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Description/Analysis

Issue Detail: The project consists of entitlements to allow the future development of approximately
90.5 gross acres with 530 residential units (388 single-unit detached dwellings and 142 condominium
units), two park sites, two landscape lots, and various landscape and drainage corridors. The
proposed project is a modification of the ParkeBridge development, previously approved by the
Planning Commission and the City Council in 2006 (P04-212) within the ParkeBridge Planned Unit
Development (PUD). Current entitlements include a request for a General Plan Amendment, PUD
Guidelines and Schematic Plan Amendment, Post Subdivision Modification, and Site Plan and Design
Review.

Policy Considerations:

General Plan. The previously approved project in 2006 (P04-212) re-designated approximately 59.4
acres of the project site to General Plan designation Low Density Residential (4-15 dwelling units per
net acre or du/na), which comprise of Villages 2, 3 and 4; approximately 13.9 acres was re-
designated to Medium Density Residential (16-29 du/na) which comprise of Village 1. With the
adoption of the 2030 General Plan in 2009, the area comprising Villages 2 and 3 was inadvertently
designated Suburban Neighborhood Low Density (3-8 du/na). The proposed density of Village 2 is
14 du/na and Village 3 is 10.6 du/na. Therefore, in order to allow the project to be developed as
envisioned, the area comprising of Villages 2 and 3 needs to be re-designated to Suburban
Neighborhood Medium Density (7 to 17 du/na). Village 4, which has a density of 7.9 du/na, meets the
Suburban Neighborhood Low Density designation on its own, but since the combined average density
of all villages is in the range of Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density, staff supports the Suburban
Neighborhood Medium Density designation for Village 4. Village 1, which has a proposed density of
13.5 du/na, was designated as Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density and is to remain under that
designation. The current and proposed General Plan land use designations for the project site are
shown in the following table:

Table 2: General Plan Land Uses

Designation Existing (ac) Proposed (ac) Difference (ac)
Suburban 62.5 gross 0 -62.5
Neighborhood Low (includes
Density | (3-8 du/na) | Villages 2, 3, 4)

Suburban 14.7 gross 77.2 gross +62.5
Neighborhood (includes Village (includes

Medium Density (7- 1) Villages 1, 2, 3,

17 du/na) 4)

Parks-Recreation- 13.3 gross 13.3 gross 0
Open Space

TOTAL 90.5 gross 90.5 gross

With the proposed General Plan Amendment, all the villages will be designated as Suburban
Neighborhood Medium Density, which provides for medium-density housing that includes small-lot

single-family detached dwellings and multi-family dwellings such as condominiums. None of the 5 of 120
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villages exceeds the maximum allowed density of 17 units per net acre. The proposed project can be
supported based on the following General Plan goals and policies:

Goal LU 4.1 Neighborhoods. Promote the development and preservation of neighborhoods that
provide a variety of housing types, densities, and designs and a mix of uses and services that
address the diverse needs of Sacramento residents of all ages, socio-economic groups, and
abilities. Staff finds that the proposed project promotes diversity in housing types and densities
that addresses the housing needs for residents.

Goal LU 4.3 Suburban Neighborhoods. Encourage the creation of more complete and well-
designed suburban neighborhoods that provide a variety of housing choices and mix of uses that
encourage walking and biking. Staff finds that: 1) the proposed project provides variety of housing
choices and encourages walking and biking with the available park sites and trails, and 2) the
proposed project is compatible with the surrounding land uses.

Policy H-2.1.1 Adequate Supply of Land. The City shall maintain an adequate supply of
appropriately zoned land with public services to accommodate the projected housing needs in
accordance with the General Plan. Staff finds that the proposed project will contribute towards an
adequate supply of land with public services to accommodate future housing needs.

Staff supports the proposed General Plan Amendment in order to allow the ParkeBridge PUD to
develop as designed in 2006. The General Plan Amendment will allow the proposed density for
Villages 2, 3 and 4 to be consistent with the General Plan. Staff finds that the amendment is
internally consistent with the goals, policies, and other provisions of the general plan, promotes the
public health, safety, convenience, and welfare of the city, and is consistent with the zoning
classification of the subject site.

Economic Impacts: None

Environmental Considerations: The City prepared and certified an environmental impact
report (EIR) for the ParkeBridge project (City Council Resolution No. 2006-192). CEQA
Guidelines section 15162 provides that a lead agency shall not prepare a subsequent EIR for
the project unless certain circumstances are present, none of which are present here. In this
case, the entitlements sought by the applicant would make minor changes in the project
components, and the general plan amendment now required is due to a change in the land use
designation at the time the 2030 General Plan was adopted. No new significant effects are
present.

An Addendum has been prepared for the current project because only minor changes are
needed in the environmental documentation. (CEQA Guidelines section 15164). The mitigation
monitoring program that was adopted for the original project will remain in effect.

The Addendum, EIR for the original project, resolution certifying the EIR and the mitigation
monitoring program are posted on the Community Development website at:

http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-Reports:

o Draft EIR
e Final EIR

o City Council Resolution 2006-192
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e Addendum to EIR

Sustainability: The City has adopted a Sustainability Master Plan to complement the City’s
General Plan. This was done to ensure that the City set the standard for the practices of
sustainability within its own organization as well as becoming a model for any construction
projects within the City. Projects should consider the following goals adopted by the City as
projects are proposed within the City: 1) Reduce consumption of material and encourage the
reuse and local recycling of materials; 2) Reduce the use of toxic materials; 3) Establish and
continuously improve “green” building standards for both residential and commercial
development--new and remodeled; 4) Reduce dependence on the private automobile by working
with community partners to provide efficient and accessible public transit and transit supportive
land uses; 5) Reduce long commutes by providing a wide array of transportation and housing
choices near jobs for a balanced, healthy city; 6) Improve the health of residents through access
to a diverse mix of wellness activities and locally produced food, promote “greening” and
“gardening” within the City; 7) Create “Healthy Urban Environments” through Restorative
Redevelopment; and 8) Maintain and expand the urban forest.

Staff recommends that the applicant introduce sustainable practices during the construction of
the proposed project. Staff recommends the use of energy efficient design, and the use of local
materials as a minimum standard for this project.

Commission/Committee Action: On March 5, 2014, the Subdivision Review Committee, with
all ayes, voted to recommend approval of the proposed Tentative Map, subject to conditions of
approval. On April 24, 2014, the City Planning and Design Commission forwarded a
recommendation of approval to the City Council with a vote of 9 ayes to 0 noes.

Rationale for Recommendation: The project is consistent with the policies of the General Plan
for the Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density designation and the zoning designations of R-
1A-PUD and R-2A-PUD. The proposal is compatible with surrounding uses which includes
residential dwellings and schools. The project will promote a variety of housing types and
densities to address the diverse needs of Sacramento residents of all ages, socio-economic
groups, and abilities.

Financial Considerations: This project has no fiscal considerations.

Local Business Enterprise (LBE): No goods or services are being purchased under this report.
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Background

Background Information: On February 9, 2006, the Planning Commission approved
the tentative map, subdivision modifications and special permits for the construction of
531 residential units for the project known as ParkeBridge, and forwarded a
recommendation to the City Council for the approval of a Development Agreement,
General Plan Amendment, Rezone, and PUD Designation, Guidelines and Schematic
Plan for the project (P04-212). On March 21, 2006, the City Council approved the
aforementioned entitlements. The project was never constructed and the subject site
has remained vacant. The Development Agreement and the special permits have since
expired and no time extensions were filed. In 2009, the city adopted the 2030 General
Plan along with new general plan land use designations; the subject site was divided
into Suburban Neighborhood Low Density, Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density,
and Parks and Recreation.

Public/Neighborhood Outreach and Comments: Upon receiving the application,
staff routed the proposal to neighborhood groups and associations which included
Natomas Community Association, Gardenland/Northgate Neighborhood Association,
South Natomas Against Crime, Sacramento Area Bicycle Advocates (SABA), and
WalkSacramento. Staff has received a comment letter from an adjacent neighbor (see
exhibit) and response was made by Public Works.

Planning and Design Commission Public Hearing: At the April 24, 2014 Planning
and Design Commission hearing, the Commission considered the project and forwarded
a recommendation of approval to the City Council.

Project Design:

PUD Guidelines and Schematic Plan Amendment

The applicant is proposing amendment to the ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines to update
the development standards for dwellings in the four villages. The PUD Schematic Plan
also needs to be updated due to the revisions to the street layouts and lotting patterns
for the residential and landscape lots.

The project includes four distinctive housing types within four villages, with different
setbacks, lot coverage and height requirements for each village. Following is a
summary of the different housing types proposed and the setback, lot coverage and
height requirement that is proposed for each village:

List of Housing Types
Village: Housing Type: Typical Lot Size:
Village 1 Condominiums, Townhomes
Village 2 Single-Unit Detached 34’ x 73’ or 2,550 S.F.
Village 3 Single-Unit Detached 45 x 80’ or 3,600 S.F.
Village 4 Single-Unit Detached 50’ x 100’ or 5,000 S.F.
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Village 1 (Setback, Lot Coverage and Height)

Criteria: Previous Requirement Proposed Requirement
(P04-212): (P13-066):
Front Yard 12’-0” to building (living area) No change
Setback (Min.) | 10’-0” to porch
3’-0” to courtyard (less than 4’ high)
Rear Setback | 4’-0” to garage from edge of alley | No change
(Min.) way
Side Yard 0’ at interior 0’ interior one side
Setback (Min.) | 3’-0” at end condition 0’ and 3’ one side if detached
Building 30’-0” garage to garage 28’ (door to door)
Separation 20’-0” side to side 15’ (between multi-unit buildings)
(Min.) 40’-0” building / building 30’ (building to building)
22’-0” porch / porch 14’ (porch to porch)

Building 100% 100% (may be required if town home
Coverage lots are proposed to encompass only
(Max.) the building footprint)
Building 35 feet No change
Height (Max.)
Landscape None 20% of overall site
Area (Min.)

Village 2 (Setback, Lot Coverage and Height)

Criteria: Previous Requirement Proposed Requirement
(P04-212): (P13-066):

Front Yard Setback | 10’-0” to living area/porch No change
(Min.) 18’-0” to front entry garage
Rear Setback 10’-0” No change
(Min.)
Interior Side Yard 5’-0” typical 4’ or zero lot line with 0 on one

Setback (Min.)

5’-0” for side entry on interior lots

side and 4’ other side

Street Side Yard
Setback (Min.)

12’-6” to living area
10’-0” to porches

10’ to living area
10’ to porches

Rear Patio Covers | 5’-0” No change
Second Story 10’-0” No change
Decks

Front Courtyard 5’-0” on front No change
Walls (5" heightor | 0’ on side

less) 5’-0” on street side

Front Courtyard 10’-0” on front No change

Walls (More than 5’

high)

0’ on side
5’-0” on street side

Building Coverage

(Max.)

50% for 2-story plans
65% for 1-story plans

60% for 2-story plans
70% for 1-story plans

Building Height
(Max.)

35 feet

No change
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Villages 3A and 3B (Setback, Lot Coverage and Height)

Criteria: Previous Requirement Proposed Requirement
(P04-212): (P13-066):
Front Yard Setback 10’-0” to living area/porch No change
(Min.) 18-0” to front entry garage
Rear Setback (Min.) 15-0” No change
Interior Side Yard 5-0” No change

Setback (Min.)

Street Side Yard
Setback (Min.)

12’-6” to living area
10’-0” to porches

10’ to living area
10’ to porches

Rear Patio Covers 5-0” No change
Second Story Decks 10’-0” No change
Front Courtyard Walls 5-0” on front No change
(5’ height or less) 0’ on side

5’-0” on street side
Front Courtyard Walls 10’-0” on front No change

(More than 5’ high)

0’ on side
5’-0” on street side

Building Coverage
(Max.)

50% for 2-story plans
65% for 1-story plans

55% for 2-story plans
65% for 1-story plans

Building Height (Max.)

35-t

No change

Village 4 (Setback, Lot Coverage and Height)

Criteria:

Previous Requirement
(P04-212):

Proposed Requirement
(P13-066):

Front Yard Setback 12’-6” to living area/porch No change

(Min.) 20’-0” to front entry garage

Rear Setback (Min.) 15-0” No change
Interior Side Yard 5-0” No change
Setback (Min.)

Street Side Yard 12’-6” to living area 12.5 to living area

Setback (Min.)

10’-0” to porches

12.5” to porches

Rear Patio Covers 10-0” No change
Second Story Decks 10-0” No change
Front Courtyard Walls 5-0” on front No change
(5 height or less) 0’ on side

5-0” on street side
Front Courtyard Walls 10’-0” on front No change

(More than 5’ high)

0’ on side
5’-0” on street side

Building Coverage
(Max.)

50% for 2-story plans
65% for 1-story plans

55% for 2-story plans
60% for 1-story plans

Building Height (Max.)

35t

No change
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The architectural criteria and fagade vignettes sections have been removed from the
previously approved guidelines. House design will be reviewed against the City’s
citywide design checklist. A section has been added to the guidelines for procedures of
approval and amendment to coincide with City Code. Staff supports the guidelines
amendment since: 1) the proposed requirements are generally consistent with the
previous approval and allow more flexibility to the developments, 2) the building design
will be consistent with citywide design checklist, and 3) the review and approval process
will be consistent with planning code requirements.

The PUD Schematic Plan is revised as follows:

ParkeBridge PUD Schematic Plan

Key: Description: Density
Village 1 Residential: Condominium Units 13.5 du/ac
Village 2 Residential: Cottage Lots (34’ x 73’) 14.0 du/ac
Village 3A Residential: Cottage Lots (45’ x 80’) 10.8 du/ac
Village 3B Residential: Cottage Lots (45’ x 80’) 10.0 du/ac
Village 4 Residential: Standard Lots (50’ x 100’) | 7.9 du/ac
Lot A Park Site n/a
Lot F Park Site n/a
Lot G Open Space/Detention Basin n/a

Staff supports the PUD Schematic Plan amendment since the density of each village
will be consistent with the proposed and approved General Plan land use designations
and will promote a variety of housing types, and will not create a negative impact on
adjacent uses.

Post Subdivision Modification

The applicant is proposing to revise the approved tentative map for the ParkeBridge
development (P04-212). Since the revised map involves changes to the street layout
within the subdivision, the re-location of lots due to the new street layout, and size
changes to a multitude of lots, a post subdivision modification approval is required. The
previous approved tentative map approved a total of 531 residential units with various
landscape lots and park sites. The revised tentative map proposes to subdivide
approximately 90.5 acres into 530 residential units (388 single-unit detached dwellings
and 142 condominium units), two park sites, two landscape lots, and various landscape
and drainage corridors as detailed below:

Map Components

Village/Lot Size of Parcels Zoning: Description:
No.: (gross acre / net
acre):
Village 1 (Lot | 14.7/10.5 R-2A-PUD Remainder Lot (proposed 142
1) units)
Village 2 16.9/9.8 R-1A-PUD 138 units (cottage lot)
Village 3A 17.9/10.6 R-1A-PUD 115 units (cottage lot)
Village 3B 8.4/3.7 R-1A-PUD 37 units (cottage lot)
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Village 4 19.3/12.4 R-1A-PUD 98 units (standard lot)

Lot A 3.8 A-OS Park Site

Lots B, C, D |0.03,0.7,0.3,0.9 R-1-A-PUD, Landscape Corridor

and E R-2A-PUD

Lot F 0.5 R-1A-PUD Park Site

Lot G 6.0 A-OS Drainage Corridor/Open Space

LotsH, I, J 0.8,26,04 R-1A-PUD, A- | Landscape Corridor/Open Space
0S

Lot K 2.4 R-1A-PUD Remainder Lot

LotsL, M 0.1,0.5 R-1A-PUD Landscape Lot/Landscape Corridor

Lots N 0.9 A-OS Drainage Corridor/Open Space

Lot O 0.7 R-1A-PUD Landscape Corridor

City services are available to serve all of the proposed parcels and standard subdivision
improvements (i.e. curbs, gutters, sidewalks) will be constructed.

Remainder Lots: Both Lot 1 and Lot K are remainder lots with no development proposal
at this time. Future proposals on the remainder lots, whether for condominiums or
detached dwellings, shall be subject to planning entitlement process.

Vehicular Circulation: The project site is bounded by Interstate 80 to the north, city park
to the west, a drainage ditch and single-unit dwellings to the south and vacant land to
the east. The project site is accessed from the extension of Fong Ranch Road, which
currently runs along the east side of Natomas High School. Fong Ranch Road
continues eastward through the project site until it dead-ends at the detention basin (Lot
G). A 76-ft wide 1.O.D. (Irrevocable Offer of Dedication) to the City is shown within the
Detention Basin for access purpose and for possible future extension of Fong Ranch
Road to the east. A proposed bridge is shown for connection to Bridgeford Drive to the
south. A series of minor residential streets are also shown throughout the project site;
traffic circles are proposed at certain intersections on Fong Ranch Road for traffic
calming purposes.

Following is the description of the main street sections within the project site:

Main Street Sections

Street R.O.W. Details
Width
Fong Ranch Road (East) 76’ 6’ bike lane, 7’ parking
Fong Ranch Road (West) 64’ 7’ bike lane
Fong Ranch Road (Bridge) 53’ 8.5 ped/bike trail, 6’ bike lane
Typical Residential Street 53’ 5’ sidewalk, 6.5’ planting strip

All public streets will be constructed to City standards. Streets and sidewalk
improvements on Fong Ranch Road will be built or repaired to match the existing cross
sections.

Pedestrian/Bike Circulation: Separated sidewalks per the City’s Pedestrian Friendly
standards are proposed at various streets and within the project site. The applicant
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shall install a bicycle/pedestrian trail within the landscape corridor and buffer area
adjacent to the sound wall along Interstate 80 on the northern boundary of the project.
A bicycle/pedestrian trail will be constructed to run parallel to the drainage canal on the
south side of the project; this trail will connect to the bicycle/pedestrian bridges over the
canal. The applicant shall design and construct two bicycle/pedestrian bridges from the
project site to the existing single family homes neighborhood to the south. The location,
access points and design of the bicycle/pedestrian bridges shall be to the satisfaction of
the Department of Public Works.

Walls and Fencing: A continuous masonry sound wall, minimum of seven feet in height,
shall be constructed along the northern boundary of the site abutting Interstate 80 and
will mitigate noise impact; fencing will be constructed next to the levee at the drainage
canal on the south side of the site.

Park Sites and Open Space: Lots A and F will serve as park sites for public usage. Lot
G (detention basin) shall be dedicated to the city. Various landscape lots, landscape
corridors and open space lots are planned for the development.

Subdivision Modifications: The applicant is requesting a non-standard elbow at Street J
(Sub Mod #1 on map exhibit) and a non-standard tangent at the intersection of Street P
and Street N (Sub Mod #2 on map exhibit). Public Works has reviewed the requests
and found them to be acceptable, subject to the conditions per this project.

Agency Comments: Staff has received comments from SMUD, Sacramento Area Sewer
District (SASD) and Caltrans on the subject project. City staff has also responded to
comments from SMUD and Caltrans on separate occasions.

Subdivision Review Committee: On March 5, 2014, the Subdivision Review Committee,
with all ayes, voted to recommend approval of the proposed Tentative Map, subject to
conditions of approval.

In evaluating tentative maps, the Council is required to make the following findings:

1. None of the conditions described in Government Code Section 66474,
subsection (a) through (g), inclusive, exist with respect to the proposed subdivision;

2. The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement, is consistent with the City General Plan and Title 16 Subdivisions of the
City Code, which is a specific plan of the City (Gov. Code §66473.5);

3. The discharge of waste from the proposed subdivision into the existing
community sewer system will not result in a violation of the applicable waste discharge
requirements prescribed by the California Regional Water Quality Board, Central Valley
Region, in that existing treatment plants have a design capacity adequate to service the
proposed subdivision (Gov. code §66474.6);

4. The design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for future
passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities (Gov. Code §66473.1);
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5. The Council has considered the effect of the approval of this tentative subdivision
map on the housing needs of the region and has balanced these needs against the
public service needs of its residents and available fiscal and environmental resources
(Gov. Code §66412.3).

Staff finds that the Tentative Map is consistent with the policies of the General Plan and
Title 16 of the City Code. The site is physically suitable for the type of development
proposed and suited for the proposed density; the design of the subdivision and the
proposed improvements are not likely to cause substantial environmental damage or
substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife and their habitat, and the design of the
subdivision and the type of improvements will not conflict with easements, acquired by
the public at large, for access through or use, of, property within the proposed
subdivision. The project will not overly burden the sewer system, nor will it preclude
future passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities.

Staff recommends approval of the Post Subdivision Modification with conditions as it is
consistent with the policies of the General Plan, the Subdivision Map Act, and the PUD
Guidelines and Schematic Plan.

Site Plan and Design Review

The project requires the approval of Site Plan and Design Review for approximately
90.5 gross acres for future residential development.

Residential Lots

Village # Lot Sizes Number of Net Proposed Allowed
Units Acreage Density Density
1 n/a 142 10.5 13.5 7-17
2 34’ x 73 138 9.8 14.0 7-17
3A 45’ x 80° 115 10.6 10.8 7-17
3B 45’ x 80’ 37 3.7 10.0 7-17
4 50’ x 100’ 98 12.4 7.9 7-17
Total 530 11.3 7-17

As shown in the chart above, the lot sizes, units and density are consistent with the

PUD Guidelines and Schematic Plan. The density is also consistent with the proposed
Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density designation for the General Plan. The project
also contains the following park sites, landscape lots and open space:

Other Lots
Lot # Acreage Description
Lot A 3.8 Park Site
Lots B, C,DandE |0.03,0.7,0.3and 0.9 Landscape Corridor
Lot F 0.5 Park Site
Lot G 6.0 Drainage Corridor/Open Space
Lots H, |, and J 0.8,2.6,and 0.4 Landscape Corridor/Open Space
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Lot K 2.4 Remainder Lot

Lots L and M 0.1and 0.5 Landscape Lot/Landscape Corridor
Lots N 0.9 Drainage Corridor/Open Space

Lot O 0.7 Landscape Corridor

In evaluating site plan and design reviews, the Council is required to make the following
findings:

1. The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed development are
consistent with the General Plan.

2. The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed development are
consistent with all applicable Design Guidelines and Development Standards.

3. The infrastructure is adequate to serve the proposed development and comply
with all applicable Design Guidelines and Development Standards.

4. The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed development are
visually and functionally compatible with the surrounding neighborhood.

5. The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed development
ensure energy consumption is minimized and use of renewable energy sources is
encouraged.

6. The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed development are
not detrimental to the public health, safety, convenience or welfare of persons residing,
working, visiting, or recreating in the surrounding neighborhood and will not result in the
creation of a nuisance.

Staff supports the proposed site design due to its consistency with the PUD Guidelines
and Schematic Plan and the General Plan. Furthermore, the design is compatible with
the surrounding neighborhood and will not be detrimental to public health and safety.

Table of Contents:

Exhibit A: Correspondence from Nelson Shimazu — 2 pages
Exhibit B: Response from Department of Public Works — 1 page

12 of 120



Exhibit A: Correspondences from Nelson Shimazu

From: DNelson Shimazy

To: David Hung

Ce: Angelique Ashby

Subject: Re: P13-066

Date: Monday, April 21,2014 10:23:44 AM
Hi David,

Thank you for the information. I also reviewed the staff report on the
Department's website. I would like to repeat my objection to the
access to the development through Bridgeford Dr. I know the owner
of the land to the east had some financial problems and if it has a new
owner, he/she/they may be more agreeable to allowing an access to
Northgate Blvd. I would also like to see some traffic modifications to
allow for smoother traffic flow on San Juan Rd. in the vicinity of Fong
Ranch Rd. and Truxel Rd. Traffic negotiation on San Juan Rd past
Natomas High School to Truxel for freeway access is very challenging
just before school starts in the mornings. This development will only
exacerbate that problem.

Regards,

Nelson Shimazu
1121 Rio Norte Way
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From: Nelson Shimazy

To: DRavid Hung

Cc: Steve Cohn

Subject: Re: P13-066

Date: Tuesday, April 22,2014 9:21:28 AM
David,

I have 2 main traffic concerns. One is being able to enter Bridgeford
Dr from the side streets in order to get to San Juan Rd during the
morning commute. There is no problem now but I think it may be if
the volume of cars are increased. What I'm concerned with is that
cars will start to back up on Bridgeford making entry on to it difficult.
I think any further calming features would only make things worse by
slowing traffic, lessening the distance between cars and taking that
much longer for a given volume of cars to exit at San Juan Rd. If
Bridgeford is going to be one of only two exits, I would ask that all
calming devices be removed to allow a smoother flow of traffic out to
San Juan Rd.

My second concern is the west bound traffic on San Juan Rd. in the
vicinity of Natomas High in the mornings when it is in session. Getting
past the High School to the right turn lane onto north bound Truxel can
sometimes take as much as 10-15 minutes during the period before the
start of classes. The added volume of cars in this very area at the
same time will significantly add to the congestion. That is why I'm
advocating a third access at Northgate Blvd. A suggestion on
improving traffic flow from west bound San Juan Rd. to north bound
Truxel would be to add a right turn arrow on San Juan. Northbound
Truxel goes from 2 lanes to 3 at San Juan. Another would be to add a
second right turn lane on west bound San Juan at Truxel. It may not
be possible, but starting classes at Natomas High at 9:00 would also
help.

I could go east on San Juan to Northgate and the freeway but this
would lengthen my commute by time and distance burning more gas.

I doubt if you could conclude this would have a negative impact on me
and my other neighbors who end up taking this route.

Nelson
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Exhibit B: Response from Department of Public Works

From: Samar Hajeer

To: David Hung

Cc: Lindsev Alagozian: Zarah Lacson: Samar Hajeer
Subject: RE: P13-066 - ParkeBridge traffic concermns
Date: Tuesday, April 22, 2014 3:13:30 PM

Hi David:

The criginal oroject { PO4-212) had its own EIR and a detailed traffic study that analyzed the project
impacts on Transportation within the project vicinity. The traffic study looked at several
intersections within the area and project access and circulation/connection to the existing
neighborhoods. Impacts and mitigation measures are defined in the approved EIR.

The proposed project was evaluated by Degartment of Public Works and determined that the
proposed project is consistent and less intense from the approved project.

Regarding Bridgeford Dr, the project is not required to add or increase the number of calming
measures on that road nor is required to remove any existing calming measures. These measures
are added by the City to provide traffic calming within the neightorhood.

Regarding San Juan/ Turxel intersection, the westbound traffic was discussed in detailed in the
traffic study pregared for the project. The impact was found to be significant and unavoidatle since
it requires widening of that intersection to add a second right turn lane in the westtound. This will
require additional right of way which is not availatle or contrelled by the project applicant.

| hope this helps to answer Mr. Shimazu concerns

Thanks

Samar Hajeer, P.E. & T.E.

Senior Engineer, Transportation Division
Department of Pubic Works

City of Sacramento

Phone: 916-808-7808

Email: shajeer@CityofSacramento.org
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Attachment 3: Vicinity Map
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Attachment 4: CEQA Resolution

RESOLUTION NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

Date

CERTIFYING THE ADDENDUM TO THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
ADOPTING THE MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE PARKEBRIDGE
POST SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION PROJECT (P13-066)

BACKGROUND

A. On April 24, 2014, the City Planning and Design Commission conducted a public
hearing on, and forwarded to the City Council a recommendation to approve with
conditions the ParkeBridge Post Subdivision Modification project (Project).

B. On June 17, 2014, the City Council conducted a public hearing for which notice
was given pursuant Sacramento City Code and received and considered evidence
concerning the ParkeBridge Post Subdivision Modification project (P13-066).

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The City Council finds as follows:

A. On March 14, 2006, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act
(Public Resources Code §21000 et seq. (“CEQA”), the CEQA Guidelines (14 California
Code of Regulations §15000 et seq.), and the City of Sacramento environmental
guidelines, the City Council certified an environmental impact report (EIR; SCH No.
2005-012119) and, having reviewed and considered the information contained in the
EIR, adopted findings of fact and findings of overriding consideration, adopted a
mitigation monitoring program, and approved the ParkeBridge residential Subdivision
project (Project). (P04-212; City Council Resolution No. 2006-192).

B. The ParkeBridge Post Subdivision Modification (P13-066) (Project
Modification) proposes to modify the previously approved Project as follows: The
proposed project requests minor changes in lot lines and in the design of some project
streets. The total number of lots would be reduced from 531 to 530. The 2030 General
Plan, when adopted in 2009, reduced the maximum density for the applicable land use
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designation for the project site, which conflicts with some features of the approved
project design. The proposed project would adopt general plan designations that are
consistent with the project as approved in P04-212.

C. Staff determined that the proposed changes to the original Project did not
require the preparation of a subsequent EIR. An addendum to the previously certified
EIR was prepared to address the modification to the Project.

Section 2.  The City Council has reviewed and considered the information contained
in the previously certified EIR for the Project, the previously adopted findings of fact and
findings of overriding consideration, the addendum, and all oral and documentary
evidence received during the hearing on the Project Modification. The City Council finds
that the previously certified EIR and the addendum constitute an adequate, accurate,
objective, and complete review of the proposed Project Modification and finds that no
additional environmental review is required based on the reasons set forth below:

A. No substantial changes are proposed by the Project Modification that will
require major revisions of the previously certified EIR due to the involvement of new
significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects;

B. No substantial changes have occurred with respect to the circumstances
under which the Project Modification will be undertaken which will require major
revisions to the previously certified EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously identified
significant effects;

C. No new information of substantial importance has been found that shows
any of the following:

1. The Project Modification will have one or more significant effects
not discussed in the previously certified EIR;

2. Significant effects previously examined will be substantially more
severe than shown in the previously certified EIR;

3. Mitigation measures previously found to be infeasible would in fact
be feasible and would substantially reduce one or more significant effects of the Project
Modification; or

4. Mitigation measures which are considerably different from those
analyzed in the previously certified EIR would substantially reduce one or more
significant effects on the environment.

Section 3.  Based on its review of the previously certified EIR for the Project, the
previously adopted findings of fact and findings of overriding consideration, the
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addendum, and all oral and documentary evidence received during the hearing on the
Project Modification, the City Council finds that the EIR and addendum reflect the City
Council’s independent judgment and analysis, certifies the EIR and the addendum for
the Project Modification, and readopts the findings of fact and findings of overriding
considerations.

Section 4.  The mitigation monitoring program for the Project is adopted for the
Project Modification, and the mitigation measures shall be implemented and monitored
as set forth in the program, based on the following findings of fact:

A. The mitigation monitoring program has been adopted and implemented as
part of the Project;

B. The addendum to the EIR does not include any new mitigation measures,
and has not eliminated or modified any of the mitigation measures included in the
mitigation monitoring program,;

C. The mitigation monitoring program meets the requirements of CEQA
Section 21081.6 and the CEQA Guidelines section 15091.

Section 5.  Upon approval of the Project, the City Manager shall file or cause to be
filed a Notice of Determination with the Sacramento County Clerk and, if the project
requires a discretionary approval from any state agency, with the State Office of
Planning and Research, pursuant to section 21152(a) of the Public Resources Code
and the State EIR Guidelines adopted pursuant thereto.

Section 6. Pursuant to Guidelines section 15091(e), the documents and other
materials that constitute the record of proceedings upon which the City Council has
based its decision are located in and may be obtained from, the Office of the City Clerk
at 915 | Street, Sacramento, California. The City Clerk is the custodian of records for all
matters before the City Council.
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Exhibit A: Addendum

L .’7/'] ._JI»J

SACRAMENTO

Community Development

ADDENDUM TO AN ADOPTED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

The City of Sacramento, California, a municipal corporation, does hereby prepare, make declare,
and publish the Addendum to a certified Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the following
described project:

Project Name and Number: Parkebridge Post Subdivision Modification Project (P13-066)

The proposed project includes modifications to the subdivision map that was originally approved
in ParkeBridge Residential Subdivision Project (P04-212; SCH# 2005012119).

The City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, has reviewed the proposed
project and on the basis of the whole record before it, has determined that there is no substantial
evidence that the project, as identified in the attached addendum, would have a significant effect
on the environmental beyond that which was evaluated in the environmental impact report (EIR)
prepared for the original project. A Subsequent EIR is not required pursuant to the California
Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (Sections 21000, et. Seq., Public Resources Code of the State
of California).

This Addendum to a certified EIR has been prepared pursuant to Title 14, Section 15164 of the
California Code of Regulations; the Sacramento Local Environmental Regulations (Resolution 91-
892) adopted by the City of Sacramento.

A copy of this document and all supportive documentation may be reviewed or obtained at the

City of Sacramento, Community Development Department, Planning Division, 300 Richards
Boulevard, Sacramento, California 95811.

I:"@Efdﬁm\ental Services Manager, City of Sacramento,
Cali i

Qni . a municjpal\cor]
Date: March 10, 2014 By: :

A\
T(}ﬁ Buford,%?(r Planner
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Parkebridge Post Subdivision Modification (P13-066)
Addendum to Environmental Impact Report (SCH No. 2005012119)

File Number/Project Name: Parkebridge Post Subdivision Modification Project (P13-066)

Project Location: 3800 Fong Ranch Road, Sacramento, CA. APN: 225-0246-001, -002 and -
003.

Existing Plan Designations and Zoning: The general plan designation for the project site is
Suburban Neighborhood Low Density, Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density, and Parks and
Recreation. The zoning designations for the project site are R-1A-PUD, R-2A-PUD and OS
(Open Space)

Project Background: The Parkebridge (P04-212) project was approved by the City Council on
March 14, 2006 (Resolution No. 2006-192). The proposed project requests minor changes in lot
lines and in the design of some project streets. The total number of lots would be reduced from
531 to 530. The 2030 General Plan, when adopted in 2009, reduced the maximum density for the
land use designation for the site, which conflicts with some features of the approved project
design. The proposed project would adopt general plan designations that are consistent with the
project as approved in P04-212.

Project Description: The proposed project would approve entitlements that would allow for
minor design changes and consistency of the project as approved with the general plan
designations:

B Post Subdivision Modification

B PUD Guidelines Amendment

B General plan amendment: to change designation to Suburban Neighborhood Medium
Density and Parks and Recreation

Discussion

An Addendum to a certified environmental impact report may be prepared if only minor technical
changes or additions are required, and none of the conditions identified in CEQA Guidelines
Section 15162 are present. The following identifies the standards set forth in section 15162 as
they relate to the project.

1. No substantial changes are proposed in the project which would require
major revisions of the previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant
environmental effects or a substantial increase in the severity of previously
identified significant effects.
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2. No substantial changes have occurred with respect to circumstances under
which the project is undertaken that would require major revisions of the
previous EIR due to the involvement of new significant environmental effect
or a substantial increase in the severity of previously indemnified significant
effects.

3. No new information of substantial importance, which was not known and
could not have been known with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the
time the previous EIR was certified as complete or adopted, shows any of the

following:

a) The project will have one or more significant effects not
discussed in the previous EIR;

b) Significant effects previously examined will be substantially
more severe than shown in the previous EIR;

c) Mitigation measures or alternatives previously found not to be
feasible would in fact be feasible, and would substantially reduce
one or more significant effects of the project, but the project
proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative, or;

d) Mitigation measures or alternatives which are considerable

different from those analyzed in the previous would substantially
reduce on or more significant effects on the environment, but the
project proponents decline to adopt the mitigation measure or
alternative.

The changes to the project design that would be approved with the post subdivision modifications
and amendments to the PUD Guidelines are minor in nature, and would result in a decrease in
the number of residential parcels. No changes in the analysis that was included in the EIR for the
original project are required, and there would be no significant effects that would occur.

The change in the general plan land use designation for the project site would resolve a conflict
that occurred when the maximum density for the land use designation for the site was reduced
after project approval and as part of the adoption of the 2030 General Plan. The change in
designation would result in no changes in the project as approved in P04-21 and analyzed in the
EIR.

The physical conditions of the project site have not been modified since the project approval. No
substantial changes have occurred on neighboring properties that would result in changes to the
analysis of physical effects on the environment that were evaluated in the EIR for the original
project.

The tentative map includes an approximately 2.4-acre parcel designated as a remainder parcel.
The project does not include any proposal for the future use of the site, which is consistent with

3
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the treatment of the parcel in the EIR. Any future proposals for the parcel would require review by
the City, and if any discretionary permit is required then the City would conduct appropriate
review under the California Environmental Quality Act. In addition to any review by the City the
applicant would be required to comply with state and federal law, including obtaining any required
permits or approvals. The owner of the parcel would be required to comply with weed abatement
and nuisance requirements of City Code. No additional environmental review is required for the
designation of the remainder parcel.

The EIR that was certified for the original ParkeBridge project (State Clearinghouse No.
2005012119) is available for review at the Community Development Department, 300 Richards
Boulevard, Third Floor, Sacramento CA 95811 during public counter hours, and on the
department’s EIR web site at
http://portal.cityofsacramento.org/Community-Development/Planning/Environmental/Impact-
Reports.aspx

Based on the above analysis, this Addendum to the previously-certified Environmental
Impact Report for the project has been prepared.

Attachments:

A) City Council Resolution No. 2006-192
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Attachment A: Resolution 2006-192

RESOLUTION NO. 2006-192

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
March 14, 2006

CERTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND ADOPTING
THE MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM FOR THE PROPOSED
PARKEBRIDGE PROJECT, LOCATED IN SOUTH NATOMAS, SOUTHEAST
OF TRUXEL ROAD AND INTERSTATE 80, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA
(APN: 225-0160-084, -088, -054, 225-0170-062)

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO DOES HEREBY FIND,
DETERMINE, AND RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

I. CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT FINDINGS

1. The Gity Council finds that the Environmental Impact Report for the ParkeBridge
residential subdivision project (herein EIR) which consists of the Draft EIR, Final
EIR (Response to Comments) and Appendices, has been completed in
accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local Environmental

Procedures.

2. The City Council certifies that the EIR was prepared, published, circulated and
reviewed in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA

Guidelines and the Sacramento bLocal Environmental Procedures,

constitutes an adequate, accurate, objective and complete Final Environmental
Impact Report in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA

Guidelines and the Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures.

3. The City Council certifies that the EIR has been presented to it and that the City
Council has reviewed it and considered the information contained therein prior to

acting on the proposed project.

4. Pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and 15093, and in support of its
approval of the ParkeBridge residential subdivision project, the City Council
hereby adopts the attached Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding
Considerations and a Mitigation Monitoring Program to require implementation of

all feasible mitigation measures.

il. PROCEDURAL FINDINGS

Resolution No. 2006-192 March 14, 2006
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The City of Sacramento caused an Environmental Impact Report ("EIR") on the
Project to be prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act,
Public Resources Code, Section 21000 et seqa. (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines,
Code of California Regulations, Title XIV, Section 15000 ef seq., and the City of
Sacramento Environmental Guidelines.

A Notice of Preparation (NOP) dated January 28, 2005 and a subsequent NOP
dated February 4, 2005 with project figures were filed with the Office of Planning
and Research and circulated for public comments for 30 days. A scoping
meeting was held on February 14, 2005, regarding the preparation of the EIR.

A Notice of Availability (NOA) and Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the
Draft EIR were distributed to the State Clearinghouse on October 6, 2005 to
distribute to those public agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect fo the
Project and to other interested parties and agencies. The comments of such
persons and agencies were sought.

An official forty-five (45) day public review period for the Draft EIR was
established by the State Clearinghouse. The public review period began on
October 7, 2005 and ended on November 23, 2005.

The Notice of Availability (NOA} was distributed to all interested groups,
organizations, individuals, and property owners within 500 feet on October 7,
2005. The NOA stated that the City of Sacramento had completed the Draft EIR
and that copies were available at the City of Sacramento, Deveiopment Services
Department, New City Hall, 915 I Street, 3" Floor, Sacramento, California 95814,
its business location at that time. The NOA also indicated that the official
forty-five day public review period for the Draft EIR would end on November 23,
2005.

On October 7, 2005, the Notice of Availabilily was published in the Daily
Recorder, posted at the project site, and filed with the Sacramento County Clerk-
Recorder. The Notice of Availability stated that the Draft EIR was avaifable for
public review and comment.

Following closure of the public comment period, the Final EIR was prepared,
including responses to written comments received regarding the Draft EIR, and
any changes in the Draft EIR made as a result of the public review of the
document. The responses to agency comments regarding the Draft EIR were
provided to the commenting agencies on January 13, 2006.

Following notice duly and regularly given as required by law, and all interested
parties expressing a desire to comment thereon or object thereto having been
heard, the EIR and comments and responses thereto having been considered,
the City Council makes the following determinations:

Resolution No. 2008-192 March 14, 2006 2
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10.

The EIR consists of the Draft EIR and Final EIR (Responses to Comments) and
appendices.

The EIR was prepared and completed in compliance with CEQA.

The EIR has been presented to the City Council which has reviewed and
considered the information therein prior to acting on the ParkeBridge Residential
Subdivision Project, and they find that the EIR reflects the independent judgment
and analysis of the City of Sacramento.

The following information is incorporated by reference and made part of the
record supporting these findings:

The Draft and Final EIR and all documents relied upon or incorporated by
reference including:

City of Sacramento General Plan, City of Sacramento, January, 1988

Draft Environmental Impact Report City of Sacramento General Plan Update,
City of Sacramento, March, 1987

Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Adoption of
the Sacramento General Plan Update, City of Sacramento, 1988

Zoning Ordinance, City of Sacramento

The Mitigation Monitoring Plan as corrected February 9, 2006.

All staff reports, memoranda, maps, letters, minutes of meetings and other
documents relied upon or prepared by City staff relating fo the project, including
but not limited to, City of Sacramento General Plan and the Draft and Final
Environmental Impact Report for the City of Sacramento General Plan Update.

The official custodian of the record is the City of Sacramento Development
Services Department, Environmental Planning Services, 2101 Arena
Boulevard, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95834.

Resolution No. 2006-192 March 14, 2006 3
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. FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING THE CONTENTS OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE PARKEBRIDGE RESIDENTIAL
SUBDIVISION PROJECT

INTRODUCTION

The Environmental Impact Report (‘EIR") prepared for the ParkeBridge Residential
Subdivision Project (“proposed project”) addresses the potential environmental effects
associated with a tentative subdivision map for the development of 531 residential units,
and associated infrastructure, on an 86.7-acre site in the South Natomas area of
Sacramento. The proposed project includes a tentative map to subdivide 113.3+ acres,
which includes land for a fuiure park that could be developed by the City of Sacramento,
and which would be subject to environmental review at the time plans for development
have been prepared.

The proposed project is located in South Natomas in the City of Sacramento, southeast
of the Interstate 80 (I-80) and Truxel Road interchange. The project site is flat and has
historically been used for agriculture. Two irrigation ditches traverse the site — one on
the parcel’s eastern border and the other through the center of the site.

The proposed project would include the development of a total of 531 residential units
on approximately 86.7 acres; approximately 13 of those acres would inciude open
space, drainage corridors, landscape corridors, and infrastructure required to suppaort
the proposed uses. The proposed project is divided into four residential villages, as
follows: 142 townhouse cluster lots, 135 single-family units (34 foot by 73 foot lots), 154
single-family units (45 foot by 80 foot lots), and 100 single-family units (50 foot by 100
foot lots). A seasonal wetland along the southern portion of the site would be
incorporated into the rear yards of future residential lots, but the area would be fenced,
and development within the wetiand would be restricted while the wetland feature
exists. The project includes four neighborhood pocket parks totaling approximately 0.9
acres. In total, the proposed project would result in the development of approximately
86.7 acres.

These findings have been prepared to comply with the requirements of the California
Environmental Quality Act (‘“CEQA”") and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs, Title
14, § 15000 ef seq.).

DEFINITIONS

ADT = average daily traffic

AF = acre feet

AFY = acre feet per year

ANS! = American National Standards Institute
BACT = best available controf technology

BMPs = best management practices

BO = Biological Opinion

CAAQS = California Ambient Air Quality Standards
Caltrans = California Department of Transportation
CARB = California Air Resources Board

CCR = California Code of Regulations

Resolution No. 2006-192 March 14, 2006 4
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CDFG = California Department of Fish and Game

CESA = California Endangered Species Act

CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act

CFR = Code of Federal Regulations

cfs = cubic feet per second

CIWMB = California Integrated Waste Management Board

CLUP = Metropolitan Comprehensive Land Use Plan

CNDDB = California Natural Diversity Database

CNEL = Community Noise Exposure Level

CNPS = California Native Plant Society

CO = carbon monoxide

Corps = Army Corps of Engineers

CVP = Central Valley Project

CWA = Clean Water Act

dB = decibel

dBA = A-weighted decibel, weighted toward the human ear

DEIR = Draft Environmental Impact Report

DHS = California Department of Heaith Services

DTSC = California Department of Toxic Substances

du = dwelling unit

DWR = California Department of Water Resources

EB = eastbound

EPA = Environmental Protection Agency

FCAA = Federal Clean Air Act

FEIR = Final Environmental Impact Report

FEMA = Federal Emergency Management Agency

FESA = Federal Endangered Species Act

FHWA = Federal Highway Administration

FIRMs = Federal Insurance Rate Maps

gpm = gallons per minute

HCP = Habitat Conservation Plan

I-80 = Interstate 80

ITE = Institute of Transportation Engineers

ITP = Incidental Take Permit

Lay = the Day/Night Average Level, a 24-hour average Leq with a 10 dBA “weighting”
added to noise during the hours of 10:00 P.m. to 7:00 A.M. to account for noise sensitivity
in the nighttime

Leq = the equivalent energy noise level, the average acoustic energy content of noise for
a stated period of time

Lmax = the maximum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of
time

Lein = the minimum instantaneous noise level experienced during a given period of time
LOS = level of service

MACT = maximum available control technology

MBTA = Migratory Bird Treaty Act

MCL = maximum contaminant level

MEI = maximally exposed individual

MEP = maximum extent practicable

mgd = million gallons per day

ms| = mean sea level

Resolution No. 2006-192 March 14, 2006 5
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MTP = Metropolitan Transportation Plan

NBHCP = Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan

NFIP = National Flood Insurance Program

NO, = nitrogen dioxide

NOI = Notice of Intent

NOP = Notice of Preparation

NOy = nitrogen oxide

NPDES = National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
NUSD = Natomas Unified School District

03 = ozone

PM, s = fine particulate matter 2.5 microns or smaller in diameter
PMyq = fine particulate matter 10 microns or smaller in diameter
POU = Place of Use

ppm = parts per million

PUD = Planned Unit Development

RCRA = Resource Conservation and Recovery Act

RD 1000 = Reclamation District 1000

ROG = reactive organic gases

RT = Sacramento Regional Transit

RWQCB = Regional Water Quality Control Board

sf = square feet

SGPU = Sacramento General Plan Update

SIP = State Implementation Plan

SMAQMD = Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District
SNCP = South Natomas Community Plan

SO, = sulfur dioxide

SRRE = Source Reduction and Recycling Element

SVAB = Sacramento Valley Air Basin

SWA = Sacramento Regional County Solid Waste Authority
SWPPP = Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

SWRCB = State Water Resources Control Board

TAC = toxic air contaminant

TNBC = The Natomas Basin Conservancy

USBR = United States Bureau of Reclamation

USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service

UWMP = Urban Water Management Plan

v/c = volume-to-capacity ratio

VdB = vibration decibel

VOCs = volatile organic compounds

WB = westbound

WFA = Water Forum Agreement

WSA = Water Supply Assessment

WTP = Water Treatment Plant

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Introduction

The proposed ParkeBridge residential development project (proposed project) includes
a tentative subdivision map for the development of 531 residential units, and associated

Resolution No. 2006-182 March 14, 2006 5]
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infrastructure, on an 86.7-acre site in the South Natomas area of Sacramento. The
project applicant is in the process of purchasing 88.6 acres from the Natomas Unified
School District (NUSD) and negotiating an agreement with the City of Sacramento o
exchange approximately 29 acres (purchased from NUSD) with 25 acres of City fand.
As a separate project, approximately 28 net acres (from the land exchange) would be
developed as a community park in the future by the City and would be planned and
evaluated as part of a process separate from the ParkeBridge EIR prior to development
by the City. (DEIR, p. 2-1)

PROJECT LOCATION AND CHARACTERISTICS

The project site is located in South Natomas in the City of Sacramento, southeast of the
Interstate 80 (I-80) and Truxel Road interchange.

Project Site Land Uses

The site is flat and has historically been used for agriculture. Two irrigation ditches
traverse the site - one on the parcel's eastern border and the other through the center of
the site.  The project site is within Sacramento City limits and is subject to the
provisions of the City of Sacramento General Plan. General Plan designations for the
site include Low Density Residential (4-15 du/ac), Regional Commercial and Offices,
and Parks-Recreation-Open Space. The project site is located within the South
Natomas Gommunity Plan (SNCP) area, which is bounded generally by the Sacramento
River to the west, the American River to the south, I-80 to the north, and Northgate
Boulevard to the east. The SNCP envisions residential development, parks, schools,
shopping centers, and office/business uses within the plan area resulting in a high
quality mixed-use community. The project site is designated Residential 4-8 du/ac,
Residential 7-15 du/ac, Office/Office Park, and Parks/Open Space in the South
Natomas Community Plan. Zoning for the site includes low-density residential (R-1A),
office (OB), and agriculture (A). Diagrams showing the applicable land use
designations for each of the plans are provided in Chapter 4, Land Use. (DEIR, p. 2-1.)

Surrounding Land Uses

The site is bordered on the south by a drainage canal, operated by Reclamation District
1000 (RD 1000), and a low-density single-family housing development, similar in nature
to the detached units in the proposed project. Natomas High School is located further
to the southwest. There is an undeveloped City parce! to the west, I-80 to the north,
and agricultural land to the east. The undeveloped area to the east of the project site is
designated by the General Plan and SNCP for office and commercial development.
(DEIR, p. 2-1.)

PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The objectives of the proposed project are listed below:

« Provide a residential development, consisting of fow- and medium-density
housing with a variety of architectural styles that compliments the adjacent
residential development.

» Provide public services to meet the needs of the proposed development.

Resolution No. 2006-182 March 14, 2006 7
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» Promote connectivity with the adjacent development by providing pedestrian and
bicycle access between the existing and planned development.

» Provide bicycle facilities on the site as identified in the 2010 Gity/County Bikeway
Master Plan.

» Create places fo live that foster neighborliness and a sense of communnity.

« Provide access to open space and park facilities. (DEIR, p. 2-3.)

PROJECT ELEMENTS

The proposed project would include the development of a total of 531 residential units
on approximately 86.7 acres; approximately 13 of those acres would include open
space, drainage corridors, landscape corridors, and infrastructure required to support
the proposed uses. The proposed project is divided into four residential villages, as
follows: 142 townhouse cluster fots, 135 single-family units (34 foot by 73 foot lots), 154
single-family units (45 foot by 80 foot lots), and 100 single-family units (50 foot by 100
foot lots). A seasonal wetland along the southern portion of the site would be
incorparated into the rear yards of future residential lofs, but the area would be fenced,
and development within the wetland would be restricted while the wetland feature
exists. The project includes four neighborhood pocket parks totaling approximately 0.9
acres. In total, the proposed project wouid result in the development of approximately
86.7 acres. (DEIR, p. 2-3)

The proposed project would require an amendment of the General Plan and SNCP, a
rezoning and approval of a tentative subdivision map and subdivision modification to
divide the site. The new designations would be parks — recreation — open space, low-
density residential, and medium-density residential. The project site is not located in an
area that would require design guidelines or review by the City’s Design Review Board.
(DEIR, p. 2-3))

Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan Compliance

The project applicant will comply with mitigation prescribed in the Natomas Basin
Habitat Conservation Plan. Compliance will be accomplished through acquisition and
dedication of mitigation land to the Natomas Basin Conservancy at a rate of one-half
acre of habitat for every acre of land developed and payment of applicable mitigation
fees to cover the costs of restoring and managing one-half acre of habitat for every acre
of fand developed. Mitigation fees will be paid fo the Natomas Basin Conservancy and
replacement habitat will be acquired prior to project development. (DEIR, p. 2-3.)

Infrastruciure

Circulation

The proposed project would have four crossings of the RD 1000 canal: two for primarily
automobile traffic and two striclly for bicycle and pedestrian traffic. The applicant
intends fo design the crossing structures to completely span the canal so that there
would be no footings or pilings placed within the canal; however, if that is not feasible,
culverts could be placed in the canal for the two automobile crossings. During
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construction of drainage improvements when District canals and berms were worked on
extensively, the canal was not considered jurisdictional waters by the U.S. Army Corps
of Engineers (Corps). Primary access to the site would be via Fong Ranch Road
(currently Rosin Boulevard) at the western portion of the site. Secondary access to the
site would be via an extension of the existing Bridgeford Drive from the subdivision
located fo the south of the project site. One of the bicycle crossings of the canal would
be generally north of Rio Rosa Way and the other would be at the eastern portion of the
project site. (DEIR, p. 2-5.)

A system of minor collectors and residential streets is proposed to provide the
circulation for the project. All streets within the project site would be built in accordance
with City street standards. {DEIR, p. 2-5.)

The proposed extension of Fong Ranch Road ends at the eastern portion of the project
site: however, to ensure adequate analysis of traffic impacts that could occur in the
future, the Transportation section of the ParkeBridge EIR (Section 5.8) includes analysis
of a scenario that includes the extension of Fong Ranch Road to the east to Rosin
Court. (DEIR, p. 2-5.)

Water Service

There is no existing water infrastructure on the site. There are, however, a sufficient
number of connection points to the existing water main system within the vicinity of the
ParkeRridge project to provide sufficient capacity for the proposed project. The
proposed project would include connection to existing 8-inch water lines in Bridgeford
Drive and Rio Largo Way and to an existing 12-inch water main in Rosin Boulevard to
the south of the project site, each of which would be accessed by boring under the RD
1000 canal. No structures would be placed in the canal for connection to water
facilities. (DEIR, p. 2-5.)

Storm Drainage

There is no existing storm drain infrastructure on the project site. The storm drain
system for the proposed project would convey stormwater to the proposed detention
ponds and subsequently to Sump 141. The project includes two detention basins along
the eastern portion of the site and a drainage/open space corridor along the length of
the southern border. Runoff from the site would be direcied fo the proposed detention
basins and ultimately to Sump 141, south of the project site. (DEIR, p. 2-5))

Wastewater Service

There is no existing sewer infrastructure on the project site. Improvements for the
proposed project would include installation of a 24-inch sewer line along the western
border of the project site that would connect to sewer trunk facilities to be constructed
by the NUSD south of 1-80, and subsequently connect to the facilities being constructed
by Opus West Corporation north of 1-80. The Opus West Corporation is expected to
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complete construction of their portion of the sewer trunk facilities in 2006. The project
would also participate in planned downstream sewer lift station improvements to
increase the capacity of the temporary sewer facilities. (DEIR, p. 2-5.)

Recreation Facilities

The proposed project would include four parks totaling approximately 0.9 acres along
Fong Ranch Road at a central location on the project site that would serve as a focal
element and gathering place, with recreational opportunities for residents, including a
basketball court and fot lot. The proposed project would also require the dedication of
approximately seven acres (or payment of in-lieu fees) to the City to satisfy park
dedication requirements, of which four acres would be adjacent to the City community
park. Although the park would not be constructed as part of the proposed project, the
dedicated acreage would be combined with other adjacent City land that the City would
develop to create a 28.1-acre (net) community park on the parcel west of the project
site. Although plans have not been developed for the City park, it is anticipated that it
would include a baseball complex and other community-serving amenities. (DEIR, p. 2-
6.)

A bike trail and parkway would be constructed as part of the proposed project along the
southern border of the project site. Approximately 2.41 acres along the drainage canal
(south border) would be dedicated as open space. An additional bike trail/llandscaped
parkway would be located along the northern border of the project site. The trail would
travel through the recreation and open space area and provide a link to the detention
basin along the eastern border of the project site. As previously stated, there would be
two bicycle/pedestrian bridges with access from the bike path that would connect the
proposed project with the existing residential development to the south. (DEIR, p. 2-6.)

Project Schedule

it is anticipated that grading for the proposed project would begin in the spring or
summer of 2006, followed by the construction of the two vehicular bridges to provide
primary and secondary access to the project site, along with the entry feature, most of
the main road and required infrastructure (drainage, sewer, detention basin) and
required offsite improvements. The four villages would likely be constructed
simultaneously, with 10 to 15 houses to be constructed at a time per phase per village.
it is anticipated that the project could be completely built out by 2008. (DEIR, p. 2-6.)

Project Approvals

As a public agency principally responsible for approving the proposed project, the City
of Sacramento is considered the Lead Agency under the CEQA. The City of
Sacramento has the authority to either approve or reject the project. 1n addition to
certification of the EIR, additiona! entitlements have been requested for the proposed
project. The proposed project would require the approvals identified below. (DEIR, p. 2-
6)
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City of Sacramento

« Environmental Determination: Environmental impact Report;
¢ Mitigation Monitoring Plan;,

« Public Infrastructure Agreement between the City and Griffin Industries regarding
the development of the site;

¢ City of Sacramento General Plan Amendment to modify the land use for a portion
of the site to allow development of residential uses;

e South Natomas Cammunity Plan Amendment to modify the land use for a portion
of the site;

* Rezone;
« Establish Planned Unit Development; and
» Tentative Subdivision Map, subdivision modification, and PUD special permit to
subdivide the parcel. (DEIR, p. 2-6 and 2-7.)
Other Agencies

Regional Water Quality Board (Waste Discharge Requirements Permit). (DEIR, p. 2-
7.)

IV. BACKGROUND

Environmental Review Process

The City prepared the EIR {o satisfy the requirements of CEQA, as well as to provide
decision-makers and the public with information that enables them to consider the
environmental consequences of the proposed actions. The EIR provides a project-level
analysis for the ParkeBridge Project. (DEIR, p. 1-4.)

As a first step in complying with the procedural requirements of CEQA, the City
examined whether any aspect of the ParkeBridge Project, either individually or
cumulatively, may cause a significant effect on the environment. It was determined that
there were potentially significant impacts, and the Notice of Preparation (*NOP”)
indicated that an EIR would be prepared to analyze these impacts. (DEIR, p. 1-1.)

The scope of the EIR includes environmental issues determined fo be potentially
significant through preparation of the NOP, Revised NOP, responses to the NOP,
scoping meetings, and discussions among the public, consulting staff, and the City of
Sacramento. The City filed a NOP with the California Office of Planning and Research
(“OPR") as an indication that an EIR would be prepared. During preparation of the EIR,
agencies, organizations, and persons who the City believed might have an interest in
the ParkeBridge Project were notified. (DEIR, p. 1-1.)

The EIR or a Notice of Availability of the EIR was distributed to agencies that
commented on the NOP, responsible and trustee agencies, individuals and
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organizations requesting notice, surrounding cities, counties, and other interested
parties for a 45-day public review period in accordance with section 15087 of the State
CEQA Guidelines. (DEIR, p. 1-1)

Upon completion of the public review period, written responses to all substantive
comments raised with respect to environmental issues were discussed into the Final
EIR (‘“FEIR"). Written responses to comments received from any State or local
agencies were made available to these agencies at least ten days prior to the public
hearing during which the certification of the EIR was considered. These comments and
their responses were included in the FEIR for consideration by the Planning
Commission, and the City Council. The process culminated with City Councit hearing to
consider approval of the ParkeBridge Project

V. FINDINGS FOR APPROVAL REQUIRED UNDER CEQA

According to Public Resources Code Section 21081, no public agency shall approve or
carry out a project for which an EIR has been certified which identifies one or more
significant effects on the environment without making specific Findings of Fact
(“Findings”). The purpose of the Findings is to establish the connection between the
analysis in the EIR and the action of the Lead Agency with regard to approval or
rejection of a project. Prior to approval of a project, one of three findings must be made,
as follows:

. Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the
project that avoid or substantially lessen the significant environmental
effects as identified in the EIR.

. Such changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of
another public agency and not the agency making the finding. Such
changes have been adopted by such other agency or can and should be
adopted by such other agency.

. Specific economic, legal, social, technoiogical, or other considerations,
including provision of employment opportunities for highly trained workers,
make infeasible the mitigation measures or project alternatives identified
in the FEIR.

Additionally, according to PRC section 21081.6, for projects in which significant impacts
will be avoided by mitigation measures, the Lead Agency must include a Mitigation
Monitoring Program ("MMP"). The purpose of the MMP is to ensure compliance with
required mitigation during implementation of the project.

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where
feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmenta!l impacts that would
otherwise occur. Project modification or alternatives are not required, however, where
such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility for madifying the project lies
with some other agency. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a), (b))

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially
lessened, a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve
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the project i the agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting
forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the project's "benefits" rendered
*acceptable” its "unavoidable adverse environmental effects." (CEQA Guidelines, §§
15093, 15043, subd. (b); Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b))

Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines "feasible” to mean "capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, social and technological factors."

If a project will result in significant and unavoidable impacts, the agency must state in
writing the specific reasons for approving the project based on the FEIR and any other
information in the public record. This is termed a “Statement of Overriding
Considerations” and is used to explain the specific reasons why the benefits of a
proposed project make its unavoidable environmental effects acceptable. The
statement is prepared before action to approve the project and ceriify the EIR is taken
and is included as part of these findings.

A Notice of Availability was published on October 7, 2005, providing notice that the Draft
EIR had been completed and was available for public review and comment. The Draft
EIR was published and circulated for public comments from October 7, 2005 to
November 23, 2005. On January 13, 2006 the City provided commenting agencies with
the City's responses, and the Final EIR was completed on January 19, 2008, including
responses to the comments received on the Draft EIR and the Mitigation Monitoring
Plan. (Pub. Resources Code, § 21092.5, subd. (a))

The following documents comprise the EIR:

» The Final Environmental impact Report for the ParkeBridge Project ("FEIR"),
including comments received on the DEIR, responses to those comments, and
technical appendices;

»  Dacuments cited or referenced in the Draft and Final EIRs;

» All findings and resolutions adopted by the City in connection with the
ParkeBridge Project, and all documents cited or referred to therein;

» Al reports, studies, memoranda (including internal memoranda not protected by
the attorney-client privilege), maps, staff reports, or other planning documents
relating to the Project prepared by the City, consultants to the City, or responsible
or trustee agencies with respect to the City's compliance with the requirements of
CEQA and with respect to the City's action on the ParkeBridge Project;

= All documents submitted to the City (including the Planning Commission and GCity
Council) by other public agencies or members of the public in connection with the
ParkeBridge Project, up through the close of the public hearing(s);

» Any minutes and/or verbatim franscripts of all information sessions, public

meetings, and public hearings held by the City in connection with the
ParkeBridge Project;
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= Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the City at such information
sessions, public meetings and public hearings;

= Any documents expressly cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above;
and

» Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources
Code section 21167.6, subdivision (e).

The official custodian of the record is the City of Sacramento Development Services
Department, Environmental Planning Services, 2101 Arena Boulevard, Suite 200,
Sacramento, CA 95834.

The City Council has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decision
on the ParkeBridge Project, even if not every document was formally presented to the
City staff as part of the City files generated in connection with the ParkeBridge Project.
Without exception, any documents set forth above not found in the ParkeBridge Project
files fall into one of two categories. Many of them reflect prior planning or legislative
decisions in which the Board was aware in approving the ParkeBridge Project. (See
City of Santa Cruz v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1978) 76 Cal.App.3d 381,
391-392; Dominey v. Department of Personnel Administration (1988) 205 Cal App.3d
729, 738, fn. 8.) Other documents included the expert advice provided to City Staff or
consultants, who then provided advice to the City Council. For that reason, such
documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the City’s decisions relating to
the adoption of the ParkeBridge Project. {See Pub. Resources Code, § 21167.6, subd.
(e)(10); Browning-Ferris Industries v. Cily Council of Cily of San Jose (1886) 181
Cal.App.3d 852, 866; Stanislaus Audubon Sociefy, Inc. v. Counly of Stanislaus (1955)
33 Cal.App.4™ 144, 153, 155.)

Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that "public agencies should not
approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental
effects of such projects[.]” (Emphasis added.) The same statute states that the
procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically
identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives
or feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant
effects.” (Emphasis added.) In the event that specific economic, social, or other
conditions make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures,
individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant effects thereof.
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21002.)

Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into
account economic, environmental, social and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines
section 15364 adds another factor: "legal” considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta
Valley v. Board of Supervisors (“Goleta If') (1890) 52 Cal.3d 553, 565; City of Del Mar v.
City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 410, 417 (‘feasibility” also encompasses
desirability, to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the
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relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors and whether a
particular alternative or mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and
objectives of a project).)

CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives, where
feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that would
otherwise occur. Project modifications or alternatives are not required, however, where
such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility for medifying the project lies
with some other agency. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15081, subd. (a), (b).)

The Initial Study prepared for the project, and attached to the Draft EIR as Appendix A,
identified the following impacts as being less than significant, and these were not
reviewed further in the environmental process: Aesthetics, Light and Glare; Seismicity,
Soils and Geology; Hazards; Land Use and Planning; Energy; Public Services; and
Recreation. The Draft EIR identified no significant impacts for Hydrology and Water
Quality or Water Supply.

These findings constitute the City's best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy
bases for its decision to approve the proposed project in a manner consistent with the
requirements of CEQA. To the extent that these findings conclude that various
proposed mitigation measures outlined in the Final EIR are feasible and have not been
modified, superseded or withdrawn, the City hereby binds itself to implement these
measures. These findings are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding
set of obligations that will come into effect when the City adopts a resolution approving
the Project.

VL. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES

The DEIR identified a number of significant and potentially significant environmental
effects (or “impacts”) that the proposed project will cause. Some of these significant
effects can be fully avoided through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures. Other
effects cannot be avoided by the adoption of feasible mitigation measures or
alternatives, and thus will be significant and unavoidable. Some of these unavoidable
significant effects can be substantially lessened by the adoption of feasible mitigation
measures. Other significant, unavoidable effects cannot be substantially lessened or
avoided. For reasons set forth in Section X infra, however, the City has determined that
the significant, unavoidable effects of the proposed project are outweighed by overriding
economic, social, and other considerations

A. AIR QUALITY

Impact 5.1-1: Construction of the proposed project would generate emissions of
PM.o. This is a significant impact. (Less than Significant after Mitigation). (DEIR,
p. 5.1-12.)

Finding: This impact can be reduced to a less-than-significant levei through
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.1-1. Changes or alterations have been required
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in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant environmental
effect as identified in the DEIR.

Explanation: During the different phases of construction, PMy; would be generated.
The most PMy, would be generated during the grading phase, when heavy-duty
equipment would be moving soil and leveling the project site. The SMAQMD Guide
specifies a threshold of significance of 50 pg/m3 for PMy. The Guide also provides a
screening table (Table B.1, Appendix B of the Guide) that prescribes PMy mitigations
based on maximum acres graded daily to ensure that the project will be less than
significant. The maximum daily acreage allowed in the screening table is 15 acres.
PM;o mitigations required at the 15 acre level are: keep soil moist at all times; maintain
two feet of freeboard space on haul frucks; and use emulsified diesel or diesel catalysts
on applicable heavy duty diesel construction equipment.

The proposed project would develop approximately 86.7 acres; the development of the
City park would eventually be developed by the City, independent of the proposed
project, and therefore, would not contribute emissions associated with construction
concurrent with the proposed project. The URBEMIS 2002 emissions modeling
program calculates that maximum daily graded acreage is normally 25 percent of the
total project acreage. Consequently, URBEMIS 2002 assumes 21 acres as the
maximum daily graded acreage. This would place the proposed project outside of the
acreage values found in the screening table. The SMAQMD Guide suggests that if daily
graded acreages exceed those in the screening table, concentration modeling can be
performed to determine if PMyy concentrations during grading would exceed the 50
pg/m® outside of the project boundaries. In the case of the proposed project, modeling
would almost certainly show that grading emissions would exceed this standard, since
grading would occur over the entire site, including at the property line. This would be a
significant impact.

Instead of performing concentration modeling, the better option is to specify mitigation
measures that would ensure that the maximum acres per day graded during
construction of the proposed project would be less than significant according to the
SMAQMD Guide. Implementation of the following mitigation measure(s) would keep
grading within the acreages specified in the Screening Table B.1, and would ensure that
mitigations required in the SMAQMD Guide for the specified graded area are
implemented, which would reduce this impact to a less-than-significant level. (DEIR,
pp. 5.1-12 10 5.1-13.)

Mitigation Measures: |Implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.1-1 would ensure that
mitigations required in the SMAQMD Guide for the specified graded area are
implemented. (DEIR, p. 5.1-13)

Significance After Mitigation: This impact is less than significant after mitigation.
(DEIR, p. 5.1-13)

Impact 5.1-2 Construction of the proposed project would generate ozone
precursors. This is a significant impact. (Less than Significant After Mitigation).
(DEIR, p. 5.1-13.)
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Finding: This impact can be reduced to less-than-significant level through
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.1-2 (a, b, ¢, and d). Changes or alterations
have therefore been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid
the short-term significant environmental effects as identified in the DEIR.

Explanation: in addition to PMyp generated by construction, the other criteria poliutants
of concern are the ozone precursors ROG and NOy. The SMAQMD has not developed
a threshold of significance for ROG from construction, however, because heavy-duty
diesel construction eguipment emits low levels of ROG, and because ROG from
architectural coatings can be regulated by SMAQMD Rule 442. The SMAQMD has
developed a threshold for construction NO, of 85 pounds per day.

Modeling results for construction of the proposed project, shown in Table 5.1-5 (DEIR,
p. 5.1-14), indicate that emissions of NO, during the grading phase of construction could
reach maximum levels of 125.65 pounds per day, levels of NOy during the building
phase could reach maximum levels of 150.76 pounds per day, and maximum levels of
NOx during the paving phase could reach maximum levels of 36.34 pounds per day.
Inputs for the grading phase take into account mitigation measure 5.1-1 that specifies
that the maximum acreage that would be graded in one day would be 15 acres. NOy
emissions during the grading and building phases would be above the 85 pounds-per-
day threshold of significance for construction NO,, and would be a significant impact.

Mitigation measures exist that can reduce emissions of construction NOx. The
SMAQMD recommends standard mitigation for all construction projects. These
mitigations are listed below.

With the 20 percent off-road NOy reduction required by Mitigation Measure 5.1-2 (a),
maximum daily amounts of NO, generated during construction would be lowered {o
100.52 pounds per day during grading and 120.59 pounds per day during building
construction. These daily maximum amounis would still be above SMAQMD thresholds
of significance for construction.

For emissions above thresholds after mitigation has been applied, the SMAQMD allows
the payment of an offsite mitigation fee. The fee is used to fund NO,-reducing projects
in the Sacramento Ozone Nonattainment Area such as diesel engine retrofits or re-
powers. The fee is calculated by multiplying the amount of emissions above the
threshold for each construction phase by the number of days in that phase. The result
in tons is multiplied by the current price of reducing one ton of NOx. Payment of this fee
would mitigate the proposed project's impact to below SMAQMD thresholds of
significance. The residual impact would be less than significant.

Mitigation Measures: As noted above, the SMAQMD allows the payment of an offsite
mitigation fee to fund NO,-reducing projects in the Sacramento Ozone Nonattainment
Area. According to the SMAQMD, Mitigation Measure 5.1-2 (a, b, ¢, and d) would
mitigate the proposed project’s impact to below SMAQMD threshold of significance.

Significance After Mitigation: This impact is less than significant after mitigation.
(DEIR, p. 5.1-14)
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B. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Impact 5.2-2: Development of the proposed project could result in the loss
of one active burrowing owl nest burrow. This is a significant impact. (Less than
Significant After Mitigation). (DEIR, p. 5.2-13.)

Finding: This impact can be reduced to less-than-significant levels through
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-2. Changes or alterations have therefore
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the short-term
significant environmental effect as identified in the DEIR.

Explanation: A pair of burrowing owls was observed during the May and June 2004
surveys, occupying a single nest burrow that would be removed by the extension of
Fong Ranch Road across the B-drain into the project site. As burrowing owls and their
nests are a State and federal species of concern and, therefore, protected under
Section 3503 of the CDFG Code and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the loss of one
active burrowing owl nest or its occupants would be considered a significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: Once implemented, Mitigation Measure 5.2-2 would reduce the
impacts to burrowing owls and their nests to a less-than-significant level through the
avoidance of any active burrowing ow! nests and the safe exclusion of burrowing owls
from any burrows fo be destroyed prior to construction of the proposed project.

Significance After Mitigation: This impact is less than significant after mitigation.
(DEIR, p. 5.2-13)

Impact 5.2-3: Development of the proposed project could result in the loss
of individual giant garter snakes and their upland habitat. This is a significant
impact. (Less Than Significant After Mitigation). (DEIR p. 5.2-13.)

Finding: This impact can be reduced to less-than-significant levels through
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.2-3. Changes or alterations have therefore
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the DEIR.

Explanation: No aquatic habitat for the giant garter snake occurs within the project
boundaries. However, the B-drain, which lies just outside the project boundaries,
represents marginal aquatic habitat for this species. The USFWS considers any upland
habitat within 200 feet of suitable aguatic habitat to be potential giant garter snake
habitat Construction of the proposed project would therefore result in the loss of
approximately 13 acres of potential upland habitat for giant garter snake. The giant
garter snake is listed as threatened under the federal Endangered Species Act, and the
loss of individuals or their habitat is prohibited.
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As a condition of project approval, the project applicant would be required to comply
with the provisions of the Natomas Basin HCP. Compliance would be accomplished
through: payment of the required mitigation fee, which has been deemed by the
Natomas Basin Conservancy o be sufficient to cover the costs of restoring and
managing one-half acre of habitat for every acre of land developed; and acquisition and
dedication (by the project applicant) of mitigation land by the project applicant to the
Natomas Basin Conservancy at a rate of one-half acre of habitat for every acre of land
developed.

Mitigation fees shall be paid to the Natomas Basin Conservancy and replacement
habitat acquired prior to project development. These mitigation fees cover impacts to all
species covered under the HCP, such that mitigation fees described under Impact 5.2-1
cover Swainson’s hawk, burrowing owl and giant garter snake (i.e., mitigation fees are
paid only once, not for each species). Mitigation fees cover the loss of giant garter
snake habitat, but not the loss of individual giant garter snakes that could be lost during
project construction. Therefore, the loss of individual giant garter snakes would be
considered a significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: Mitigation Measure 5.2-3 would reduce project related impacts
on giant garter snake to a less-than-significant level through protection of individual
giant garter snakes, and the preservation and management in perpetuity of suitable
giant garter snake upland habitat, contiguous with other areas of suitable habitat for
giant garter snake.

Significance After Mitigation: This impact is less than significant after mitigation.
(DEIR, p. 5.2-14)

C. NOISE

Impact 5.4-2: The proposed project would expose new sensitive receptors to
freeway noise levels. This is a significant impact. (Less Than Significant After
Mitigation). (DEIR, p. 5.4-13)

Finding: This impact can be reduced to less-than-significant levels through
implementation of Mitigation Measure 5.4-2. Changes or alterations have therefore
been required in, or incorporated into, the project which mitigate or avoid the significant
environmental effect as identified in the DEIR.

Explanation: The major source of noise that new residences built as part of the
proposed project would be exposed fo is the traffic on 1-80. Lots closest to 1-80 are
approximately 100 feet from the edge of the freeway. Noise from |-80 was monitored at
two locations in the northern portion of the project site, one measurement at 25 feet
from the edge of the freeway, and one approximately 150 feet from the edge of the
freeway. The resuits of this monitoring are shown in Table 54-2 (DEIR, p. 5.4-5). As
shown in the table, noise levels from [-80 could reach 72 L at the lot line of the
residences closest to 1-80. This would be in excess of the 60 dB exterior standard for
residential uses found in the City of Sacramento General Plan. Moreover, freeway
noise from 1-80 would not necessarily be less during nighttime hours or weekends.
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While traffic volumes may be less during these times, this would also result in less
congested conditions where traffic would move at greater speeds. As vehicle speeds
increase, vehicle roadway noise likewise increases. Consequently, noise from the
freeway could potentially reach maximum levels during times when residents would be
more likely to be home.

As shown in Table 5.4-2, freeway noise could reach 72 Leg at 25 feet from the edge of
the freeway. While freeway noise would fluctuate based on traffic flow conditions, this
monitored 72 dBA L., is a good representation of average freeway noise levels from |-
80 throughout the day. Consequently, it can be assumed that 24-hour Lq, values would
be in the 70 - 73 dBA Ly, range at 25 feet as well. Because freeway noise decreases at
a rate of about 3 dBA per doubling of distance, freeway noise levels at the nearest
proposed residences, approximately 80 feet from the freeway edge, would be in the 65-
68 dBA range. This would be above the City of Sacramento noise standard levels for
residential development.

A sofid wall can attenuate noise up to 40 dBA. Assuming, as a worst-case scenario that
the sound wall would only reduce noise from [-80 by 5 dB, the resulting traffic noise
levels at the property line of the residences nearest the freeway would be 60 — 63 dBA
Lsn. This would stilt be in excess of the City's exterior standards for residential uses. To
effectively attenuate freeway noise and ensure that noise levels would not be above the
60 dBA exterior standard at the residences, a sound wall would need to achieve a
reduction in sound levels of approximately 10 dBA. Caltrans recommends that a barrier
achieve a noise transmission loss of 10 dBA greater than the desired noise reduction.
Caltrans also recommends that the barrier be tall enough fo remove the "line of sight”
between the noise source and the receptor.

Besides sound walls, the only other feasible mitigation measure available to reduce
noise would be providing more distance between the noise source and the most
affected receptors. Transportation noise aftenuates at approximately 3 dBA per
doubling of distance. The noise monitoring performed for this project, however, show
that noise from 1-80 is close to 60 dBA at approximately 150 feet from the freeway.
Consequently, in order for freeway noise to be within acceptable standards, the nearest
housing would need to be placed about 150-200 feet away from the edge of the
freeway. This would substantially reduce the development potential of the site and
would not be necessary if an effective sound wall were constructed. However, because
the proposed sound wall may not attenuate freeway noise with enough effectiveness to
ensure compliance with the General Plan noise standards for residential uses, this
would be a significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: As discussed above, noise can be effectively attenuated by
building a sound wall between the freeway and the nearest residences that would
achieve approximately a 10 dBA reduction in noise. Caltrans recommends that a sound
barrier achieve a transmission loss 10 dBA greater than the desired noise reduction.
Consequently, a sound wall that would reduce noise by 20 dBA would satisfy Caltrans
requirements and lower freeway noise to less than significant levels. Typical concrete
sound walls four inches thick or more can produce transmission loss of over 30 dBA.
Mitigation Measure 5.4-2 would ensure that the 60 dBA Lq, exterior standard for
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residential uses is not exceeded and would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant
level.

Significance After Mitigation: This impact is less than significant after mitigation.
{DEIR, p. 5.4-14)

D. SOLID WASTE
Impact 5.5-1: The proposed project could require or result in the

construction of new landfills or the expansion of existing facilities or generate
more than 500 tons of solid waste per year. This is considered a significant
impact. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Finding: While project alternatives could avoid or reduce the impact, these would not
achieve the project objectives, and there are specific economic, legal, social,
technological or other considerations that make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives as identified in the EIR. The effects therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation: The proposed project includes the development of residential and open
space uses on a site that is currently undeveloped. Construction of the proposed
project would generate solid waste and increase demand on disposal facilities.

Construction activities can, for a short period of time, generate significant amounts of
waste. The CIWMB does not have a specific generation rate for construction waste.
The construction waste could be disposed of at a variety of landfills including Lockwood
Landfill or Kiefer Landfill. As discussed in the Environmental Setting (DEIR, p. 5.5-1),
these landfills have adequate capacity and accept construction waste. In addition, the
proposed project would be required to submit verification of construction recycling in the
form of information about the hauler and facility, diversion percentage, and weigh
tickets. Construction materials targeted for diversion include wood waste, scrap metal,
cardboard, and sheetrock.

The proposed project would result in a 0.6 percent increase in contributions from
Sacramento to Lockwood Landfill (from 800 tons/day). The landfill has 32.5 million tons
of capacity remaining, is currently working on expansion plans, and has no estimated
closure date.

In accordance with Sacramento City Code 17.72, the proposed project would be
required to participate in the City's residential curbside recycling program, which would
reduce the amount of solid waste generated. Recycling programs can reduce the
amount of solid waste by 50 to 80 percent, depending on the aggressiveness of the
program.
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Assuming no recycling plan is in place, the proposed project would generate
approximately 1,752 tons of solid waste per year. This would increase Sacramento’s
total solid waste disposal by approximately 0.35 percent (from 500,291 total tons). With
participation in the required recycling programs, the proposed project's solid waste
stream would be further reduced (the amount of reduction would depend on the type
and effectiveness of the recycling program).

Because the proposed project's waste stream wouid represent a small portion of the
City's overall waste stream, and the City of Sacramenta’s waste is distributed among a
variety of landfills that have substantial capacity remaining, the proposed project would
not require the expansion or construction of landfills. However, the proposed project
would generate more than 500 tons of solid waste per year. Therefore, this would be a
significant impact.

Mitigation Measures: Implementation of a recycling program would not guarantee a
reduction below 500 tons per year. Because there is no mitigation available to reduce
project solid waste generation to below 500 tons per year, this impact would be
significant and unavoidable.

Significance After Mitigation: This impact is significant and unavoidable after
mitigation. (DEIR, p. 5.5-5)

E. TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION
Impact 5.6-2: The proposed project would generate ftrips that would

exacerbate already existing unacceptable operations at I-80 westbound and
eastbound mainline segments between Norwood Avenue and Northgate
Boulevard. This is considered a significant impact. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Finding: While project alternatives could avoid or reduce the impact, these would not
achieve the project objectives, and there are specific economic, legal, social,
technological or other considerations that make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives as identified in the EIR. The effects therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation: As described in the DEIR, because the State facilities in the area are
already operating at an unacceptable Level of Service (LOS), the DEIR determined that
the contribution of project-generated traffic would be significant. While the addition of
High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes would improve the traffic operations to a certain
extent, it will not improve the traffic operations for the facilities identified as having
significant unavoidable impacts to a less-than-significant level and would not fully
mitigate the cumulative traffic impacts in the subject section of the I-80 mainline.
However, to improve the traffic operations in the area, the applicant has expressed a
willingness to contribute towards the HOV lanes project on the subject segment of 1-80
mainline, provided that such contribution is reasonable.
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Impact 5.6-6(b): The proposed project would generate trips that would contribute
to unacceptable operations at the intersection of Truxel Road and San Juan Road
during the AM peak hour under the Cumulative Plus Project condition. This is
considered a significant impact. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Finding: While project alternatives could avoid or reduce the impact, these would not
achieve the project objectives, and there are specific economic, legal, social,
technological or other considerations that make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives as identified in the EIR. The effects therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation: The addition of a second right-turn lane to the westbound San Juan Road
approach to Truxel Road would reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, but
right-of-way constraints render this mitigation measure infeasible.

Impact 5.6-7; The proposed project would generate trips that would contribute to
unacceptable operations on the 1-80 westbound and eastbound mainline between
Norwood Avenue and Northgate Boulevard during both AM and PM peak hours; I-
80 eastbound mainline between |-5 and Truxel Road during the PM peak hour;
and 1-80 westbound mainline between Northgate Boulevard and Truxel Road
during the PM peak hour under the Cumulative Plus Project condition. This is
considered a significant impact. (Significant and Unavoidable)

Finding: While project alternatives could avoid or reduce the impact, these would not
achieve the project objectives, and there are specific economic, legal, social,
technological or other considerations that make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives as identified in the EIR. The effects therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation: As described in the DEIR, because the State facilities in the area are
already operating at an unacceptable Level of Service (LOS), the DEIR determined that
the contribution of project-generated traffic would be significant. While the addition of
HOV lanes would improve the traffic operations o a certain extent, it will not improve
the fraffic operations for the facilities identified as having significant unavoidable impacts
to a less-than-significant level and would not fully mitigate the cumulative traffic impacts
in the subject section of the I-80 mainline. However, to improve the traffic operations in
the area, the applicant has expressed a willingness to contribute towards the HOV lanes
project on the subject segment of 180 mainline, provided that such contribution is
reasonable.

Impact 5.6-8: The proposed project would generate trips that would contribute to
unacceptable operations at the 1-80 westbound off ramp to Truxel Road, which
operates at LOS F during the PM peak hour, and the upstream freeway mainline
between Northgate Boulevard and Truxel Road, which operates at LOS E during
the PM peak hour under the Cumulative Plus Project condition. This is
considered a significant impact. (Significant and Unavoidable)
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Finding: While project alternatives could avoid or reduce the impact, these would not
achieve the project objectives, and there are specific economic, legal, social,
technological or other considerations that make infeasible the mitigation measures or
project alternatives as identified in the EIR. The effects therefore remain significant and
unavoidable.

Explanation: As described in the DEIR, because the State facilities in the area are
already operating at an unacceptable Leve! of Service (LOS), the DEIR determined that
the contribution of project-generated traffic would be significant. While the addition of
HOV lanes would improve the traffic operations to a certain extent, it wili not improve
the traffic operations for the facilities identified as having significant unavoidable impacts
to a less-than-significant Jevel and would not fully mitigate the cumulative traffic impacts
in the subject section of the 1-80 mainline. However, to improve the traffic operations in
the area, the applicant has expressed a willingness to contribute towards the HOV lanes
project on the subject segment of I-80 mainline, provided that such contribution is
reasonable.

V]l. GROWTH INDUCEMENT

CEQA requires a discussion of the ways in which the Project could be growth inducing.
CEQA also requires a discussion of ways in which a project may remove obstacles to
growth, as well as ways in which a project may set a precedent for future growth.
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.2, subdivision {d), identifies a project as growth
inducing if it fosters economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment. New population
from ParkeBridge Project represents a direct form of growth. A direct form of growth
may have a secondary effect of expanding the size of local markets and inducing
additional economic activity in the area. Examples of development that would indirectly
facilitate growth include the installation of new roadways or the construction or
expansion of water delivery/treatment facilities. The Project’s growth-inducing impacts
are discussed below.

Elimination of Obstacles to Growth

The elimination of physical obstacles to growth is considered a growth-inducing effect.
The proposed project would occur in an urban area. The project site is surrounded by
development and planned development. Infrastructure to serve the site must be
extended from the existing developments around the site; however, the extension of this
infrastructure would not permit development outside of the project site. Because the
proposed project is infilf development, no obstacles to growth would be eliminated.

Economic Effects

The proposed project, as a residential subdivision, would not include any long-term
employment generating uses. Short-term, temporary employment would be created
during the construction of the proposed project. However, in addition to the
employment generated directly by the proposed project, additional local employment
can be generated through what is commonly referred to as the "multiplier effect” The
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multiplier effect tends to be greater in regions with larger diverse economies due fo a
decrease in the requirement to import goods and services from outside the region.

Two different types of additional employment are tracked through the multiplier effect.
Indirect employment includes those additional jobs that are generated through the
expenditure patterns of residents and direct employment associated with the project.
For example, residents and construction workers would spend money in the local
economy, and the expenditure of that money would result in additional jobs. Indirect
jobs tend to be in relatively close proximity to the places of employment and residence.

The multiplier effect also calculates induced employment. induced employment follows
the economic effect of employment beyond the expenditures of the employees within
the proposed project area to include jobs created by the stream of goods and services
necessary o support the proposed project. For example, when a manufacturer buys
products or sells products, the employment associated with those inputs or outputs are
considered induced employment.

Likewise, when a resident from the project goes out to lunch, the person who serves the
project resident lunch holds a job that was indirectly caused by the proposed project.
When the server then goes out and spends money in the economy, the jobs generated
by this third-tier effect are considered induced employment.

The multiplier effect also considers the secondary effect of employee expenditures.
Thus, it includes the economic effect of the dollars spent by those employees who
support the employees of the project.

Increased future employment generated by resident and employee spending ultimately
results in physical development of space to accommodate those employees. 1t is the
characteristics of this physical space and its specific location that will determine the type
and magnitude of environmental impacts of this additional economic activity. Aithough
the economic effect can be generally predicted, the actual environmental implications of
this type of economic growth are too speculative to predict or evaluate, since they can
be spread throughout the Sacramento metropolitan region and beyond.

It should be noted that, while the proposed project wouid contribute to direct, indirect,
and induced growth in the area, the project is located in a developed area with a variety
of resident-serving uses. Residential and mixed use development of the South
Natomas area is a goal of the City’s General Plan and the Scuth Natomas Community
Plan.

Impacts of Induced Growth

White growth in the South Natomas area of the City is an intended consequence of the
proposed project, growth induced directly and indirectly by the proposed project could
also affect the greater Sacramento area. Potential impacts associated with induced
growth in the area could include: traffic congestion; air quality deterioration; loss of
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agricultural land and open space; loss of habitat and wildlife; impacts on utilities and
services, such as fire and police protection, water, recycled water, wastewater, solid
waste, energy, and natural gas; and increased demand for commercial and retail
services. The construction of additional housing and indirect and induced employment
would further contribute to the stated environmental effects. (DEIR, p. 7-4 and 7-5.)

VIl SIGNIFICANT IRREVERSIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The State CEQA Guidelines mandate that an EIR address any significant irreversible
environmental changes which would be involved if the proposed project is impiemented.
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.2, subd. (c).) An impact would fall into this category if:

» The project would involve a large commitment of nonrenewable resources;

» The primary and secondary impacts of a project would generally commit future
generations to similar uses (e.g. a highway provides access to a previously
remote area);

= The project involves uses in which irreversible damage could result from any
potential environmental accidents associated with the project; or

» The phasing of the proposed consumption of resources is not justified (e.g., the
project involves a wasteful use of energy).

Development of the proposed project would result in the continued commitment of the
project site to urban development, thereby precluding any other uses for the lifespan of
the project. Restoration of the site to a less developed condition would not be feasible
given the degree of disturbance, the urbanization of the area, and the level of capital
investment.

CEQA Guidelines also require a discussion of the potential for irreversible
environmental damage caused by an accident associated with the project. While the
project would result in the use, transport, storage, and disposal of hazardous wastes, as
described in the Initial Study (Hazards and Hazardous Materials), all activities would
comply with applicable State and federal laws related to hazardous materials, which
significantly reduces the likelihood and severity of accidents that could result in
irreversible environmental damage.

implementation of the proposed project would result in the long-term commitment of
resources to urban development. The most notable significant irreversible impacts are
increased generation of pollutants; and the short-term commitment of non-renewable
and/or slowly renewable natural and energy resources, such as mineral resources and
water resources during construction activities. Operations associated with future uses
would also consume natural gas and electrical energy. These irreversible impacts,
which are, as yet, unavoidable consequences of urban growth, are described in detail in
the appropriate sections of the EIR.
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Resources that would be permanently and continually consumed by project
implementation include water, electricity, natural gas, and fossil fuels; however, the
amount and rate of consumption of these resources would not result in the
unnecessary, inefficient, or wasteful use of resources. With respect to operational
activities, compliance with all applicable building codes, as well as mitigation measures,
planning policies, and standard conservation features, would ensure that all natural
resources are conserved to the maximum extent possible. It is also possible that new
technologies or systems will emerge, or will become more cost-effective or user-friendly,
to further reduce the reliance upon nonrenewable natural resources. Nonetheless,
construction activities related to the proposed project would result in the irretrievable
commitment of nonrenewable energy resources, primarily in the form of fossil fuels
(including fuel oil), natural gas, and gasoline for automobiles and construction
equipment.

Specific details regarding the type of appliances to be included in the residential units
are not available at this time. Because the project is infill development, however, it
would not require the loss of additional natural resources associated with the extension
of infrastructure (such as roads, pipelines, etc.) through undeveloped areas. (DEIR pp.
7-2 and 7-3)

Vill. CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE PLANS

CEQA Guidelines Section 15125, subdivision (d), requires that any inconsistencies
between a proposed project and applicable general plans and regional plans be
discussed. The following discussion addresses consistency of the proposed project
with the relevant City General Plan and South Natomas Community Plan (SNCP).

The project supports the General Plan goals and policies are designed to ensure
quality, affordable residential development, and the provision of adequate park space.
In addition, the project adheres to the residential requirements outlined in the SNCP.
The project would be compatible with existing and planned land uses in an urban
environment. However, the proposed project would require a General Plan amendment
to modify the location of residential and park uses, and to replace the office uses with
residential use. Because the General Plan is not intended to be a static document, this
amendment, in and of itself, would not be considered an inconsistency. Therefore, the
ParkeBridge residential subdivision project would be consistent with the City's General
Plan Policies and the SNCP (DEIR, pp. 4-12 and 4-13). As such, the project is
requesting a General Plan Amendment and a Community Plan Amendment to modify
the location of residential and park uses, and to replace office uses with residential
uses. A rezone from Office (OB-PUD) and Agriculture (A) to Residential (R-2A-PUD,
RD-5) and Open Space {OS) is also needed.

The existing General Plan land use designation for the existing site is Low Density
Residential, Regional Commercial and Offices, and Parks-Recreation-Open Space
(DEIR, p. 2-1). As such, the proposed project's modification of the location of
residential and park uses, and to replace office uses with residential uses would be
compatible with existing and planned land use designations (DEIR, p. 4-13.).
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Further, because the project includes a tentative subdivision map for the development
of 531 residential units and assaciated infrastructure in the South Natomas Community
Plan area, the project is consistent with the goals and policies of the General Plan
(Residential Land Use — Goal A, Policy 6, Goal B, Policy 3; Goal C, Policies 4 and 7,
Goal D, Policy 2, Goal E, Policies 1 and 2; Conservation and Open Space ~ Goal A;
Goal D, Policy 1; Managed Production of Resources — Goal A; Parks and Recreation
Service - Goal A, Policies 3, 5, and 9)(DEIR, pp. 4-8 and 4-8).

The existing SNCP land use designation for the site is residential, office, and park/open
spaces uses (DEIR, p. 4-10). The existing site is currently zoned OB-PUD and A
(DEIR, pp. 4-13). Because the project would require an amendment to the SNCF and
rezone to modify the location of residential use of the site, the project would not
otherwise conflict with the SNCP or Zoning.

The project would also comply with the Natomas Basin Multi-species Habitat
Conservation Plan. With implementation of the project, the project applicant will comply
with mitigation prescribed in the plan through the acquisition and dedication of mitigation
land to the Natomas Basin conservancy at a rate of one-half acre of habitat for every
acre of land developed and payment of applicable mitigation fees to cover the costs of
restoring and managing one-half acre of habitat for every acre of land developed.
(DEIR, p. 2-3.)

The City hereby finds that the ParkeBridge Project is consistent with the General Plan
and the SNCP for the reasons set forth in the EIR, in the staff reports, and in these
findings. The City further finds that the Project is not inconsistent with any mandatory
and fundamental General Plan or SNCP policies.

IX. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES

Where a lead agency has determined that, even after the adoption of all feasible
mitigation measures, a project as proposed will still cause one or more significant
adverse environmental effects that cannot be substantially lessened or avoided, the
agency, prior to approving the project as mitigated, must first determine whether, with
respect o such impacts, there remain any project alternatives that are both
environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA. As noted earlier in
these Findings, an alternative may be “infeasible” if it fails to fully promote the lead
agency's underlying goals and objectives with respect to the project. Thus, “feasibility”
under CEQA encompasses "desirability” to the extent that desirability is based on a
reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, social and technological
factors. (City of Del Mar, supra, 133 Cal.App.3d at p. 417; see also Sequoyah Hills,
supra, 23 Cal.App.4™ at p. 715.)

In short, CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or afternatives,
where feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant environmental impacts that
would otherwise occur. Project modifications or alternatives are not required, however,
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where such changes are infeasible or where the responsibility of modifying the project
lies with some other agency. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subds. (a), (b).)

The detailed discussion in Section VIl demonstrates that nearly every significant effect
identified in the EIR has been at least substantially lessened, if not fully avoided, by the
adoption of feasible mitigation measures. The ParkeBridge Project would nevertheless
result in significant and unavoidable direct and cumulative impacts. Specifically, the
ParkeBridge Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts on the
following:

5.5-1 The proposed project would generate more than 500 fons per year of solid
waste.

5.6-2 Freeway Mainline: the proposed project would contribute fo unacceptable
conditions on the I-80 mainline between Northgate and Norwood during the PM
peak hour (EB) and AM peak hour (WB). (DEIR, p. 3-2)

Overall, the ParkeBridge Project would result in the following significant and
unavoidable cumulative impacis:

Cumulative Scenario Without Fong Ranch Road Extension

5.6-6 Intersections: the proposed project would exacerbate unacceptable conditions at
the Truxel/San Juan intersection (AM peak hour).

5.8-7 Freeway Mainline: the proposed project would contribute to unacceptable
conditions on the I-80 mainline EB and WB between Norwood Avenue and
Northgate Boulevard during both the AM and PM peak hours; EB between I-5
and Truxel Road during the PM peak hour; and WB between Northgate
Boulevard and Truxel Road during the AM peak hour.

56-8 Freeway Ramps: the proposed project wouid contribute to unacceptable
conditions on the WB 1-80 off-ramp to Truxel Road. (DEIR, p. 3-2)

The City can fully satisfy its CEQA obligations by determining whether any aliernatives
identified in the EIR are both feasible and environmentally superior with respect to these
impacts. If the City determines that no alternative is both feasible and environmentally
superior with respect fo the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in the EIR, the
City may approve the ParkeBridge Project as mitigated, after adopting a statement of
overriding considerations. As illustrated below, no identified alternative qualifies as both
feasible and environmentally superior with respect to these unmitigable impacts.

A. Aliematives Considered and Dismissed from Further Consideration as Infeasible.

Consistent with CEQA, primary consideration was given to alternatives that would
reduce significant impacts while still meeting most of the project objectives. Those
aiternatives that would have impacts identical to or more severe than the proposed
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project, or that would not meet most of the project objectives, were rejected from further
consideration. The alternatives included in the DEIR were derived after the
establishment of significance thresholds for those issue areas with significant and
unavoidable post-construction impacts: operational air emissions, sold waste
generation, and traffic. Alternatives exceeding the significance thresholds for the
aforementioned issue areas would not substantially lessen any significant
environmental impacts identified in Chapter 5 of the EIR and were rejected from further
analysis. Although any number of alternatives could be designed that could result in the
reduction or elimination of project impacts, a total of four representative aiternatives was
evaluated in the Draft EIR.

B. Summary of Alternatives Considered

« The No Project/No Development Alternative assumes the proposed project will
not be developed. The project site would remain agricultural land and would not
be developed in the future.

e The No Project/Existing Land Use Designation Alternative assumes
development of the project site based on the current zoning designations, there
would be a total of 298 residential units, 33.4 acres of park/open space, and
approximately 331,000 square feet of office use on 30.1 acres.

» The Reduced Density Alternative assumes the land swap between the City and
Griffin Industries does not occur. Under this alternative, the western corner of
the project site would be developed with residential units; the northern strip
bordering |-80 would remain in the City's possession for potential development
as a park. A total of 366 residential units would be constructed.

+ The Off-Site Alternative assumes the development of 531 residential units at an
alternate location in the South Natomas area.

(DEIR, p. 6-3)

Each of the alternatives is described in more detail, below, followed by an assessment
of the alternative's impacts relative to the proposed project. The focus of this analysis is
the difference between the alternative and the proposed project, with an emphasis on
addressing the significant impacts identified under the proposed project. For each issue
area, the analysis indicates which mitigation measures would be required of the
alternative and which significant and unavoidable impacts would be avoided. In some
cases, the analysis indicates what additional mitigation measures, if any, would be
required for the alternative being discussed, and what significant and unavoidable
impacts would be more {(or less) severe. Unless otherwise indicated, the level of
significance and required mitigation would be the same for the alternative as for the
proposed project and no further statement of the level of significance is made. (DEIR,
p. 6-4.)
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Alternative 1 — No Project/No Development Alternative

CEQA requires the evaluation of the comparative impacts of the "No Project" alternative
(CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e}(1)). The No Project/No Development Alternative
describes an alternative in which no development would occur on the project site and
the uses on the site would remain the same as under existing conditions. Under
Alternative 1, the site would remain in its current condition as agricultural land. The site-
specific impacts of the No Project/No Development alternative are best described by the
existing conditions presented in the environmental setting sections of Chapter 5 of this
Draft EIR.

The No Project/No Development Alternative would produce no changes on the project
site, which would effectively eliminate all project impacts identified in the DEIR.
Because the site would remain in its current condition, there would be no impacts
associated with introducing buildings and people into an area that is currently
undeveloped. The drainage of the site would remain unchanged, as would the
biological resources on site. Residents would not be introduced to the site, so there
would be no demand for services or utilities and no traffic would be generated under this
alternative.

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required

None of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR would be required under the No
Project/No Development Alternative.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur

None of the significant and unavoidable impacts identified in this EIR would occur under
the Ne Project/No Development Alternative.

Relationship of the No Project/No Development Alternative to the Project
Objectives

The No Project Alternative would be environmentally superior to the proposed project,
because none of the environmental impacts identified in Chapter 5 would occur.
However, the No Project/No Development Alternative would not achieve any of the
project objectives, in particular, the alternative would fail to develop a residential
community.

Alternative 2 — No Project/Existing Land Use Designation Alternative

A “no action” alternative assumes that future conditions on the site would be that which
is reasonably expected to occur under the City's General Plan, South Natomas
Community Plan, and zoning ordinance, consistent with available infrastructure and
community services. For this discussion, development under existing land use
designations would serve as the basis for the No Project/Current Land Use Designation
Alternative. As discussed in Chapter 4, Land Use, current zoning districts for the site
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include low-density residential (R-1A-PUD), office (OB-PUD}, and agriculture (A). The
No Project/Current Land Use Designation Alternative could accommodate 296
residential units, 33.4 acres of park/open space, and 331,000 square feet of office use
(assurning approximately 11,000 square feet per acre).

Development consistent with the current designations would result in many similar
impacts as the proposed project. The entire site would be graded and developed, which
would result in similar impacts on biological resources and drainage. Construction
related impacts associated with noise and air quality would also be similar, and
mitigation would be necessary o address short-term impacts. The illustrative site plan
shown in Figure 6-1 includes development of the wetland portion of the project site. A
plan could be designed to avoid the wetland feature. If the wetland feature were
developed under this alternative, it would result in additional impacts on biclogical
resources and would require mitigation beyond that identified for the proposed project or
a reduction in the number of units (eliminating development of the wetland area). The
wetland area could be developed, but would require permitting from the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers {Section 404 permit). Assuming 296 units and 331,000 square feet
of office use, the Current Land Use Designation Alternative would generate
approximately 4.3 tons of solid waste per day (assuming 1 pound per 100 square feet
per day for office solid waste generation), less solid waste than the proposed project,
but it would still exceed the 500 tons/year threshold, resulting in a significant and
unavoidable impact.

The proposed project would contribute to unacceptable conditions at the intersection of
Truxel and San Juan Roads and off-ramps and sections of 1-80 in the project vicinity.
As shown in Table 6-3, Alternative 2 would result in approximately 50 percent more total
daily trips than the proposed project. Consequently, this alternative would likely result in
substantially more severe impacts than the proposed project. While office uses
generate traffic that is generally in the reverse direction as the residential uses on the
site (office traffic would generally be entering the site in the am peak hour and leaving
the site in the pm hour), because the roadways impacted by the proposed project are
already operating at an unacceptable level, these would likely also be impacted by this
alternative. Therefore, because this alternative would result in greater trip generation
than the proposed project, this impact would be more severe than the proposed project.

Mitigation That Would No L.onger Be Required

All of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR would be required under the Existing
Land Use Development Aliernative. Additional mitigation could be required if the office-
generated traffic results in impacts that would not occur under the proposed project.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No L.onger Occur

Because the Existing Land Use Development Alternative would result in a generally
more infense use of the site than the proposed project, it is likely that all of the
significant and unavoidable impacts identified for the proposed project would occur
under this alternative. Solid waste generation would be reduced under this alternative,
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but it would remain a significant and unavoidable impact. Traffic generation would be
greater under this alternative, which could result in additional localized traffic impacts
and would also contribute to air emissions, though likely not to a significant level.

Relationship of the No Project/Existing Land Use Designation Alternative to the Project
Obijectives

The No Project/Current Land Use Designation Alternative would achieve the project
objectives related to creating a residential community with adequate services and
faciliies. As shown, the Current Land Use Designation Alternative would result in the
construction of residential use on the existing wetland. If the wetland were developed, it
would result in a larger impact on biological resources than under the proposed project,
although impacts on biolcgical resources would likely be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with compliance with requirements of the Section 404 permit. Avoiding
development in the wetland area in this alternative could be achieved by reducing the
number of units for the alternative or increasing the density. In the eastern portion of
the site, 33 acres would remain available for development as a park; however, because
the plan depicted is intended to maximize the number of residential units, the Current
Land Use Designation Alternative would not provide any pocket parks or open space
within the residential neighborhoods, conflicting with the stated goal to provide access
to these amenities. The number of units would be required to be reduced or the density
increased in order to accommodate additional park areas. However, payment of park
in-lieu fees and/or dedication of land would satisfy the requirement for parks, and would
result in a less-than-significant impact.

The types of housing provided under this alternative would be limited to lower density
because the office component would generate more traffic than a comparable amount
of residential, thereby increasing the traffic impact compared to the proposed project.
Because the housing would generally be limited to low-density, this alternative wouid
not be consistent with the project goal to provide low- and medium-density housing.
Providing an equivalent amount of medium-density housing would not be consistent
with the adjacent low-density residential development. Further, the project goal is to
develop a residential project, so the office component would be inconsistent with that
goal.

Alternative 3 - Reduced Density Alternative

This alternative assumes that there would be no land exchange between the applicant
and the City. Under this scenario, the northern portion of the site along i-80 would not
be owned by the project applicant, leaving the remainder of the site for development by
the project applicant. This alternative includes residential uses in the western corner
and southern half of the project site, with 366 dwelling units on approximately 84 acres.
An illustrative plan showing how this alternative could be achieved is shown in Figure 6-
2. This alternative would be a reduction from the 531 units included in the proposed
project. The northern parcel, bordering 1-80, would remain in the City’s control, and it is
assumed that at least some portion of that parcel would be developed with a park;
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however, it could be developed - as it is designated - with office uses, with park uses, or
a combination of the two.

The portion of the project site that would be developed with residential uses under the
Reduced Density Alternative would be the same as the proposed project, so impacts
associated with grading (air quality, noise) would be the same. Construction-related
impacts would be the same as the proposed project, requiring mitigation for temporary
noise and air quality impacts. The Reduced Density Alternative would result in fewer
residents in the project site. This alternative would produce less solid waste (3.29 tons
per day) and generate less traffic than the proposed project; however, this alternative
would still result in a significant and unavoidable impact related to solid waste, as it
would exceed the 500 tons per year standard. As shown in Table 6-4, Alternative 3
would generate approximately 25 percent fewer trips than the proposed project.
However, because the significant traffic impacts identified for the proposed project occur
at intersections and road segments that operate at unacceptable levels without the
project, this alternative would also contribute to and exacerbate those conditions.
Under this alternative, the northern portion of the project site adjacent to |-80 would be
under control of the City. Although Figure 6-2 shows that area developed as a park,
because that area is designated for office use, it could be developed with office uses. If
that area were to be developed as a park, the overall impacts generated from this site
would be less intense than the proposed project. However, if a portion of that area were
to be developed as office use, the impact associated with development of the site under
this alternative could be equal to or more severe than the proposed project, depending
on the amount of office use developed.

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required

All of the mitigation measures identified in this EIR would be reguired under the
Reduced Density Alternative.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur

Although the Reduced Density Alternative would result in a less intense use of the site
than the proposed project, it is likely that all of the significant and unavoidable impacts
identified for the proposed project would occur under this alternative. Solid waste
generation would be reduced under this alternative, but it wouid remain a significant and
unavoidable impact. Traffic generation would also be reduced under this alternative,
which would result in a reduced effect on local traffic conditions than the proposed
project. However, this alternative would contribute traffic to roadways, intersections,
and freeway facilities that operate at unacceptable levels under baseline conditions and
would thus increase delays and/or exacerbate the unacceptable baseline conditions,
although at a lesser level than the proposed project.

Relationship of the Reduced Density Alternative to the Project Objectives

The residential uses included in the Reduced Density Alternative would achieve the
project objectives of providing a community with low and medium density residential
units with pedestrian and bicycle connections to the adjacent community. Depending
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on design, this alternative may not inciude pocket parks within the neighborhood, thus
conflicting with the project objective regarding provision of parks. This objective couid
be achieved by further reducing the number of units or increasing density to allow for
the provision of parks.

Alternative 4 — Off-Site Alternative

The off-site alternative assumes development of 531 residential units on another site
within the South Natomas area. It is assumed that this alternative would be developed
with a similar density as the proposed project. Although a specific site has not been
selected for this alternative, there are other locations within the South Natomas area
that are designated for residential use, including the area west of Truxel Road at 1-80
and the area north of West El Camino Avenue at 1-80. However, because this
alternative would include the same number of units as the proposed project, impacts
related to population would be the same as those of the proposed project, such as solid
waste generation and water demand. Similarly, because the number of units would be
the same, this alternative would generate the same volume of traffic as the proposed
project. Depending on the location of the alternative, there could be negative effects on
local streeis due to traffic generated by this alternative. It is also likely that this
alternative would have a similar effect on existing unacceptable levels of service on
portions of |-80, similar to the proposed project. Specific impacts on biological
resources that would occur as a result of an off-site alternative are not known, but the
potential for special-species habitat or wetlands in the South Natomas area, and
therefore the potential for impacts, exists. However, any development in South
Natomas would be required to comply with the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation
Plan, which would reduce biological resource impacts to a less-than-significant level.

For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that a drainage plan would be prepared
for any alternative location and the plan would be reviewed and approved by the City,
which would ensure a less-than-significant impact related to drainage.

Mitigation That Would No Longer Be Required

Because the area and intensity of construction under this alternative would be the same
as the proposed project, all construction-refated mitigation would still be required. In
addition, it is likely that the biological mitigation measures would be required, at a
minimum, on any alternate site. For an off-site location not adjacent to the freeway,
noise mitigation identified for the proposed project could be avoided. Mitigation
measures for traffic would be site-specific, so they would vary from the proposed
project. Traffic mitigation would apply to specific roads and intersections surrounding
the off-site location and because traffic would be added in South Natomas, which is
already largely developed, the intensity of mitigation would likely be similar to the
proposed project.

Significant and Unavoidable Impacts That Would No Longer Occur

As stated above, because the level of development for this alternative would be the
same as the proposed project, the same impacts would likely occur. Traffic impacts,
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however, would be specific to the location and would therefore, differ from the proposed
project. The intersection of San Juan and Truxel Road may not be affected by an off-
site alternative. Nonetheless, because the project would include the same number of
units, the traffic generation would be the same and similar impacts would likely cccur at
any alternative location in a developed area. For instance, it is likely that an off-site
alternative would add traffic to the local freeways that are already impacted. n addition,
because the South Natomas area is largely developed, it is possible that traffic added to
local streets at another location could result in new impacts on local streets adjacent to
the site.

Relationship of the Off-Site Alternative to the Project Objectives

The off-gite alternative could achieve the objectives of the proposed project. However,
potential conflicts could exist at the alternate location that is not present at the proposed
project site; for example, adequate infrastructure to provide services and utilities may
not be in place.

Environmentally Superior Alternative

An EIR is required to identify the environmentally superior alternative from among the
range of reasonable alternatives that are evaluated. Section 15126.6 (e) of the CEQA
Guidelines requires that an environmentally superior alternative be designated and
states that “if the environmentally superior alternative is the "no project” alternative, the
EIR shall also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other
alternatives.”

From the alternatives evaluated for the ParkeBridge project, the environmentally
superior alternative would be Alternative 1 — the No Project/No Development
Alternative. This alternative would avoid all significant impacts associated with the
proposed project. However, in accordance with the CEQA Guidelines, an
environmentally superior alternative must also be selected from the remaining
alternatives. Development of the site according to the existing designations, as shown
in Alternative 2, would result in & more intense development of the site due to traffic
generated by office uses. An off-site alternative (Alternative 4) would result in similar
impacts, only at a different location. Therefore, the environmentally superior alternative
would be the reduced-density alternative (Alternative 3), assuming that the City would
develop park uses on the northern portion of the site, with no office uses.

X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS

As set forth in the preceding sections, the City's approval of the ParkeBridge residential
subdivision project, will result in significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot
be avoided even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures. Despite the
occurrence of these effects, however, the City chooses to approve the ParkeBridge
project because, in its view, the economic, social, and other benefits that the
ParkeBridge project will generate will render the significant effects acceptable.
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The following statement identifies why, in the City's judgment, the benefits of the
ParkeBridge project as approved outweigh their unavoidable significant effects. Thus,
even if a court were to conclude that not every reason is supported by substantial
evidence, the City would stand by its determination that each individual reason is
sufficient. The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the
preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and into the
documents found in the Record of Proceedings, as defined above.

The City finds that each impact previously identified and briefly explained above is
acceptable because mitigation measures have been required to reduce these impacts
to the extent feasible, and on balancing the benefits to be realized by approval of the
ParkeBridge project against the remaining environmental risks, the following economic,
social, and other considerations outweigh the impacts and support approval of the
ParkeBridge project:

The ParkeBridge residential subdivision project would provide housing and limit
sprawl,

The adoption and implementation of the ParkeBridge project will provide for the
development of up to 531 new residential units. (DEIR, p. 2-3.) The proposed
residential units are divided into four residential villages, as follows: 142 townhome
cluster lots, 135 single family units (34 foot by 73 foot lots), 154 single-family units (45
foot by 80 foot lots), and 100 single family units (50 foot by 100 foot lots). By providing
housing in an infill site in close proximity to the City’s core, the Project helps limit sprawl.

The ParkeBridge residential subdivision would provide open space, new
recreational facilities, and accommodate land to be developed as a community
park for future and existing residents.

The project will provide four parks totaling approximately 0.9 acres along Fong Ranch
Road that would serve as a focal element and gathering place, with recreational
opportunities. The project would also dedicate 4 acres of the site to be developed by
the City, in combination with other adjacent land, to create a 28.1 acre community park
on the parcel west of the project site. Also, approximately 2.41 acres along the
drainage canal would be dedicated open space. These new facilities will provide
recreational opportunities for future residents and the nearby surrounding residential
community.

The ParkeBridge residential subdivision project would provide bicycle facilities
on site as identified in the 2010 City/County Bikeway Master Plan, which would
promote connectivity with adjacent development.

Development of the ParkeBridge residential subdivision includes a bikeway and
parkway trail that would be constructed as part of the project along the southern border
of the project site. An additional bike trail/landscaped parkway would be within the
project site. The trail would travel through the recreation and open space area and
provide a link to the detention basin along the eastern border of the project site. These
bikeways would be 10 feet in width. Two bicyclefpedestrian bridges with access from
the bike path would connect the proposed project with the existing residential
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development to the south. Off-street bicycle and pedestrian pathways would also be
adjacent to internal residential streets.

The ParkeBridge residential subdivision project would be consistent with the
City’s General Plan Policies, the South Natomas Community Plan (“SNCP”), and
the Natomas Basin Multi-species Habitat Conservation Plan.

With implementation of the proposed project, residential development would be
compatible with existing and planned land uses in an urban environment. (DEIR, p. 4-
12.) The proposed project would require a General Plan amendment to modify the
location of residential and park uses, and to replace the office uses with residential use.
Because the General Plan is not intended to be a static document, this amendment, in
and of itself, would not be considered an inconsistency. Therefore, the project would be
consistent with the City's General Plan Policies and the SNCP (DEIR, pp. 4-12 and 4-
13). As such, the project is requesting a General Plan Amendment and a Community
Plan Amendment to modify the location of residential and park uses, and to replace
office uses with residential uses. A rezone from Office (OB-PUD) and Agriculture (A) to
Residential (R-2A-PUD, RD-5) and Open Space (OS) is also needed. The existing
General Plan land use designation for the existing site is Low Density Residential,
Regional Commercial and Offices, and Parks-Recreation-Open Space (DEIR, p. 2-1}.
As such, the proposed project’s modification of the location of residential and park uses
and replacement of office uses with residential uses would be compatible with existing
and planned land use designations (DEIR, p. 4-13.}.

Further, because the project includes a tentative subdivision map for the development
of 531 residential units and associated infrastructure in the South Natomas Community
Plan area, the project is consistent with the goals and pclicies of the General Plan
(Residential Land Use — Goal A, Policy 8; Goal B, Policy 3; Goal C, Policies 4 and 7,
Goal D, Policy 2, Goal E, Policies 1 and 2; Conservation and Open Space — Goal A;
Goal D, Policy 1; Managed Production of Resources ~ Goal A; Parks and Recreation
Service — Goal A, Policies 3, 5, and 9)(DEIR, pp. 4-8 and 4-9).

The existing SNCP land use designation for the site is residential, office, and park/open
spaces uses (DEIR, p. 4-10). The existing site is currently zoned OB-PUD and A
(DEIR, pp. 4-13). Because the project would require an amendment to the SNCP and
rezone to modify the location of residential use of the site, the project would not
otherwise conflict with the SNCP or Zoning.

The project would also comply with the Natomas Basin Habitat Conservation Plan. With
implementation of the project, the project applicant will comply with mitigation
prescribed in the Plan through the acquisition and dedication of mitigation land to the
Natomas Basin Conservancy at a rate of one-half acre of habitat for every acre of land
developed and payment of applicable mitigation fees to cover the costs of restoring and
managing one-half acre of habitat for every acre of land developed. (DEIR, p. 2-3.)
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XI. MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLAN

A Mitigation and Monitoring Plan ("MMP”) was prepared for the project and approved by
the City by the same resclution that has adopted these findings. (See Pub. Resources
Code, § 21081.6, subd. (a)(1); CEQA Guidelines, § 15097.) The City will use the MMP
to track compliance with project mitigation measures. The MMP is included in the EIR
and will remain avaitable for public review during the compliance period.
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5.0 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN '

INTRODUCTION

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires review of any project that could have

significant adverse effects on the environmend. [n 1988, CEQA was amended to require reporting on |
and monitoring of mitigation measures adopted as part of the environmental review process. This ]
Mitigation Monitoring Plan (MMP} Is designed to aid the City of Sacramento in its implementation :
and monitoring of measures adopted from the ParkeBridge Residential Subdivision DEIR

MITIGATION MEASURES \
i

The mitigation measures are taken from the ParkeBridge Residential Subdivision DEIR, including
the Initial Study included as Appendix A of the DEIR, and are assigned the same number they had in
the DEIR  The MMP describes the actions that must take place to implement each mitigation
measure, the timing of those actions, and the entities respensible for implementing and monitoring
the actions

MMP COMPONENTS
The components of each monitoring form are addressed briefly, below
Impact: This column summarizes lhe impact stated in the DEIR

Mitigation Measure: All mitigation measures that were identified in the ParkeBridge Residential
Subdivision DEIR are presented, and numbered accordingly. The mitigation measures from the
Initial Study are identified by topic and number.

Action:  For every mitigation measure, one or more actions are described. These are the center of
the MMP, as they delineate the means by which EIR measures will be implemented, and, in some
instances, the criteria for determiring whether a measure has been successfully implemented
Where mitigation measures are particularly detailed, the action may refer back to the measure

implementing Party: This item identifies the entity that will undertake the required action

Timing: Each action must take place prior to the time at which a threshold could be exceeded
Implementation of the action must oceur prior to or during some part of approval, project design or
construction or on an ongoing basis. The timing for each measure is identified

Monitoring Pardy: The City of Sacramento is respensible for ensuring that most mitigation measures
are successfully implemented. Within the City, a number of departments and divisions wouid have
responsibllity for monitoring some aspect of the overall project.  Occasionally, monitoring parties
outside the City are identified; these parties are referred to as "Respansible Agencies” by CEQA.

ParkeBridge 5-1 Final Environmental Impact Report

B Yirpjacts - ViR G 1CDIGD) PuoBiapess EIR O TP g

Resolution No. 2006-192 March 14, 2006 40

63 of 120



3
uvodsy oW [BIUSHLIGIALT (U 2-G abpugaweg

Ui Pajels se SPIEPUB)S (Eropaj au) jeaul Jo/ple
{vdOs) s16160j032UD1Y [BUOISSSI0I JO AIBI30S
BUL A payipe0 BI8 oUsm S15160j05BYDIE DaYIEAD
Ag pBjOnpU0D B4 ||BYS JSWEESN PUE UONBIILSH
Jje ‘paajoaut ale seunosal |enuds 1o
‘aydesSouye ‘jesibojoaeynie LEILSLY BANEN J|

“saAf|ejuasaldas

{SluBDURWY wAlEN Seudoidde ay;

Uitsa UBREYINSUOS BRNIOYI JIBYS S5290.d UOLEN[EAT
B4} ‘PRIBACISIP SI 3YS URSLBWY DAIEN B Q)

*SPIBPUB)S [BUGISSSI0M JUaLND

oy Bupionoe 1sifoeseyase paigiend sUl Ag
pauedaid aq |jeys yodss e pue ‘Lo)2Ind Linasnl
jeuaissajoud 'sishjeue ORIl 105 01 108lGNS

8q jjEYS PRISACOAI S|ELBIRUI |2IN1IND edyubis
iy uonoe jo asined ajeudoldde sy suueR
o} 1eaw |eys 1mBojoseyaie paggenb aui pue A1)
i jo seagejussards) ‘isiBoeaeyale paliient
sy Ag jueoywbis ag o) pauiuBIED S pLI 8y

31 "puy ay) Jo Alubajul pue simeu ayy Buuiussp

pannba: ) Usjuao ie o) jsiBojpseyase paygenb e Aq pajonpuos

N ajeudoidde aq jjeys suoyesRdxs 158) [ea1BojoaRYoNY
ug o pejewop | ‘pul au Jo asueaywlis ay) ssasse o) isibojoayose
ag ||eus Se0IN0se panyenb B yym JInsU0D jleus Al Sy pUB pejjey
-AzBACOSID pue paigald 3q ojued 50 (JBYS SIUNLSIE AL IO SI3jBLI OF UM oM
Jale uaxepapun UOIZABSXS '$801N0S8) ii2 “sagIAloe Sulaid-yuea paleis-uoHoRISURR
Buag wojeARIXS Aug ieoifio)niunajed Buunp pareatosip 22 JeUoW JO/RUR URIpISqD
0} toud pajdepe pue JO AIBAGOSID JO jUBAS UGG (BLIIE 'SHS0USR |2IARND {BAJL0Y pNCS
pasedaud 2q jjeys uved U} 1 UoHBARDXE J2U} '{ 5BpPRLL) 108 paudjiep AjiRAe| Buipnious 'SUSELUSE BRINY QINYSIP 20
doipaeaxs ‘ajgeoydde 85280 0} sucisiaost ‘susodsp 20 sanea a ‘sanosa sibojeab antiun
wawedag saomag 1 'wogonnsucs Buunp BpPNPLW SRV suoisig 1o suolsiasd Aue jeu) Jusas syl ut (R) 1o speppe [eafoimucaed
uawdojaasg papaau sz BuoB-ue puB S{uBWRdoN J3A02UN PINGD MORIMISUCS

OjuBLRIDES 10 AJID WOHEABDXD 0] JOUd Jadopasp psloig pig Jeyl Ausp [t ie)
SRR : W s St S30INOSaY (BIRENS "y — APMS {eRIM] R R e

Palold (a)— (el
BT ucr ale s21paUol .cwﬂm.bm _m.z_, ;

“stonedynads

pue sueid ‘seyuadoad WwaoElpe | yaNs paISALP PUR RBPISIYS 3G HeyS SpuepuRys il py “a)g|B

juawdoiaAap |2uy JO Jo BunyBy psag 6] Jo WG jo saaunos amau

|2aoxdde au; 0} J0UH Jadojeasp Ppaiosd | wasis Buyyhy ubisag -3 ajean pnaed yoaialg [0}
R e 84e|D pue B[] Sonausay:ty = ApmS el ., ; Ry T R

X575 BurioNUo T B _. Hieg m_.‘_:.,.cam_mE_;: TUBHOY 1 T TBincESE DoneBRN T ,_ joudm)

30/6/2 GH103HH0D SV NV'Id ONINOLINCIN NOILVOILIW
NOISIAICENS "TYLLNZAISTY 300iHa3xuvd

NY'id ONREOLINOYE NOLLYSLUAI O'S

64 of 120

41

March 14, 2006

Resolution No. 2006-192



HOdey jordit]) IBJUBSIUANAUZ [BUL

afipugasyed

150U UL JuepuauTep B aq o] paAsyeq ARl
IS0 UESIBd BY| AJOL JBUS DHM UOISSRLANOT
oBeop UBDHBWY BAIEN JMi AIOU jjBYS JaucIeD
BY) 'UBOUBLEY BANEN 3G O} PAUIULP B
SUELLBI BUL )} AISIBIPALIL PAIOBILOD Bq feyS
13L0167) A)UNa) 8y} PUE puij 841 JO AjuE

ut d0js |24S MIoM [iB “UONBnssued Buunp puno;
& wifuo UMOUNUN 1O 3109 10 BUCKE UEWNY B}

paypient e Ag Lo} €26 HdQ sieudosdde ay vo
PORICOA! B4 |BYS S0IN0SAJ [BINEND payhuspl Auy

03 soud Jopue *Burgouas; Huipeib Ljim paaoaut
SITUIOM LORONSISUDD pUE SI0JORNUOS §B A
gouBydWO? JO LOHBILUEA AlID B4 0f apianid Jeys
jusuodosd waloid sy "SANDR UCHDNHSLCD
1BU10 8 BUSLIOM YUES AUB JO JHSUBOUIWILOD
Uy o} soud paladwon ag ||eys doysyiom ay |
“BusBEip Jorpue Buyauas *Bupead yim panjeauw
yistoad pasodosd DUl 0] 52330 UOHONIISUCS B
Jof SA0UNDSA) [2INYRD SOBLINSGAS JO LONIEDYHUSR]
ay) uo doysyom 2 15npudd of 1siBojoseLe
payyent e uiglal feys Wauodosd 1aloid auy

10 by dy) S1S150j08RYAY |2UCISSBIOIM §0 215108y
IBYHa 1931 ||2YS SIEABIPUE BSBUL SuBLOSIL
Rimpayye Jo s)siBojoasydte 2aL0)Si Palenk
AQ jno pawsEs 8q 0 S jUBtLIEal} PuE LUBNEDNUSA!
Y& ‘PEAIDAL BIE SEBINEE] |2INDBIIY0IR DLOISI

36 says {e2iB0j0aEYOIE SUDISIY I "DENNSUCD

o4 |jeys pePIaje 8Q PINCI SEIINOS3L YIYM

ut &{ea0| ay) L suogeziue5io 10/pue sjustLIaAcE
EqUy das oym suosiad
SEUBSLSUIY SAEN YIRS OU JBY) jUSKS By Ly

“SUG{IIRRI] {RININD B4 J0 SIRI0UOS 52 AUnuined

BJE oYM szANejuRsTIdal UBOHAURY JAIEN pue

o Ayed Duojuoy T B L

Aueg Bupuawajduly -

oY

|y
ia)

feuolssjo
in)

“epusiad Buipping Aug Jo SOUENRSSI Sy}
(2}

“sjuatuannbas 1§ M 4’0 98

UZOLBtLY SNJEN 1250] 3Y; AQ pasoidde

Yoeditl]

‘{18 W'4°0 9¢) suaneinbay esapad Jo apod ay)

T Dinscop UONEBRING L -

B0f6/e GIL0=uU0I SY NVId ONINOLINOW NOLLYDILIN
NOISIAIGENS TVIINSAISTY IDAEIMEVL

RV DNIHOLINOW NOUYSLLIN 076

42

March 14, 20086

Resolution No. 2006-192

65 of 120



poday 1Rdul [BJUSWHANAUT JRU4

S

DO U~IFVINIEUIRD T IO NN -0 8D

abpugsiied

Buung

DlUBKIZISES JO A

Buio-up uusd

Bupping
OUBLLEIOES JO
Al ‘uoisiug Buiping Buipying Jo Bumpesb

€ }0 S2UBNSSt O} JOUd

10j3RAU0D
pado@aap yaloly

OWDVAS 91 93] Aed
‘woganisues fuunp
suonzedsut pey
apatad (ONOYNS
3U) AQ PBPUAILILCO
SE0oRd UDHSISU0D
apnput S0BIL03
puE SIUBLLNIOD

PIf UOIONSUCE
10132HU0D

1osiomd 1ey) Alpap

aup luswdinba jo esaid yoea sof jndyBnoyy
{an} 10 B8N jo sy pajoaiald pue g3k
uoonpeld auiBus ‘Buijes Jamodasioy Juy apniout
lieys Aojusau au), joelosd usHsnsSUOD ay) Jo
voiped Aue Buunp smoy a0t Jo g jo ajebasbbe
ue pasn 8q [im JEy) tamodasioy og ue
Jay20:6 Jo 0} |2nb3 ‘juawdinbs LogoIsUED peo:
+Jj0 ||2 o AojuBaal aAIsUSYBIdLED B GINDVING
0) JuIgNs |(BYS eaejuasaldal yoaloxd ayp ()]

“UDRONSUas
30 auy je abBeisae Jaay GuvD JUBISS SO
3y} 0} paledwios uonanpas ajenaed uaaad gy
puR LoNoNpaE ON Wwaolad g7 abetsae-jaay apm
<joalold 2 SAIROE Y 'SBIONEA JDIDERLOIAS PUR
pases| 'pauso Bupnjow “asioud uolonisuos 8y}
Ul pash ag 0} S8|212A PECIO [Jemodasiay 0g<)
Anp-Aazay 3yt Jey) BulleAsuowsap GNDYNS

Aq jeaosdde Jo; ueid & aposd ||BysS 1osiod L ()

cis

“gIosInoerd 8uozo 10
sunissius ajesoual pnos

ononnsuod skl 7-1 g

Jopadsuy Buiping
CIUBILEIES JO
Ao uaising Buipyng

uonoansues Buunp
Buof-uo uued
Suppng 4o Buipest

2 J0 aouensst 6} Jollg

JO0RUCD

“uonojsuod Buunp
suofjaads pay
opousd 'seunseaus
Apanoe uonyowsp
apnpu SPREUeD
pug SUEBHINOOP

Fig UDROAASU0T
i0jaRnUad

joatod jeg Luap

“uawdinba
uolUsuan (asa|p AN Aresy ajgedydde
U0 SiSAfRIE0 1BSEIP JO 951D PEYISINWLS asy =
“Syon)
|PEy uD 30ECS PHEGGASL JO JOT] OM) WEJURYY =
‘souy) (e R Isiow pos daay, .

‘osfe
l1eys yoaioud pasedaid ai ‘Buipes8 Buung) "Aep Aue
uo pagqnisip 212 alls 10aloud pasodosd sy Jo SaU8 GL
VB RIOW O |EL) BIASLD [|RYS Jueoydde nalnsd sy

T e
SuDisEILa S1BIaual pince
uDiaRuisUDD Jo3lold 1-4'8

ojuswedesg jo AjD

/1edojaAsp aloid

FERG Ay |5 U0)9a5 Himg

“a0R|G UmiC] SADY SUO0E ajerdoidde
BHURUARI BUY U UL 3L JO AIUIZIA BRI ALY
sy} uppim a0e(d BYEL O} S| J40M [EUOIIPPR

ON "SIORJHE PBIBIJOSSE AUR pUR SUIRR)
uBLINY BYI 30 JUBLILAIIAI J0] weuBold » dojaasp

- Kpeg Bopojjuoly

By

e Bujy0a At .

UOROY

EE_um._w:oumcwﬁ_axa;__mzmEmu:uummnzmé
R e sanseayy UonEBNIN

Yaedi]

50762 QI103HY0D SV NV'1d ONINOLINOW NOLLYOLLIN
NOISIAIIBNS TVILNIQISHY 3DQIHEIMHV

NV} SNIJOLINOIA NOILVOIHIN 0'6

43

, 2006

March 14

Resolution No. 2006-192

66 of 120



uotay 1300 [EIUDILILIGIALS 18U

L

‘aBpuganitg

TERGNES] XON JO U0l
Y FNE 0 0na S L HLVINGS 84} UO paseq ag jim
] BUL SPPYSo1G; QNDVYWS FA0QE SUCISSIE
UB3TIISU00 [enpisal Sanpal 6] N0 VNG

]

“ABAIRS LD JO SAIEP AU} SE 1AM S8 PIASAINS
soIyda jo 204} puB AjUBNE Y apnou
{HES ABIILNS ARGUOL Bk} "SIN200 Aase
UOHINISUBD O YOIUM Ul pousd Aep-pE Aue
10 PANNBES B4 10U IBYS AIZUHINS AfJIEOW BU}
184 1dacxs 'patosd aul jo uageanp 2yl noybnoyl
pamIWIGNS B4 §EyS SINSA) ABAINS (ENSIA BUI O
Ateluwins Ajyiuow e pue *Aaam 15e8) 12 opew ag
Jieys peswdinba tonesado-ut §2 O ABAINS [BNSIA
v juswdinbs jueRdieo-uot 1o UoREI AR
10 S1hoY gp uylm PALNOU Bd jl2US CINDYINS pue
Ameipaww panedas 8q jleys (02 uueuyabun
10) Aypedo wesad gp pasdxa o} puncj uswdinba
AUy Inoy SUO AuE Ul SSINUILE 88JY) UBY) BICID IO}
Apoedo wsoiad Qp paaoxa |ou op aps daload auy
up pasn juawdinba pasemaod [853|p PEOIO JIE
U0y SUDISSILS J2U] 2INSU3 JiRys |oaiosd sy

“uzurRIe) Siis-uo pue ssBeuety

1oaicud B o Jaquwnu suoyd pug awey pUE BIRp
els Buipniay: ‘SuBtLs UORINISUOD pRlRdnlgUe
DU} Uit QWDVINS BRIADIE [jBYS aatiEjuasalda)
108t0id ey uawdnba PRSI0 Ainp-AsRay
oalans Jo asn ay; o1 Joud ssnoy g 1ses) Iy
“SINBA0 AAIRE LONBANSLOD OU U2IUM Ut pousd
Aep-Of Alg Joj pasnDas 9q 10U |[2U4S AIOJUDALL LB
ey idenxa joaltsd syl Jo uonIng auy) Inoubroiy
Appuow palkLGNS pue paiepdn 84 §BUS AJDjUBAL

1]

o)

~Rueg Buy BujuilL -

Rt Bupuawedwy - | - . uepoy

- aInseay UO[EDRIA -

ToEGLL]

50/6/Z QI LOTHHOD SV NV Id DNIHOLINOIN NOLLYDILIN
NOISIAIGENS TTVYILNSQISTH I00QIHNEIMYYL

NV SNIHOUNOIN NOLLYOUIN 'S

44

March 14, 2006

Resolution No. 2006-192

67 of 120



Loday 10B0W) [BILSIURIAYS 1B

DO IICYATIAIU A+ S DT T TIOR3

20pugapeg

cer e ISEAR P0G 89 HORDag Mg v

-pannbar uopelw oN

wswpedag SaaAIEg
juawdojaasq

unad Suping € Jo

‘uogebjine
30 SJUBLLBINDD} 51580
{ie# punos 20; USISSp

“s50]
LUOISSRUSLRI WEP (7 B BASIYSE pinem pui ‘saouapisal
189:284 8UY) JO PUBANDERq BY) Jo aprib ay) eaoqe

193} UBASS 1928] 18 3G PINOM 08 3121S)33U) o Juadelpe

JieM pUNOS By} Jeig BInsua (jeys uesndde 1aioxd syl

‘S|@AB
asiou Aemasi 0] aiojdeoas
BASLBS MaU asodxs

QUSILRIORS JO Al

F3UENSS Y 0} IOtk

Jadopaap paloid 1581018 1B} AJLSA
ST R ION ¢°g DO[oag

FAad']

Y1 (S B

E:o}wum_u‘_q ayi Z-p'g

TRIlienD fojeAs pue ABOjoJpAH

£'§ uondag FI30

“pannbas uoneyuu oN

wawEedag SAANRS

“uonansuns Buunp
Buiof-uo yuvad

‘sayeus 1aped jueld
30 aouasasd opuaw:

B3R UONIMISUTD

23U} FESIND 10E00] BES B O} AYBUS 3] SBAOW
1s150)0:0 A
SIE saxeus Jauel juei Aue jt
sayeus saued juelb Aus jo s0) jeiuapiooe Byl luaad
oud ay) Jopuow oy 1siB0i01g (pauuad

juatuedaq S3ARS
Juswdo|anan

‘spmoLng
seap 0} )siBojoig
payenb g Jo uojuE)B!
ajeljsuowap lIseu
aaoe U Jo Base
ys1Bejoig paygend @t} 1 UOJRNISUeo

1eHGEY
puE|dR JIaY} pue sayeus
1apef b jErpiapyy

10 550} 84) Uf Jjnsas

pinos patosd pasodaid
ayj jo juswdoEasg €25

wawdogaasq Buippng o Bupelt 1siBojoig payyeab | o3 3siBojoiq paiy enb ie
'OjUBIIBIOES jO ABD | €10 SJUBNSS) 0} Joug ‘iadojpaap palory | uojualas sjelsudiiag [2rA
“LONRMISU03 1931018

o} Joud pasde|jos pue pajessIXa-pURY 80 1SN ABig
‘pasea(o uaag SARY SMOLINY AU} BIUQ SAUERPIND
uenedlyy pue (0001012 Asang 0 Bumoung

€66 [Mdy S,uNosYoD me Sutmbing eruogieD aLy
uz paugne se ueyesefal anssed e ybroy; ysiBoiog
payienb g Ag {$}moung ay) wok papRiIxa 8q ||2us
amoung ayj up jussad spro Buimoung '1sau aagoe ue
Y84 pue pabpay aaey Gunok ;e Jey: 18i50[01q pauyend
au} AQ ueiELLUOD uodn Jo/pue ‘ueseas Suysau

B apsing "LE jsabny pue | Aenigey usamiag
MOLING 1S3V FAIOR BY) JO 193)-091 UIYUM pamoye

2q fi2ys SDUBGINISIP U 'PURC) 28 Simo Buysay

3 Aeains imo Butmozng uonanisues-aid e 1anpund
o1 1s160j01q payienb B any peys weueded 19sloid sy,

(24

MOENG
1504 o Bugmosnng sayoe
QUG 3O S5O} BY] UL JASEL

CJUBLRIES |0 AJID

“HOIBARDXE O} JOL

“sadojsasp Joalosg 30} BjNPBYIS MuBA
; o [CELETEERA

pneojosloid sy 22's

g Buuaen |

BT

T BORmomeIgu | UOROV L

HOPReE HIZQ ek
[ 7.3 . eineeapy UG]EBIA

voedu]

90/6/¢ GILOTHJOD SY NV 1d ON

IHOLINOW NOLLVOILLIA

NOISIACENS TYILNIQIS3Y 30qI-HEIXuvd

NVd SNISOLINGIAI HOLLWSLUIW O°5

45

March 14, 2006

Resolution No. 2006-192

68 of 120



<o)
<t
DOG EIEV AR 1 |~ S VIO TR - INAIO0D
podayy poedul] [EjUBILONAUT [eUl G abpugayeg
[ce}
(=)
j]
o~
<
—
=
m
(3]
=
“Elompuos

peoy usuey Sucy
LM Bl E2INWACY JSpun

asueuly {Un0g Wsoy pue pieasnog

pue Bussswbugy “yoseoidde punoqises sy 0} Saugg siebunop) suoioasisil
atudojaaagy wn ya) [enp Suneass aug| wnj-Ys; puodas 2 ppy  {8) {200} je suagziado
Jowawpedag “Aouednaos *sjusaAcsdus ploy siqeIdaoDeUn O} SINGUILOD
CluaweInes jo Ag Buipiing o} Jouig radojaasp yaloid J0) BUiptiny DPACLd g6 pirod poalosd ayg §1-9°S
sy T s T OPRial|D puE UOREHOOBURIL o'y UDASSE Hiaa - = o E. D s
Kreg Bupomuoy- - [ Bujnij) - Aded Bufowadmy T " uayey TR E inseaps GOHEBRIN - 1 5 Joedi)

B0/6/2 GILIFHHOD SV NV 1d ONRIOLINOW NOILYDILIW
NOISIAIQENS TVILNSQISHH FDAHEIMHYd

NVid ORIHOLNCINE NOLVEHUIN 05

Resolution No. 2006-192

69 of 120



Adopted by the City of Sacramento City Council on March 14, 2006 by the following

vote:
Ayes: Councilmembers Cohn, Fong, McCarty, Pannell, Sheedy, Tretheway,
Waters and Mayor Fargo.
Noes: None.
Abstain: None.
Absent: Councilmember Hammond.
Mayor Heafker Fargo
Attest: W
Shirley Concolino, City Clerk
Resolution No. 2006-192 March 14, 2006 47
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Attachment 5: General Plan Amendment Resolution

RESOLUTION NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

Date

AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP FOR APPROXIMATELY
72.8 ACRES (INCLUDING RIGHT-OF-WAYS) OF SUBURBAN
NEIGHBORHOOD LOW DENSITY TO SUBURBAN NEIGHBORHOOD
MEDIUM DENSITY RESIDENTIAL FOR THE PARKEBRIDGE POST
SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION PROJECT (APN: 225-2460-001-0000, 225-
2460-002-0000, 225-2460-003-0000) (P13-066)

BACKGROUND
The City Council conducted a public hearing on June 17, 2014 concerning the General

Plan land use map, and based on documentary and oral evidence submitted at the
public hearing, the City Council hereby finds:

A. The amendment is internally consistent with the goals, policies, and other provisions
of the general plan in that: 1) The proposed development is consistent with the
General Plan goal for Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density to encourage the
creation of more complete and well-designed suburban neighborhoods that provide
a variety of housing choices and mix of uses that encourage walking and biking, and
2) the proposal is consistent with the policy of the Housing Element of the General
Plan by contributing towards an adequate supply of land with public services to
accommodate future housing needs;

B. The amendment promotes the public health, safety, convenience, and welfare of the
city in that: 1) The proposed development is compatible with the surrounding land
uses, 2) the development is interconnected with streets and sidewalks for the
convenience and safety of residents, and 3) the development is accessible to parks
and trails; and

C. The zoning classification of the affected site, R-1A-PUD, is consistent with the
proposed general plan land use designation of Suburban Neighborhood Medium
Density.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The property (APN: 225-2460-001-0000, 225-2460-002-0000, 225-2460-
003-0000), as described on the attached Exhibits 3A and 3B, within the
City of Sacramento is hereby designated on the General Plan land use
map as Suburban Neighborhood Medium Density. 71 of 120
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Exhibit A: Existing General Plan Designations

LENNANE!DR-

Existing
General Plan
Land Use

Suburban
Neighborhood
Low Density

PARKEBRIDGE POST SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION PROJECT
(APN: 225-2460-001-0000, 225-2460-002-0000, 225-2460-003-0000) (P13-066)
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Exhibit B: Proposed General Plan Designations

LENNANE-DR

Proposed
General Plan
Land Use

Designation

Suburban
Suburban Neighborhood
Neighborhood Medium Density

Medium Density
(Existing)
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PARKEBRIDGE POST SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION PROJECT
(APN: 225-2460-001-0000, 225-2460-002-0000, 225-2460-003-0000) (P13-066)
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Attachment 6: PUD Guidelines & Schematic Plan Amendment Resolution

RESOLUTION NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

Date

AMENDING THE PARKEBRIDGE PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT
GUIDELINES AND SCHEMATIC PLAN FOR THE PARKEBRIDGE POST
SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION PROJECT (APN: 225-2460-001-0000, 225-
2460-002-0000, 225-2460-003-0000) (P13-066)

BACKGROUND

The City Council conducted a public hearing on June 17, 2014, to consider the
amendment of the ParkeBridge Planned Unit Development (PUD) Guidelines and
Schematic Plan. Based on documentary and oral evidence submitted at said public
hearing, the City Council hereby finds:

A.

The proposed development guidelines and schematic plan amendment is: 1)
consistent with the general plan land use designation of Suburban Neighborhood
Medium Density, and the use and development standards associated with the
designation, 2) consistent with the goals and policies of the general plan to promote
diversity in housing types and densities that will address the housing needs of
residents, and 3) consistent with all applicable specific plan for the South Natomas
area.

The proposed development guidelines and schematic plan amendment promotes
the public health, safety, convenience, and welfare of the city in that: 1) it allows
orderly development within the planned unit development that will be harmonious
with the surrounding uses, and 2) it is consistent with the general purposes and
intent of the Planning and Development Code; and

. The proposed amendment to the ParkeBridge Planned Unit Development schematic

plan and development guidelines is consistent with the zoning classifications of the
subject parcels.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.  The City Council of the City of Sacramento, in accordance with the City

Code, Chapter 17, resolves that the amendments to the ParkeBridge
Planned Unit Development Guidelines and Schematic Plan (as shown on
the attached Exhibits 4A and 4B) are hereby approved.
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Exhibit A: ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines

ParkeBridge

Planned Unit Development Guidelines

Originally Approved
March 14, 2006

Revised
March 28, 2014

Prepared For:

BHT Il Parkebridge 531 LLC

Prepared By:

The KTGY Group

Revised By:

Wood Rodgers, Inc.
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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Purpose and Intent

The ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines contain discussion and guiding language, details, conditions,
and restrictions to direct the build-out of the ParkeBridge Community. To achieve the overriding
goal to develop a new high quality residential community these PUD Guidelines are formulated
in a flexible manner allow creative solutions to a variety of design situations. These guidelines
are intended as a supplement to the development regulations in Title 17 of the City of
Sacramento Development Code. They shall prevail when there is a difference, otherwise the
regulations of Title 17 shall be applicable.

1.2 Context and Community Design Concept

ParkeBridge is located on 90.5%& acres in the South Natomas Community Plan south of
Interstate 80 and north of the RD-1000 irrigation canal and an existing single-family
neighborhood comprised of 40’ x 100’ lots. San Juan Road is located approximately a half mile
to the south. ParkeBridge is accessed by Fong Ranch Road at its southwest corner and also by
Bridgeford Drive. In the future Fong Ranch Road will be extended to the east across the power
line easement to Northgate Boulevard when the property to the east is developed, providing a
third point of access.

This new community encompasses 530 lots divided into four single-family residential villages
that will complement each other while providing a range of single-family housing types. Housing
will be predominantly single-family detached, however single-family attached housing is also
allowed. Please refer to Exhibit 1-1 PUD Schematic Plan to see the approximate boundaries of
each of these villages. Village 1 and Village 2 are considered affordable by design due to the
anticipated compact lot size and architecture. The architecture of each village places an
emphasis on orienting porches and living spaces toward sidewalks and the street to enhance
the pedestrian experience.

Table 1-1 Anticipated Housing Mix lists the anticipated housing types for each Village, however
these PUD Guidelines are intended to allow the flexibility to change housing types and lot sizes
within any village in response to changing market conditions subject to the following:

1. The Anticipated Housing Type and Lot Size may be adjusted in response to changing
market conditions without the requirement for a PUD Amendment or additional approvals
from the City. Architectural plans shall be reviewed by city staff for consistency with the
ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines.

2. The number of Anticipated Dwelling Units or the Approximate Acreage (Net) for a

particular Village as listed on Table 1-1 may be increased or decreased by more than

10% however the total number of units for ParkeBridge may not exceed 530 units
without additional approvals from the City Planning and Design Commission.

ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines Page 1-1
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3. The total number of dwelling units to be built within a particular village shall fall within the
Allowed Density DU/AC as listed in Table 1-1, which is consistent with Suburban
Neighborhood Medium density range of 7-17 du/ac as specified by the General Plan.

4. The boundaries of a particular Village as shown on by Exhibit 1-1 PUD Schematic Plan
may be adjusted in response to more accurate subdivision improvement plans, final
mapping, infrastructure phasing, or in response to market conditions without a PUD
Amendment or any additional approvals. However, the density of the resultant village
shall be within the 7-17 du/ac range as defined by the General Plan.

TABLE 1-1: Anticipated Housing Mix

Village | Anticipated Anticipated | Approx. | Anticipated Allowed
# Housing Type | Dwelling | Acreage Density Density
and Lot Sizet Units (Net) DU/AC Range
(dufac)
1 SFD, SFA, 142 10.5 13.5 717
Condo, or
Townhome
2 SFD 138 9.8 14.0 717
34t x 73t
3A | SFD 115 10.6 10.8 717
45't x 80't
3B SFD 37 37 10.0 717
45' x 80’
4 SFD 98 12.4 7.9 7-17
50t x 100’
Total 530 11.3 717

1.3 Circulation System

ParkeBridge incorporates the values of new urbanism and smart growth. As an infill project it
capitalizes on its adjacency to existing infrastructure within the City of Sacramento. A modified
grid pattern of streets is utilized to provide excellent connectivity between neighbors and
separated sidewalks and street tree plantings will provide for a pleasant, shaded walking
environment.

The circulation system and streetscapes are significant factors in determining the character and
identity of a community. A large traffic circle is placed on Fong Ranch Road at the entry into
ParkeBridge directly north of the bridge across the RD-1000 canal to signal the arrival to this
unigue community. It will serve as a traffic calming device and will serve to disperse some of
the traffic associated with Village 1 to the north thereby reducing vehicular trips on Fong Ranch
Road.

ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines Page 1-2
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Exhibit 1-1 PUD Schematic Plan
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Bike trails will be located through the open space corridors along edges of the community to
provide convenient direct routes from the 3.8 acre Lot A Park and future Community Park
directly on the west of the community to the Lot G Open Space under the power lines on the
east. The Lot G trail will connect to the regional bike trail to be located in the power line
corridor. The roadway section for Fong Ranch Road includes an on-street Class Il bike lane,
again providing east-west connectivity. All streets will have separated sidewalks. Convenient
bicycle and pedestrian paths will encourage these modes of transportation, thereby reducing
vehicular trips. The following guidelines shall apply:

1. ParkeBridge shall strive to be a vibrant walkable community with tree-lined streets and a
mix of housing types, pedestrian scaled architecture, and a high degree of connectivity
to allow vehicular, bike and pedestrian linkages with adjacent neighborhoods. A range
of park and open space opportunities are encouraged to meet the needs of future
residents.

2. Driveways to individual lots and homes on Fong Ranch Road adjacent to Village 1
should be minimized to avoid “back-up” conflicts with vehicular traffic.

3. The homes surrounding Lot F (within the middle of the community) or in close proximity
should be oriented to front on to Fong Ranch Road and this landscape amenity to
provide “eyes-on-the-park”. Driveways to front loaded homes are acceptable in this
location because over half of the project traffic will have dispersed to side streets.

4. The alignment of Fong Ranch Road shall remain consistent with Exhibit 7-1 PUD
Schematic Plan but minor revisions to the internal residential streets other than Fong
Ranch Road in response to changes in lot sizes and market conditions are acceptable
and may be approved administratively by the City Planning Director.

5. Parking shall comply with City of Sacramento Code requirements.

1.4 Parks and Open Space

Approximately 20% (18.2 acres) of the site is dedicated to parks, landscape corridors, open
spaces, landscape lots, and drainage corridors. This percentage excludes common areas and
yards that will be within residential neighborhoods such as Village 1. These lots provide a visual
amenity for the enjoyment of future residents and space for recreational activities to improve
public health. As noted above, the Lot F Park provides a central gathering space for residents
to meet, socialize and play, and will provide visual relief along Fong Ranch Road.

Park design shall comply with the City of Sacramento Department of Parks and Recreation
design guidelines.

1.5 Procedures for Approval and Amendment

The procedures for approval of development under, as well as amendments to, these PUD
guidelines are as set forth in Chapter 17.452 of Title 17 of the Sacramento City Code, and may
be amended from time to time.

ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines Page 1-4
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SECTION 2: PLANNING STANDARDS

2.1 Development Standards

Planning Standards have been developed for each of the Villages to encourage high quality
architecture and flexibility in design. These standards are intended to provide guidance but
should not be absolutely restrictive. The City may allow some minor deviations based on the
merits of a particular architectural design that may not have been anticipated.

Village 1 is anticipated for either attached or detached townhome or condominium units, or an
innovative small lot single-family detached product may also be developed. Once market
demand merits preparation of plans, a detailed site plan and architecture will be submitted to the
City for approval.

Table 2-1: Development Standards — Village 1 (Condos, Townhomes, eic.)

CRITERIA

Village 1

MINIMUM SETBACKS 22

Front
. Living Area
. Porch

. Courtyard (less than 4’ high)

12" to building
10" to porch
3’ to courtyard from Right-of-Way

Rear

4’ to garage from edge of Alley-Way

Side

0’ — interior one side (both sides if attached units)
0’ and 3’ one side if detached units

Building Separation
Garage to Garage
Side to Side
Front to Front

28 Minimum (door to door in alley situation)
15" Minimum (between multi-unit buildings)
30’ Building to Building

14’ Porch to Porch

MAX. BUILDING COVERAGE 100% 3

MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT 35" Maximum

MIN. LANDSCAPE AREA 20% of overall site 4

Notes:

1. Architectural projections may project a maximum of 3 feet into required front, rear or side setback areas; however, in
no case shall such projection be closer than 3 feet to any property line. An architectural projection is defined as an
element that articulates the building elevation such as, window and door pop-out surrounds, media niches, library
niches, bay windows, pot shelves, chimneys, enhanced window sills, eaves, shutter details, window trim, balconies
and entry gates, and other similar elements.

2. Window and door pop-out surrounds, pot shelves, enhanced window sills, shutter details, window trim, entry gates
and projecting eaves shall be governed by the relevant provisions of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

3. 100% of coverage may be required if town home lots are proposed to encompass only the building footprint.

4, Overall site may include common areas, pools, tot lots, trails, landscape areas, private yards, etc.

ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines Page 2-1
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Exhibit 2-1: Example of Village 1 Condo/Townhome Building Footprint Lot

Alley
/— 4 Setback fo Garage
Side Setback:
oy -3 At End Condition
- 0' Interior
g Porcht’
yoreh Poreh-s F
Property
Courtyard Courtyard Courtyard Lire

Street or Paseo

Exclusive Use
Easement

Common Area

Exhibit 2-2: Example of Village 1 Condo/Townhome Building and Yard Lot

Alley

+— 4' Minimum Setback to Garage

Minimum Side Setback:
-3' At End Condition
L - 0' Interior

FER—

Courtyard Courtyard

p—— 12' Minimum Setback to Building

10" Minimum Setback to Porch

\ roal ael

Street or Paseo
Notes:

1. Footprints are hypothetical. Final plans may vary.
2. All setbacks are measured from the property line

i 3' Minimum Setback to Courtyard (<4' high)

3. Architectural projections may project a maximum of 3 feet into required front, rear or side setback areas; however in no
case shall such projection be closer than 3 fee to any property line. An architectural projection is defined as an element
that articulates the building elevation such as media niches, library niches, bay windows, chimneys, balconies and other

similar elements.

4. Window and door pop-out surrounds, pot shelves, enhanced window sills, shutter details, window trim, entry gates and
projecting eaves shall be governed by the relevant provisions of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines
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Table 2-2 Development Standards — Villages 2, 3A, 3B, & 4 (Single-family)

CRITERIA

Village 2

Village 3 Aor B

Village 4

ANTICIPATED LOT SIZE

2,550 S.F. LOTS

3,600 S.F.LOTS

5,000 S.F.LOTS

ANTICIPATED LOT DIMENSIONS 34'x73 45’ x 80 50" x 100°
MINIMUM LOT WIDTH 34 45 50'
MINIMUM LOT DEPTH 70 72 95’
MINIMUM SETBACKS (284
Front @
Living Area/Porch 10 10° 125
Front Entry Garage 18 18 20
Rear? 10 15 15
Side @ 4 or 5 g
Zero Lot line with 0" one
side and 4’ other side @
Corner Side
Living Area 10’ 10 12.5'
Porches 10 10 125
Rear Patio Covers 5 5 10
2nd Story Decks 10’ 10 10
{Measured to Fascia)
FRONT COURTYARD WALLS
Wall Ht. Below 5'
Front: 5 5 5
Side: o o o
Corner Side: 5' 5 &
Wall Ht. Above 5'
Front: 10' 10 10
Side: o o o
Corner Side: 5 5 &
MAX. BUILDING COVERAGE
(Excluding Porches & Patio Covers)
2 Story Plans 60% 55% 55%
1 Story Plans 70% 65% 60%
MAX. BUILDING HEIGHT 35' 35 35

Notes

1. Front setbacks and corner side setbacks are measured from the back of walk or back of curb where there is no walk.

2. Interior side and rear setbacks are measured from property line.

3. Architectural projections may project a maximum of 3 feet into required front, rear or side setback areas; however, in no
case shall such projection be closer than 3 feet to any property line. An architectural projection is defined as an element
that articulates the building elevation such as, media niches, library niches, bay windows, chimneys, balconies and other

similar elements.

4. Window and door pop-out surrounds, pot shelves, enhanced window sills, shutter details, window trim, entry gates and
projecting eaves shall be governed by the relevant provisions of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).
5. 0’ on one side and 4’ the other side to allow zero lot line product. Otherwise 4’ side yard on both sides.

ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines
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Exhibit 2-3: Village 2 Example with Typical 4’ Side Yard Setbacks

34' (TYP.)
“~ —
T 10' Minimum Setback to Building
5" Minimum Setback to Patio Cover
et = |
i
1 1 Maximum building
S
| 4 1 envelope
Residence
— Side:
& ﬁ L 4" Minimum Setback
-4 A
= | |
o™
~
| [
| Front entry garage:
t | Porch 1 18' Minimum Setback

Front living area or porch:
10" Minimum Setback

B ———— e
" e TE N
Sidewalk —————#i; .G -

Parkway —e

Notes:

1.  Footprints are hypothetical. Final plans may vary.

All setbacks are measured from the property line

3. Architectural projections may project a maximum of 3 feet into required front, rear or side setback areas; however in
no case shall such projection be closer than 3 fee to any property line. An architectural projection is defined as an
element that articulates the building elevation such as media niches, library niches, bay windows, chimneys,
balconies and other similar elements.

4. Window and door pop-out surrounds, pot shelves, enhanced window sills, shutter details, window trim, entry gates
and projecting eaves shall be governed by the relevant provisions of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

N
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Exhibit 2-4: Village 2 Example with Zero Lot line one side

34' (TYP.)

10" Minimum Setback to Building
5 Minimum Setback to Patio Cover
= - @_————— Maximum building envelope

Residence
Side:
4 5 7 0’Minimum Setback

73' (TYP.)
A

| Front entry garage:
1 | Porch 18' Minimum Setback

Front living area or porch:
10' Minimum Setback

Sidewalk ————8 .y’
Parkway — @

Notes:

1.  Footprints are hypothetical. Final plans may vary.

All setbacks are measured from the property line

3. Architectural projections may project a maximum of 3 feet into required front, rear or side setback areas; however in
no case shall such projection be closer than 3 fee to any property line. An architectural projection is defined as an
element that articulates the building elevation such as media niches, library niches, bay windows, chimneys,
balconies and other similar elements.

4. Window and door pop-out surrounds, pot shelves, enhanced window sills, shutter details, window trim, entry gates
and projecting eaves shall be governed by the relevant provisions of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

N
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Exhibit 2-5: Village 3A or 3B Example of Typical Setbacks

45' (TYP.)
5" Minimum to Patio Cover
. _/ ot 10' Minimum to Building
v
building
| | envelope
| |
Residence
—~ Side:
o & _/f‘— 5' Minimum Setback
E: —*ﬁ — &7
= | | I
=3
«©
| I s |
[ Porch 1 Front entry garage: 18'+
Front living area or porch:
10" Minimum Setback

Sidewalk —=-2-— %%

Parkway ———@

Notes:

1.  Footprints are hypothetical. Final plans may vary.

All setbacks are measured from the property line

3. Architectural projections may project a maximum of 3 feet into required front, rear or side setback areas; however in
no case shall such projection be closer than 3 fee to any property line. An architectural projection is defined as an
element that articulates the building elevation such as media niches, library niches, bay windows, chimneys,
balconies and other similar elements.

4. Window and door pop-out surrounds, pot shelves, enhanced window sills, shutter details, window trim, entry gates
and projecting eaves shall be governed by the relevant provisions of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

N
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Exhibit 2-6: Village 4 Example of Typical Setbacks

50' (TYP.)
5' Minimum Setback to Patio Cover
—,— ——— —— —
3 Rear:
/ 15' Minimum Setback
v building envelop
| I - ——a
| 1
| I
I | ‘
(sl s Side:
E 5 Residence 5 Minimum Setback
E «
=]
=
| |
| |
[ ]
Porch
| |
| i 1 Front entry garage:
20' Minimum Setback
Front living area or porch:
12.5' Minimum Setback
Sidewalk ——5—&

Parkway — @

Notes:
1.  Footprints are hypothetical. Final plans may vary.
2. All setbacks are measured from the property line

3. Architectural projections may project a maximum of 3 feet into required front, rear or side setback areas; however in
no case shall such projection be closer than 3 fee to any property line. An architectural projection is defined as an
element that articulates the building elevation such as media niches, library niches, bay windows, chimneys,
balconies and other similar elements.

4. Window and door pop-out surrounds, pot shelves, enhanced window sills, shutter details, window trim, entry gates
and projecting eaves shall be governed by the relevant provisions of the Uniform Building Code (UBC).

ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines Page 2-7

89 of 120



SECTION 3. RESIDENTIAL ARCHITECTURAL GUIDELINES

3.1 Goals

The ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines have been prepared to provide the framework for high quality
design within the project's Master Plan. The guidelines express the desired character of future
development and are designed to ensure a unified environment within the Master Plan. This
document is intended to provide clear direction and design criteria.

The following residential design principles are provided to assist developers, homebuilders, and
architects in the design of new residential products within ParkeBridge. The principles are
intended to promote quality design and innovative solutions that in turn encourage viable
neighborhoods of enduring value. This document is not intended to represent mandatory
requirements, but instead suggest principles to ensure the creation of a quality neighborhood
environment. Alternative design solutions that are consistent with the spirit of the design
principles identified in this document will be considered and even encouraged.

The goals of the ParkeBridge Design Guidelines are as follows:

o To provide the City of Sacramento with the necessary assurances that development within
the master planned community will attain the desired level of quality;

o To serve as design criteria for use by planners, architects, landscape architects, engineers
and builders.

e To provide guidance to City Staff, Planning Commission and the City Council when
reviewing future development within the Master Plan.

e To provide a viable framework and clear direction for the creativity of the designer to
achieve quality plans without unnecessary delays.

3.2 Architectural Styles

Based on the existing character and building development history of the area, several
architectural themes are appropriate for the ParkeBridge residential community. Although these
styles have historical reference, other themes that can be derived from the area’s past may also
be considered. Distinguishing characteristics of each architectural style envisioned for
ParkeBridge are described below.

21 Spanish Colonial

Barrel or S tile roofs with large eave overhangs
Stucco walls

Courtyards

Trellises

Brightly colored ceramic tile as accents
Arcades

ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines Page 3-1
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3.2.2 Craftsman

Horizontal character to building forms

Low pitched gable roof forms with unenclosed eave overhangs

Primary roof forms covering porch elements

Decorative use of cross beams, braces, and rafter tails

Often feature tapered columns and pilasters

Brick or stone elements visually anchoring the building mass to the ground plane

3.2.3 California Coastal

Loose style — informal in plan and elevation

Asymmetrical arrangement of one & two story building forms

Low pitched gable roofs (occasionally hipped) with wide, unenclosed eave overhangs
Simple lines — low with wide projecting roofs

Roof rafters are usually exposed

Elimination of superfluous ornamentation enhances beauty through simplified lines and
masses of the building itself

Use of wood siding and/or shingles

3.2.4 French Country

Symmetrical, formal building mass or asymmetrical informal massing with a rambling
farm house appearance

Steep roof pitches

Use of quoins or voussiers

Tower or turret element with conical roof form appropriate

Generous use of full rounded or segmented arch windows

Small balconies with decorative wrought iron

Multi-pane mullion patterned windows

ParkeBridge PUD Guidelines Page 3-2
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Exhibit 3-1: Photo Examples of Potential Architectural Styles

Craftsman

S T

Spamisb Colowial

Ca{ifomia Coastal

L TG
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3.4 Conceptual and Architectural Renderings

The following exhibits were rendered for certain Villages within the Parkebridge community but
are intended to illustrate how a particular village could provide variety within a single
architectural style, or could incorporate a mix of architectural styles within a single village.
Please note that these representative exhibits are for illustrative purposes only to show the
architectural and scenic character envisioned by the Design Guidelines. The actual product may
differ.
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f Potential Common Area in Village 1

ing o,

Exhibit 3-2: Render
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Exhibit 3-3: Potential Townhome/Condo Elevation in Village 1-Craftsman

VILLAGE 1
PARKEBRIDGE
Sacramento, California

Griffin @ Industries

KTGY NO. 3004678
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Exhibit 3-4: Potential Townhome/Condo Elevation in Village 1-Spanish
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Exhibit 3-5: Potential Street Scene Village 2-Mixed Styles

VILLAGE II
PAarkeBRrRIDGE
Sacramento, California

Griffin @ Industries

KTGY N0, 1004875
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Exhibit 3-6: View of Street Scene Potential Corner Treatment Villages 2, 3or 4
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Exhibit 3-7: Potential Street Scene Village 2, 3 or 4 — Mixed Styles
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Exhibit 3-8: Potential Street Scene Village 4 — Mixed Styles

PARKEBRIDGE
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Exhibit B: ParkeBridge PUD Schematic Plan

Exhibit 1-1 PUD Schematic Plan
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[ Back to Report Table of Contents ]

Attachment 7: Post Subdivision Modification and Site Plan and Design Review Resolution

RESOLUTION NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council

Date

ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT AND APPROVING THE PARKEBRIDGE
POST SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION AND SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW
FOR THE PARKEBRIDGE POST SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION PROJECT
(P13-066) (APN: 225-2460-001-0000, 225-2460-002-0000, 225-2460-003-0000)

BACKGROUND

A. On April 24, 2014, the Planning and Design Commission conducted a public
hearing on, and forwarded to the City Council a recommendation to approve with
conditions the ParkeBridge Post Subdivision Modification project.

B. On June 17, 2014, the City Council conducted a public hearing, for which notice
was given pursuant Sacramento City Code Section 17.200.010(C)(2)(a), (b), and (c)
(publication, posting, and mail 500’), and received and considered evidence concerning
the ParkeBridge project.

BASED ON THE FACTS SET FORTH IN THE BACKGROUND, THE CITY COUNCIL
RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1.  Based on the verbal and documentary evidence received at the hearing
on the ParkeBridge project, the City Council approves the project based on the findings
of fact and subject to the conditions of approval as set forth below.

Section 2.  The City Council approves the Project entitlements based on the following
findings of fact:

A. The Post Subdivision Modification to approved tentative map per file P04-212
is approved based on the following findings:

1. None of the conditions described in Government Code Section 66474,
subsection (a) through (g), inclusive, exist with respect to the proposed
subdivision as follows:

a. The proposed subdivision is consistent with the City’s General Plan, all
applicable community and specific plans, and Title 16 of the City Code,
which is a specific plan of the City;

b. The design and improvement of the proposed subdivision is consistent
with the City’s General Plan, all applicable community and specific
plans, and Title 16 of the City Code, which is a specific plan of the City;

c. The site is physically suitable for the type of development proposed
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d. The site is suited for the proposed density of the development;

e. The design of the subdivision and the proposed improvements are not
likely to cause substantial environmental damage or substantially and
avoidably injure fish or wildlife their habitat;

f. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements are not
likely to cause serious public health problems;

g. The design of the subdivision and the type of improvements will not
conflict with easements, acquired by the public at large, for access
through or use, of, property within the proposed subdivision.

The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and
improvement, is consistent with the City General Plan and Title 16
Subdivisions of the City Code, which is a specific plan of the City (Gov.
Code §66473.5).

The discharge of waste from the proposed subdivision into the existing
community sewer system will not result in a violation of the applicable
waste discharge requirements prescribed by the California Regional Water
Quality Board, Central Valley Region, in that existing treatment plants
have a design capacity adequate to service the proposed subdivision
(Gov. code §66474.6).

The design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities (Gov. Code
§66473.1).

The City Council has considered the effect of the approval of this tentative
subdivision map on the housing needs of the region and has balanced
these needs against the public service needs of its residents and available
fiscal and environmental resources (Gov. Code §66412.3).

The Site Plan and Design Review on approximately 90.5 gross acres for future
residential development is approved based on the following findings:

1.

The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed
development are consistent with the General Plan.

The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed
development are consistent with all applicable Design Guidelines and
Development Standards.

The infrastructure is adequate to serve the proposed development and
comply with all applicable Design Guidelines and Development Standards.

The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed
development are visually and functionally compatible with the surrounding
neighborhood.

The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed

development ensure energy consumption is minimized and use of
renewable energy sources is encouraged.
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6. The design, layout, and physical characteristics of the proposed
development are not detrimental to the public health, safety, convenience
or welfare of persons residing, working, visiting, or recreating in the
surrounding neighborhood and will not result in the creation of a nuisance
in that: 1) the development is interconnected with streets and sidewalks,
and 2) the site is accessible to nearby parks, schools and trails.

Conditions of Approval

A. The Post Subdivision Modification to approved tentative map per file P04-212
is hereby approved subject to the following conditions:

NOTE: These conditions shall supersede any contradictory information shown on
the Tentative Map or any contradictory provisions in the PUD guidelines
approved for this project (P04-212). The design of any improvement not
covered by these conditions or the PUD Guidelines shall be to City
standard.

The applicant shall satisfy each of the following conditions prior to filing the Final Map
unless a different time for compliance is specifically stated in these conditions. Any
condition requiring an improvement that has already been designed and secured under
a City Approved improvement agreement may be considered satisfied at the discretion
of the Department of Public Works.

GENERAL.: All Projects

A1, Pay off existing assessments, or file the necessary segregation requests and
fees to segregate existing assessments.

A2. Pursuant to City Code Section 16.40.190, indicate easements on the Final Map
to allow for the placement of centralized mail delivery units. The specific
locations for such easements shall be subject to review and approval of the
Department of Public Works after consultation with the U.S. Postal Service.

A3. Comply with requirements included in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan developed
by, and kept on file in, the Planning Division Office (P13-066).

A4. Meet all conditions of the existing PUD (P13-066) unless the condition is
superseded by a Tentative Map condition.

A5. Show all continuing and proposed/required easements on the Final Map.
AG. Multiple Final Maps may be recorded. Prior to the recordation of any Final Map
all infrastructure/improvements necessary for the respective Final Map must be

in place to the satisfaction of the Department of Utilities and the Department of
Public Works.

Public Works: Zarah Lacson (916) 808-8494
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A7. Submit a Geotechnical Analysis prepared by a registered engineer to be used in
street design. The analysis shall identify and recommend solutions for
groundwater related problems, which may occur within both the subdivision lots
and public right-of-way. Construct appropriate facilities to alleviate those
problems. As a result of the analysis street sections shall be designed to
provide for stabilized subgrades and pavement sections under high groundwater
conditions.

A8. Construct standard subdivision improvements as noted in these conditions
pursuant to section 16.48.110 of the City Code. All improvements shall be
designed and constructed to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.
Improvements required shall be determined by the city. The City shall
determine improvements required for each phase prior to recordation of each
phase. Any public improvement not specifically noted in these conditions or on
the Tentative Map shall be designed and constructed to City standards. This
shall include street lighting and the repair or replacement/reconstruction of any
existing deteriorated curb, gutter and sidewalk adjacent to the subject property
per City standards to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

A9. The applicant shall install permanent street signs to the satisfaction of the
Department of Public Works.

A10. Construct a roundabout at the intersection of Fong Ranch Road and Street A
per City standards to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. The
applicant shall provide all on-site easements and right-of-way required for turn
lanes and related appurtenances.

A11.  The applicant shall submit a Roundabout Design Concept Report per section
15.11 of the City’s Design and Procedure Manual to the Department of Public
Works for review and approval prior to the submittal of any improvement plans
involving roundabout work. The Roundabout DCR provides crucial geometric
information for design and should be started as early as possible to avoid delays
during the plan check process.

A12. The applicant shall provide additional right-of-way for expanded intersections, if
required, at locations specified by and to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works.

A13. Atits discretion, the City may require the inclusion of traffic calming devices
along residential streets, to be constructed as part of the public improvements.
These devices may include, but are not limited to, traffic circles, chokers,
chicanes, undulations, additional 4-way intersections, etc. Undulations may be
required on certain streets adjacent to school/park combinations, as determined
by the Department of Public Works. The applicant shall coordinate with the
Department of Public Works, Transportation Division (Debb Newton: 808-6739,
dnewton@cityofsacramento.org) regarding the required calming measures.

A14. The applicant shall dedicate and construct the northern extension of Fong
Ranch Road, and the northern extension of Bridgeford Drive (south of the
bridges) to transition from the existing right-of-way cross-section to the 53-ft
right-of-way bridges per City standards to the satisfaction of the Department of
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A15.  The applicant shall dedicate and construct Fong Ranch Road between Street A
and Street C as a 64-ft minor collector (Section A )shown on the tentative map
dated February 6, 2014 to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

A16. The applicant shall dedicate and construct Fong Ranch Road between Street C
and Street G as a 70-ft Minor Collector (Section B-1 ) as shown on the tentative
map dated February 6, 2014() to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works.

A17. The applicant shall dedicate and construct Fong Ranch Road between Street G
and Street L as a 76-ft Minor Collector (Section B) as shown on the tentative
map dated February 6, 2014 ) to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works.

A18. The applicant shall dedicate and construct the Fong Ranch Road Bridge and the
Bridgeford Drive Bridge as 53-ft Bridges (section I) as shown on the tentative
map dated February 6, 2014 () to the satisfaction of the Department of Public
Works.

A19. The applicant shall dedicate and construct the two pedestrian and bike bridges
(Ped/Bike Bridge) within Lot | and Lot G (section K) as shown on the tentative
map dated February 6, 2014, except the clear span of each of the ped/bike
bridges shall be a minimum of 12-ft (excluding the rails), to the satisfaction of
the Department of Public Works.

A20. All other street cross-sections shall be dedicated and constructed as shown on
the tentative map dated February 6, 2014, to the satisfaction of the Department
of Public Works.

A21. The applicant shall provide 76-ft within Lot G as an Irrevocable Offer of
Dedication (I0OD) for the future extension of Fong Ranch Road as shown on the
tentative map dated February 6, 2014, to the satisfaction of the Department of
Public Works. Said IOD shall not extend past the eastern property line of the
tentative map.

A22. The applicant shall construct median improvements at the intersection of Pony
Express Drive and San Juan Road as recommended by this project’s traffic
analysis. The median improvements shall restrict left-out movements from both
Pony Express Drive and Rock Hampton Drive. Median improvements shall be
to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.

A23. All right-of-way and street improvement transitions that result from changing the
right-of-way of any street shall be located, designed and constructed to the
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. The center lines of such streets
shall be aligned.

A24. The design and placement of walls, fences, signs and Landscaping near
intersections and driveways shall allow stopping sight distance per Caltrans
standards and comply with City Code Section 12.28.010 (25' sight triangle).
Walls shall be set back 3' behind the sight line needed for stopping sight
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for adequate stopping sight distance shall be limited 3.5" in height. The area of
exclusion shall be determined by the Department of Public Works.

SMUD: Monica Adamee (916) 732-6075

A25. Dedicate a 12.5-ft Public Utility Easement for underground facilities and
appurtenances adjacent to Fong Ranch Road, Bridgeford Drive, Street “A” and
adjacent to both sides of street “B”.

A26. Dedicate a 12.5-ft Public Utility Easement adjacent to streets serving 50-ft by
100-ft lots, including street L (lots 14, 15, 40, 41, 65 and 66), streets M, N and
O.

A27. Dedicate a 10-ft Public Utility Easement on all remaining streets.

SASD: Amandeep Singh (916) 876-6296

A28. Connection to the SASD sewer system shall be required to the satisfaction of
SASD. SASD Design Standards apply to any on-site and off-site sewer
construction.

A29. Each parcel with a sewage source shall have a separate connection to the
SASD public sewer system. If there is more than one building in any single
parcel and the parcel is not proposed for split, then each building on that parcel
shall have a separate connection to a private on-site sewer line or SASD public
sewer line.

A30. In order to obtain sewer service for this project, construction of onsite and offsite
sewer infrastructure will be required.

A31.  The project has an approved sewer study and proposed variations will require
an addendum to the study. SASD shall require an addendum to approved
Subdivision Level (Level 3) sewer study prior to recordation of Final Map or
submittal of improvement plans for plan check to SASD, whichever comes first.

A32. Sewer easements will be required. All sewer easements shall be dedicated to
SASD, in a form approved by the District Engineer. All SASD sewer easements
shall be at least 20 feet in width and ensure continuous access for installation
and maintenance. SASD will provide maintenance only in public right-of-ways
and in easements dedicated to SASD.

A33. Subdividing this property may require payment of sewer impact fees to both
SASD and SRCSD, in accordance with each District’s Ordinances. Applicant
should contact Permit Services Unit at (916) 876-6100 for sewer impact fee
information.

DOU: Robert Armijo (916) 808-1411
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study for review and approval by the Department of Utilities (DOU). The 10-year
and 100-year HGLs for this study shall be calculated using the City's SWMMM
model. The drainage study shall be developed using the Master Drainage Plan
for Sump 141, by Ensign & Buckley, December 12, 2000, and shall include the
project area and the area bounded by 180, Street A and the Reclamation
District 1000 (RD 1 000) canal (approximately 8.3 acres). The drainage study
shall consider freeway drainage. Drain inlets shall be 6- inches above the 1 0-
year HGL. Building pad elevations shall be a minimum of 1.2 feet above the
100-year HGL and finished floor elevations shall be a minimum of 1.5 feet
above the 100-year HGL. All drainage lines shall be placed within the asphalt
section of public right-of-ways as per the City’s Design Procedures Manual. Per
City Code, the Subdivider may not develop the project in any way that obstructs,
impedes, or interferes with the natural flow of existing off-site drainage which
crosses the property. The project shall construct the required public and/or
private infrastructure to handle off-site runoff to the satisfaction of the
Department of Utilities. Sufficient off-site and on-site spot elevations shall be
provided in the drainage study to determine the direction of storm drain runoff.
The drainage study shall include an overland flow release map for the proposed
project. Lot pad elevations shall be a minimum of 1.5 feet above the local
controlling overland flow release elevation. The project shall drain to the
proposed detention basin.

A35. All lots shall be graded so that drainage does not cross property lines or private
drainage easements shall be dedicated. The project shall be graded to overland
release to the detention basin.

A36. Prior to the submittal of improvement plans, prepare a project specific water
study for review and approval by the Department of Utilities. The water
distribution system shall be designed to satisfy the more critical of the two
following conditions: (1) at maximum day peak hour demand, the operating or
"residual" pressure at all water service connections shall be at least 30 pounds
per square inch, (2) at average maximum day demand plus fire flow, the
operating or "residual” pressure in the area of the fire shall not be less than 20
pounds per square inch. The water study shall determine if the existing and
proposed water distribution system is adequate to supply fire flow demands for
the project. A water supply test may be required for this project. Contact the
Department of Utilities for the pressure boundary conditions to be used in the
water study.

A37. Two points of service for the water distribution system for this subdivision or any
phase of this subdivision are required. All water lines shall be placed within the
asphalt section of public right-of-ways as per the City's Design and Procedures
Manual.

A38. If adequate fire flow and pressure cannot be obtained by connecting to the
existing water system in Fong Ranch Road, Bridgeford Drive and Rio Largo
Way, then the applicant shall develop an alternative in cooperation with the
Department of Utilities. The alternative shall be developed as part of the
aforementioned water study. The construction shall be to the satisfaction of the
Department of Utilities. The applicant is responsible for obtaining all necessary
permits and approvals from federal, state and local agencies, including
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A39.

A40.

A41.

A42.

A43.

Ad4.

A45.

A46.

A4T7.

A48.

A49.

A50.

Construct water pipes and appurtenances, construct storm drain pipes and
appurtenances, and construct sanitary sewer pipes and appurtenances in Fong
Ranch Road, Bridgeford Drive, and other Streets as appropriate (e.g. A, B, C, D,
E,F,G,H ILJ, KL, M,N,0,P,Q, R, S, T, Circle A and Way A). Construct
water pipes and appurtenances in Rio Largo Way. The construction shall be to
the satisfaction of the DOU and Sacramento Area Sewer District (SASD).

Construct storm drain and sanitary sewer stubs for the area bounded by 1-80,
Street A and the RD-1000 canal (approximately 8.3 acres). The construction
shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of Utilities.

Construct access ramps to RD-1000 canal at all street bridge crossings and at
all bike/pedestrian bridge crossings. The construction shall be to the satisfaction
of RD-1000. Dedicate, to the satisfaction of RD-1000, access easements for the
access ramps. The applicant should contact RD-1000 early in the planning
process to determine the required access easements. This may affect the street
and lot layout for the proposed project.

The proposed development is located within the Reclamation District 1000 (RD-
1000). The applicant shall comply with all RD-1000 requirements.

Any use of RD-1000 easements will require an agreement and/or approval with
RD-1000. This will affect the street and lot layout for the proposed project and
should be considered early in the planning process.

The project shall provide access to Sump 141 to the satisfaction of the
Department of Utilities.

Per Sacramento City Code, water meters shall be located at the point of service
which is the back of curb for separated sidewalks or the back of walk for
connected sidewalks.

Place a 2-inch (minimum) sleeve under the sidewalks for each single family lot
along all streets with separated curb and sidewalk for irrigation of the landscape
planter. Sleeves shall be placed prior to construction of sidewalks.

Any new domestic water services shall be metered. Only one domestic water
service is allowed per parcel. Excess services shall be abandoned to the
satisfaction of the Department of Utilities.

Public and private streets with City maintained water, sanitary sewer and storm
drain facilities shall have a minimum paved width of 25-feet from lip of gutter to
lip of gutter.

The proposed development is located within the Sacramento Area Sewer
District (SASD). Satisfy all SASD requirements.

Provide standard subdivision improvements per Section 16.48.110 of the City
Code. Construct water, sewer, and drainage facilities to the satisfaction of the
Department of Utilities. Off-site main extensions may be required.
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A51. Properly abandon under permit, from the County Environmental Health Division,
any well or septic system located on the property.

A52. A grading plan showing existing and proposed elevations is required. Adjacent
off-site topography shall also be shown to the extent necessary to determine
impacts to existing surface drainage paths. No grading shall occur until the
grading plan has been reviewed and approved by the Department of Utilities.

A53. This project is greater than 1 acre, therefore the project is required to comply
with the State "NPDES General Permit for Stormwater Discharges Associated
with Construction Activity" (State Permit). To comply with the State Permit, the
applicant will need to file a Notice of Intent (NOI) with the State Water
Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and prepare a Stormwater Pollution
Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to construction. A copy of the State Permit and
NOI may be obtained from www.swrcb.ca.gov/stormstr/construction.html. The
SWPPP will be reviewed by the Department of Utilities prior to issuing a grading
permit. The following items shall be included in the SWPPP: (1) vicinity map, (2)
site map, (3) list of potential pollutant sources, (4) type and location of erosion
and sediment BMP's, (5) name and phone number of person responsible for
SWPPP and (6) certification by property owner or authorized representative.

A54. The applicant must comply with the City of Sacramento's Grading, Erosion and
Sediment Control Ordinance. This ordinance requires the applicant to show
erosion and sediment control methods on the subdivision improvement plans.
These plans shall also show the methods to control urban runoff pollution from
the project site during construction.

A55. All existing easements and all existing right-of-ways shall be shown on the Final
Map.

A56. Dedicate all necessary easements, right-of-way, fee title property, or IOD in fee
title property on the final map as required to implement the approved drainage,
water and sewer studies, per each approving agency requirements.

A57. Construct pump station modifications for Sump 141 and construct storm water
quality and flood control basin within Lot G. Provide landscaping and irrigation
system for Lot G including the basin per City of Sacramento Storm Drainage
Design Standards Sections 11.5 and 11.6. The construction and landscaping
shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of Utilities. A separate set of
improvement plans shall be prepared for the pump station modifications and the
detention basin.

A58. The applicant is responsible for obtaining all necessary permits and approvals
from federal, state and local agencies (including RD-1000) for the construction
of the detention basin and facilities crossing the RD-1000 drainage canal.

A59. Dedicate, as an 10D in fee title, at no cost to the City, Lots G (and other lots as
appropriate) for a storm water quality and flood control basin and for an open
channel. The dedication and dimensions of Lots G (and other lots as
appropriate) shall be to the satisfaction of the Department of Ultilities.

A60. The subdivision shall be annexed into the City of Sacramento Neighborhood 110 of 120



Water Quality District which provides for maintenance of the landscaping and
irrigation within Lot G including the water quality and flood control basin.

A61. If required by the Department of Utilities, the applicant shall enter into and
record an Agreement for Conveyance of Easements with the City, in a form
acceptable to the City Attorney, requiring that private easements be granted, as
needed, for drainage, water and sanitary sewer at no cost at the time of sale or
other conveyance of any lot. A note stating the following shall be placed on the
Final Map: "The lots created by this map shall be developed in accordance with
recorded agreement for conveyance of easements# (Book _, Page )."

A62. Post construction, stormwater quality control measures shall be incorporated
into the development to minimize the increase of urban runoff pollution caused
by development of the area. Since the applicant is required to construct a
regional water quality control facility as part of the project, only source control
measures are required. Specific source controls are required for (1)
commercial/industrial material storage, (2) commercial/industrial outdoor
loading/unloading of materials, (3) commercial/industrial vehicle and equipment
fueling, (4) commercial/industrial vehicle and equipment maintenance, repair
and washing, (5) commercial/industrial outdoor process equipment operations
and maintenance and (6) commercial/industrial waste handling. Storm drain
message is required at all drain inlets. Improvement plans must include the
source controls measures selected for the site. Refer to the latest edition of the
"Guidance Manual for On Site Stormwater Quality Control Measures", for
appropriate source control measures.

A63. Any new domestic water services shall be metered. A single domestic water
service is allowed for the condominium parcel, unless otherwise approved by
the Department of Utilities.

A64. The condominium parcel shall have a single, separate street tap for a metered
domestic water service.

A65. Prior to the initiation of any water, sanitary sewer or storm drainage services to
the condominium project, the owner(s) and ownership association shall enter
into a utility service agreement with the City to receive such utility services at
points of service agreement with the City to receive such utility services at points
of service designated by the DOU, provided that such agreement shall not apply
to sanitary sewer service provided by SASD instead of the City. Such
agreement shall provide, among other requirements, for payment of all charges
for the condominium project’s water, sanitary sewer (if provided by City) and
storm drainage services, shall authorize discontinuance of utility services at the
City’s point(s) of service in the event that all or any portion of such charges are
not paid when and as required, shall require compliance with all relevant utility
billing and maintenance requirements of the City, shall require sub-metering of
water service to the condominium units if requested by the DOU or required by
any other government agency, and shall be in a form approved by the City
Attorney.

A66. Common area landscaping within the condominium parcel shall have a separate
street tap for a metered irrigation service.
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A67. The clubhouse and pool area shall have a separate street tap for a metered
domestic water service.

A68. An ownership association shall be formed and C.C. & R's shall be approved by
the City and recorded assuring maintenance of sanitary sewer, water and storm
drainage facilities within the condominium project. The onsite water, sewer and
storm drain systems shall be private systems maintained by the association.

A69. Prior to recording the condominium final map, all conditions for the Parkebridge
Subdivision Map shall be satisfied.

FIRE: King Tunson (916) 808-1358

A70. Provide the required fire hydrants in accordance with CFC 507 and Appendix C,
Section C105.

Special Districts: Diane Morrison (916) 808-7535

A71. Maintenance District: The applicant shall initiate and complete the formation
of a parks maintenance district (assessment or Mello-Roos special tax district),
annex the project into an existing parks maintenance district, or otherwise
mitigate the project’s impact to the satisfaction of PPDS and the City Attorney
Office. The applicant shall pay all city fees for formation of or annexation to a
parks maintenance district. (Contact Finance Department, Special Districts
Project Manager Diane Morrison at 808-7535). In assessment districts, the cost
of neighborhood park maintenance is equitably spread on the basis of special
benefit. In special tax districts, the cost of neighborhood park maintenance is
spread based upon the hearing report, which specifies the tax rate and method
of apportionment.

A72. Dedicate to the City those areas identified on the Tentative Map as Landscape
Corridors (Lots B, C, D, E, H, J, M and O), Landscape Lot (Lot L), and Open
Space areas (Lots G, | and N) and park sites ( Lots A and F). Annex the project
area to the appropriate Landscape Maintenance District, forming and funding an
endowment, or other financing mechanism acceptable to the City, prior to
recordation of the Final Map. Design and construct landscaping, irrigation and
masonry walls (or wood fences) in dedicated easements or right-of-ways, to the
satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Acceptance of the required
landscaping, irrigation and walls or fences by the City into the Landscape
Maintenance District shall be coordinated with the Department of Public Works
and Special Districts. The Developer shall maintain the landscaping, irrigation
and walls for two years or until acceptance by the City into the District
(whichever is less). The two year period shall begin following the issuance of a
notice of completion by the City for the landscaping, irrigation and walls or
fences.

Parks: Mary de Beauvieres (916) 808-8722

A73.  Park Dedication: Pursuantto Sacramento City Code Chapter 16.64 (Parkland ., <150




AT74.

A75.

Dedication) the applicant shall dedicate to the City in fee title the park sites
identified on the tentative map as Lot A, comprising 3.8+/- acres, and Lot F,
comprising 0.5+ acre. At the time of dedication, the applicant shall determine
the net acres of the sites to be dedicated (not including the drainage ditch) and
shall (1) take all actions necessary to convey to and vest in the City full and
clear title to Lots A and F including all interests necessary for maintenance and
access; (2) provide a title report and title insurance insuring that clear title in fee
is vested in the City at the time of dedication; (3) provide a Phase 1
environmental site assessment of Lots A and F; (4) if the environmental site
assessment identifies any physical conditions or defects in Lots A and F that
would interfere with the intended use as a park, as determined by PPDS in its
sole discretion, applicant shall complete a supplemental assessment and
remedy any such physical condition or defect, to the satisfaction of PPDS; and
(5) take all actions necessary to ensure that Lots A and F are free and clear of
any wetland mitigation, endangered or threatened animal or plant species,
sensitive habitat or other development restrictions. The applicant shall be solely
responsible, and at its sole cost, for any required mitigation costs or measures
associated with Lots A and F.

Payment of In-lieu Park Fee: Pursuant to Sacramento City Code Chapter
16.64 (Parkland Dedication) the applicant shall pay to City an in-lieu park fee in
the amount determined under SCC §§16.64.040 and 16.64.050 equal to the
value of land prescribed for dedication under 16.64.030 and not satisfied by
dedication.

Improvements: The applicant shall construct the following public improvements
prior to and as a condition of City’s acceptance of the park site:

a. Full street improvements for Lots A and B including but not limited to
where applicable curbs, gutters, accessible ramps, street paving, street
lights, and sidewalks (Note: 10 foot separated sidewalks on Lot A and
adjacent to Lot B); and improved surface drainage through the site.

b. A concrete sidewalk and vertical curb along all street frontages that open
onto Lot A and B. The sidewalk shall be contiguous to the curb (attached)
for neighborhood parks and separated from the curb (detached) for
community and regional parks unless otherwise approved by PPDS.

C. Post-and-cable fencing between parkway/bike trail and any adjacent open
space area as approved by PPDS. Refer to PPDS Post and Cable detail
and specification.

d. A twelve inch (12") storm drain stub to the back of sidewalk at Lot A and a
six inch (6") sanitary sewer stub to the back of the sidewalk at Lot A at a
location approved by PPDS for future service. Number of stubs and
locations to be approved by PPDS. Storm Drain and Sewer stubs are to
be marked with a 3' high, white 4" x 4" post indicating stub or service
location.

e. One water tap for irrigation, one water tap for domestic water, and
electrical and telephone service to Lot A, quantity and location as

approved by PPDS. The irrigation water tap shall be 4 inches for parkland 113 of 120



AT6.

ATT.

AT8.

4 acres and over, and 2-1/2 inches for parkland less than 4 acres; and the
domestic water tap shall be 1 inch. Water taps and telephone and
electrical services shall be marked with a 3' high, white 4" x 4" post
indicating stub or service location.

A ten-foot (10') wide driveway into Lot A at a location approved by PPDS.
The driveway is to provide future maintenance access to the park.

The Applicant shall rough grade Lots A and B as required by City Code to
provide positive drainage as approved by PPDS.

Site Plan: The applicant shall submit a site plan and electronic file showing the

location of all utilities on the park/parkway sites to the PPDS for review and

approval.

Design Coordination for PUE’s and Facilities: If a 12.5 foot public utility

easement (PUE) for underground facilities and appurtenances currently exists

or is required to be dedicated adjacent to a public street right-of- way contiguous

to Lot A, the applicant shall coordinate with PPDS and SMUD regarding the
location of appurtenances within the PUE to minimize visual obstruction in
relation to the park and to best accommodate future park improvements. The
applicant shall facilitate a meeting(s) with SMUD and PPDS prior to SMUD’s
facilities coordinating meeting for the project.

Multi-Use Trail: A multi-use trail and adjacent landscaping shall be constructed

as specified below and in compliance with the PPDS “Multi-Use Trail Design
Guidelines” available by contacting PPDS.

a.

A 16-foot trail (12’ trail and two 2’ shoulders) shall be located within Lots
H, J, M and O, and through Lot G to connect to the proposed bike/ped
bridge at the southern portion of Lot G. A minimum 8-foot trail shall be
located within Lot C, D, and E.

The applicant shall submit and obtain PPDS approval of the alignment and
design of the multi-use trail on Lots H, J, M and O, and the bridge
connections at the southern portion of Lot G and connecting to Rio Rosa
Way prior to submitting improvement plans for the trail.

The proposed multi-use trail shall comply with Class | bike trail standards,
including regulatory signage, as defined in Chapter 1000 of State
Department of Transportation Highway Design Manual. The trail in Lot H,
J, M and O shall be 12’ of asphalt concrete paving, with clear, graded
shoulders that are a minimum of 2’ in width. Shoulders should be
decomposed granite or an alternate material approved by PPDS.
Pavement sections shall be 3" minimum asphaltic concrete over 6" min of
aggregate base, with a centerline stripe (refer to PPDS Trail detail and
specification).

Vehicular access controls shall be placed at the entrance to all access
points to the trail (refer to PPDS details and specifications for approved
designs).
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e. Multi-use trails shall be designed as joint-use trails / utility service roads
utilizing the service road aggregate base as the trail aggregate base
course. Applicant shall design the pavement to meet all required design
loads.

f. Where a multi-use trail is located adjacent to any embankment with a
greater than 4:1 slope, the Applicant shall, at his expense, install a post-
and-cable fence along the top of the embankment, between the
embankment and the multi-use trail. This condition applies to the trail
adjacent to Lot G open space.

A79. Bikel/ Pedestrian Bridge: The applicant shall install two bike/pedestrian
bridges across the drainage ditch as located on Lots N and | on the tentative
subdivision map. One bridge shall be located north of Rio Rosa Way and the
other at the south end of Lot G, adjacent to the detention basin connecting to
the Nino’s Parkway. The bridge design and location shall be approved by
PPDS and the City’s Bikeway Coordinator.

A80. Open Space: The following conditions apply to the open space areas as shown
on the tentative subdivision map:

1 The Applicant shall, at their expense, install signage as approved by
PPDS at all open space areas identifying the open space name or land
use and outlining public use regulations (such as “No dumping”, or “Stay
on posted trails”).

Miscellaneous

A81. Title to any property required to be dedicated to the City in fee shall be
conveyed free and clear of all rights, restrictions, easements, impediments,
encumbrances, liens, taxes, assessments or other security interests of any kind
(hereafter collectively referred to as "Encumbrances"), except as provided
herein. The applicant shall take all actions necessary to remove any and all
Encumbrances prior to approval of the Final Map and acceptance of the
dedication by City, except that the applicant shall not be required to remove
Encumbrances of record, including but not limited to easements or rights-of-way
for public roads or public utilities, which, in the sole and exclusive judgment of
the City, cannot be removed and/or would not interfere with the City's future use
of the property. The applicant shall provide title insurance with the City as the
named beneficiary assuring the conveyance of such title to City.

Advisory Notes:

The following advisory notes are informational in nature and are not a requirement of
this Tentative Map:

ADV-A1. If unusual amounts of bone, stone, or artifacts are uncovered, work within
50 meters of the area will cease immediately and a qualified archaeologist
shall be consulted to develop, if necessary, further mitigation measures to
reduce any archaeological impact to a less than significant effect before
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ADV-A2.

ADV-A3.

ADV-A4.

ADV-AS.

ADV-AG.

ADV-A7Y.

plans referencing this condition.

The area identified as “Lot K Landscape Lot” was shown as including a
wetlands area on the applicant’s previous tentative subdivision map, but this
designation is not included on the applicant’'s modified tentative subdivision
map. Applicant shall not use or alter this area in any manner that conflicts
with or is not in accordance with any federal or state laws, regulations, or
requirements governing the alteration or use of wetlands. Prior to
considering any application for any future development of this area, the City
may require applicant to submit a report from a qualified biologist
delineating the extent of wetlands in this area, if any, in addition to other
applicable requirements.

Prior to occupancy within the subject area, all sanitary sewer, storm
drainage, water, and floods control improvements shall be in place, fully
functioning, and a notice of completion shall be issued by Department of
Public Works.

Prior to issuance of any building permits within the subject area all sanitary
sewer, storm drainage, water, and flood control improvements shall be in
place and fully functioning unless otherwise approved by the Department of
Utilities.

This subdivision is located within an Evacuation Area. This project shall
comply with the policies set forth in the City of Sacramento Comprehensive
Flood Management Plan, dated February, 1996.

Many projects within the City of Sacramento require on-site booster pumps
for fire suppression and domestic water systems. Prior to design of the
condominium project, the Department of Utilities suggests that the applicant
request a water supply test to determine what pressure and flows the
surrounding public water distribution system can provide to the site. This
information can then be used to assist the engineers in the design of the on-
site fire suppression system.

Turn Key Park Development. If the Applicant desires to construct a turnkey
park, the Applicant shall notify PPDS in writing no later than approval of the
final subdivision map for the project and shall enter into a City standard turn
key park construction agreement to construct the park improvements to the
satisfaction of the City’s PPDS. The park construction agreement shall
address (1) the preparation and approval of the park design and
improvement plans, (2) time for completion of the park (or of each phase of
the park if the park is not to be completed in one phase) as a function of
build-out of the subdivision or issuance of occupancy permits, (3) any
credits to be awarded to the applicant against the City’'s Park Development
Impact Fee (PIF) that would be payable as a condition of issuance of
building permits for the dwelling units to be constructed in the subdivision,
(4) maintenance of all improvements to be accepted into the park
maintenance financing district for a minimum of one year and until a
minimum of 50% of the residential units to be served by the park have
received occupancy permits, unless the City agrees to accept park
maintenance into the District at an earlier date. The one-year maintenance
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period shall begin following the issuance by the City of a notice of
completion for the improvements.

ADV-A8. As per City Code, acreage within an existing or proposed drainage area,
easement, public right-of-way, or areas with 10% and greater slopes shall
not receive parkland dedication credit. Quimby parkland credit can be
granted only to “buildable acres”.

ADV-A9. Special consideration should be given during the design phase of a
development project to address the benefits derived from the urban forest
by installing, whenever possible, large shade trees and thereby increasing
the shade canopy cover on residential lots and streets. Trees in the urban
environment reduce air and noise pollution, furnish habitat for wildlife,
provide energy saving shade and cooling, enhance aesthetics and property
values, and contribute to community image and quality of life.

ADV-A10. As per City Code, the applicant will be responsible to meet their obligations
regarding:

a. Title 16, 16.64 Park Dedication / In Lieu (Quimby) Fees.
b. Title 18, 18.44 Park Development Impact Fee.

C. Community Facilities District 2002-02, Neighborhood Park Maintenance
CFD Annexation.

B. The Site Plan and Design Review on approximately 90.5 gross acres for future
residential development is hereby approved subject to the following conditions:
Planning

B1. Development of this site shall be in compliance with the attached exhibits and
shall be subject to planning review. Any modifications to the site plan shall by
subject to additional review and may require subsequent entitlements.

B2. The applicant shall obtain all necessary building permits prior to commencing any
work on the site.

Advisory Notes

ADV-B1. A Zoning Affidavit shall be submitted by the applicant that affirms the plans
submitted for building permit comply with all conditions of approval and
approved exhibits. (Planning)

ADV-B2. To the extent possible, the project should incorporate green building
methods in the construction of the proposed structures. (Planning)

Table of Contents:
Exhibit A: Post Subdivision Modification Exhibit — 1 page
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Attachment 8: Post Subdivision Modification Exhibi

~
P POST SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION EXHIBIT VICINITY MAP
|\
RECORD OWNER: FIRE PROTECTION: _——— R
BHT Il PARKEBRIDGE 531 LLC SACRAMENTO CITY =
3130 W. MAIN STREET, SUITE A-2 ~ =
VISALIA, CA 93291 SCHOOL DISTRICT: _N81°00'08"E-38:52" -
CONCE RICK NGDON ASTOMAS UMIRED scHoo Diswicr CITY OF SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA __— -
PHONE: (59) 636 2753 MARCH 19, 2014 —= 80 e\
. — AN
APPLICANT/ DEVELOPER: SR.CSD. AND CSD-1 - =
WEST COAST HOUSING PARTNERS LOTE - e — }
3130 W. MAIN STREET, SUITE A-2 STORM DRAIN: - = O ey N S~ SUBMOD #1 |
VISALIA, CA 93291 SR.C.S.D. AND CSD-1 LANDSCAPE CORRIDOR SN, \;;)- ™ |
CONCE RCK LANGOON e A BAR6 CLLC |
PHONE: (559) 6362793 WATER: 0.9+ AC (N) N > -C
CITYOFSACRAMENTO LOTD N\ > APN: 225-0160090 ___——————""
PLANNER/ ENGINEER: N \Q& NN 3% - It !
WOOD RODGERS INC. ELECTRICITY: @ \ AR L === i
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TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA
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