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5 0 Alternatives

For each of the R-1A alternatives, the average project intensity is similar. Alternative A4 is the least
intense of the R-1A alternatives because it would construct the fewest units. Alternative A6 would
construct about one-third fewer units than the R-1A alternatives would, included the Islands at
Riverlake project. Alternative AS is the most intense because it contemplates the maximum number of
units (equivalent to A3} allowable under the Schematic Plan Map with larger floor plans than A3. The

proposed project and A7 have identical bulk/mass ratios.

Table 27. Intensity Comparison of Project Alternatives with Proposed Project.

Building
FAR+  Coverage
FAR Garage (BCA)
[slands at Riverlake Average 0340 06358 0455
Pocket Road Manor Houses (A2) Average 0638  0.794 0575
Riverlake Park Homes (A3) Average 0511 0653 0465
Packet Protectors Plan {Ad) Average 0428 0591 0 424
Zero Lot Line (A5) Average 0763 0918 0.659
R-i Rezone (A6) Average 0.4 045 035
R-IA Mixed (A7) Average 0540 0658 0455
5.4.1.2  Aesthetics
Table 28. Comparison of Average Lot and Building Sizes per Alternative.
Detached Houses Halfplexes Neighborhood
Avglot Avgbldg | Avglot Avgbldg | Avglot  Avgbldg
Project Alternatives size size size cmb*  size cmb® | size all size all
islands at Riverlake 3998 1792 3998 1792
Packet Road Manor Houses (Ad) 2050 1791 6050 3104 4030 2448
Riverlake Park Homes (A3) 10327 4792 10327 4792
Pocket Protectors Plan {A4) 7330 3525 7330 3525
Zero Lot Line (A3) 2580 1969 2580 1969
R-] Rezong (A6) 5200 2080 3200 2080
R-1A Mixed (A7) 3998 1792 7996 3584 1998 1792
#emb = combined.
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5.4.1.3 Comparison of Environmental Impacis

Table 29. Comparison of Environmental Impacts of Project Alternatives.
AS:

Al A2 A3 Ad: Ze10 Ab: AT

Impact Factors No Manor Park Pocket R-1 R-1A

Project  Houses Homes  Protectors Line Rezone  Mixed
Land Use - 0 0 - 0 - +
Population and Housing -- 0 0 0 + - 0
Seismicity, Soils, and Geology 4+ 0 0 0 0 0 0
Water + 0 0 0 0 0 0
Air Quality + 0 0 0 0 0 0
Transportation/ Circulation + 0 0 0 0 0 0
Biological Resources '. + 0 0 ] 0 0 0
Energy + 0 0 0 0 0 0
Hazards + 0 0 0 0 0 0
Noise + 0 0 0 0 0 0
Pubiic Services 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Utilities 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Aesthetics 0 0 0 0 - - 0
Cultural Resources 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Recreational Opportunities 0 0 0 - - - -

++ Substantial improvement compared to the proposed project
+ Insubstantial improvement compared to the proposed project
() Same impact as proposed project

- Insubstantial deterioration compared to the proposed project
-- Substantial deterioration compared to the proposed project
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6.0 CEQA-REQUIRED ASSESSMENT CONCLUSIONS

As required by CEQA, this chapter provides an overview of the impacts of the proposed project based
on the technical topical analyses. The topics covered in this chapter include growth inducement;
cumulative impacts; unavoidable significant effects; significant irreversible changes; short-term uses
versus long-term productivity; and impacts not found to be significant. A more detailed analysis of
the effects the project would have on the environment is provided in Chapter 4: Environmental
Evaluation.

6.1 Growth Inducement

A project is considered to be growth inducing if it fosters economic or population giowth beyond the
boundaries of the project site. Typical growth inducements might be the extension of urban services
or transportation infrastructure to a previously un-served or under-served area or the removal of major
obstacles to development.

The proposed project site has been designated for development as residential housing for 20 years.
The project site consists of the last parcels designated for Townhouse (R-1A) development in the
LPPT PUD and is four of the six remaining large parcels available for development in the LPPT PUD
(the other two include an R-3 parcel and an R-4 parcel in the Northland subdivision). Utilities and
transportation infrastructure already exists to serve the eventual residential development of the Islands
at Riverlake project site. Therefore, the proposed project would not result in the extension of urban
services or transportation infrastructure to a previously un-served or under-served area.

The 19.44 net acre site is surrounded by residential development and related infrastructure including
dedicated open space. Although the site exceeds the five-acre maximum threshold to satisfy the City
of Sacramento’s definition of an “infill development,” the project site satisfies the definition of an
“infill area” pursuant to California Public Resource Code sections 21061.0.5 and 21072. Because the
proposed project is considered an infill project and not a Greenfield development project, it would not
result in removing an obstacle to the conversion of existing agricultural land or rangeland for suburban
development.

6.2 Cumulative Impacts

The State CEQA Guidelines require consideration of the potential cumulative impacts that could result
from a proposed project in conjunction with other projects in the vicinity. Such impacts can occur
when two or more individual effects either together create a considerable environmental impact or
compound other environmental consequences.

6.2.1 Land Use Plans and Policies

The conversion of viable agricultural land to urban land uses resulting in the cumulative reduction in
the acreage of viable agricultural land was evaluated in the Sacramento General Plan Update
Environmental Impact Report (SGPU EIR; Sacramento 1987). The designation of the project site

“L ow Density Residential (4 — 15 dwelling units per net acie)” was included in the Statement of
Overriding Considerations for the significant, immitigable, cumulative impact resulting from the
conversion of agricultural resources.
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Based on the evaluation in Section 4.1 Land Use Plans and Policies in this DEIR, the proposed project
is consistent with the land use density designations and applicable planning goals, objectives, and
policies identified in the SACOG Blueprint Preferred Scenario for 2050 Map and Growth Principles,
the SGPU, Pocket Area Community Plan — South Pocket Specific Plan (PACP-SPSP), LPPT PUD
Schematic Plan, LPPT PUD Development Guidelines, and the Sacramento zoning code. Therefore, no
cumulative impacts resulting from inconsistencies with land use plans and policies were identified.

6.2.2 Population and Housing

The proposed project would construct 139 residential dwelling units, generating a population increase
of + 473 new residents in the City of Sacramento. The proposed number of dwelling units is
consistent with the number of houses designated for the project site in the SGPU, PACP-SPSP, LPPT
PUD Schematic Plan, and zoning ordinance. While the project would increase the number of people
living in the area, the maximum number of 2,953 dwelling units that was anticipated in the LPPT PUD
will not be achieved. The current maximum development potential for the LPPT PUD is + 2,040
dwelling (382 future dwelling units plus 1,658 existing dwelling units). This number of dwelling units
is 69% of the maximum number of dwelling units contemplated by the LPPT PUD in 1985.

Therefore, no cumulative population and housing impacts were identified.

6.2.3 Seismicity, Soils, and Geology

The proposed project could have geotechnical impacts resulting from locating housing in an area
where earthquakes could occur and erosion could occur during and after construction. However, these
potential impacts would be site specific. As found in the Initial Study (City of Sacramento February
2005) in Exhibit A, adherence to City codes related to building standards and erosion control would
reduce potential impacts to a less than significant level. No cumulative impacts to soils, seismicity or
geology were identified.

6.2.4 ‘Water

The proposed project would increase the amount of impervious surface area on the project site. This
would increase the amount of surface runoff. The on-site drainage system will discharge to a pipe
system that is connected to the City storm drain system that discharges into Riverlake via Sump 132.
The proposed project would account for less than 1% of the Sump 132 drainage basin (personal
communication, Glenn Marshall, City of Sacramento Utilities Department). A drainage study and
shed map prepared by the Project Engineer identified the amount of storm water drainage and flow
rate anticipated to result from the proposed project. The City approved improvement plans
dermonstrate that the storm water system is capable of accommodating increased flows,

The proposed project would construct 139 residential dwelling units in a 100-year floodplain.
Implementation of the project could expose people and property to the risk of injury and damage in the
event of a 100-year or lesser flood. This potential impact would be site specific. The City found in
the Initial Study (City of Sacramento February 2005) in Exhibit A that with implementation of the
Comprehensive Flood Management Plan (SCC section 17.156.050) the proposed project would reduce
flood related risks a level of less than significant.

The proposed project would result in an increase in the discharge of pollutants into water due to urban
uses in the area. The City found that complying with SCC section 15.88.260 by implementing a post
construction erosion and sediment control plan, the proposed project would have a less than significant
impact on down gradient receiving waters.
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Potential impacts resulting from groundwater problems were identified in a seepage study prepared by
the Project Engineer. The potential impact resulting from building structures on soil with high
groundwater is site-specific. Facilities to alleviate the problems were incorporated into the
improvement plans that were approved by the Department of Utilities.

Through the adherence to City codes and regulations potential site specific, as well as local, impacts 1o
water resources are less than significant. No cumulative impacts were identified.

6.2.5 Air Quality

Construction and operation of the project would contribute ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions into the
Sacramento Valley Air Basin non-attainment area. The generation of ozone precursors resulting from
intensified urbanization in the City of Sacramento was evaluated in the SGPU EIR (Sacramento 1987).
This cumulative impact was considered significant and mitigation measures adopted in the EIR was
found to be sufficient to reduce the level of impact to less than significant. The designation of the
project site “Low Density Residential (4 — 15 dwelling units per net acre)” was included in the
Statement of Overriding Considerations for this significant, cumulative impact on air quality.

As evaluated in Section 4.2 of this DEIR, incorporation of Mitigation Measure AIR-1 would reduce
the potentially significant project specific air quality impact resulting from consfruction emissions to a
fevel of less than significant. Based on the Sacramento Air Quality Management District’s “Guide to
Air Quality Assessment™ (SMAQMD 2004), the 139 dwelling units proposed by the Islands at
Riverlake project is 21% fewer than the screening threshold for significant air quality impacts.

6.2.6 Transportation/ Circulation

Transportation facilities in and around the LPPT PUD were planned and designed based on build out
densities identified in the SGPU, PACP-SPSP, and LPPT PUD Schematic Plan. The Pocket Road was
sized to accommodate the maximum number of 2,953 dwelling units in the LPPT PUD Schematic
Plan area in addition to surrounding development. The current maximum development potential for
the LPPT PUD is + 2,040 dwelling (382 future dwelling units plus 1,658 existing dwelling units).
This number of dwelling units is 69% of the maximum number of dwelling units contemplated by the
LPPT PUD in 1985. Riverlake has developed below the maximum density projections. The traffic
counts conducted at Pocket Road and West Shore Drive and Pocket Road and East Shore Drive on 10
April 2002 and at Pocket Road and Dutra Bend Drive on 18 June 2002demonstrated that Pocket Road
operated at approximately half of its design capacity. The estimated number of less than 1,000 daily
trips is not expected to result in cumulative transportation or circulation impacts.

Potential site-specific transportation impacts, such as potential hazards resulting from providing a
street that is less wide than the standard Local-Residential Street section, are reduced to less than
significant with implementation of Mitigation Measure TRANS-2.

6.2.7 Biological Resources

The permanent conversion of Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) foraging habitat resulting from the
conversion of agricultural and vacant land for the development of urban land uses was evaluated in the
SGPU EIR (Sacramento 1987). The cumulative loss of Swainson’s hawk was identified as a
significant impact for which mitigation would not reduce the level of significance to less than
significant. The designation of the project site “Low Density Residential (4 — 15 dwelling units per

03056_Islands@Riverlake AGEIR_04 doc 572672005 210



PRELIMINARY ADMIN REVIEW DRAFT

SUBJECT TO REVISION (27 MAY 2005)
6.0 CEQA-Required Assessment

net acre)” was included in the Statement of Overriding Considerations for this significant, cumulative
impact on to Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat.

The Islands at Riverlake project implemented project specific mitigation for the loss of Swainson’s
hawk foraging habitat Prior to issuance of the grading permit, the applicant provided proof to the
City of Sacramento that 10.3 acres of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat mitigation had been
purchased from a California Department of Fish and Game approved mitigation bank. Implementation
of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would help ensure that the project avoids construction related impacts to
potentiaily nesting raptors, including Swainson’s hawk.

Project specific impacts to City heritage trees 17, 18, and potentially NL #1 would be reduced to a less
than significant level by planting replacement trees in accordance to the ratios identified on the City-
issued tree removal permit (Table 6 in this DEIR). Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-2
would help ensure that construction of the project does not injute or kill City heritage trees not
permitted by the City for removal.

6.2.8 Energy

The proposed project would consume fossil fuels during construction and over the long term. All
construction equipment will be maintained and tuned at the interval recommended by the
manufacturers to ensure efficient use of fuel. The SGPU and PACP-SPSP (and associated EIRs) both
anticipated residential development on the project site. The proposed number of dwelling units is
consistent with the number of dwelling units evaluated under both planning document EIRs. The
proposed project would not result in a substantial increase in demand on existing sources of energy nor
require the development of new energy sources not already anticipated in the various plans and
associated EIRs. No cumulative impact on energy was identified.

6.2.9 Hazards

The Initial Study (City of Sacramento February 2005) in Exhibit A identified potential site specific
impacts including the possibility that an accidental spill of hazardous materials could occur during
construction and excavation activities could unearth previously unidentified hazardous material(s).
The City found that the adherence to City codes and would minimize potential impacts to a level of
fess than significant.

Based on the discussion of Transportation/Circulation above under Section 6.2.6, traffic generated by
the proposed project would not adversely impact the use of Pocket Road for emergency evacuation.
At build out of the LPPT PUD, the maximum number of dwelling units will be 31% less than
originally planned and with the area nearly built out, Pocket Road was operating at half of its design
capacity in 2002. No cumulative impacts resulting from hazards were identified.

6.2.10 Noise

Traffic noise from Pocket Road was evaluated in the SGPU EIR (Sacramento 1987). Pocket Road
traffic noise was determined to cause residential land uses in areas that exceed the exterior noise level
threshold of 60 dB La,. The City found this impact to be a significant adverse impact and adopted
mitigation measures to reduce the effect. The mitigation measures included requiring residential
subdivisions adjacent to Pocket Road construct sound walls, berms, or other sound attenuating
features. The City determined that the impact would still be significant after mitigation. The
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designation of the project site “Low Density Residential (4 - 15 dwelling units per net acre)’ was
included in the Statement of Overriding Considerations for this significant, cumulative noise impact.

The LPPT PUD included dedication of the Linear Parkway. The Linear Parkway functions as a
sound-attenuating feature. Brown-Buntin Associates, Inc. prepared an “Environmental Noise Analysis
for Islands at Riverlake Subdivision, Sacramento, California” in May 2002 (Appendix D in the Initial
Study in Exhibit A of this DEIR). The purpose of the analysis was to determine potential noise
impacts to the proposed single-family residential areas from Pocket Road traffic noise. The Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA) Highway Traffic Noise Prediction Model (FHWA RD-77-108) was
used to predict traffic noise levels after noise measurements were made in the field to calibrate the
FHWA RD-77-108. Based on the modeling, which included the addition of traffic generated by the
proposed project, none of the proposed dwelling units would be located in an area where exterior or
‘nterior noise levels would exceed the exterior noise level significance threshold of 60 dB Ly, or the
interior noise level significance threshold of 45 dB Ly, The 60 feet of landscaped open space between
Pocket Road and the proposed dwelling units is sufficient to attenuate predicted noise levels from
Pocket Road.

6.2.11 Public Services

In 1985, demand on public services was anticipated for a maximum number of 2,953 dwelling units in
the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan area. The current maximum development potential for the LPPT PUD
is + 2,040 dwelling (382 future dwelling units plus 1,658 existing dwelling units). This number of
dwelling units is 69% of the maximum number of dwelling units contemplated by the LPPT PUD in
1985. Therefore, increased demand on public services resulting from 139 new dwelling units (= 473
new residents) is not considered cumulatively significant.

The City evaluated school impacts in the SGPU based on each school district's "standards for school
site size and recommended enrollment per school (student toading) and estimates of student yield per
housing unit (generation factors)" (SGPU DEIR P-1). The City's role in school planning involves
reserving school sites and coordinating and cooperating with the school districts to correct impaction
problems (SGPU DEIR P-7). This is done during the approval of new Community Plans and during
subdivision review of individual development projects (SGPU DEIR P-7). One role the City had in
school planning, to act "as a facilitator to school districts and the private sector to finance school
construction,” (SGPU DEIR P-7) has been fulfilled by the State with adoption of Senate Bill 50 (5B
50; Chapter 407, Statutes of 1598). The SB 50 establishes the base (statutory) amount ( indexed for
inflation) of allowable developer fees at $1.93 per square foot for residential construction. Through
payment of this amount, a developer satisfies the statutory requirements and the payment is deemed to
be full and complete mitigation. The City requires the Applicant to pay this development fee at the
time of issuance of the building permit.

In the PACP-SPSP, the City estimated student yield based on Sacramento City Unified School District
methods and determined the rumber of schools needed to serve the South Pocket area. School sites
were identified and reserved. The City facilitated the financing of school construction through
development agreements with land developers. The SGPU EIR identified all of the significant school
impacts caused by build out of the City. Mitigation measures to reduce the significant impacts were
identified and adopted by the City. School impacts resulting from the development of the proposed
project site were previously identified and the City already adopted mitigation for the impacts. This
was done in the Community and General plans. The project is consistent with the land use designated
and planned for in the PACP-SPSP and SGPU. With payment of development fees pursuant to SB 50,
no cumulatively significant impacts can be found resuiting from school impaction.
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6.2.12 Utilities

In 1985, demand on public utilities was anticipated for a maximum number of 2,953 dwelling units in
the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan area. The cuirent maximum development potential for the LPPT PUD
is + 2,040 dwelling (382 future dwelling units plus 1,658 existing dwelling units). This number of
dwelling units is 69% of the maximum number of dwelling units contemnplated by the LFPT PUD in
1985. Therefore, increased demand on public utilities resulting from 139 new dwelling units (= 473
new residents) is not considered cumulatively significant.

6.2.13 Aesthetics, Light, and Glare

The aesthetic impacts to viewsheds around the City of Sacramento resulting from the permanent
conversion of vacant and agricultural land for the development of urban land uses was evaluated in the
SGPU EIR (City of Sacramento 1987). The SGPU EIR also identified the “Intensification of the
character of Sacramento as a major urban area” (SGPU EIR Exhibit C-3 Aesthetics) as a significant
impact. The mitigated for the cumulative loss of these viewsheds by 1) requiring that large scale
development projects be Planned Unit Developments and 2) developing and adopting the “Single
Family Residential Design Principles (SFRDP; City of Sacramento 2001). The City found that the
mitigation was not sufficient to reduce the significance of the loss of the viewsheds to a level of less
than significant. The designation of the project site “Low Density Residential (4 ~ 15 dwelling units
per net acre)” was included in the Statement of Overriding Considerations for this significant,
cumnulative impact on the scenic resources.

The LPPT PUD was approved with Development Guidelines. As discussed in Section 4.1 of this
DEIR, the proposed project is consistent with the LPPT PUD Development Guidelines. The LPPT
PUD Development Guidelines amendment proposed by the project would clarify that the housing
products allowed under “Townhouse and related” are the same products that are allowed under the R-
1A zone No new cumulative impact would result from the amendment because regardiess, the vacant
land would be developed with housing '

The proposed project was evaluated for consistency with the SFRDP in Section 4.5 of this DEIR. The
project was found to be consistent with the Design Principles the City has identified to reduce the
impact of the increasing intensity of urban development in Sacramento. However, consistency with
the SFRDP does not reduce the significant impact of intensified urbanization of Sacramento.

6.2.14 Culteral Resources

No cultural resources were identified on the project site. If cultural resources were identified on the
project site during construction, Mitigation Measures CUL-1 and CUL-2 would ensure that potential
impacts are reduced to a level of less than significant. No cumulative impacts to cultural resource
were identified.

6.2.15 Recreational Resources

The City found in the SGPU EIR (City of Sacramento 1987) that no cumulatively significant impacts
to parks and recreational resources would occur because the City collected parkland dedication or in
lien fees for each residential development constructed in the SGPU plan area. The LPPT PUD
Schematic Plan was approved in 1985 and the City found that the Linear Parkway dedication and other
open space features, such as Riverlake, satisfied the parkland dedication requirement. No cumulative
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impacts to parks and recreational resources would result from building out the project site as planned
in the LPPT PUD.

6.3  Unavoidable Significant Impacts

No unavoidable significant impacts were identified in this evaluation. All impacts can be mitigated to
a level of less than significant.

6.4  Significant Irreversible Changes

The SGPU EIR (City of Sacramento 1987) identified the conversion of agricultural areas to urban uses
as significant irreversible change. Development of the project site according to the Low Density
Residential (4 — 15 dwelling units per net acre) designation would commit future generations to
residential dwelling units. The resources used to construct the houses and related infrastructure would
be irretrievably committed The proposed project will consume nonrenewable fossil fuels during
construction and also require additional electric and gas service. However, the additional gas and
electrical services will be provided with no impact to the service providers and will not result in the
need construct new facilities for service providers. ’

As found in Section 4.1 of this DEIR, the project is consistent with the Sacramento Area Council of
Governments’ Blueptint Preferred Scenario for 2050 Map and Growth principles. The proposed
residential development project is considered an “infill site” pursuant to California Public Resource
Code sections 21061.05 and 21072. The project would locate new housing in an urbanized area of the
City, thereby reducing the pressure to convert agricultural and range lands in the greater Sacramento
area to provide needed housing.

6.5  Impacts Found Not to Be Significant

The City has prepared two Initial Studies for the proposed project. The Initial Study prepared in
February 2005 is in Exhibit A. The impacts found not to be significant in the Initial Study include:

o Population and Housing

s Seismicity, Soils, and Geology

e Water

s Enerpy
e Harzards
» Noise

= Public Service

e Utilities

The impacts found to be potentially significant are evaluated and mitigation measures are described in
Chapter 4 of this DEIR. The Initial Study in Exhibit A provides additional analysis of the potentially

significant impacts. The potentially significant impacts and mitigation measures reducing the impacts
to a level of less than significant are summarized in Table 2.
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Project # | Project Description Approval Date Approved
P85-164 CPA, RZ, TM, SM CC 5 June 1985
P85-420 TM, SM CC 18 Dec 1985
PB6-299 ™, SM CC 23 Sept 1986
P86-395 RZ, TM, SP, SM CPC 9 QOct 1986
P86-396 RZ, TM, SP, SM CrC 9 Oct 1986
Pg6-432 SP CPC 31 Oct 1986
P87-129 ™, SP CPC 9 Mar 1987
P87-130 ™, SP CPC 9 Mar 1987
P87-287 SP,V CPC 19 June 1987
P87-343 ™ CPC 27 July 1987
P87-267 RZ, PUD-SCHPA CC 5 Aug 1987
Pg8-136 RZ, TM, SP CPC 14 Apr 1988
P88-364 M crc 12 Aug 1988
CPA, RZ, TM, SP, SM, i
P§9-098 PUD.SCHPA cC 10 Feb 1989
CPA, RZ, TM, 5P, SM,
P89-099 PUD.SCHPA CcC 10 Feb 1989
CPA, RZ, TM, 3P, SM,
P89-097 PUD.SCHPA CC 10 Feb 1989
P87-131 TM-TE CC 18 Apr-1989
P89-208 ™ crC 12 May 1989
MMP, GPA, CPA, RZ,
PGI-121 TM, SP, V, PUD-SCHPA cC 20 May 1991
P92-054 ™ CPC 10 Mar 1992
P92-114 ™ CPC 27 Apr 1992
P92-136 MMP, SP CC 20 May 1992
P84-054 TE CPC 27 Jul 1995
MMP, CPA, PUD-
P95-011 SCHPA, RZ, TM, SM, SP CC 14 Sept 1995
pos-06s | boo oo TV SV ee 14 Dec 1995
P95-113 SP, TM, V CpC 11 Jan 1996
PO1-133 SP, TM, V CC 17 June 2003
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9.0 GLOSSARY

The definitions of these words and terms are taken from the Saciamento City Code section 17.16.010
except where otherwise indicated.

“Apartments” means a building or portion thereof designed for occupancy by thiee or more families
living independently of each other, but under one roof. Apartments shall not be owned in a
condominium form of ownership. See “dwelling, multiple family.”

“Condominivm” means an undivided interest in common in a portion of real property coupled with a
separate interest called a unit. Condomininm ownership is a legal form of ownership of real estate and
not a specific building style or type. See additional definitions in Chapter 17.192 of this title.

“Clustered Development” not defined in Sacramento City Code, General Plan, Community Plan, or
LPPT PUD Development Guidelines. The following definition is taken from the California General
Plan Glossary:
Development in which a number of dwelling units are placed in closer proximity than usual, or are
attached, with the purpose of retaining an open space area (California Planner Roundtable).

“Dwelling unit” means a group of rooms or a single room within a dwelling, with kitchen facilities,
and occupied or intended for occupancy as separate living quarters by a family or other group of
persons living together, or by a persen living alone. All rooms within a dwelling unit must have their
principal entrance from inside said dwelling unit

Dwelling, Duplex. “Duplex dwelling” means a building designed for occupancy by two families living
independently of each other, each in a separate dwelling unit. A duplex may be built as one structure
or two detached structures.

Dwelling, Halfplex. “Halfplex dwelling” means a building designed for occupancy by two
families living independently of each other, where each dwelling unit is attached and located on
a lot which may be separately owned or conveyed.

Dwelling, Multiple Family. “Multiple family dwelling” means a building or portion thereof
designed for occupancy by three or more families living independently of each other, but under
one roof. Ownership of the building(s) could be a single ownership of units and land (e g,
apartments) or individual ownership of each unit and joint ownership of common area (e.g.,
condominiums).

Dwelling, Single-Family. “Single-family dwelling” means a detached building designed
exclusively for occupancy by one family. A single-family dwelling shall be erected as one
building connected by a common wall or walls at least eight feet in width.

“Family” means one or more persons occupying a premises and living as a single housekeeping unit,
as distinguished from a group occupying a rooming or boarding house or hotel as herein defined.

“Flgor area ratio (FAR)” means the ratio of gross building area (GBA) of development, exclusive of
structured parking areas, proposed on the site divided by the total net lot area (NLA). Formula means
GBA/NLA = FAR (Example means 43,560/ 43,560 = FAR 1 .0)
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“Gross floor area” means the area included within the surrounding walls of a building,

“Infill development” shall be defined as the development, redevelopment or reuse of a vacant and
underutilized site of five acies or less, except where designated in the General Plan as an infill target
area, that may contain one or more parcels and is substantially surrounded by urban uses, where the
median age of the surrounding urban development area is 20 years or more, and where the proposed
project is consistent with the general plan, any applicable community plans, and zoning. Sacramento
City Code 17.191 20 references this definition in the City of Sacramento General Plan (Overall Urban
Growth Policies, Policy 5, subheading 2).

“Infil] site” means a site in an urbanized area that meets either of the following criteria: (a) The
immediately adjacent parcels are developed with qualified urban uses or at least 75 percent of the
perimeter of the site adjoins parcels that are developed with qualified urban uses and the remaining 25
percent of the site adjoins parcels that have previously been developed for qualified urban uses, and
the site has not been developed for urban uses and no parcel within the site has been created within the
past 10 years. (b) The site has been previously developed for qualified urban uses. The Islands at
Riverlake project site is considered an infill site because it meets criterion (a). Defined by California
Public Resources Code section 21061.5. "Qualified urban use” means any residential, commercial,
public institutional, transit or transportation passenger facility, or retail use, or any combination of
those uses (California Public Resources Code 21072).

“Landscape setback” means an area so designated which includes a combination of tiees, mounded
turf and/or live ground cover and shrubs. A fully automatic irrigation system shall be provided.
Sidewalks are allowed in the landscaped area for access to buildings, parking lots, or handicapped
access. When vehicles overhang and no wheel stops are provided, the required landscaped area must
be increased by two feet. A six-inch raised concrete curb is required at the back of sidewalk; however,
ifturf is used and extends farther than fifteen (15) feet from the property line, this curb is not required.

“Lot” means a parcel of land shown on a subdivision map or a record of survey map or a parcel
described by metes and bounds, or a building site in one ownership having an area for each main

building as hereinafter required in each zone.

1. “Corner lot” means a lot situated at the intersection of two or more streets having an angle of
intersection of not more than one hundred thirty-five (135) degrees.

2. “Interior lot” means a lot other than a corner lot.

3. “Key lot” means the first interior lot to the rear of a reversed corner lot.

4, “Reversed corner [of” means a corner lot, the rear of which abuts upon the side of another lot.

5. “Through lot” means a lot having frontage and public access on two parallel public streets.
“] ot area” means the total area within the lot lines of a lot.

Lot Area, Net. “Net lot area” means the area of a lot excluding publicly dedicated land; private streets
which meet city standards; and other public use areas, as determined by the planning commission.

“[ ot coverage” means the amount of lot, stated in terms of percentage, that is covered by all buildings
and/or structures located hereon. This shall be deemed to include all buildings, porches, breezeways,
patio roofs and the like, whether open box type or lathe roofs, or fully roofed, but shall not be deemed

03056_islands@Riverlake ADEIR_04 doc $/26/2005 221



PRELIMINARY ADMIN REVIEW DRAFT

SUBJECT TO REVISION (27 MAY 2005)

2 0 Glossary
to include fences, walls, or hedges used as fences, uncovered porches or patios, or swimming pools.
On a residential structure, an eave overhang measuring two feet or less in width, shall not be counted
as lot coverage; however, if the overhang exceeds two feet in width, the entire overhang shall be
counted as [ot coverage.

“Lot depth” means the distance between the front and rear lot line. If the side lot lines differ in length,
the depth of the lot is defined as the average of the lengths of the side lot lines.

“ot width” means the distance between the side lot lines measured at right angles to the lot depth at a
point midway between the front [ot line and the rear lot line.

“Open space” means land and water essentially without improvements and used for public
recreation, enjoyment or scenic beauty, conservation or use of natural resources, production of
food or fiber, light and air or an environmental amenity.

Open Space, Residential (Usable). “Residential (usable) open space” shall be composed of
outdoor areas designed for outdoor living, recreation or landscaping, including such areas on
the ground and on the decks, balconies, porches, and roofs, which are safe and suitably surfaced
and screened. Such areas shall be on the same lot as the dwelling units they serve, and shall be
designed and oriented in a manner that make the best practical use of available sun and other
climatic advantages. Landscaped setback yards that are not designed for outdoor use shall not
be considered usable open space.

“Reversed frontage” means the situation whetein the rear lot line of a corner lot is contiguous to
the side lot line of the adjacent interior ot

“Sethack line” means the line beyond which the main wall of a building or structure shall not project.
Setbacks shall be measured from the property line to the main wall of the building

“Townhouse™ not defined in Sacramento City Code, General Plan, Community Plan, or LPPT PUD

Development Guidelines. The following definition is taken from the California General Plan

Glossary:
A one-family dwelling in a row of at least three such units in which each unit has its own front and
rear access to the outside, no unit is Jocated over another unit, and each unit is separated from any
other unit by one or more common and fire-tesistant walls. Townhouses usually have separate
utilities; however, in some condominium situations, common areas are serviced by utilities
purchased by a homeowners association on behalf of all townhouse members of the association
(California Planning Roundtabie).

Yard, Front. “Front yard” means a yard extending across the full width of the lot, the depth of
which is the distance between the front lot line and the main wall of the building.

Yard, Rear. “Rear yard” mean a yard extending across the full width of the lot between the
most rear main building and the rear lot line. The depth of the required rear yard shall be
measured from the nearest point of a main building toward the nearest part of the rear lot line.

Yard, Side. “Side yard” means a yard between a main building and side lot line, extending from
the front yard to the rear yard. The width of the required side yard shall be measured from the
neatest point of the side lot line toward the nearest part of main building.

t “Interior side yard” means any side yard which is not a street side yard.
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2. “Street side yard” means a side yard which is immediately contiguous to a public street or 2
private street serving a purpose similar to a public street. A side yard adjacent to an alley is not
considered a street side yard.
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EXHIBIT A. INITIAL STUDY FOR ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE (P01-133)

Prepared for the City of Sacramento by Sycamore Environmental Consultants, Inc. in February 2005

NOTE:
NOT BOUND IN ADEIR. WILL BE BOUND IN DEIR FOR

PUBLIC CIRCULATION.
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Exhibit B

EXHIBIT B. NOTICE OF PREPARATION AND COMMENTS RECEIVED
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DEVELOPMENT SERVICES CITY OF SACRAMENTO 1331 1 STREET

DEPARTMENT ROOM 300
CALIFORNLA SACRAMENTO, CA

95814-2998

DEVELOPMENT SERVICES
916.408-7856
FAX: §156-264.7185

DATE: February 25, 2005
TO: inleresied Persons
FROM: LE Buford, Principal Pianner

SUBJECT: NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT
REPORT FOR THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE PROJECT {PO1-133)

INTRODUCTION

The City of Sacramento is lhe lead agency for the preparalion of an Environmental Impact Reper {EIR) for the
above referenced project localed in the City of Sacramento. The document is being prepared in compliance
with the California Environmentat Qualily Act (CEQA)

The EIR will evaluale the polential environmental impacls of the proposed project. and recommend miligation
measures, as required . The EiR will be project-specific. pursuant to Section 15161 of the CEQA Guidelines
The EIR will provide an evalualion of the environmental efects of the Islands at Riverlake Project, including
proposed amendments lo the L and P - Pacific Teicher Planned Unit Development (LPPT PUD) Guidelines
and Exhibits.

CEQA Seclion 15082 stales thal, once a decision is made lo prepare an EiR, the lead agency (ihe City of
Sacramento) must prepare a Notice of Preparalion (NOP) to inform al responsible agencies (hat an EIR will be
prepared. The NOP must also be sent lo each governmental agency expected 1o be involvad in approving or
funding elements of the project  The purpose of the NOP is lo provide sufficient information describing (he
project and the potential environmental effects to enable the agencies o make a meaningful response
regarding lhe scope and conlent of the information lo be included in the EIR

PROJECT LOCATION

The project area is localed in the Greenhaven/Pockel Communily in the City of Sacramenio, Sacramenlo
County. California. It is located west of inlerstale 5 and east of the Sacramento River in a primarily residential
community. The project is localed on lhe noflh and south sides of Pocket Road from approxirately 1,200 feet
wesl of West Shore Drive lo approximately 580 feet east of Dutra Bend Drive

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The proposed project consists of 139 one and two-story single-family residential units arranged in lwo rows
along a private, 22-fool wide slreat located parallel to Pocket Road. The proposed project includes the
subdivision of three vacant Single-Family Alternative Planned Unit Devetopment (R-1A PUDY} zoned lots {Parcel
Nos. 031-1210-03, 031-1210-061, 031-1200-073, 031-1030-015, 031-1030-031, and 031-1300-048) into 166
lots, of which 139 lots would be designated for single-family residential {11.58 acres), four lols for private sireet



(3 81 acres). and 23 for open space and landscaping selbacks (4 05 acres) Of the 23 open space lots, seven
of Ihe lots would be passive use mini-parks totaling approximately 0 36 acre

The proposed project includes five basic floor plans (two 1-slory plans and three 2-story plans) The proposed
iots on the norih side of the proposed private road north of Pocket Road and the lots on the south side of the
proposed private road south of Pockel Raad are primarily single-story houses.

The propesed project is substantially the same as lhe version approved by the City Council in June 2003.
except that the current proposal also includes amendments 1o the LPPT PUD Development Guidelines (o
accommodale single-family detached small fat development. The purpose of lhis amendment is lo resolve the
ambiguity of the lerm "Townhouse and related development” in the LPPT PUD, which the Court of Appeats for
the Third District idenlified in its December 7, 2004, ruling in Pocke! Protectors v. City of Sacramenio as giving
rise lo a polenlial land use pianning inconsistency between lhe project and the LPPT PUD.

ENTITLEMENTS REQUESTED:

Special Permit lo construct 139 dwelling units in the LPPT PUD:

Tentalive map io subdivide six exisling parcels inlo 166 iols;

Subdivision Modification lo reduce the standard 41-foot right-of-way widlh for a privale slreet] and
Amendment 1o the LPPT PUD Guidelines lo accommodale single-family detached small lot development

ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS

The Cily has reviewed {he proposed Islands at Rivertake project in an initial Sludy (available for review at 1231
| Street. Suile 300) and is requiring thal an EIR be prepared, pursuant lo the Decernber 7, 2004, ruting of the
Court of Appea! for the Third District. At this time. it is anlicipated thal the following environmenlal issues will be

evaiuated

tand Use, Zoning, and Adopled Plans: The E1R will evaluate the proposed project’s consistency with the Cily's
General Plan, PACP-8PSP. Zoning Ordinance. and the LPPT PUD, as well as the project’s compalibililty wilh
existing surrounding land uses. The evaluation wili address standard land use consistency and compalibilily
issues, as well as any impacls associated with amending the LPPT PUD Guidelines and Exhibils as proposed

Aesthelics: The EIR will assess the potential aesthetic impacls associated wilh exisling conditions, condilions
after the construction of the proposed project, and the project alternatives. Miligation measures will be

developad, if feasible and necessary, for any significart aesthelic impacts. All mitigation measures will reflect
City policies and praclices wilh respect lo design review and singie-family residential development guidelines

Recreational Resources. The EIR will identify the recreational resources in {he project area and evaluale the’
polential impact of the project on those recreational resources

SUBMITTING COMMENTS

Writlen cormmenis concerning the scope of the EIR for the project should be directed lo the following address
by 5:00 p m. on March 30, 2005:

LE Buford, Principal Planner
City of Sacramento Planning Division
1231 1 Street, Room 300

- Sacramento, CA 85814
(316) 808-5335 {516) 80B-7185 fax
buford@citvofsacramento.org

All commenis must include full name and sddress in order for staff to respond appropriately
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March 30, 2005

LE Buford, Principal Planner

City of Sacramento Planning Division
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Island at Riveriake Project
Diear Mr. Buford:

I am writing on behalf of the Ross family regarding the Environmental Impact Report to be prepared for
the Island at Riverlake project.

Because this project is a change from the one for which this area was originally zoned, respect for the
interest of the families affected by the project dictate that the report be as comprehensive as possible. To
perform a limited environmental review would imply that the city of Sacramento is biased toward
expediting this project.

{ request that the report consider the impact of the project on areas schools, traffic, local species affected
by the construction, air quality, and housing value immediately adjacent to the project and in the
surrounding Pocket Area.

1 am informed that the project developer is required to build a fence that will be parallel to the existing
fencing along the Southshore Development. My concern is that two fence lines will result in space
between these two fences that can serve as an attraction for small anirnals, including bats, rats, insects,
including bees, which are attracted to dark hollow spaces. Tt is likely that leaves from trees over the fence
tine will fall into the space in between the fences and that other vegetation will grow in that space. That
vegetation and those leaves will become wet from rain and ultimately rot the fencing on both sides.

+

The developer should be directed to coordinate with the affected resident so that we can remove our
fencing and avoid the above described problems. The developer should also be directed to compensate us
for the removal and disposal of our fences. Please ensure that the interests of those of us affected by this
development are not taken lightly. The Environmental Impact Report conducted for this project should
ensure (hat all possible impacts are considered before it is allowed to go forward.

Respectfully,

N y
ommy Ross and Famil
94% Shore Breeze Drive
Sacramento, CA 95831
(916)427-7079

cc: Members of the Sacramento City Council



March 21, 2005

Silas and Bonnie Ting
975 South Beach Drive
Sacramento, CA 95831

LE Bufurd, Principal Planner

City of Sacramento Planning Division
1231 1 Street, Room 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Bufurd:

Subject: Islands at Rivelake Project

This letter is in reference to the Islands at Riverlake Project. We are property
owners in Riverlake Community and have reviewed the Notice of Preparation of
a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Islands at Riverlake Project (PO1-
133) dated February 25, 2005. Your proposal to reduce the building by 27 units is
noted.

We considered the proposed changes submitted, however, the scope of the EIR
needs to be broad enough measure on all impacts that it will cause. The project
as proposed cannot be adequately mitigated; therefore, a different alternative
needs to be selected.

We trust that the scope of the studies should be as wide-open as possible and not
to prejudge or eliminate review without public notice and input via community
meetings.

Your consideration of this matter is appreciated.

Sincerely yours,

Silas and Bonnie Ting
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McCARDLE + ASSOCIATES
300 Cobble Cove .ane - Sacramento. Cu 93831 (V16) 421-30035
(9106) 421-8006 Fax

FAX MEMORANDUM
Two Pages - Total

March 29, 2005

FAX: (916) 808-7185

L1z Bulord, Principal Planner

City of Sacramento Planning Division
1231 T Street, Roont 300

Sacramiento. TA Y5814

SUBTECT:  Notice of Prepatation of a Pratt Eavirorunental fmpact Report (PO1-133)

My name is Roger A, MeCardle and [ reside at 800 Cobblie Cove Lane in Sucramento 1
wil summarize some additional comments o those that were proviously e-mailed to you

Fam conlused as Lo the City of Sactamento’s position to proceed with an FIR and vet has
filed a court action (o nol do an FIR?  Clearly this action can onty add confusion (o
resiclents that believe those in authority have a responsibility to follow the law and
provisions outlned in CLOQA.

The CEQA document outlines that altematives are 1o he part of an FIR und yet there is no
notation of this requirement i your notice  There are a number of alternatives that conld
be a consideration and several that have not been studicd in any detail. The alternatives
could achicve signilicant improvement in large scale landscaping with shade trees.

- improve setbacks from existing homes, and achieve beliar wraffic circulation for access by
emergency and service vehicley

Last Sunday. the Sueramento Bee had a large wticle aboul the attempt 10 nciease the
numbcer of canopy frees in Naciamento  Projeots like the proposed devefopment do not
allow for large canupy shade trees. merely ormamental shrubs due to minimal setbacks
and utility easements thal do not provide space for trec planting aver pipes and conduits
Councilnwn Tretheway voted for approval of this project yet he prolesses to be the
“father” of trees in Sacramento?
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Page 2 continued

A key issuc thal needs further study and evaluation is the publicly dedicated greenbell
intrusion by the present project A number of years ago the City of Sacramento Plamning
Department noled in hold felt pen notation on each drawing that had been submitted that
patios and sidewatks could not intrude into the publicly dedicated greenbelt. There arc
viious docwments whore this greenbelt space. a part of the Rivutlikce Master Plan, is
Tegally described us publicly dedicated land fot public use

In 1985 when this entive arca was developed there was an agreement that went nto great
detail as to the intended use of this property. There was also an option noted should this
portion of the property be developed into single family homes that it would be rezoned
accordingly  This was a mutually agreed understanding by the owney of the property and
the City of Sacramento  Residents who purchased or construcied homes in this arca weie
aware of this agreement and assumed that all partics would honor that agrecnent

For the Cily of Sacramento 1o change the mles af this late date 1o approve a project that
does not “fiC" is unconscionable and a violation of all reasonable planning principles
The City of Sacramenlo’s consideration Lo amend the LPPT PUD puidelines should not
be part of ann EIR provess  This isnota clarification of language issuy; it ras the intent of
changiny the rules!

As 1 have stated before, the [IR must be comprehensive and not a truncated document
that has little value and is merely window dressing by the ity of Sacrmento and the
developer RHNC  The addressing of 1ssues should be clearly in the hest interest of
cesidents as well as the City of Sacramento The Riverlake development is an icon that
represents good Jand use and planning to this date by the original developer amd the City
ol Sacramento Why anyone would attempt to undermine Lhe completion of this
development and the fast key-stone parcel with anything less than good lamed use,
sensitivity to existing properties, and compromise traffic and safcty, 18 bevond my
. comprehension as un architect.

The EIR process must be done to the highest standards. anything less than that is a totul
disservice to 1esidents of Sacramento and the entire pocket community

Thank you

n “Ai 2
ST ?’{//T’,—’ e :’ _'_,,/T:(f 4 '(/:—’*"ﬁ

Rover A MeCardle

1
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From: <AHockenson@aol com>

To: <thuford@cityofsacramento org>

Date: 3/26/05 12:17PM

Subject: Comments, NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL iIMPACT

REPORT (P01-133)

LE Buford, Principal Planner

City of Sacramento Planning Division
12311 Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 808-5935 (916) 808-7185 fax
Ihuford@cityofsacramerto org

| am Alan L Hockenson. My residence and property [ currently own in
Sacramento are listed at the end of this e-mail. | appreciate the opportunity to
provide comments on the Notice of Preparation of a Draft Envircnmental impact
Report for the Islands at Riverlake Project (P01-133) dated February 25, 2005

Is the City commitled to preparing an EIR or not?

Confrary to your notice, the Gity has filed documents before the California
Supreme Court indicating that it has no intention of completing the EIR for
_ P0O1-133 unless ordered by the California Court System This statement is in
direct conflict with the subject notice. Therefore, the next time you contact the
public on P01-133 and ask them comment or otherwise participate in the review
of this project, you should specifically identify how the City will be
compensating them for the time and effort they have spent at the City's request when
the City chooses to not complete the EIR process.

Assuming the California Court System does order the preparation of an EIR for
Project P01-133, the City must restart the CEQA process to the date of a new
Notice of Preparation that is subsequent to the date of the court order The
City just can't start the CEQA "clock” without a good-faith commitment to
finishing the process

No harm In getting an early startl

Regardless of the uncertainty pused by the City, 1 will offer direct comments

on the scape of the EIR for PG1-133 The summary of my commenis are as
Tollows:

1. The City must prepare a full and complete EIR pursuant to CEQA and not
limit its scope. All topical areas included in Appendix G should be addressed

2 The City must look at reasonable alternative projects and not just the
project praposed by the developer, Regis Homes.

3. The City must abandon the Amendment to the LPPT PUD Guidelines, The
City should seek a rezoning of the property to R-1 pursuant to the LPPT PUD
Guidelines if the City chooses to accommodate the structure of the project
proposed by Regis Homes.

4. The City must review the project construction undertalken during the
period wherein the requirements included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration
for PO1-133 and report on the compliance and governance of such activities by
Regis Homes and the City, respectively.

5  The City must document and publicize how Regis Homes was allowed to
leave the project site in such an adverse condition once the Third Circuit Court
of Appeals ordered an injunction on the construction activities of Regis Homes.
6. The City must study and review the impact of the injuncted construction
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has had on housing vaiues to those properties sold during the period of the
construction injunction

7. The City must review the baseline expectations in the originat EIR for

the Greenhaven/Packet Area (as relied upon in the Mitigatlon Negative
Declaration) and measure the resulting development of the area compared to the
baseline expeciations

Prepare a Full and Complete EIR

The Notice of Preparation indicates that Land Use, Zoning, and Adopted Plans,
Aesthetics, and Recreational Resources are the only topics to be considered

in the EIR. The City has correctly identified the threshold issues identified

by the Court that result in an order to prepare an EIR That doesn't mean

those are the only issues to be reviewed in an EIR. For example, there is no
indication of the frenching and subsequent constant pumping of water inio the
City's street water collection system. That was never addressed in the Mitigated
Negative Declaration. In order to not exacerbate its water problemn, Regis
Homes cut back on its dust suppression system. The neighborhood became filthy
with dust as a result. Was their any archaeological work done on the material
trenched by Regis Homes in its road preparation efforts? Obviously, there was
an geotechnical oversight as major amounts of water filed Regis Homes road
trenches that was missed in all discussions.

If the City had proposed a limited-scope EIR and the scoping period had ended
without adverse comment, the City could have proceeded with such

fimited-scope EIR However, if the City receives comments that additional areas need
review, the City has no option but to review such areas, without incurring risk of

legal challenge as to the adeguacy of the EIR. The City does have the

advantage of an EIR that was prepared for the region but the EIR is over 20 years

old. The effort supporting the development of the Mitigated Negative

Declaration relied heavily on the old data and was completely inaccurate in several
areas {see estimate of high school population) Given this information, | ask for

a full and complete EIR be prepared consist with the CEQA Guidelines,

Appendix G for new projects. Who knows how many warts will be counted with the frog
is inspected correctly?

An EiR is all about Alternatives

CEQA requires alternatives. An EIR is supposed o iook at alternatives to
effectively reduce impacts to the communily. The Pocket Protectors proposed an
alternative to the City Council in 2004 and at least one Councliman expressad

his preference for the Pocket Protectars alternative as a better use of the

land

The City appears hell-bent on considering the Regis Homes aiternative and no
other alternative. This is wiong All reasonable alternatives must be
reviewed and the EIR should be scoped to include alternatives. To do less,
jeopardizes the validity of the EIR

Do Not Amend LPPT PUD Guidelines!

How can | express myself strongly enough? Obviously, there is a flaw in the
project proposed by Regis Homes that makes it inconsistent with the LPPT PUD
Guidelines. The simple answer is to change the project . . . not change the
rules to make the project fit. | see the City's plan to be consistent with the
following fictional story:
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The World Series is tied 3 games apiece and it is 1 on and 2 outin the
bottom of the 9th inning of Game 7 with the home team trailing by one run A
deep ball is hit to centerfield and in mid-flight, the home town umpire changes
the definition of Home Run. To be a Home Run, if includes the touching of
the ball by fielder while standing on the warning track. As the ball is caught
on the warning frack, the home team cheers because, with the newly defined
Home Run, they have wan the World Series.

| find the proposal to amend the LPPT PUD Guidelines no less onerous. To
truly correct the situation, Regis Homes should request a zoning change o R1 {o
accommodate single-family homes This is important because stich a change
(either to R1 or back to R1-A) later in the process {once it officially begins)
would likely cause a delay in the completion date of the EIR and further delay

in the construction of the correct project

What happened during the 2004 Construction?

We have the incredible opportunity to review and discuss how Regis Homes and

the City performed during the Regis Hornes 2004 Construction pericd on the

site. Officially, construction was being conducted and supervised under the
~auspices of the Mitigated Negative Declaration approved by the City Councll. The

City now has the opportunity to measure the effectiveness of the mitigation

measures and commitments included in the Mitigated Negative Declaration and the

abiiity of the City to actually control Regis Homes during its construction

activities.

For example, show the public a copy of the Swainson Hawk report that was

required prior to the commencement of construction. Show the putlic the

measurement (DBA) of the large evergreen trees that were uprooted by Regis Homes at the
time of their removai. Show the public the approval by the City Fire

Department that 2 1-foot streets were safe for the community. Show the public how the

City monitored the dust supression efforts of Regis Homes. Show the public

the request and approval that authorized Regis Homes to dump water into the

City's storm drainage system.

The City must conduct a careful review of the Mitigated Negative Declaration

and how the City and Regis Homes performed under the obligations and

commitments contained therein to assure that the environment is adequately protected
‘when Regis Homes resumes construction. This holds for PO1-133 and any other
Regis Homes development in the City

Why is the project site such a mess?

Regis Homes has construed he court-ordered injunction as an excuse to not
correct any problems in make the construction site safe. A mere postingof a

few signs and neon orange netting is not enough Sidewalks have been destroyad,
fences have been removed, private property has been damaged, water continues
to be pumped into the storm water collection system. Nothing has been done o
correct this ongoing damage to the environment

There needs to be a detailed explanation on how and why this site has got to

he such a mess and an eyesore on fhe neighborhood. Please remember it was
Regis Homes who began consiruction activities understanding the authority to
construct had been appealed to the Third District Court of Appeals. No crying or
whining is allowed!



Regis Homes and Affected Local Property Values

As a part of the EIR process, the City must assess what damage Regis Homes
has caused on the existing community. My experience is that homes located near
the project site have been adversely impacted (sales value) since Regis Homes
risked starting construction in 2004, The City needs to study home prices

over the past 10 years to determine the comparable home prices based upon
proximity to the project to develop a basefine of relative home worth. With that
study in hand, the City can assess statistically significant impacts to those

that have sold or are selling homes during the construction (including injuncted
construction stoppage) period. To perform such a study, third party real

estate agents could be used as Regis Homes would be conflicted from performing
such a study.  This information needs to be included in the EIR

The Best Laid Plans .

Over 25 years ago, the City approved a master ptan for the development of the
Greenhaven/Pocket Area. Promises were made and dreams were realized. An EiR
was created that explained the expectation of what the region would be like

and how it would be developed. The City now has the golden opportunity to

review the expectations made back then and the performance of the City in making
the dream a reafity for ail. The reason that this is important is because the

EIR requires an accurate and true representation of what the baseline
environmental landscape Is before the project is added. Such a study is needed to
determine what the incremental impact this project has on City services, the
school system, public transit, and other services ihat are used by those that will
buy homes in this development.

This actually turns out to be a great opportunity for the City to assess its

own performance in managing its own growth. One of my professional pet peaves

is that "salespeople” make all sorts of promises, provide cost/benefit

analyses, and other forms of justification to get projects developed as they

envision My experience is that there is little accountability and rare

after-the-fact comparison of what was expected compared to what actually happened.

| won't sugarcoat it for you. My understanding is that the City has deviated

substantially from what was originally planned way back when. Devslopers

have asked for individual zoning changes and variances to increase housing
-density The local high school has double the population that was identified in the

Mitigated Negative Declaration and subject conversations validated that all

schools in the Sacramento Unified School District are overcrowded. Once

studied, it will be discovered that other public services are similarly impacted.

Please don't misunderstand my position. | don't expect Regis Homes to "cure”

all the ills that Sacramento is experiencing. However, | expect the

collection of an adequate baseline of data, and determination of whether there is or

is not an impact, and an assessment of how Regis Homes (or the ultimate

developer) creates an impact or incrementally adds to the already impacted
environment. Regis Homes is required to mitigate its impacts to the environment, even
if they are incremental impacts, regardless to any City policy to the contrary.

That's how CEQA works '

Closing, with Expectations

| offer my comments and suggestions with the expectation that the outline of
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the EIR for PO1-133 will be structured fo include or positively address ali

the issues that | have raised in these comments. | trust that the next

notification from the City will include an absolute commitment to complete the EIR
process and is not conflicted by statements made by the Gity in other forums. To
that end, | will reiterate any comments herein not addressed in the next

"Notice of Preparation” from the GCily, that | trust wilt be valid.

The City has a lot of fence-building, bridge-mending, or just plain healing
that it needs to accomplish with the community. By issuing this Notice, the
City has at least taken a half-step in that direction. More steps are neaded.

Sincerely, Alan L Hockenson

Residence: Sacramenio Property:
1212 Terracina Drive 1104 Rio Cidade Way
El Dorada Hills, CA Sacramenio, CA

95762-5403 95831-4470
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From: "Christopher Caneles” <cocaneles@mecctatchy com>

To: <l buford@cityofsacramento.org>

Date: 3/28/05 4:16PM

Subject: Regarding NOTICE OF PREPARATION OF A DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT

REPORT (P01-133)

LE Buford, Principal Planner

City of Sacramento Planning Division

1231 1 Street, Room 300

Sacramento, CA 95814

(916) 808-5935 (916) B08-7 185 fax
<mailio:Ibuford@cityofsacramento.org> ibuford@cityofsacramento.org

My name is Christopher Caneles, and 1 am a Sacramento resident. | would fike fo offer the following
comments regarding the proposed EIR for "islands at Riverlake" area (P01-133):

First, | want to recognize that you are sending mixed signals to the community: by filing a Notice of
Preparation - which says you intend to prepare an EIR, while at the same time the City's and developers’
attormeys' say otherwise in court filings, causes confusion. This leaves the community wondering how
much effort they should make in responding to your request for comments. That mixed-message is
patently unfair to the citizens of Sacramento and is dilutive of the EIR process.

Hopefully you wilt forge ahead with the EIR: here are my comments specifically on the EIR issues:

The City should look at all topics that are rightly considered under CEQA The City should riot fimit the
scope to a few areas of concern that may be the most-cited. The residents 1 talk to about this development
are concerned about all facets of this development, from impact on infrastructure, traffic, safely,
environment, protected wildiife, etc., to the specific issues with the plan and style of this proposal, which
could include adverse affects on surrounding neighbors and which rightly include aesthetics, open spaces,
intrusion into dedicated parkways and others.

A key factor in an EIR, as | understand it, is the complete review of alternative project plans, so that the
city can determine which ones are preferable 1 did not see this important effort mentioned in your notice.
The City knows that at least three alternative projects could be reviewed (they exist as part of the City's
records), and others may appear that hold even more promise. '

Amending the LPPT PUD guidelines should not be a part of this process. When | spoke at both Planning
Commission and City Councit meetings over the past few years, | specifically reiterated my position that
rezoning should be required in order to build Regis' proposed development. | don't believe the amendment
.you prapose is to ctarify confusing language - instead this stiggestion reeks of changing the rules so that
{he current development can continue, and that's not what the EIR’s purpose should be. There are cther
ways for this issue to be handled, post-EIR

| look forward to a thorough environmental review process. If all or part of the process is conducted by a
third-party, 1 would also ask that the third-party be independent, with no connection to the developer,
regardless of who ultimately pays for the review process. The citizens of Sacramento deserve nothing
less

Thanks,

Christopher Caneles

1404 4th Street
Sacramento, CA 85814
ccaneles@mcclatchy com

PS: To add context to my comments; | am fairly well-versed on this proposat.. until just prior to the start of
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gonstruction, my address was 7712 West Shore Drive, Sac, 95831

cC: "Christopher Caneles" <ccaneles@mcclatchy.com>
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Lezley Buford - Islands at Riverlake Profect . .. ... -
From: C Michae! Pleschner <pleschrer@sbcglobal net>
To: <Ibuford@cityofsacramento org>
Date: 3/29/05 10:32AM
Subject: Islands at Riverlake Project

Dear Mr. Buford,

My wife and [ have two main concerns regarding the "slands At Riverlake” project

First is the traffic impact, it is already hazardous to turn left from East Shore Drive onto Pocket Road. |
believe that this problem will be greatly exacerbated by the project Second, as walkers, we enjoy the
publically dedicated greenbelt along Pocket Road How can this be preserved?

Respectiully,

Michael & Catherine Pleschner
20 Lake Harbor Court (Marina Cove)
Sacramento, CA 95831



March 3, 2005

L.E. Buford, Principal Planner

City of Sacramento Planning Division
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Mr. Buford,

1 am writing as a concerned neighbor about the “Islands at Riverlake” project. Althoughl
am not well versed in the legal aspect of things, I can tell youasa community member, 1
have great reservations about this project!

Listed below are issues of concern:

1. Although the developer is allow to build the number of houses he plans, the original
proposal (when we bought our property) was to be town houses and half-plexes.
This design allows for similar number of dwellings with much more open space,
easy access and increased distance between existing fence line and new roof lines.

3, Ti:us project was rejected by City Planning Commission 6-1. Please review their
comments. Who would know more about land use - City Planning or City
Council??

3. Nairow street causes many concerns; chances for accidents, so narrow people have to
put their trash cans on one side of the street, few places for visitors to park, short
driveways limit parking of other cars.

4. One very long straight street means potential noise problems.

5. Only 10 feet between existing fence line and new houses means less privacy.

6. This community prides itself on long term owners. This project has potential for
dissatisfied owners, selling often or becoming rental property. The builder does

not care about the community - he wants his money.

Please consider the long term effects of this project on the south Pocket community.

Thank you i
ém»dﬂ,a,%% g  / \

Sandra and Bob Puliz

1006 South Beach Dr.

Sacramento, CA 95831
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From: <RogerArch@acl cam>

To: <L Buford@cliyofsacramento org>
Date: 3/1/05 8:56AM

Subject: Isiands at Riverlake Project (P01-133)

| received a copy of the proposed EIR scope for the subject project Under
the section Environmental Effects | would like to call several additional
issues to your attention

1). The proposed project in the mid-nineties indicated that mitigation
measures were required for sound attenuation in the proposed dwellings. His
clear that traffic and sound issues on Pocket Road have Intensified over the
past years since this requirement by the City of Sacramento.

2). There is not an accurate traffic study for Pocket Road that relates to
safely issues of egress on to this high speed thoroughfare. The City of
Sacramento, as recently as two weeks ago, had an intense traffic citation
enforcement to reduce speed on this street.

3). Since the Regis Project was originated there has been a elementary

school (Digarmo) started near the intersection of Pocket Road and Graenhaven
{Dutra House) This new facility has impacted the traffic congestion on Pocket
Road during early morning and late afternoon traffic.

4) The most imporiant of all is the traffic access to the proposed

development by fire trucks and emergency vehicles. Also, the narrow street impacts
traffic while weekly garbage coliection takes place as well as recyclable

materials. The garbage truck and it's articulating pickup arm takes

considerable space and likely witl impact egress by residents during this frequent
operation

5). The City of Sacramento Planning Dept indicated on all drawings
submitted for {he mid nineties project that there could be no intrusion in the
"dedicated greenbell” by patios or sidewalks Copies of these documents are
available for your review.

| hope these comments are helpful in developing the criteria for the EIR
document. If you have any questions, please feel free to call me at any
" time.

Regards,
Roger McCardle - Architect

(916} 421-8005
E-mail: _RogerArch@AOL com_ (mailto:RogerArch@AOL com)
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From: <Rpecora@cs com>

To: <lbuford@cityofsacramento crg>
Date: 3/16/05 9:02AM

Subject: Pocket Road Regis Homes EIR

In response to your mass mailing, | submit to you that the EIR should
address in depth:

1 The massive developments impact on excessive density creating
access concerns and congestion for the residents of Dutra Bend as well as
ihe residents for the homes created and other Riverlake Communities.

9 Suitable access for police, fire protection, ambulance, garbage,
special delivery, mail truck, visitors and its limitations and congestion,
especially at peak times of the day, like the morning and evening commute.

3 Increase in air and noise pollution from vehicle exhausis,
fireplaces

4. Deprovement in the qualily of life.

5  Inadequacy for schoof student absorption as stated by the
Sacramento City Unified School District

6. Investigate alternatives such as 50% fewer homes, moving the
street location near the fence and having the homes on only one side of the
street, reducing the height and massing of the homes; increase the distance between
the homes and other prudent considerations.

7. Homes are so close together as to create a canyon effect,
putting streets in shadow, robing sunlight.

a) light and shade studies at different times of the day
and year, especially when conditions are the worst.

§ Lack of adeguate space around the homes for iandscaping to grow
properly and spread - size at mature growths.

g Desirability of having homes on a busy street recessed back
further from that street.

10 Destruction of existing landscaping with the removal of mature
trees

11. Impeding traffic on Pocket Road with more curb cuts, especially
at peak times.

12. Safe areas for children to play.

13. Adequate visitor parking.

- Suggest that there is an open minded attitude to this effort, rather
than a restricied viewpoint.

Robert Pecora
rpecora@cs. com
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TTY (530) 741-4509

March 10, 2005
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Islands at Riveriake Project (PO1-133)
Notice of Preparation
SCH#2005032020

Ms. Lezley Buford

City of Sacramento

Development Services Department
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms. Buford:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Islands at Riverlake Project near
the Interstate S/Meadowview/Pocket Road Interchange. Our comments are as follows:

»  The NOP does not indicate that a traffic study will be conducted. However, this 138 single
family residential unit project will generate approximately 107 AM and 145 PM peak hour
trips and contribute to potential cumulative traffic impacts at the interchange. Caltrans
recommends that a focused Traffic Impact Study (TI8) be prepared. The complete Caltrans
TIS guidelines are at the following website:

http://www.dot.ca.gov/ha/ traffops/developserv/ operationalsystems/

s The TIS should incorporate the following scenarios:

Fxisting conditions without the project
Existing conditions plus the project
Cumulative conditions (without the project)
Cumulative conditions (with project build-out)

e The traffic analysis should provide a Level of Service (LOS) analysis for the freeway ramps
and ramp terminal intersections. A merge/diverge analysis should be performed for the
freeway and ramp junctions and all analysis should be based on AM and PM peak hour
volumes. The analysis should include the (individual, not averaged) LOS and traffic
volumes applicable to all intersection road approaches and turn movements. The procedures
contained in the Year 2000 Highway Capacity Manual should also be used as a guide for the
traffic study.

“Calirans improves mobility across California”
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March 10, 2005
Page 2

o Mitigation measures should be identified where the project would have a significant impact.
Caltrans considers the following to be significant impacts:

- Off-ramps with vehicle queues that extend into the ramp’s deceleration area or onto
the freeway.

- Vehicle queues at intersections that exceed existing lane storage.

- Project traffic impacts that cause any ramp’s merge/diverge Level of Service (LOS)
to be worse than the freeway’s LOS.

- Project impacts that cause the freeway or intersection LOS to deteriorate beyond L.OS
E for freeway and LOS D for intersections. (If the LOS is already “E” or “F”, then a
quantitativé‘ measure of increased queue lengths and delay should be used to
determine appropriate mitigation measures. )

e The analysis of future traffic impacts should be based on a 20 year planning horizon.

Please provide our office with any further actions on this project. If you have any questions
regarding these comments, please contact Xen Champion at (916} 274-0615.

Sincerely,
. 1 r | ~4
biume (bt

KATHERINE EASTHAM, Chief
Office of Transportation Planning — Southwest

c: Scott Morgan, State Clearinghouse

“Calirans improves mobility across Californin”
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Wm.& Arnold Scheprrcpneeper, [oyeranr
NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION

215 CAPFTOL MALL, ROOM 364
SACRAMENTO, CA 95514

{715} G53-44032

Fuy {916} G57-5350

March 17, 2005

Leziey Buford

City of Sacamenta

1231 [ Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: SCH# 2005032020 - Islands at Riverlake Project, Sacramento County
Dear Ms. Buford:

The Natlve American Heritage Commission has reviewed the above mentioned NOP. To adequately
assess and mitigate project-related impacts on archaealogical resources, the Commission recornmends the
following actions be required:

1 Contact the appropriate Information Center for a record search. The record search will determine:
= If a part or all of the area of project affect (APE) has been previously surveyed for cultural
resources.
+  If any known cultural resources have already been recorded on or adjacent to the APE.
« If the probability is low, moderate, or high that cultural resources are located in the APE,
o If a survey is required to determine whether previously unrecorded cultural resources are present.
3. If an archaeological inventory survey is required, the final stage is the preparation of a professional report
detailing the findings and recomsendations of the records search and field survey.
« The fnal report containing site forms, site significance, and mitlgation measurers should be
submitted immeadiately to the planning department. All information regarding site locations, Native
American human remains, and associated funerary objects should be in a separate confidential
addendum, and not be made avallable for publc disclosure.
= The final written report should be submitted within 3 months after work has been completed to the
appropriate regional archaeologlcal Information Center.
3. Contact the Native American Heritage Commission for:
« A Sacred Lands File Check. Reguests must be made in writing with the County, Quad map name,
township, range and section.
» A list of appropriate Native American Contacts for consultation concaerning the project site and to
assist in the mitigation measures.
4  Lack of surface evidence of archealogical resources does not preclude their subsurface existence.
. Lend agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the identification and evaluation
. of accidentally discovered archeological resources, per California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)
§15064.5 (f). In areas of ldentified archaeological sensitivity, a certified archaeologist and a
culturally affillated Native American, with knowledge in cultural resources, should manitor all
ground-disturbing activities.
+ Lead agencies should include in their mitigation plan provisions for the disposition of recovered
artifacts, in consuitation with culturally sffiliated Native Americans.
= Lead agencies should include provisions far discovery of Native American human remains In their
rnitigation plan. Health and Safety Code §7050 5, CEQA §15064.5 (&), and public Resources Code
§5097.98 mandates the process to be fallowed in the event of an accidental discovery of any human
rermains In a location other than a dedicated cemetery.

it you have ary questions. please contact me at {915) 653-4038

T
T

_\,«_\;M Q«Q Ny - L*\.k\omé\)\).__

Debbie\Pilas-Tieadway .

cC Stave Clearinghouse
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Governor’s Office of Planning and Research
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State Clearinghouse and Planning Unit
Amold Senfz Walsh
Schwarzenegger Director
Govemor

Notice of Preparation

March 3, 2003

To: Reviewing Agencies

Re: Islands at Riverlake Project (PO1-133)
SCH# 2005032020

Attached for your review and comment is the Notice of Preparation (NOP) for the Istands at Riveriake Project (PO1-
133) draft Environmental Impact Report (EIR).

Responsible agencies must transmit their comments on the scope and content of the NOP, focusing on specific
information related to their own statutory responsibility, within 30 davs of receipt of the NOP from the Lead Agency.
This is 4 courtesy notice provided by the State Clearinghouse with 2 reminder for you to comment in a timely
manner. We encourage other agencies to also respond to this notice and express their concemns early in the
environmental review process.

Please direct your comments to:

Lezley Buford

City of Sacramento
1231 I Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

with a copy to the State Clearinghouse in the Office of Planning and Research. Please refer to the SCH number
noted above in all correspondence concerning this project.

If you have any questions about the environmental document review process, please call the State Clearinghouse at
_(916) 445-0613.

Sincerely,
Scott Morgan E @ E u nV? E """"

Associate Planner, State Clearinghouse

Attachments MAR 07 2005 ' .“/i_

ce: Lend Agency i

e e A R i

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

1460 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 958123044
TRL (916) 445-0613 FAX {016) 323-3018 www opr.ca gov

! i i
| o |




Document Details Report
State Clearinghouse Data Base

SCH# 2005032020
Project Title  Islands at Riverlake Project (P01-133)
Lead Agency Sacramertio, City of
Type NOP Notice of Preparation
Description  The proposed project cansists of 138 one and two-story single-family residential units arranged in fwo
rows along a private, 22-foot wide street located parallel to Focket Road. The proposed project
includes the subdivision of three vacant Single-Family Alternative Planned Unit Development (R-1A
PUD) zoned lots into 166 lots, of which 439 lots would be designated for single-family resldential, four
lots for private street, and 23 for open space and landscaping setbacks. Of the 23 open space lots,
sevan of the lots would be passive use rmini-parks totaling approximately 0.36.
Lead Agency Contact
Name Leziey Buford
Agency Clty of Sacramento
Phone (916) 808-5835 Fax
email
Address 12311 Street, Room 300
City Sacramento State CA  Zip 95814

Project Location

County

City

Region
Cross Streets
Parcel No.
Township

Sacramenio
Sacramento

Pocket Road, West Shore Drive, Dutra Bend Drive
031-1210-06%, 031-1210-061, 031-1200-073, 031-1030-013, 031-1030-031, and 031-1300-048
Range Secfion Base

Proximity to:

Highways X
Alrports
Rallways X
Walerways X
Schools X
Land Use
Project Issues AestheticMVisual; Recreation/Parks; Landuse
Reviewing Resources Agency: Regional Water Quality Controt Bd., Region 5 (Sacramento); Depariment of
Agencies Housing and Community Developmant; Office of Historic Presarvation; Department of Parks and

Recreatlon; Department of Water Resgcurces; Department of Fish and Game, Reglon 2; Nallve
American Heritage Commission; Dapartment of Health Services; Caltrans, Distrlct 3

' Date Received

03/03/2005 Start of Review 03/03/2005 End of Review 04/01/2005

Note: Rlanks in dats fields result from insufflcient information provided by lead agency-
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DATE: March 11, 2005

TO: I.E Buford, Principal Planner
City of Sacramento Planning Division
1231 | Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

FROM: Gary Hartwick
1128 Rio Cidade Way
Sacramento, CA 95831

SUBJECT: Notice of Preparation of a Draft
Environmental Impact Report for
The Islands at Riverlake Project (P01-133)

SENT VIA FAX (916) 808-7185

Please accept this letter as a formal written response to the above referenced
notice concerning the scope of the EIR for the project known as, The lslands at
Riverlake.

First, | would like to point out an error in your Notice on page 2, under the heading
“Environmental Effects”, sub-paragraph "Land Use, Zoning, and Adopted Plans”
Your request incorrectly states the evaluation will address, "any impacts
associated with amending the LPPT PUD Guidelines”. However, to date, there
has been no request to amend the LPPT PUD guidelines, therefore, a review
under those terms is not valid. The review should address standard land use
consistency and compatibility with existing surrounding land uses under the
current LPPT PUD.

As stated in an October 21, 2002 memo from Gary Stonehouse to the City
Gouncil, “At issue for the proposed project is its inconsistency with the
Sacramento General Plan update, Pocket Community Plan, and the LPPT PUD in
that the Planning Commission found the proposed single family detached units
are not consistent with the townhouse style of housing previously approved for the
site. The Planning Commission also determined that the site is not physicaily
suitable for the proposed type of development because the shallow depth of the
existing parcel lacks sufficient area to develop the proposed lotting plan with
adequate setbacks from adjacent housing”. Second, one of the most important



items missing from your Notice is a primary requirement of an EIR, which is the
requirement to review and assess alternative projects and the effects or benefits
those projects may have on the environment, Alternative projects, such as the
one presented fo the City Planning Department and City Council by the Pocket
Protectors cannot be excluded from the EIR report.

With respect to evaluating the potential environmental impacts of the proposed
project, and recommending mitigation measures, as required, | direct you to two
documents issued by the City of Sacramento Planning Department.

The City of Sacramento Planning Department issued a report dated Aprii 30,
2001, which outlines many issues conceming this project.  This report
acknowledges there are design challenges inherent with the parcel configuration
and states, "the necessity of shallow lots for the proposed project limits the
amount of privacy afforded adjacent property owners”.

The City of Sacramento’'s Long Range Planner, in a document to the developer
dated April 4, 2001, makes three very key points with respect to this project. They
are as follows:

1. The Long Range Team is saoncerned with the tunnel, or canyoning effect of
two-story, wide houses on small lots”.

2 “Has the applicant considered reducing the number of units and
reconfiguring the lots into only one row of houses on deeper lots?”

3. “Ultimately, the project should be reviewed in the context of the adopted
Single Family Residential Design Guidelines and Smart Growth Principles.”

Additionally, in the Court of Appeals of the State of California Third Appellate
District, the court found that substantial evidence did exist to support a fair
argument the project may have a significant effect on the environment based on
several findings, a few of which are detailed below:

Because the proposed project would build single-family detached housing,
its consistency with the overall community growth goals and policies for
single-family and townhouses and related development of the PACP-SPSP,
must be assessed. This results from the LPPT PUD designating the area
for townhouses and similar development. “Significant effect on the
environment means a substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse
change in the environment.”

The appellant court properly noted in their decision that the PUD's draiters
intended the site for a different type of housing, townhouse or similar
development, not single-family housing. ‘In addition to their general



objectives, the PUD's Development Guidelines specifically stress the
importance of landscaping.”

The court also noted in their decision that there was substantial evidence
the project conflicts with the objectives of the PUD  "Not only did the PUD
require townhouses and similar development for the site, but the site’s
unusually narrow shape dictated that only such housing could be built at
the desired density without violating the PUD’s objectives.” "Even the City
planning staff admitted this fact” In April 2001, a staffer informed Regis
that the project “does not fulffill the intent of the LPPT PUD Townhouse
land-use designation insofar as it does not incorporate the landscaping and
open space concepts embraced by the remainder of the LPPT PUD.

"Staff also pointed out the “canyon” effect of putting so many houses of
similar scale so close together along the whole length of the site. Staff
recommended mitigating this effect by among other things, planting one
shade tree per 30 linear feet of street frontage, but the approved project did

* hot include this mitigating measure. Nor could It have done so; after every
possible adjustment had been made in increase the setbacks, they
remained too small to permit large shade trees.”

Finally, in their denial of this project, the City of Sacramento Planning Commission
issued on August 8, 2002, a Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact which
provides substantial evidence of the many problems associated with this project.
Additionally, minutes of the Sacramento Planning Commission meeting of August
8, 2002, indicate several concerns that were not addressed by the environmental

analysis.
Both of these documents shouid be a part of any EIR process for this project.

The above information should provide assistance in developing the criteria
necessary for the preparation of an EIR report on the Isfands at Riverlake project.

I you have any questions of would like to review this information, please give me
a call.

». - - M o h I“'\.
| NQ e \b-t:"’—"___‘”’""”/}

Gary H ick

1128 Rio Cidade Way
Sacramento, CA 95831
(916) 567-2616



PRELIMINARY ADMIN REVIEW DRAFT

SUBJECT TO REVISION (27 MAY 2005)
Exhibit C

Exmit C. LPPT PUD DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES AND PACP-SPSP
AMENDMENTS

NOTE:

PACP-SPSP AMENDMENT NOT BOUND IN ADEIR
BECAUSE IT IS UNDER PREPARATION. IT WILL BE
BOUND IN DEIR FOR PUBLIC CIRCULATION.

03056 _Islands@Riverlake ADEIR_D4 doc 52612005



Amendments to
Resolution 85-648
and
LPPT Planned Unit Development Guidelines
adopted August 27, 1935
under City Planning File No. P85-165
City of Sacramento, California

February 14, 2005



A Purpose

The LPPT Planned Unit Development Guidelines, dated July 11, 1985, under Sacramento
City Planning File No. P85-165 (“LPPT Guidelines™), were adopted by the duly elected
Council for the City of Sacramento, California (the “City”) after a public hearing on
August 27, 1985, pursuant to Resolution No.85-648 (the “Resolution™).

The Purpose of this document (the “Amendment”) is to clarify, expand, and/or modify
the LPPT Guidelines and the Resolution such that the LPPT Guidelines and the
Resolution accurately reflect the intent, interpretation, and understanding of the City.

B. Intent

In the mid-1980s the word “Townhouse” was a generic tetm used to describe alternative
residential uses different and typically higher in density than standard single family
detached residential uses containing public streets, traditional lots sizes for the period,
and standard setbacks. These alternative residential uses are residential uses allowed and
described in the R-1A zoning code of the City, which includes, without limitation: small
lot, single-family detached developments; clustered attached and detached houses; duplex
ot half-plex developments; attached or detached condominiums and townhouse
developments; all of which may be on public or private streets with a variety of front,
side, and rear setbacks (“Alternative Housing”).

Townhouse and related development, sometimes referred to in the LPPT Guidelines and
the Resolution as “Townhouse (or similar development)” or simply “Townhouse”,
(collectively referred to in this Amendment as “Townhouse™) is one of the four types of
residential uses found in the LPPT Guidelines and in other documents approved and
adopted with the Resolution. The four types are: 1) Single Family, 2) Townhouse and
related development, 3) Garden Apartment, and 4) Elderly Housing/Care Facility. The
intent of the City when approving the Resolution and the LPPT Guidelines was not to
limit the possibilities for residential uses under the Townhouse designation to only
attached townhouses but to allow for a wide variety of alternative residential uses as
allowed under the R-1A zoning. The intent of this Amendment is to add and modify
some wording and exhibits in the LPPT Guidelines and Resolution to make clear that the
“Townhouse” designation was intended to be interpreted to allow uses consistent with the
range of residential uses allowed under the City’s R-1A zone and General Plan.
Therefore, to clarify this designation, the term “Townhouse” is changed to “Alternative
Housing,” as that term is used in the City’s 2002 General Plan Housing Element.

C. Modifications to LPPT Guidelines adopted August 27, 1985:

1. Section A, “Purpose and Intent,” last paragraph, is revised to read:
“These guidelines are intended to act as a supplement to existing City
Ordinances and shall prevail when more specific than the City Ordinance.
Any amendments hereto can only become effective upon approval by the



Planning Commission of the City of Sacramento, or ultimately, the City
Council. pursuant to the City’s ordinances and procedures.”

2 Section B.1.: In the first line, describing the four types of residential uses
found in the LPPT PUD, delete the phrase “Townhouse and related
development” and replace with “Alternative Housing”.

3. Section D.1, second paragraph, first line: Delete “Townhouse™ and replace
with “Alternative Housing”.

4. FExhibits A, B, & C: Whereever “Townhouse” appears on Exhibits A, B, &
C, the word “Townhouse” shall be replaced with “Alternative Housing™

D. Modifications to City Resolution 85-648, adopted August 27, 1985:

1. Section B.1.d.: The words ‘Townhouse (or similar development)” shall be
replaced by “Alternative Housing”.



PRELIMINARY ADMIN REVIEW DRAFT

SUBJECT TO REVISION (27 MAY 2005)
Exhibit D

ExmBIT D. PLAN DRAWINGS AND FIGURES

Floor Plan and Elevation Drawings
Conceptual Landscape Plans

227 Private Street

Aanes TelandemR iverlake ADEIR 04 doc S26/2005



PRELIMINARY ADMIN REVIEW DRAFT

SUBJECT TO REVISION (27 MAY 2005)
Exhibit D

Fr.OoOR PLAN AND ELEVATION DRAWINGS

Plan 7110 (1,428 square feet)

Sheet Al-1.1 — Floor Plan Pocket Road

Sheet A1-3.1 — BExterior Elevation “A” Pocket Road
Sheet Al-3 2 - Exterior Elevation “A” Pocket Road
Sheet A1-3.7 - Exterior Elevation "A” Private Drive
Shest A1-3 8 — Exterior Elevation "A” Private Drive
Sheet A1-3.9 — Exterior Eievation "B” Private Drive
Sheet A1-3.10 — Exterior Elevation "B” Private Drive
Sheet Al-3.11 — Exterior Elevation ”C” Private Drive
Sheet A1-3.12 — Exterior Elevation "C” Private Drive

Plan 7120 (1,500 square feet)

Sheet A2-1.1 — Floor Plan Pocket Road

Floor Plan Private Drive
Sheet A2-3.1 — Exterior Elevation “A” Pocket Road
Sheet A2-3 2 — Exterior Elevation “A” Pocket Road
Sheet A2-31.3 — Exterior Elevation *B” Pocket Road
Sheet A2-3.4 — Exterior Elevation “B” Pocket Road
Sheet A2-3 5 — Exterior Elevation “C” Pocket Road
Sheat A2-3.6 — Exterlor Elevation “C” Pocket Road
Sheet A2-3 7 — Exterior Elevation ”A” Private Drive
Sheet A2-3.7 — Exterior Elevation "A” Private Drive
Sheet A2-3.9 — Exterior Elevation "B” Private Drive
Sheet A2-3.10 — Exterior Elevationt "B” Private Drive
Sheet A2-3.11 — Exterior Elevation "C” Private Drive
Sheet A2-3 .12 — Exterior Elevation ”C” Private Drive

Plan 5713 (2,034 square feet)

Sheet A3a-1.1 — Main Level Floor Plan Poclet Road

Sheet A3a-1.2 — Upper Levei Floor Plan Pocket Road

Sheet A3a-3.1 — Exterfor Elevation “A” Pocket Road

Sheet A3a-3 2 — Exterior Elevation “A” Pocket Road

Sheet A3a-3.3 — Exterior Elevation “B” Pocket Road

Sheet Ada-3 4 — Exterior Elevation “B” Pocket Road

Sheet Ala-3.5 - Exterfor Elevation “C” Pocket Road

Sheet A3a-3 6 — Exterior Elevation “C” Pocket Road

Sheet A3a-3.7 — Exterior Elevation “A” Options Private Drive

Plan 5720 (2,154 square feet)
Sheet Ad-1.1 — Main Level Floor Plan Packet Road
Sheet A4-1 2 — Upper Level Floor Plan Pocket Road
Sheet Ad-3.1 — Exterior Elevation “A” Pocket Road
Sheet Ad-3 3 — Exterior Elevation “B” Pocket Road
Sheet Ad-3.5 — Exterior Elevation “C” Pocket Road

Plan 5730 (2,244 square feet)
Sheet A5-1.1 — Main Level Floor Plan Pocket Road
Sheet A5-1.2 — Upper Level Floor Plan Pocket Road
Sheet A5-3.1 — Exterior Elevation “A” Pocket Road
Sheet A5-3.3 — Exterior Elevation “B” Pocket Road
Sheet A5-3.5 ~ Exterior Elevation "C” Pocket Road
Sheet A5-3.7 - Exterior Elevation ”A” Private Drive
Sheet AZ-3 § — Exterior Elevation ”B” Private Drive
Sheet A2-3 9 — Exterior Flevation "C” Private Drive

Plan 1580 Typical Plot Plan Pocket Road

n1046 lelandemRiverlake ADEIR 04 dor 5/26/2005



| . Vet | 35 92¥'L - NV'1d 40O - QYOH 133004
& m\ m\! w\q g
S Tesws e s
M e e AWEED enmemmm
g e 2 NOILYATTS
3 avox Laood RN eSS 7 M = i T
£ NY1d TR TS T N N - T ) e i K P
2| doou w o L .
& oo 2 B -
gl 6Ll NYId ; o
& 2 H
= ]
| " :
- A
- NOLEAG H30
g feWooNnI8
g H
8 NOLYAT TS =
-3 ER R EN T F3 =il F Fr
1y W = = =7 u; TSN W T R R e ey TR A TR EETT 37 ey
bt ot i | Ly = AR ot
. N B - 3 - CE I ifa ity b b
wred | wemesns oo | \ HIMW\\_M“‘ ....mNTMﬂW. Lm.‘w i R .
vt | toammm |1 3 et =] 3 .
ST R T “Mb..m@u [ i ) i
- 5 el it HONO 5T fsrlaxalthE 5
. T
S =) = 1 NOLEAD K320 £ HOOHO38
ST LT A iy f s
: e LT rviconnas @
A L HIHDATH 7 7 . }
v rai=rar I £ O ity ¥ e T a7 \\.ﬂ k
PR [T T o LAY BIYNLD T TR o
SEOER [~ a2
promen ey M ¥ HOLLYAS TS 5=
Uit e -
iy aNZOTT NVId N e ED o e ey T NOLLAO N33
(e TS 1 =7 B N R T TR Wi I TAtL | TI§ SKiE ] eaer 7 ey
SHvERD asg et = —t T e e —
Farver- Gt IR Nl | o N _ oy Zaji
B o ¥ rpnlErais A bt 23235 ot rn
. . < PR T L s -
i b H . I T OF) B
e v PR N 5 i 7 2 o L . ;
W i s E— . 255
£ b ——r atd o £l Pl et
¥ | r i o R i -!u_ﬁwmﬁrwﬂammwmw EWOOUA3E R, v 3
m PosraEis DI TR . HIHIN Ll AN =+ e b 3 Sk ks 70N
§ A . & ] 3 ZTa Sl R P =3 Zara e = 0E =irs . i
H P ) 1t £ TV v W THIIH A o (P4 E * Ao
i DI I 7 LI T 3
. - —4 3
: eI BEE Wl LA wlit
R L . (RIR N w8 .2 77 gy | HA
e Dl W DI E NSRS B T M o P u.f.{ [ NN s e N
i3 EE ) ECo . g A - S s
et 100 v H e : R = 8
) o ; R, Lovuwd uvaz i
SRSIev Y SCITYATIEIE T L 5 B = ]
B . % LR
bt T i H s R L
== A et g 10 80138 9aMIa farm Vi G =
D ml.m._ CHTCA TINIECITR T W Sree R Ko H “m.\\“ woouaaa it
A -
L VSRR [ on 74 waisvi 3 3
& e 3 7 —
e (v O e 1 e SIS : -
oo N0 ene AT B . X
A o . i v
g TSI ERIR NS H 5
3 LILVE TTWR PR T L A FD K s a3 30rs -
n CERfmg 3 AT TN P S LMD LY =
: A Siuisl mahe i e
o 5 =T Lot L2 b e R S ATl
g & =z e L ]
H oo e S AL
- WV — m Auna?hv_ﬂﬂunﬁ"lﬂgallﬂmru—
m “ﬂw 432 LT 434V ws :-.Jnﬁwnﬁﬂ ._, - I I R Eryr TS T.L. k}.«.v 3 ¥
W g LN PR VR T M Re T - —E
5 s T T -
> TTAND 0TI LD R UL A% sV =" H T
A %
& e~ PRS- -k N by
H 1
g SHALONAIM

CUYTIEY LI Tt TOF e wad §I0K KHGTERIES




A
o5
1
W
=1

VYO LIMO0d
WV NOLLYAZTT
HOM3LXR

0LEL NY1d

/el - IYLIRENSEY LNERI VST

ae TSy el DO T

o L I T

ety | X wamsowna | €

.

.

+

4

o e e

Py

T

tiivisaErY
TLISHIZH - LY T MO ¥V

W) wpuawesses o ﬁ;r_)
DIV IAN LY SANVIS]
SANOH SO

45 BIy'L - YREY JIRVAT

TR ST
3 £V M LUVEIY RCUNATII
vk CpenpwT) EALE WSa e EiL
LG T
o opGa ect 21 Fex il

PELLYATTL RO LHEET TS YES DD
Reatvedd e LOudle PRE L B

s T KX

YR T OO T
AT Rl ST LHIE LT M Ees X

“reiPG TIE NI EOCU
WAAEXE dVYA SELMYINIT R 1K

Usn W TRITIE MALING S o
LOuYAI VL TIIT N1 WX
e

Hleta BETERILTI TN
10 EINCEE 2 Fat LIRGTEATe T

DALY EadmuTY st
33 BT TIvaSd Erkinton $11 WIS B

kv a BT G DD VD T 8
ST WLNT G LR DK RON AU AT 5

m ¥ NOLLYASTE LHOM - GVOY 13X%00d

=

£
33

e das

S B

=
1
T H
| 1]

. v
&

{5

{3

TPV IN I TIY ra e L AL

T v NOLLYAT'I3 ANOYS - Qv 13%00d

STLONAZH

e

e
Y]

K¥

=T B
i

Tivwast

LT

et s

i

Taal 20 w01

En

Ceran




Y020} - TV LW ENSTY tNBHIEVAE0 DRICTIRE

45 G2yl - VMY F19VAIE

avou 13X00d
W NOLLVASTR
HOMILXH

SECE

..D.-n.hrl

A

e | weinsaroes | 3
wus ez |3
erire § W LeaTiaEM | T
)

v

+

..

En] a3 o

Ay
AL LOLBY

faLvsaBELY
ZEVEHITH s 2NLMOUDYL

W) oummenn jo ﬁq!j
DIV TIAY LY GANY IS
SIAWOH GO

MOJ EIEALE LTI KT
v Cmag s SR w45 EE

P PO T $i
o COCM bR I

MOHTRSTI G B LI UORS
WHTOTI0 W et RYDLT L B

ey ey FED B

SPYLES E3§ ) DO FRTad
AT KL LT BN I3 ND B BT

P30 LI Yoel OO0
4 TIE VP ETFAFO IR NS Gyv 1

Wi iele THLDM Wiieng yweed KX
WILVATD W34 e WhiE TX
P PR R R

WA DTE G TN
X5 PTG 34328 CTWUS AW €

S YL Rk EaeFu UV AT
VR CT T3 e D 0 Th} IRt B

ke O R Dyt pevde a4 K
33 Tdn B VA SN U AT i

§ ¥ NOLLVASTS L4317 QVOH 134904

U
o

-

ot

re

I

TIN5 T e vim ST SOrisns.

| ¥ NOLLYAZTS vl - Vo 13¥o0d

S3LONAIM

b

e

7]

I

@._.,
o

A
(s




| ¥ NOILVAZ T3 LHOW - JAHa 1A

IANG DLVAR |
Y. NOLLYAZTE .
HORIILXI

044 NYT1d

N GASSH LNERINY AR 0 I Hag

"——(_:_1—_3 ;]
&

*1

FOIAL - iV,

TN TH 1P TTT D0 You (Rt L iaatd

Mt T v NOLLYAZTE LNOH3 - SARID 3LYAINd

LAY
NEaU I

PsavismLb e
TEIVHITH + 3NIMADIDIVE

I
W

WIS

o0
- o b et

EX|

VST

st /r
s T

ISR ST METAIY 3 TR
e GueA T MM S O

wa ot BT

s COOM T BT LT

0L T 53 LGUIINS 334 SNV
Fritiewcsrr e e S ST

s Fren o7 4T

o
UyA33 IE ) D0GH FEE . . I @ g
05T RO LA CINF TN B Gt X L ey

THLIC Y T GG
S ERRYE £7E A GHLHGETIA S £

Teart )4 Tivifnd WAHE vRReTE o

a4 AT ee TS E WALAE X

e 0
DIVIYIAY LY SANYIS]

e 3T N v

kera DI RIVETIIY
O EINETE A a2k RIS AR T

SAWOHGID Y

DEELY AT LS
VA4 DETPrL0 By FEL LTI £X

v T 3 a0 A
WO Y0 O VIEAL I VIR AT B0

SHLIONADM

4'S PAF'L - VERY IEVAN




JARA ALYARRd
WY NOLEYATTE
HOMILXE

+OiBi0Y » IWELIMENSIM INANIEVAT

1
'
+
) i b

e
TR
TSI ey

ANELL vt ey

Ve s Bk 4114

ey AT
Feveora LDLMIOY

IREREARERERE]
THINHIIH + 1X5M O3V R

) mawsweell 4o fi™y
DIVTIIAN LY SANVIS]
SANOH GID Y

Iz ERLYE
RO LTI  ROLTATY 3

el SO A ST TH

e LR T

P xR P2 GOV UE

SRUBATU M EHOTsre HY H00LT
2rf AT A D HY2 - B

PN IR T e

T T T A
I OGP L DS A e ilD WD R

YA EET Teu COSL
e b v b Ok D D A

ke THLR WALEVE YOS R
R VAR WEI TS WL rHY S
o HTIIONDE

Wk B0 D RIA TN
© PYETHELA L AT CERICTE e TL

AT S bt ENIWIT AT
SISCITIeIE pra i 13 LD X

i T IO S A1y W O
v R S WS LR PRI NCULG AT e

| V¥ NOILVAZNS 1437 - SARO S1YANMA

7 )

<

e

S MRS LTS

I draota T

1 ¥ NOELYASE Y3 - SAINO 31VARd

“A'S gt | - VEHY S1EVAR

STLONASY




o DHIHNG

6LV

HARO FLYALEA
W8 NOILYAZTE
HOMAIXR

0LLL NY'1d

+ofunL - TVLANENS Y Lhakiltvaa

e et e

Epeg WT
e e

R REE-EER
TLINHEIH S IRIMOEBVE

A5 BTE  VIHY F18VATY

W ‘oRwaes §o ﬁ:g'_)

SANOH SO

vl QT
MO TR LT RELRATU 3
T e D SIRE RCa I F B
P T R T
TGS O T 3T

Jeermast S ek Dvd 316 20T
VTR L T L e 1T

oL gy KX

“Urid3 336 A COCA P
TR IR LR £ O e K

YW1 e O
o Doagd W S ST I M Ele £

WL ThiDn WAL VITHOA B
FERLTAITI WS THIA WAL
[T et

Mdira DO QNN LN
1 T g £ BEIE STRLSY AN (X

) V24T s B TV ST
R SV ITYE D G T JUINCR B

1474 T A et rr T A 1
WV 3R B UTIE e NI MO LEE AT 1

1 9 NOILVAZT3 JHOR - ZARIC J1YARMd

—— erm——
VR S
«
H
i
&
H ~ R
S ._||. e RS
T
it W
[ —f]r oy T

_ 8 NOLLYAT T INOHA - JAMG HiVAING

DAV TIIAN LY SANY 1G]

SHLONAZIH

I — |5

=7

EIRVTIEN LAVERTE 117 DHA ed 16T L D




aT

orely

49

HARIO JLIVAR
WHa NOLLYAZTA
HOMALXS

0LEL HYId

FHEGL « IWLUMENSHAY INTNI NV

1
1
3
T
.
1

o

e s}

CRoEAT

[PETIE—.
LI T
aertaFIN

2L D M——

(R

WD
flraat LR

viiviaaEnw
TEUSMITH +FALIAEUDVS

W) osuswcovs 4o ﬁqr_‘)
DIV TIIAY LY SANVIS]
SAWOH SO T

*£ 5 EZF'L - YINV JIAVAN

HATICD Rl LE

L2 TN M LD LY B
e v WA S WIS TR
o EGT DT
Pt e e

HOPASTII LTI 115 I
B30 b VG PGS ¢ EE

e v ) kit

THALIGITE AL DOGM e
EE SN PO SR P pTT I L T g

TAVAZAT e O
TRy 73 R LINTAES W Ctem AT

Wi e TTPERe WInkferd el KC
ELTUIV TR TS PRTL L TR e
A I R

rTa STV D T TN
AT I B LS BT DY e ©F

DAY LA ITANm
W VI O T1E LTS 1o

LY DO G BT YD YN
YT YA IR BT E AT 1

* g NOLLYAZS 1437 - JARIG JLVARD

P

TIATIF LGN 137 5h o 1] S )

“ 8 NOILLYADTA ¥vaY - SAING JLVARD

SILONAIH




g oHisung

Lrely

HARQ dAVARS
wDn NOLLYATTS
HOMILXE

| OLEINYId  }

sOinel » IV LHWBREIY ANFRIUVYIE

baawidaEtw
TEINHIEH s sRIMOEIVL

[
i

') mrunwees 4o )

CAWOH GO

S STATUTE
0 T LIRS WAL D
Toeka Dy AU e Er ERE
e ind St
o O TG B Gl

MOTATIE I festa e T1EAA0UTY
BRI B LI L BT

UL

TvAM FIE e I T
AN okt FREI bR CITARETE MY B} Carror B

WAL LI T GROL
e ORTIE 20 A R LT bR v I

Yorre b4 Viades WhisTadd whvioel WX
Sy MRS TIE WILHE 6
Zeul LTS TIA WX

Ndrre DO VI TN
ST G DR A S

DALY T B F LY AT
VI H1]VI}rd DoY) T8 TFuSED £

W O SIS N S
VI T B VLS LAV Wi XE T M

w 3 NOLLYATTE 1HSM - SARA 31vARd

L [

TDWHE ¥ LG 177 578 W L] PEH oD

[ 0 NOLLYAS TS LNOYS - SAMA JiVARId

DIV TN LY SANYIS]

'S DEPL - VEHY SIBYAN

STLONATH

+ g B

) feel %
Ak 1
__M ] H n-ion a
iy - . s
L R» Ty Tt Y T -3 T
T
L L1 SR




od
.
g
1
-
i <

IAHCO ILYARA
uDa NOLLYARTA
HORZEIXT

[

[og i
=

Forz/o) - TWLHINENSEY INSHLIHV IS

raemi

_uw

i merasy

Ly
Ul LD

LypeEIn Ly
FLIEHFIR S IRIMDETY S

[
Ll
[N

v royuswEIses 3o ﬁ;r_)
TV TIAAY LV GANVIS
CANWOH G

I8 DL« VIHY S18VAT]

TS e

L YR 3 AN IS IS
oo O XL R gr $1E
s bt
Ak COD D TET 1T

St PATLE R ORI T PO
[rafrspepnrrei e Fepp T

oyt remene 122

g0 T ek O0M PR PR
TYTaRA L D10 ST U G B

“FriITNE RuLLoes
PR BT e L

Va4 TR NALWE TR L
A IV WL FUUE WIS B
o ANEIIT D KX

WIrs TR0 R Trada
£ LTINS K Ik GRS WA BE

LR FAESEE BT AT
14 DT Te OMUDT T3 HDORGD 13X

o 5fra TN D st (VTls W D
WAV R HEEEY JRENDT A LER T 45

| 9 NOHVATIE 1437 3AKA FiVALlHd

TN ST TIY p Veok I BNy

| O NOLYAZTE Hva - IAMT TLYARNd

SHLONAI




- P 4’5 005’4 - NY'1d HOOTd OVOM LEU30d

o
<
H

Vol | ey Sy e | D NOILVAZTR _ - —
! - = = PO
OvoY 134004 L s e A j&
NY 1d Mul M L 12
HOON wr o w B m Ill_
s i mm

0Z1L NY'1d

- VLN EAGIY LIl EVAEE Duing

) et GGk
e sumoiiEe  amized m £ NooHoss

=$~¢v 1 crunone N mdivara
@ WrEL MouEe) S i i
ey
L)y \me. R £
&y b = (\, Falle r.gu

e H NOLYAS T

(1)

OO

F Y ET) T =T

EX) 2 R - .bu o rFr Btk Fy It EYy TR
Lt e 5-.., I _n'n. ST Hrrd g
wds rﬁm.
b ) - i
e P i R 2
- ot e q
=" JB T R sadpdaiiR o )
] S o EE— : _
oo tH Twoohuae 3 s
g} £woDdOE 5 MODH
B b 1
D U
H
i,
c\.
¥ NOLLYASTE = NOILAO N3G
ONIOITNYId = =T 5 == E
X EZ3 t EiE] Lits X5 R o+ 1 & Haw Eg Al ri EI R -k i ] E
[P o= it T TramTEs ol ZP e Irl=t
o ) s et
} plihe . e i
= vera) : 3 = A TaTAT= -
- i e 1 PR ™ AN L S L, — =
poeLsaza i T g st Bt J vz ) WAL N
- 3 - Rt ~ it
. macm] A L g =2 1o ER— EEH )
3 sere ] HOLL4Q K3a e NN
n bt
2 £ HOOH0EE fzwoouazeE HOON
SR WTIAS 2 RATE LY £y s Thr i sk 5 5 ml—..!
ATH - LB TSR (2 ¥ 3 o 7t fm
] - LA 1y =y
Do LiTeusumm N s i 3 - " 3 ; g
prrsch ekl el : : = E ML fuz) s bai v umﬁ. . B
[ g i ams i it L ST FOVHYD YD R
T LA LI GRS B 10T £ H iy 5
HIZAST ATV TwER WIS Y 1 —— xa ~ § i . a
= B i N
e ST OIS M T n in =rr [H ] ST 1
— ] ity g . T
Feeta0a w | ALEH ¥ iw > H 1
5 2 SRR LRI I
ek 9 MK PAT T 12T — -
. i =3 hde gt 2 N -
H ¥ f i 1 N P scwnerm 3]
TN 4 1 e z H b T T
e A Drai001 4133303 XL T3 % i i 4
ﬁ\.i_ 3 CHr TS UHE G D W 2 nlan 20 i 3 3 ; T
2 by A f
0 Safrhr WK 4D B 53 § it 1 PN i e -
< o WOk =T Nirpe b 7 onmaj 2
LT WA TG = iz r
i n R - W sk u e e =N : L
b HALRRI e : N
LTI 7Y A LT i AT T T @ n =T (eI =T S QR H
Fﬂb ”v g eavearemy I¥E Son KT R SIS Bﬂn i @ - w 223 3
o — 27 z N
i3 |||m “Luner DAY K 2 3T DU TN a ey i saan E
£ 26 P THACN U L L § TN x Oz 2 o B =
£ D L T, 3 : H ! I TN WOGY LY & H
m—.‘ x FErY WO LS J1YI0 M0 S0 DY L2508 LY T H g 5]
a DO WIVDE VAN M daik M Tkl - € \“ =
5 < Py v T A = - bzt &
o W i e VA DA N AL A LAY X L R B = = _ w ]
T 0L BT ThRLG s el M Tt
& * W 3ekirns b i SS.0F G M LTSF OL =
E s L 3¥ LI w7 SUTEATEIM TS — +
> R m i ¥R GG s T . e o gy ET7h R TR TR TG q
ek
g a1 B Ea WAt ald SR TRV € = oy =y = e R T FTT
Thek &3 15T
TeverD B EAA3 2 B0 AT EMIT I [t e m i
e [—— L e
Lorrrnm IOl sy i 15 3 A I raf
m!]m ) oF K 0 Iy

A5 005 - VIHY TTHYAR

GIANNCER APt T D4 A LT IFCHLD




EOAE 60 g3 - HEOT £ GO THd

13ty

sy alwaana o
TS 108'1 stteaspting
2r6  ademand Joag
T'5 (L apjiedsiemszey
Gop  wdema0sjo 3
Pseg6y  wmudong Ipig
TE LR BRI
sfuizann 0y Jo %

\

YHd

N

ALY BjBALL]
NVT1d LOTd dAL

0CIL NV'1d

SALI(] 9leAllg

UV TIIAR LY SANYISEIHL

SAWOH SID3Y

FALLND T NI o0

R - - = .
TS s ~ “
7 ’ » 5
<2 ._ k! \
B e o e e mm — e e e e e e e e e e — — Bt e
i
anary dk}, w @ @ ; , M
\ _ . e
// \\ B Lz g ) ooedy
o I Suring 1e supy Sumdazg
~ -
ottt Jaue - ] = m
anadag uiepy Gy —— _ | t 1
! = Lo
ml “ P - ~~
L . N
T P \
oaieInT] 33e g iy V.\r
Faay gAL |I.l|.|w|\. T 508 _‘__ R N f_,
F 1 e (e
3 H ] e n O D R DT T izt o ~
i ; - Pt i m_ @ ! !
v e _ NS
¥ - H
- N 14
~ ~
t ] -~
i R £
N aaung B Pij0S
B:ﬂi uanese ysea] "dA)
t t
| aly
F
) Iy =
B3 v
- &
5L > S

..mli voa0) VAN AL






