings along the eastern edge of the project, 
where there had previously been a driveway and parking.  We understand the city's wish to 
provide a pleasing appearance from the street, but this change will only make things less 
pleasant for the residents of those buildings, by subjecting them to more noise from the street, 
and if it should ever come, light rail.  We strongly believe that residents' quality of life should 
take precedence over the streetscape enjoyed by people driving by on the street.  It is baffling 
to us that city staff seems to reverse these priorities. 

From some correspondence that I saw from you to Chris Paros, while I don't fully understand 
the rules, it appears that the proponent would be allowed to exceed the 25% high-density 
residential limit for a PUD due to a special exception for that area.  While it might be permitted, 
we still don't think it is wise to allow this much EC land to be developed as residential (in fact, 
we believe the 25% allowed is excessive), and particularly in light of the fact that this area is not 
really suitable, in our opinion, for residential due to the conflicting arena uses. 

Finally, we are still skeptical about the adequacy of the parking.  It doesn't seem reasonable that 
3/4 of a space per unit is at all adequate.  Transit service in North Natomas is marginal at best, 
and one or two cars will be essential for most households.  As you know, we consider the city 
minimum standard to be inadequate, and don't think the project should be permitted to not meet 
even this minimal standard. 

Thanks, as always, for providing the opportunity for us to comment. 

Ken
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Attachment 10: Applicant Response to Natomas Community Association 
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