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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 10, 2006

Page 3 - continued

A most disturbing issue is that the City of Sacramento's consultant did nol make one !
telephone call to representatives of the Pocket Profectors to discuss this ahemative, :
rather they chose to draw the wrong conclusions and attempted in a transparent fashion to
make incorect statements and to say that density would be greatly reduced and noi meet
comumunity minimum standards.  This is totally incomrect end needs to be carrected for
proper analysis and to see that the many concessions by the City of Sacramento for the
RHNC flawed design are not needed with the Pocket Protectors conicept 4.

274
Simply stated, this concept was an example of Liking a slice through a typical portion of
the proposed development, from the wood fence to the publicly dedicated greenbeit
There are a variety of proposed RHNC lot widths, and we arbitrarily chose the dimension i
we did and did not intend thet this would be fixed but rather would conform to the
various RHNC lot widths subject to various house sizes, or square footages. Basicaily we
1ok the two lofs on each side of the substandard private road ard combined them into
one space so that minimum sideyards would be increased allowing for larger tree planting
and more separation between structures  The private street would be increased in width
by 15% and have s landscape strip next fo the existing wood fence, thus providing 2 l
sipnificantly increased setback to adjacent homes —

This solution would not require a second fence to be constructed A second fence would ~
have a number of significant problems associated with that concepl, including trash
collection between fences, leading to more dry rot and hiding spaces for rodents as weli
as not being able to stain or periodically apply preservalives to extend fence life  Also, 51"5
the two fences would not have a uniform top so new homes as well os existing homes
could see the other fence periodically extending over the top of their fence for a very ugly
view The last point is the new fence would take six to eight inches out of an already
minimal backyard or approximately 3% less spoce

The Pocke! Protectors speeific units were only noted [o show that the square foolage 7
could be approximately the same ns what is proposed by RFNC. By virying the onc and
two-stary elements, one creates a much more interesting facade.  This interesting
concept is further enhanced by setling units at o slight angle much like other structures 31"(1
that exist along Pocket Road.  This was noted es negative by the congultant as not being
interesting, yel the previously approved project was also angular and received positive
commenis by the City Planning Depariment as being innovative and interesting.  This
cerainly is an inconsistency and is a subjective opinion not based on facts or geod
archifectural design principles. -

We would argue that the Pocket Protectors concept is more creative than a double row of
houses or tiny substandard lots going on for nearly a mike, yel that is not mentioned in 37, 'I
the EIR as being a delractor; how is this objective analysis? Please fairly redo altermative
4 to reflect a feasible portrayal of the Pocket Protectors’ plan.

-

islends@Rivetlske_Remponse o Additions Comments doc $00/2605 3-19t 1



Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

Page 4 — continued

Project Denisty: (See Aftached Exhibit “B™)

Attached 2s an exhibit is a City of Sacramento Planning Dept. acreage analysis and

resulting density calculations for your review. This analysis does not rnatch up with data
in the DEIR document, which allows readers to draw the wrong conclusions relative to
density and impact o the community and is a major discrepancy

The DEIR documents indicale a net acreage of 19.44 acres.  The Cily Planning
Department documented density factors for a Janvary 27, 2003 community meeling
indicates a net acreage of 12.23 net eres. What has been noted throughout the DEIR
report indicating a density of 7.15 units per net acre. Isn't true that with a discrepancy of
this magnitude many of the conclusions with reference to community impact are totally
incorrect?

The City of Sacramento in Section 17.16 010-pg.1215 has a very clear definition of what
is “nel” ncreage. The net acreage calenation vsed in the General Plan, Community Plan,
as well as the L PPT PUD Guidelines conforms to this section.

Isn’t it true that the DEIR is flawed due to this miscalculation and therefore the data that
were used as a bosis were incorrect?  What is the community impaet when density is

approximately 70% greater than what the report indicates? -t

Summary:

January 10, 2006

%18

1. Why didn’t the EIR consuliant make one telephone call to gather the facts of the | 279

Pocket Protectors altemnate proposal 47

2. Why didn’t the EIR consultant review the details of the April 30, 2001 document
prepared by the City Planning Department as criteria for RHNC? Plense do so
now and include analysis in the EIR.

3 Why didn’t the EIR consultant review and note approval drawings for the
previously approved projeet indicating in bold felt pen notation that sidewnlks and
patios could not intrude into the publicly dedicated linear greenbelt? Please do sg
now and include analysis in the IR

4 Why did the EIR consultant not note that the Pocket Protectors project provided'
for n 15% wider private street? Please do so now and include analvsis in the BIR. _ |

5. Why did the EIR consultant not note that the Pocket Protector altemmative allowed
for large shade trees that are impossible to plant on the RHNC scheme? Please do
so now and include analysis in the EIR

6. Why did the EIR consultant not note the significantly increased setbacks and open
space that is created by the Pocket Protector alternative? Please dg so now and
include analysis in the EIR.

et

=

37-10

-1
3112
37}-13

2-14

pr




Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

Pape 5 - continued

7. Why did the EIR consultsnt not nole that the neatly haif reduction of units that are
now half-plexes would be consistent with existing half-plexes that exist in the
Riverlake community? Please do so pow and include annlysis in the EIR.

8 How can the EIR consultant not clearly see that all of the concessions required by
the RHNC proposal are not required by the Pocket Protector alternative? Please
do so now and include analysis in the EIR.

——

9. A City Council member noted when the original project was appealed by RIHINC
that the Pocket Protector project was a better land use solution. this is public
record and in the minutes of that meeting. Please note this comment and duly

January 10, 2006

-5

3l

31-11

31-18

noted in the final EIR? e
10 'What is the community impact when the RMNC Project density is 70% greater
than what the DEIR indicates? o

We strongly disagree with the swtement that this is an in-fill project  Please
acknowledge that this project does not meet the City’s definition of infill. This project is
part of a Master Plan that was developed jointly by the City of Sacramento and the
original land developer in 1985 This is a mischaracterization of the facts by the EIR
consuliant and numerous individuals who altempt o change the ground rules for their
own motives.

A double row of houses on substandard lots on either side of a substandard private road
with limited landscape and & significant amount of hardscape are not compatible with the
long-planned Riverlake community and this long parrow site. Changing the rules of the
development along Pocket Road has a huge aesthetic impact on the entire Pocket
Community and this is also not adequately noted in the EIR document. We respectfully
request an impartial evaluation of the real impact factors be made and documented in the
final EIR document The Planning Commission had it right when they considered this
development was a good development in the wrong location! Please acknowledge this o
comment from the public record.
Regis Homes of Northern California has a right to develop its properly in a reasonable
and responsible way. Pocket Protectors have on more than one occasion extended an
invitation to work with the developer in a meaningful way. Instead, the developer has
chesen to propose the project based on politics and not technical merit We respectfully
request that a fair and objective analysis be made of the Pocket Protectors concept 4

At the request of a City Council member, a stakeholder meeting was held over a year ago
with the Planning Department manager.  The alternate proposal was presented, hardly
any questions werc asked by Mr. Stonchouse and a few days later he wrote his biased
report. 1 think it is time to have a fair and open professional discussion of alternatives
and how &n environmentally betier sokution can be developed for the entire community
Let's work together to provide an innovative solution that does not require bending of

31-14

ad

31-20

37-2\

27-2L
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Page 6 — continued

rules and clarifications of wording to merely make a project that was described by city | 377-712
staff as not fitting, fit! (eant'y

On August 22, 2003 the City of Sacramento Planning Commission denied the Special ‘1
Permit to develop detached single family dwellings within the LPPT PUD. It was denied
based on the {bllowing Findings of Fact: (Actual quote on record)

1. The project is not based upon sound principles of land use in that:

a. the shallow depth of the existing parcels does not afford sufficient area to develop
the proposed lotting plan with adequate setbacks from adjacent properties:

b. the rnassing of the houses creates crowded conditions along the namow interior 723
private drive: 31-

c. adequate play yards for children have not been provided;

| smal} front yards prevent the planting of larpe shade trees;

e the ability to provide guest parking adjacent to cach dwelling is impeded by the
narrow street which does not afford on-street parking and by the shallow front
setbacks, which do not allow for parking in the driveways of many lols.

The City of Sacramento Planning Commission had it right and the prescnt RHNC
proposed plan has not taken adequale mitigation measures 1o make this a project that is
consistent with the Riveriake comsnunity. N

Even Dave Jones, Vice Mayor wrote on August 8, 2003 “In the final vote on the project, I
voted against the Isies of Riverlake development, bul a majority of the Council approved

il over my opposition.”
Y Opp ?;],,2(,{

He further stated that “during the debate on this project, I supported the Pocket Frotectots
proposal and made a motion that the Counci! continue the item fo allow more fime to be
provided 1o further analyze the Pocket Protector proposal. No one on the council
seconded my motion and so it died.”

v I -
(%K?A,L"}ffv 7 72/)%

Martha McCardle

Zol
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

it tf
EEBT D

1slands at Riverlake \ emr L

Density Information for the Jaouary 27", 2003 meeting

General Plan — 4-15 dwelling unit per net acre (du/na®)
Pocket Community Plan - 7-15 du/ns

*  Net acreage excludes publicly dedicated land(s), private streats that meet city
standards, and other public use areas, as deternined by the Planning Commiission
(Section 17.16 010-pg.1215).

In the staff report, the net density was determined by excluding the public use area (linear
parkway of 40') as well 85 the 25" private drive from the 160 deep parcel leaving 95" of
59 percent of the original 20.6+ acre parcel = 12 23+ acres, for 2 density of 11 4 du/na

(139 du+1223 n=)

With the 40" wide public use area (linear parkway) excluded, which comprises 25 percent
of the property width, the density changes to 9 O duna (139 du « 13.45 na) under the
current prepoesal.

The maximum density allowed, including 237 private drive and excluding the 40" wide
linear paricway, without amending the Community Plan is 15 du/na or 232 units (15 45 na
¥ 15 du= 232 du) However, the LPPT FUD Guidelines would have to be amended as
cunently a maximum of 164 units are allowed (8 du/acre x 20.6 ac) under the eurrent
PUD guidelines

The minimum sumber of units allowed without amending the Cormmunity Plan, including
the 25° private drive and excluding the 40 wide lineay patloway, would be 108 {7 dux
15 45 na = 108)

January 10, 2006
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General  Community LPPT PUD Stafi
Plan Plan Guidelines  Report

pweiling Units

Minimum 4 7

Maximum 18 15 B
net Acreage

Tolgl Acreage 20860 20 80 2060 20 60

Al Parkway 515 5158 515

25" Drive 322 3.22

Net Acres 12.23 15.45 20 60 12 23
Dwelling Units/Net Acie (duine)

Units 139.00

Mintmum 48,9] 198.2]

Maximum 1835 231 B 164.8

i1 36

staff Report Density

January 10, 2006
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OFFICE O THE r

ST COUNCEL CITY OF SACRAMENTO
CALIFORNIA

DAVE JONES

VICE MAYOIR

COUNCIL MEMIEL

ISTHICT $IX August 8, 2003

Ms Martha McCardle
300 Cobble Cove Lane
Sacramento, T4 05831

Dear Ms McCardle:

Thank you for sharing will me your opposilion to the Istes at Riverlake housing
development through your signatures on the petition provided to my office

During the debate on this project, T supported the Pocket Proteclors preposal and made &
motion that the Council to continue the item to allow more time to be provided to further
analyze the Pocket Proteclors proposat. No one on the council seconded my motion, and
s0 it died

In the final vole on the project, | voted against the Isles of Riverlale developiment, but a
majerity of the Council approved it over my opposition

Thanlk you again for sharing your views with me on {he Jslands at Riverlake. If you have
any further questions or concerns, please [ecl free to contact my office at 808-7006.

Sinc?;[

DAVE JONES
Vice Mayor

T30 LSIRERT ROOM 321, SAGCIAMENTO, CA 95814-2008
Aadlting Aeledross 915 T STREET, HOOM 205 SACIAMENTO CA G5HI4-2608
1 916-B08-7006 = FAX VIG 2647680 + djpnus@cityolsacrmenia o

7o F



Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 10, 2006

3 0 Comments and Responses

3.2.2.37 Letter 37. Martha McCardle and Roger A. McCardle

37-1  The commenlors recommend analyzing an alternative which considers rezoning the project
site to R-1. An R-] rezone aiternative plan was analyzed in the Draft EIR. Please see pages
199-206 of the Draft EIR  See also Master Response 7.

37-2  Due to the changes made in the project design from the time that it was first reviewed by the
long-range planning staff in 2001 and the City Council's June 2603 approval, staff no longer
considers the project to create any risk of a significant or adverse visual “canyoning” or
“tunpel” effect. Please sec Master Response 11 and Response to Comment 37-10 below.
Additionally, the portion of the 2001 staff assessment cited by the commentors suggested
consideration of a reduced unit design or differcnt configuration with a single row of houses
on deeper lots. These variations on the project design were aspects of some of the allernatives
studied in the Drafl EIR . Please see pages 194-199 (analysis of Allernative A5) and pages
199.206 (analysis of Alternative AG) of the Draft EIR, in which two different designs
incorporating deeper lots and a sinple row of homes were considered.  Additionally,
Alternatives A4 and AG included fewer units (126 and 100, respeciively) than the proposed
project (139 units).

37-3  Please see Master Response 1,
37-4  Please sce Master Response 7
37-5  Please see Master Response §

376 Please sco Master Response 7. Additionally, the commentors assert that the angular design of
the Pocket Protectors” aliernative {A4) was not assessed consistenily with ore of the
previously approved projects, which was also angular, and which the commentors asserl was
favorably reviewed by the City Planning Department. As explained in the Draft EIR,
however, the angular design of both Alternatives A2 and A4 is not considered consistent with
the City's Single Family Residential Design Principles (SFRDP) (adopted in 2001) as a
solution 1o the problem of “sameness” in design. (DEIR, pp. 171-172.) The SERDP were not
yel in effect when Altemative A2 was originally approved in 1987; therefore, at the time A2
was considered by the Planning Department in 1987, the angular nature of the design was not
assessed under those principles as it was in this EIR's analysis. Morcover, as the commentors
note, judgment of many of the design delails of the propesed project and the alternatives
considered in the Drafl EIR is inhersntly subjective and based on personal preferences
Thercfore, as noted in the DEIR, the responsibility for these kinds of subjective determinations
ultimately lies with the Planning Commission and the City Council.

377 Pleasc sec Master Response 7. Additionally, as cxplained in the DEIR, the proposed project’s
vatialion in architectural styles, heighis, sizes and design details would reduce the potential for
the “sameness” that commentors appear to be implying would result with the proposed
project. (DEIR, pp 138-143)

37-8  The net acreage was calculated consistently with Sacramento City Code 17.16 010 for the
February 2005 Initial Study, the June 2005 DEIR, and the August 2005 FEIR. Please see
Master Response 5. The sizes of the lepal parcels were measured using AutoCAD functions
The gross acreage of the legal parcels is 21 44 acres. The # 2-acre parkway easement to the
City was subtracted from the gross acreage, in accordance with the definition of “net lot area”

Istendsilliveslake_Response to Additionsl Cammenty dec BO/Z003 3-191 16
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37-9

37-10

37-11

37-12

37-13

3 & Comments and Responses

in Sacramento City Code 17.16.010. Therefore, the resulling nel acreage is 19 44 acres.
When the LPPT PUT) was approved, the gross acreage of the legal parcels was = 22.6 acres.
The = 2-acre City parkway easement was subtracted for the resulting net acreage of 20 5 acres
The LPPT PUD Schematic Plan Map, which reports 20 6 acres for the project site, did not
include the City patkway eascment acreage  Since the LPPT PUD was approved, the gross
and net acreage of Lot 21 was reduced due 1o a lot split for Dutra House and the public Dutyra
Bend Drive.

The formulation of net acreage presented in the 27 January 2003 meeting notes subtracted the
acreage of the private street and the applicant-owned, Riverlake Community Association-hield,
landscape casement in addition to the acreage of the 25-foot wide parkway easement to the
City. The formula for calculating net acreage in Sacramento City Code 17.16.010 docs not
subtract private roads and private easements. Therefore, the formulation of net acreage
presented in the 27 January 2003 meeling was incorrect  The formulation of net acreage used
in the 2005 Initial Siudy and EIR is the correct one.

Picase see Master Response 7 The EIR consultant considered the information previously
provided by the Pocket Protectors in 2003 to provide enough detail to develop the altemative
considered in the Draft EIR as A4, Additional contact with the Pockel Proteciors regarding
(ke detaits of the alternalive was not considered necessary in order to assess the relalive merits
and flaws in the alernative design as compared {o the proposed project.

Please sce Master Response 11, Additionally, staff considers the issues raised in the Planning
Depariment’s April 30, 2001, letter to the applicant to have been resolved through subsequent
revisions in the project and through the proposed conditions of approval. Staff noted in the
April 30, 2001, lelier, “A thematic landscaping plan, together with a variety of facades and
one and two story design will minimize the “canyon” effect which cvcurs when the building
massing is similar for long expanses, as is the case with the project as proposed ™ Staff finds
that the applicant has incorporated these recommendations into the currently proposed praject.
Between the time the project was first reviewed by staff in 2001 and the time it was approved
by the City Council in 2003, the project applicant revised the proposed project to: include
fewer units (from 163 to 139); provide a mix of one- and two-story hormes, in contrast to the
predominantly two-story plan proposed in 2001; increase setbacks from the existing fenccline,
from the 5 feet proposed in 2001 to the 10-12 feet currently proposed; and include an interior
sidewalk and seven “mini-parks” with connecting pathways between the mini-parks and
homes fronting on the Linear Parkway that will facilitate pedestrian access to the Lincar
Parkway and add open space. The conditions of approval that were previously adopted for the
project by the City Council and which are proposed again for the current project further
incorporate many of the recommendations in the April 30, 2001, letter.  Therefore, staff
considers the issues noted in that letter 1o have been addressed and the potential “canyoning”
or “tunnel” effect to have been eliminated.

Please see Master Response 4

The Prafl IR noled that the proposed street width for the Pocket Protectors’ proposed
alternative plan (A4) is 25 feet, 3 feet wider than the proposed project’s street width of 22 feet.
(DEIR, p. 187.)

The Draft EIR noted that under the Pocket Protectors’ proposed alternative plan (A4), shade
trees would be planted consistent with other residential development and would nol create
adverse shade impacts. {DEIR, p 194 ) Please see also Master Response 6

Islands@ Riveriake Retponse bo Additional Comments doc #£36/2008 3191 17
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37-14

37-15

37-16

37-17

37-18

37-19

3721

37-22

3723

3724

3 6 Comments and Responscs

The Dirafl BIR described the setbacks that would result with the Pocket Protectors® proposed
alternative plan (A4) (DEIR, pp. 192-193.} The DEIR also noted that the angled layout of
the design would provide for more individual lot yard space than the other allernatives.
(DEIR, p. 187)

It is unclear exactly what question or point the commentors are stating in this comment The
Draft EIR described the consistency of the Packe! Protectors’ proposed alternative plan (Ad)
with existing land use designations and with adjacent existing neighbothoods  (DEIR, pp
192-194

The differences between the proposed project and the Pocket Protectors’ proposed alternative
plan (A4) were generally described in the DEIR (DEIR, pp 215-217 )} Additionally, see
Response to Comment 37-10 above

As indicated in the letter from Councit Member Dave jones that the commentors attached to
their letier, Council member Jones noted his preference for the Pocket Protectors’ proposed
alternative plan

Please see Master Response 5 and Response to Comiment 37-8 above.

Please sce Master Response 9

The fact of the previous Planning Commission’s denial of an carlier version of the project is
noted in the Draft EIR (DEIR, p 2) Please also see Master Responses 6 and 11,

Comments noted  Please also see Master Response 7 and Responses to Comments 37-6, 37-9,
and 37-12 through 37-17

The Draft EIR provides a comprehensive discussion of six project aliernatives, plus a “no-
project” allemnative. Please see also Master Response 7

Please see Master Responses 1, 4, 6 and 11. Additionally, the issues of sctbacks, massing and
guest parking are addressed in the Drafi BIR. (DEIR, pp. 38-39, 86-88, 104-111, 111-115,
126.)

Please see Response to Comment 37-17 above

IslandsgRived ske_Remonse to Additionsl Coamments doc B/30/1005 3-191 1%
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Ms Lesley Buford

Environmental Planning Division
123111 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms Lesley:

I am a Dutra Bend resident and the controversial Project known as Islands at Riverlake, !
which by now you are aware of, concerns me greatly. Enclosed you will find a list of 55,1
questions which should be brought to your attention. I would greatly appreciate you

going over them to determine if they are valid questions and if so, what can be done 1o

make them right.

Thanking you in advance, yours truly,
.f"’b/r%j.»t_-tm(ﬁl(_ /_\b/)? &“‘_'\4) {

Vermice Brooks
7733 Rio Barco Way
Sacramento, CA 95831

(SR
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January

ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE EIR QUESTIONS:

1 How many licensed mrchitects does Sycamore Epvironmental Consultznts have on
stafl? Are they California lcensed archtiects? 38- yA

.

2 Previously a City of Sacramento approved project had bold notaion on each site plan ™7

sheel indicating no intrusion of the “publicly dedicated greepbelt” by sidewalks or | 3824
patios. Why was this not mentioned and addressed in the EIR?

L

3. The Pocket Protectors concept plan was put forth ps an exnmple of altexnatives, It is
not a preliminary design or lo suggest details, Lot size and building footprint are
examples to illustrate that other options for land nse exist ‘Why was there not one 28~ L{
phone call, or meeting to discuss this option for a clear understanding by Sycamore

Environmental Consultants rather that promote inacourate statements, or draw wrong J
conclusions?

3

4. Previously City of Sacramento approved project had angled structures and wag cited
as being innovative nad imaginative. Now the Pockel Protectors scheme wag noted <
Just the opposite due to the angled layout. Also other development along Pocket 38"
Road is angular and therefore the Pocket Protectors scheme is also related to other
structures.  Why is this featnre not noted as a positive to yminimize community
impact? Is a onc-mils row of primarily twe story houses not boring?

steet. Doesn't a 15% increase in street width over a mile lopg offer a significant
lgTprovement to affic flow and safety?

32-b

J
5 The proposed project has a 22° wide street yet all other schemes have a 25 widc]

6 The alternative of having houses on one side of the private street allows for garbage

cans to be on the street without one row of honses having 21l the neighbors® cans in
from of their house each week, Is not this a significant advantage?

38-1

the garbage truck when coliecfion is teking place? The can sits in the ol curb and
takes about 3' of space, the truck is 8- 1/2’ wide and the articulating arm uses about 2°
of space or cleannce when operating for a total of 13-1/2",
space to drive a car? How does this work op a weekly basis?

28-8

leaving sbout 7' or loss

8. Is the private driveway 1o City of Sacramento standards excepl for the proposed
width? Will the street handle the loading of heavy fire trucks with axle loads of 33~‘]
20,0000b or 1more and the required turning rading,

9. With the City of Sacramento presently taking out turnarounds as being unworkable in
various commuaities, why are these substand
turparounds that are obstacles for traffic

3&-lo

7 How does a 22* wide strest with approx. 18" of pavement width allow for cars 1o pass:)
ard streets proposing small tight ]
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streets lo city standards. Why iz definition no
accurate density calen)ations?

10. The city of Sacramento defnition of “get” dereage reqaires the subtractjon ufpn’vasc] 20011

1. There is oo reference that 1 could ses with regard to hardscaps and the impact to the M\

titizs poal of having more shade frees and redu

schemes have p dramatie difference fom the proposed scheme.
discussed or evalvated in the EIR document? Dig somenne forget while preparing the
EIR that we aye the oty of trees, even our water towers display that thems for the

January 10, 2006

t used in all references to determine

te Bot paved surfaces Clearly some
Why s this pot

public to sex -
12 How are trees planted in limited front Yards where there are utility casements that
prevent or do not ghow for tree planting shove utility pipes and congujie? .
3. Why isn't there a site plan that shows the feeder sidewalks or connector sidewalks in
the dedicaled Nnear greenbell and how they go through groves of existing fress and
that addresses grade changes? Does this Tequire more tree cuthing to wark?

14 With primarily two-story houses Eopting the publicly dedicated greenbel! and their

proximity on the border with trre limbs overhanging into the building space how can
you construct hemes with roof overhangs without severely butchering trees or cutting

mure frees?

reguircment for one of the commurity plans. The ot size if designed, or reviewed in

any delaif could be adjust to meet the exact
adjusting the house squars footuge, or footpring

requirement very easily, as well as
Why wesn™ this noted, a5 all Jots op

other plans or allematives are ot ol the sawne size or area?

38-12

38-15

3g-13

15 The Pocket Protector altemative noles (EIR) stightly less than the 7 units per net agre
38-16

1© major waffic arteries. For example; Elk Grove Blvd, apd Lapuna Blvd which are
similer bigh-specd four fane wrects like Pocket Roarll  Why was {hig nol considered

16. Other progressive cities like ELk Grove do not aliow subdivisions 1o open directly on }

17. Relating to ilem 16 above why is there not a diseussion in the EIR of providing a
decorative masonry sound wall similar 1o the rest of Riverioke r consideration?

18 Other City of Sacramento approved projects
uiditional sound attenuation was required in

9. Permils were given o remove two heritage
removed?

z-d SORBIZ+Y1R

"ODEREMwE TSP

trees, how many more need to be

on this site bad a stipulation ﬂmt:'}

dimern e

38-11

28-18

—— mw

243



Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

recently. What steps are being taken to correct this present serious problem and to

prevent future similar tree damage?

January 10, 2006

2}. Construction will be over a significant period of time. What measures are being

20. Herilage trees have had root damage as verified by the City of Sacramento arborist ]
taken with reference to constructon noise {working hours), dust to adjacent propertes
and traffic as Jarge 65-70° long semi trucks cannot maneuver with 22* wide streets.

22 How are donble fences a reasopsble alternative? Rodent hiding space, accumulation
of debris, rotting or existing wood due fo tapped meisture are all issues, The
thickmess of the new fence aleo tales away clear space in the limited rear setbacks?
The fence takes up in excess 5% of the rear yard space. Double fence does not nllow

from decay and

reduces the life, or replacement oycle. What sbout the height of fences being
differeat and the visual impact to the existing, as well as new pProperty owners?

for staining of wood fence material that belps to preserve the wood

23.1n 2001 the City Planning Long-range Plamming Staff (Stacy Harsgrove) indicated by
letter her concerns about the “tunneling effect” of the proposed project. That concem
was obviously ignored by the developer. In fact the street that was proposed then was
25" wide and pow it has been reduced fo 22", Why woe the allernatives or
considerations posed in that docoment not addressed and included in this EIR l

document?

24. The acreage calculabons provided by the City Planning Staff for 1he Janvary 27"‘.—]
2003 meeting indicated a true density of 11.4 dwellings unjts per net scre. The net
acreage was noted ns 12.23 acres. Why don’t the mumbers calenlated by the City
Planning Stafi’ comelate with various acreage and density pumbers in the EIR
docurment? This clearly is a major discrepancy, as it relates to the General Plan, )

Community Plan ns well as the LPPT PUDN
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 10, 2006

3.0 Comments and Responses

3.2.2.38 Letter 38. Victoria Brooks

38-1 Comment noted. The commentor is generally introducing the more specific comments
aftached to the comment letter

38-2  Sycamore Environmental Consultants, Inc. has no arclitects on staff.

38-3  Please see Master Response 4.

38-4  Please sec Master Response 7 Please also see Response to Comment 37-9 above

38-5  Please sce Master Response 7 and Response to Commen! 37-6 and 37-7 above.

38-6  Please see Masler Responses 1 and 11

38-7  Please see Master Response 1.

38-8  Please see Master Response 1

3R-9  The sireet will be built to the City's standardy regarding load-bearing capacity. Please also see
Master Response 1

38-10 Please sce Master Response 1

38-11 DPlease sce Master Response 3.

38-12  Please see Master Response 6

38-13 Please see Master Response 6 and Response to Comment 12-7

38-14 A conceptual landscaping plan that shows the location of connector sidewalks was provided as
Exhibit D to the Draft EIR.

38-15  The Drafi FIR identifies which trees have been or would be removed to construct the project
(DEIR, pp 21-23, 130-131.) If the applicant damages any trees in the parkway, this is an
enforcemenl issue for the City, bat il is outside the scope of this EIR

38-16 Pleasc sce Master Response 7

38-17 Please see Master Response 4.

38-18 Please sce Master Response 1. Additionally, because there are no significant noise impacts, a
sound wall is not required. (See Initial Study, pages 49-53, Exhibit A to the DEIR )

38-19 Please sce Response to Comiment 38-15 above

38-20 Please see the Draft EIR, pages 21-23 and 130-131.

38-21 Please see Response (o Comment 16-2 above,

Islends@Rivesiake_Reponse 1o Addillone] Comiments.doc 8/31/2005 3-19123
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

38-22 Please see Response lo Comment 18-2 above
38-23 Please sce Master Response 8
38-24 Please sce Master Response 11 and Response to Comment 37-10 above.

3825 Please sce Response to Comment 37-8 above.

January 10, 2006

3 0 Comments and Responscs

islndsinlvesi ske_Regponse to AddiGonal Comments doc 873077008
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (F05-004) January 10, 2006

DROBNY LAW OFFICES, INC.,

A Professional Corporatlon
Mark § Drobiny®

Jenniier $ Rouse “Mosier of Laws {LL M} in Taxalion

August 1, 2005 Amy L McEvoy
Michelle H Wong®

Lezley Buford

Environmental Planning Principal
City of Sacramento

Development Services Department
Planning Division

1231 1 Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Islands at Riverlake
Dear Ms Buford:
[ have been a resident of Riverlake in the Pockel area since 1988, owaing three different homes

during that time I wouldn't live anywhere else. 1 have raised my children there, und they are
now coming back home after college as well and will live here.

I have been silent on the issue of development along Pocket Road up to this point, but feel the
need to be heard af this time

Pocket Protectors purports to represent the residents of the Pocket area  They don’t They area
vocal minority representing the very fow disgruntled home owners along the fence line The
“silent majority” of Pocket residents do not agree with Pocket Protectors

Each and every resident reads and signs a disclosure before they buy a home in Riverlake,
advising them that the long strip of dirt between the green belt and the fences along Pocket Rord
has been reserved o build town houses and condominiums. People who purchased hoines along
the fence line were also required to sign additiona! disclosures that they had been advised that on
the other side of their fence, town homes and condos were eventually going 1o be buiit. THEY
PAID LESS FOR THEIR HOMES ALONG THE FENCE BECAUSE THEY KNEW THE
TOWNHOUSES AND COMDOMINIUMS EVENTUALLY WERE GOING TO BE BUILT ON
THE OTHER SIDE OF THEIR FENCES They were fortunate enough to enjoy the many years
with notling on the other side of their fence because the economy and their on-going elforls to
thwarl construction on the other side of the fences, delayed that construction

Their argument that development would be unsightly or disruptive is absurd WE ALL KNEW
WHEN WE MOVED INTO RIVERLAKE THAT TOWNHOUSES AND CONDOMINIUMS
WOULD EVENTUALLY BE BUILT THERE EVERYONE WHO BOUGHT ALONG THE

4180 Truxed Rood Sulle 100 Modesio: (207) 578-2800
Sorromento CA 95834 @ San Rornan; (925) B29-6968
(G186} A19-2100 Fox (?16) 4191322 Stocidon: (209 454-3408
E-Mol: dlo@drotnylaw com

Eslole Plonning Probole Busingss Plonning Business Transoctions. Real Eslata Corservatorships Estale Adminsiredion ond Taxalion



Subject: islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 10, 2006

Angust 1, 2005
Page 2

FENCE KNEW WHAT WOULD EVENTUALLY BE ON THE OTHER SIDE OF THEIR
FENCE THAT IS WHY THEIR HOMES WERE WORTH LESS WHEN THEY BOUGHT
THEM AND WHY THEY ARE WORTH LESS WHEN THEY SELL THEM  They just want
to profit from the “good deal” they got when they bought their houses along the fence line if they
can prevent anything from ever being developed on the other side of their fence

This has gone on for years. Every time any project is presented, they object Lo whatever the
project is, for a various assortment of objections. The truth is they just don’t want anybody to
build anything on the other side of their fence Meanwhile, the entire community has to suffer
through this fang strip of dirt continuing undeveloped while Pocket Protectors plays their games

What is more unsightly and disruptive is the fact that this long expanse of dirt has existed along
Pocket Road for all of these years

What is more unsightly and disruptive is the fact that {inaily this project is being developed and
Pocket Protectors apain filed something to delay the completion of the project.

What is more disruptive and unsightly is because of their delay tactics, a partially completed
construction project sits uncomypleted

What is more disruptive is the fact that all of these whining homeowners along the fence line
constantly knocking on our doots, asking us lo go to meetings, leaving flyers on our doorsteps,
lying about what is veally going on in an attempt Lo prevent the normal development of our
neighborhood which has endured years of incomplete development as a result of their stall
tactics

Riverlake will never become a mature and fully developed community until it is fully built out
AS IT WAS ORIGINALLY CONTEMPLATED in the original plans and maps APPROVED BY
THE CITY OVER 20 YEARS AGO The Architectural Review Board and Homeowners
Association have both approved The Islands at Riverlake plans THEY SPEAK FOR THE
HOMEOWNERS, NOT POCKET PROTECTORS The Homeowners Association is an elected
proup of representatives: Pocket Protectors is not elected and does not spesk for the fajority of
liomeowners

Older constructed homes build in the 1980s and 1990s need to look compatible with the
townhouses and condos that were designed to be built along Pocket Road  The longer this takes,
the more envitonmentally unsightly it wili be

Residents of Riverlake have had to endure the normal dirt, dust and noise of construction as
homes around us were being built. That dirt, dust and noise needs Lo occuy again sooner o1 fater
when the townhouses and condominiums are built along Pocket Road The sooner, the better, so
our neighborhood can be completed and mature us a complete community

HF
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August 1, 2005
Page 3

The amenities that other neighborhoods enjoy, such es several good restaurants and shops has
never taken place in Riverlake because untit this neighborhood is fully built out, there simply
aren’t enough residents to support that infrastructure. Drive around Riveriake. There isn’t
anywhere good to eat and shop. Residents have to go downlows ot further because there aren’t
enough residents in a still undeveloped Pocket area to support multiple, quality, upscale
restaurants and shops.

It is inexcusable that the development that should have taken place years ago along Pocket Road
remains undeveloped as a result of a vocal minority 1f their argument continues to be that
development of Islands at Riverlake would make our neighborhood unsightly, then they need to
take a look at those long strips of dirt that have existed along Pocket Road for over 20 years. If
they thirk building townhouses along that strip on Pocket Road would be disruptive, those issucs
should have been addressed before the final map was approved over 20 years ago for our
neighborhood We all knew when we bought in Rivetlake that townhouses and condos were
going to be built along that strip.

On behalf of the overwhelming majority of residents in Riverlake, 1 would respectfuily request
this never ending circus orchestrated by Pocket Protectors finally be put to an end and that the
construction we all knew would take place be allowed to take place and our neighberhood be
allowed to mature as a complete community

Very truly yours, I

DROBNY LAW OFFICES, INC,
A Professional Corporation

MARK STDROBNY

MSD:bg

219
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3 0 Comments and Responses

3.2.2.39. Letter 39. Mark S. Drobny.

This letter is nearty identical to Letter 10 above. This version of the previously submitted lelter does
not raise any new CEQA issues that need to be addressed further in these responses to comments

tslands@Riveritke_Hemponse to Addizonal Commenls do¢ BIAD/IGES 3-191 28
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Attachment E — Applicant’s Appeal

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
NEIGHBORTOQODS, PLANNING &
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT PLANNING DIVISION
1231 1 Street, Room 200, Sacramento, CA. 95814 916-808-5381
APPEAL OF THE DECISION O

I
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING {0 wﬁ%‘%fﬁ%"m ONINT1S

DATE: September 16, 2005
5002 91 43S U H

P
Ssion ﬂn] '
ifse forijmi

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

I do hereby male application to appeal the decision of the Ci ”ylPl

September 15, 2005 (hearing date), for project number (R#):227 s e WhERL
X Special Permit for139 detached alternative single-family houses and
- . 27 common lots in the R—1A PUD zone
Variance for
“R” Review for
Other for
was: Granted by the City Planning Commission

X Denied by the City Planning Commission

Grounds For Appeal: (explain in detail, you may attach additional pages)
_Please see attaghed letter

= Property Location:North and South sides of Pocket Road between East and West Shore
Drives
=> Appellant: _Tina A. Thomas Daytime Phone: (9167 443-2745

(please print) {on behalf of appellant-Regis Homes of Northern (alifornia)
= Address; 455 Capibtol Mall, Suite 210, Sacramento, CA 93814

. )
= Appellant’s Signature: //Q A2 )/ 1/ 7/

£

THIS BOX FOR OFFICE
FILINGFEE:  $1,192 00 By Applicant RECEIVELL
$298 00 By Third Party DATE:

Distribute Copies To: GLS; GL: Project Planncr; Tim Larkin {oripinal & n.cupi)
Pit Forwarded to City Clerk:

SaAdmin\Forms\Planning Templates\CPC Appeal Form doe
GB/07/2003

A
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REMY, THOMAS, MOOSE and MANLEY, LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW i
MICHAEL H. REMY
1944 - 2003 455 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 210 RN
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95814 TIFFANY K. WRIGHT
ITNA A THOMAS ASHLET CROCKER |
JAMES G MOUOSE . . R SABRINA V. TELLER ;
WHITMAN F MANLEY Telephione: (916) 443-2745 MICHELE A TONG |
Facsimile: (916) 4439017 |
Syt MEGHAN M HABERSACK ;
e E-maif: info@@rimmilaw com ANGELA M WHATLEY ;
BRIAN | PLANT it/ rimimlaw com AMY R, HIGUERA
JOSEPH ). BRECHER HOWARD F WILKINS il

GF COUNSEL

i
September 16, 2005 i
b

Via hand-delivery

Ms. Carol Shearly
Interim Pianning Director
City of Sacramento
12311 Street, Room 200
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re:  Appeal of the Decision of the Sacramento City Planning Commission :
Istands at Riverlake Project (P05-004)

Dear Ms Shearly:

On behalf of Regis Homes of Northern California, Inc. and William Heartman, i
applicant for the Islands at Riverlake project (P05-004), 1 am filing the attached appeal of
the effective denial by the Sacramento City Planning Commission on September 15,
2004, of Regis Homes’ application for a Special Permit to develop 139 detached
alternative single-family homes and 27 common lots in the Alternative Single-family
Planned Unit Development (R-1A PUD) zone. At the Planning Commission’s special
meeting on September 15th, by a 3-2 vote of the five Commissioners present, the
Commission approved a motion adopting staff’s recommendations set forth in the
September 15, 2005, staff report for the following entitlements:

A Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact certifying the Environmental Impact

Report, approving the Mitigation Monitoring Plan, approving an amendment to the i
Pocket Area Community Plan and South Pocket Specific Plan, approving an ‘
amendment to the LPPT PUD Guidelines, approving a Tentative Subdivision Map; .
and approving a Subdivision Modification to reduce the standard 53' right-of-way ?
for a private street.

L
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Ms. Carol Shearly

Interim Planning Director ;
September 16, 2005 |
Page 2 '

While the 3-2 vote 1eflected a majority vote in favor of all of the requested
entitlements listed in the September 15, 2005, staff report for the proposed project, the
Commission’s Rules and Procedures require a four-vote minimum to approve Special
Permits and a five-vote minimum to recommend approval of a community plan or
specific plan amendment. (Rules and Procedures (M04-048), § VIIL.A 3, 4.) Therefore,
the requested Special Permit for the proposed project is deemed denied and the action is
appealable to the City Council. Additionally, I understand that the Commission’s Rules
and Procedures provide that because there were not five affirmative votes, the community
plan and specific plan amendment requested by the applicant is automatically forwarded
to the City Council without a recommendation. My further understanding of the
Cominission’s Rules and Procedures and the City Code is that the PUD Guidelines
amendment requested by the applicant is neither deemed denied nor automatically
forwarded to the City Council as a result of the Commission’s 3-2 vote. If this
understanding is incorrect and the PUD Guidelines amendment is deemed denied, I wish
to appeal this action also

1 am informed that this matter is already scheduled for the Council’s September
27, 2003, evening meeting. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions
regarding this matter.

Sincerely,

T DN

Tina A. Thomas

cc:  Lezley Buford
Sabina Gilbert
Bili Heartman
Kimberly Kaufmann-Brisby
David Kwong
Tom Pace
Susan Brandt-Hawley

30923013 001 wpd
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Attachment F - Pocket Protectors’ Appeal

CITY OF SACRAMENTO
NEIGHBORHOODS, PLANNING &
DEVELOPMENT SERVICES DEPARTMENT PLANNING DIVISION
1231 1 Street, Room 200, Sacramento, CA 95814 916-808-5381

APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: 7/9/2% ./ o<

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

I do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City Planping Commission on

January 10, 2006

a1 ’) O, (hearing date), for project mumber (P#) F0O - OC 4  when:.
! [3
"./ Ie

L Special Permit for U D
Variance for
“R” Review for

~ o ) ‘ L
e Other for_ T, EUD dmenc . PUD Schenet

Tl kel

was: Granted by the City Planning Commission

Denied by the City Planning Commission

Grounds For Appeal: {explain in detail, you may attach additional pages)
Tpe _ath (g e

= Property Location: (FOC‘QL:{" / 2 G fﬂ

et
=»  Appellant: ‘%éf KET “?f/’f"r ?7/}3’:? = _ Daytime Phoner?r A7A - B0275

(please print)
= Address:_Zop Lo, g L), GANCAANEINND, LA FFL % )

= Appellant’s Signature W¢ il |

(2

THIS BOX FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
FILING FEE: $1,192.00 By Applicant RECEIVEDBY: __Z.f H‘

$298 00 By Third Pargy— DATE  Yoai, <
FE A

Distribute Copies To: GLS; GL: Project Planner; Tim Larkin (eriginal & receipt)

e

P N T Forwarded to City Clerk:

SAAdmin\Forms\Planning Templates\CPC Appeal Form doc
08/07/2003
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Testimony on the EIR was limited. Based on our CEQA consultants review, we
believe the FFIR is not adequate

Bias by the Vice-Chair of the Planning Commission. Opponents were limited and
interrupted and longer testimony was afforded the applicant. Lack of fair public
due process.

The project does not adhere to sound land use principles. Emergency vehicle
access is limited when weekly service vehicles are on the private street as noted in
in the EIR.

PUD Amendment should not be approved to allow a project that does not fit
under the terms of this existing document.

Question if there were enough commissioners voting on the EIR hearing? Area
majority of the nine member commission (one seat vacant) required?

7/%/



