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REPORT TO COUNCIL
City of Sacramento

915 | Street, Sacramento, CA 95814-2671
www. CityofSacramento.org

PUBLIC HEARING
January 31, 2006

Honorable Mayor and
Members of the City Council

Subject: Appeal: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

Location/Council District:

Located along the north and south sides of Pocket Road between East and West Shore
drives. Assessors Parcel Numbers (APNs): 031-1210-003; 031-1200-073; 031-1210-
061; 031-1030-015; 031-1030-031; and 031-1300-048 (Attachments A and B},
Council District 7.

Recommendation:

Planning staff recommends the City Council approve the Islands at Riverlake project
and take the following actions: 1) Adopt the Resolution certifying the Environmental
Impact Report and Mitigation Monitoring Plan; 2) Adopt the Resolution approving the
Pocket Area Community Plan-South Pocket Specific Plan Amendment to clarify that the
“Townhouse and Related Development” designation of the South Pocket Specific Plan
allows the full range of residential uses allowed under the zoning code for alternative
single-family residential housing types as allowed in the Alternative Single-family (R-1A)
zone including attached and detached units, townhouses, cluster housing,
condominiums, cooperatives or other similar projects; 3) Adopt the resolution approving
the LPPT PUD Guidelines Amendment to clarify that the “Townhouse and Related
Development” (R-1A) designation allows the full range of residential uses allowed under
the zoning code for alternative single-family residential housing types as allowed in the
Alternative Single-family (R-1A) zone including attached and detached units,
townhouses, cluster housing, condominiums, cooperatives or other similar projects; and
4) Approve the Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact approving the Special Permit to
develop 139 detached alternative single-family homes and 27 common lots in the
Alternative Single-family Planned Unit Development (R-1A PUD) zone, the Tentative
Subdivision Map to subdivide 21.4+ vacant acres into 166 lots, and the Subdivision
Modification to reduce the standard 53 foot right-of-way for a private street.

Contact: Kimberly Kaufmann-Brisby, Associate Planner, (916) 808-5580;
Thomas 8. Pace, Senior Planner, (916) 808-6848
Presenter: Kimberly Kaufmann-Brisby, Associate Planner

Thomas S. Pace, Senior Planner
Department: Development Services
Division: Planning Division
Organization No: 4875
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Summary:

The current proposal is based on the previously approved project design which
subdivided +21.4 vacant acres into 166 lots of which 139 petite lots will be developed
with alternative style patio homes and the remaining lots wouid be designated and
developed as common lots for private drives and parking areas, mini-parks or
iandscape iots.

Committee/Commission Action:

The project was heard by the City Planning Commission on September 15, 2005. Of
the eight (8) commission members, there is one vacancy on the commission, one
commissioner recused himself from the proceedings and two commissioners were
absent. With a voting quorum of five (5) planning commissioners the outcome of the
hearing was as follows: The Pocket Community Plan text amendment goes forward
with a report of votes taken without a recommendation due fo a lack of the required five
(5) affirmative votes. The amendment obtained three (3) aye and two (2) nay votes;
The LPPT Planned Unit Development Guidelines Amendment goes forward to the City
Council for consideration with a Planning Commission recommendation for approval.
The amendment obtained three (3) aye and two (2) nay votes; The Special Permit was
denied because four (4) affirmative votes were required for approval and three (3) aye
and two(2) nay votes were recorded. The remaining requested entitlements were
approved with a 3-2 vote-certification of the Environmental Impact Report (EIR),
approval of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan, approval of the Tentative Map and approval
of the Subdivision Modification.

The applicant filed an appeal on September 18, 2005 and the Pocket Protectors filed an
appeal on September 23, 2005. The appeals are provided as Attachment E and
Attachment F, respectively. The grounds for the Pocket Protectors appeal are: 1)
Testimony on the EIR was limited. Based on their CEQA consultant's review, the
Pocket Protectors believe the FEIR is not adequate; 2) Bias by the Vice-chair of the
Planning Commission. Opponents were limited and interrupted and longer testimony
was afforded the applicant. Lack of fair public due process; 3) The project does not
adhere to sound land use principles. Emergency vehicle access is limited when weekly
service vehicles are on the private street as noted in the EIR. 4) PUD Amendment
should not be approved to allow a project that does not fit under the terms of the
existing document; 5) Question if there were enough commissioners voting on the EIR
hearing. Are a majority of the nine member commission (one seat vacant) required?

Background Information:

The original Islands at Riveriake project (P01-133), very similar to the current
application, was denied by the Planning Commission on August 22, 2002, and was
subsequently approved by the Sacramento City Council on June 17, 2003, after the
applicant revised the project to the current layout. Subsequent 10 the approval, a
neighborhood group interested in the project, the Pocket Protectors, filed a petition for
writ of mandamus requesting the Superior Court of California for the County of
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Sacramento to set aside the City Council’s decision due to alleged CEQA violations.
The Superior Court determined there was not a fair argument showing unmitigated
significant environmental impacts may occur and the City Council's project approval
was upheld.

Various permits necessary for construction were issued to the applicant by the City and
other public entities in 2004 and project grading began in mid-August 2004. The Pocket
Protectors appealed the Superior Court's decision to the Third District Court of Appeal.
The Pocket Protectors’ first request for a stay of construction pending appeal was
denied by the Court of Appeal and the applicant commenced construction. Foliowing
oral arguments, the Third District Court of Appeal granted the Pocket Protectors’ second
request for a stay of construction on November 22, 2004. The Third District Court of
Appeal reversed the Superior Court on the subject of CEQA compliance and ordered
the project be remanded to the Superior Court on December 7, 2004. The Third District
Court of Appeal directed the Superior Court to enter a new judgment directing the City
to rescind the original project approval and to undertake an Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) for the proposed project. The City Council then rescinded the prior
approvals on June 28, 2005.

Financial Considerations:

Approval of the resolutions imposes no additional expense upon the City. No new funds
are requested.

Environmental Considerations:

The Third District Court of Appeal directed the Superior Court to enter a new judgment
directing the City to rescind the original project and undertake an EIR for the proposed
project in December, 2004. Pursuant to this order, an EIR was prepared in accordance
with the California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), as amended (Public
Resources Code, §21000 et seq.) and the State Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations, §15000 et seq.). The report also complies with the rules, regulations, and
procedures for implementation of CEQA adopted by the City of Sacramento.

The Draft EIR (DEIR) identified potentially significant impacts for traffic, air quality,
biological resources and cultural resources. Mitigation measures were identified o
reduce all project impacts to a less-than-significant level. A Mitigation Monitoring Plan
(MMP), listing all the mitigation measures and required implementing actions, was
prepared and is an exhibit for the Environmental Impact Report Resolution. For
purposes of comparison, the effects of the proposed project were compared to the
effects of the “no project” alternative, and the following additional alternatives: Pocket
Road Manor Houses, Riverlake Park Homes, Pocket Protectors’ Plan, Zero Lot Line, R-
1 Rezone, and R-1A Mixed.

The Draft EIR (DEIR) was released for a 45-day public review period on June 21, 2005,
The DEIR was circulated to the Office of Planning and Research for state agency
review and posted at the County. The project site was posted regarding availability of
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the document for review. Property owners within 500 feet of the project site and other
interested parties were mailed notification as to the document’s availability. Nofification
was placed in the County and City Clerks’ offices as well as the city’s official
newspaper. The comment period advertised was from June 21, 2005, fo August 5,
2005. Comments were received from members of the public and one responsible
agency. Responses to these comments are contained in the Final EIR.

During the DEIR review period, comment letters were received but were omitted from
the Final EIR (FEIR). Those letters and associated responses are included with the
September 15, 2005, Planning Commission staff report and are attached to this report
as Attachment D.

Poiicy Considerations:

General Plan: The General Plan (SGPU) designates the project site for Low Density
Residential, 4-15 dwelling units per net acre (du/na), and the Pocket Community Plan
designates the site for Residential 7-15 du/na. For a more detailed explanation
regarding the density calculation, please see Attachment D "Additional Responses to
Comments®, item 37-8.

The project is consistent with the following General Plan goals:
« Develop residential land uses in a manner which is efficient and utilizes existing
and planned urban resources (SGPU, 2-15).
« Maintain orderly growth in areas where urban services are readily available or
can be provided in an efficient, cost effective manner (SGPU, 2-17).
The project is surrounded by residential development and all required services are
readily available.

The proposed project also supports Goal 3 of the SGPU Housing Element which
encourages the promotion of a variety of housing types within neighborhoods to
encourage economic diversity and housing choice (SGPU, 3.10-13).

Pocket Area Community Plan-South Pocket Specific Plan: The City proposes fo amend
the text of the South Pocket Specific Plan (SPSP) to clarify that the “Townhouse and
Related Development” designation of the Plan allows the fuil range of residential uses
allowed under the zoning code for alternative single-family residential housing types as
allowed in the Alternative Single-family (R-1A) zone. The housing types would include,
but not be limited to: attached and detached units, townhouses, cluster housing, patio
homes, condominiums, cooperatives or other similar projects.

The text amendment would make the “Townhouse and Related Development”
designation consistent with the alternative housing types allowed in the project site
zoning of Single-family Alternative (R-1A). Staff finds this clarification is appropriate in
that it would remove doubts as fo the interpretation of the SPSP “Townhouse and
Related Development” designation.
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LPPT Planned Unit Development Guidelines: Similarly, the LPPT PUD Guidelines are
proposed to be amended to specify that the “Townhouse and Related Development”
designation of the PUD Schematic Plan aliows the full range of residential uses allowed
under the zoning code for alternative single-family residential housing types as allowed
in the Alternative Single-family (R-1A) zone. Staff finds this clarification is appropriate in
that it would remove doubts as to the interpretation of the PUD’s land use designation
for the subject site.

Smart Growth Principles; City Council adopted a set of Smart Growth Principles in
December 2001 in order to promote growth or sustain existing development that is
economically sound, environmentally friendly, and supportive of community livability. The
following Smart Growth principles apply to the proposed project:

« Concentrating new development and targeting infrastructure investments within
the urban core of the region;
« Fostering a walkable community.

Strategic Plan Implementation; The recommended action conforms with the City of
Sacramento Strategic Plan, specifically by advancing the goal to enhance and preserve
urban areas by supporting existing development (and supportive infrastructure) within
existing developed areas, allowing for efficient use of existing facilities, features and
neighborhoods.

Emerging Small Business Development (ESBD):

City Council approval of these proceedings is not affected by City policy related to the
ESBD Program. No goods or services are being purchased.

Respectfully Submitted by: /4;“/(1“/ /%/

Dayig-Kwong, Intefim g%nning Manager

Approved by: Z\/l/db/v /‘/ % L

' William Thomas
Director of Development Services

Recommendation Approved:

APNF """

Ray Kerridge
Interim City Manager
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Attachment C - Staff Report to Planning Commission — Sept. 15, 2005

CITY PLANNING COMMISSION ITEM #1
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA SEPTEMBER 15, 2005
MEMBERS IN SESSION: PAGE 1

P05-004 Islands at Riverlake

REQUEST: A. Environmental Determination: Environmental impact Report
(EIR);

B. Mitigation Monitoring Plan;

C. Pocket Community Plan-South Pocket Specific Plan Amendment to
clarify that the “Townhouse and Related Development” designation of the
South Pocket Specific Plan allows the full range of residential uses
allowed under the zoning code for alternative single-family residential
housing types as allowed in the Alternative Single-family (R-1A) zone
including attached and detached units, townhouses, cluster housing,
condominiums, cooperatives or other similar projects;

D. PUD Guidelines Amendment to clarify that the “Townhouse and Related
Development” (R-1A) designation allows the full range of residential uses
allowed under the zoning code for alternative single-family residential
housing types as allowed in the Alternative Single-family (R-1A) zone
including attached and detached units, townhouses, cluster housing,
condominiums, cooperatives or other similar projects;

E. Special Permitto develop 139 detached alternative single-family homes
and 27 common lots in the Alternative Single-family Planned Unit
Development (R-1A PUD) zone;

F. Tentative Subdivision Map to subdivide 21.4+ vacant acres into 166 lots;

G. Subdivision Modification to reduce the standard 53 right-of-way for a
private street.

LOCATION: Located along the north and south sides of Pocket Road between East and
West Shore drives.
Assessors Parcel Numbers {APNs): 031-1210-003; 031-1200-073, 031-
1210-061, 031-1030-015; 031-1030-031; and 031-1300-048
Pocket Community Plan-South Pocket Specific Plan
Sacramento City Unified School District
City Council District 7

APPLICANT: Regis Homes of Northern California-Bill Heartman
1435 River Park Drive, Suite 415
Sacramento, California 95815
916-929-3193, ext. 18
OWNER: Riverlake Land Associates, L.L.C.
1435 River Park Drive, Suite 415
Sacramento, California 95815
APPLICATION FILED: January 13, 2005
APPLICATION COMPLETED: January 27, 2005
STAFF CONTACT: Kimberly Kaufmann-Brisby, 916-808-5580
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ITEM #1
P05-004 September 15, 2005 PAGE 3

SUMMARY: The Planning Commission heard the staff report at the August 25, 2009,
hearing. The hearing was continued when it was discovered two Draft Environmental

Impact Report (DEIR) comment letters had been omitted from the Final Environmental
impact Report (FEIR) response to comments. The Response 10 Additional Comments
is included as Attachment 3.

The applicant proposes to subdivide 21.4% vacant acres into 166 lots then develop 139
detached alternative single-family homes along a 22' wide private street. To date,
environmental staff has received written comments regarding the Environmental Impact
Report (EIR) from individuals opposing the project. Those comments have been
addressed in the Final EIR. Planning staff has not received written opposition regarding
the project from project opponents but anticipates there to be project opposition
consequently it is considered to be controversial.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends approval of the project, stibject fo conditions
of approval in the Notice of Decision. This recommendation is based on: 1) The
project ‘s consistency with the General and Pocket Community Plans; 2) Its adherence
to the LPPT PUD Development Guidelines as well as the Single Family Residential
Design Principles; and, 3) the project's compliance with Zoning Ordinance
requirements.

PROJECT INFORMATION:

General Plan Land Use Designation: Low Density Residential (4-15 du/na)
Pocket Community Plan

Land Use Designation: Residential 7-15 du
Existing Land Use of Site: Vacant land
Existing Zoning of Site: Single-family Alternative Planned Unit

Development (R-1A-PUD)
Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:

North: Residential, 1

R-

South: Residential; R-1

East: Residential; R-1

West: Residential; R-1

Setbacks Required Provided

Front: 20' +9 to +11' with +0’ along Pocket Rd. contiguous with the
40" landscape easement

Side (St): 12.5' +18' to £20'

11
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P05-004 September 15, 2005 PAGE 4

Side (Int): 5 +3.5'to &'

Rear: 15’ 12' to 1540’ along Pocket Rd.; 10’ adjacent to existing
Riverlake and Dutra Bend properties

Property Dimensions: Irreguiar

Property Area: +21.4 gross acres; +19.4 net acres

Density of Development: 7 dwelling units per net acre (du/na)

Parking Provided: 2 spaces per single family home, 2 spaces typical in the
driveway plus 50 to 55 guest spaces

Parking Required: 1 space per home

Topography: Flat

Street Improvements: Existing and To Be Constructed

Utilities: Existing and To Be Constructed

OTHER APPROVALS REQUIRED: In addition to the entitlements requested, the

applicant will also heed to obtain the following permits or approvals, including, but not
limited fo:

Permit Agency

Final Map Development Engineering and Finance
Driveway Permit Development Engineering and Finance
Building Permit Building Division

Off-site Improvements Permit Development Engineering and Finance
Tree Permit City Arborist

NPDES General Permit for

Storm water Discharges

associated with Construction

Activities Obtain copy of permit application from Dept. of
Utilities to file with State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB)

Notice of Intent (in connection

w/NPDES Permit above) Obtain copy of permit application from Dept. of
Utilities -to be filed with the SWRCB

Encroachment Permit Development Engineering and Finance
Division

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: On August 27" 1985, the City Council approved the
373 acre L.P.P.T. PUD (P85-165), and adopted the Development Agreement between the
City and LP.P.T. Also included in the approval was the rezoning of the current appiication
site from Agricultural (A) to Single-family Alternative (R-1A). On May 12, 1987, the City
Council approved three separate applications covering the subject site (P87-129, pP87-130,
and P87-131). The approvals included Special Permits for the
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development of 155 townhouse units and a Tentative Map. The townhouse proposal
was designed with three-unit buildings comprised of one single-story unitand 2
two-story units. Each unit was then set at an angle to Pocket Road to diminish the row
effect associated with linear townhouse development. Access to the development was
provided via three driveways off Pocket Road and one drive off both East and West
Shore drives.

The City Council approved a one-year time extension for the Special Permit on April 13,
1989, and for the Tentative Map, on April 25, 1989. An additional time extension for the
Tentative Map and Special Permit for a portion of the current project site, between East
and West Shore drives, was approved by the City Planning Commission on September

26, 1991 (P87-129). Subsequent to the approvals, the Tentative Map was not recorded

and the Special Permit expired.

A similar townhouse project was approved by the Planning Commission on January 27,
1994 (P93-089). This application increased the number of townhouse units from 155 to
167. The building design consisted of three and four unit clusters. Each cluster was
designed to look like a large "Manor house” with one unit providing an entrance facing
Pocket Road and the remaining unit entrances facing the side or rear of the property.
Vehicular access was to be provided via a 25-foot wide private drive, running along the
rear of the property, with a 5-foot wide planter providing a buffer between the private
drive and the adjacent single family development.

The LPPT development agreement received a time extension from the City Council on
December 12, 1995 (Ordinance No. 95-071). The development agreement expired on
August 25, 2002.

The original Islands at Riverlake project (P01-133), virtually identical to the current
application, was denied by the Planning Commission on August 22, 2002, and was
subsequently approved by the Sacramento City Council on June 17" 2003, after the
applicant revised the project to its current layout. Subsequent to the approval, a
neighborhood group interested in the project, the Pocket Protectors, filed a petition for
writ of mandamus requesting the Superior Court of Caiifornia for the County of
Sacramento to set aside the City Council's decision due to alleged CEQA violations.
The Superior Court determined there was not a fair argument showing unmitigated
significant environmental impacts may occur and the City Council's project approval
was upheld.

Various permits necessary for construction were issued to the applicant by the City and
other public entities in 2004 and project grading began in mid-August of 2004. The
Pocket Protectors appealed the Superior Court’s decision to the Third District Court of
Appeal. The Pocket Protectors’ first request for a stay of construction pending appeal
was denied by the Court of Appeal and the applicant commenced construction.
Following oral arguments, the Third District Court of Appeal granted the Pocket
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Protectors’ second request for a stay of construction on November 22, 2004. The Third
District Court of Appeal reversed the Superior Court on the subject of CEQA compliance
and ordered the project be remanded to the Superior Court on December 7, 2004. The
Third District Court of Appeal directed the Superior Court to enter a new judgment
directing the City to rescind the original project and undertake and EIR for the proposed
project. The City Council then rescinded the prior approvals on June 28, 2005.
However, the Superior Court has not yet entered final judgment.

The applicant submitted the current application on January 13, 2005. The new
application is based on the previously approved project design.

STAFF EVALUATION: Staff has the following comments:

A. Policy Considerations

The General Plan (SGPU) designates the project site for Low Density
Residential, 4-15 dwelling units per net acre (du/na) and the Pocket Community
Pian designates the site for Residential 7-15 du/na. The proposed development
has a net density of 7 du/na including the finear parkway and the private drive
areas as those areas were included in the overall LPPT PUD density
calculations. The LPPT PUD aliows a combined total of 164 dweliing units for
the six parcels, with which the project also complies. Finally, the maximum
density for the Single Family Alternative (R-1A) zone is 15 du/na. The project
falls under the density threshold and is thus within the allowable range for the
R-1A zone.

The project is consistent with Goal C of the Sacramento General Plan Update's
(SGPU) Residential Land Use Element Goal C to "Develop residential iand uses
in a manner which is efficient and utilizes existing and planned urban resources.”
(SGPU, 2-15) and Goal D to "Maintain orderly growth in areas where urban
services are readily available or can be provided in an efficient, cost effective
manner" (SGPU, 2-17). The project is surrounded by residential development
and all required services are readily available.

The proposed project also supports Goal 3 of the SGPU Housing Element which
encourages the promotion of a variety of housing types within neighborhoods to
encourage economic diversity and housing choice (SGPU, 3.10-13). The
proposed development will fill a niche for the individual who wants a new,
well-designed home with a small yard near both passive and active open space
which will be more affordable than the existing adjacent developments. The
proximity fo the passive open space of the 40 foot wide linear parkway, running
along the entirety of the project, coupled with the mini-parks affords the residents
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outdoor recreation options.
Pocket Community Plan-South Pocket Specific Plan

The City proposes to amend the text of the South Pocket Specific Plan (SPSP) to
clarify that the “Townhouse and Related Development” designation of the Plan
allows the full range of residential uses allowed under the zoning code for
alternative single-family residential housing types as allowed in the Alternative
Single-family (R-1A) zone. The housing types would include, but not be limited
to: attached and detached units; townhouses; cluster housing; patio homes;
condominiums; cooperatives or other similar projects.

The text amendment would make the "Townhouse and Related Development”
designation consistent with the alternative housing types allowed in the R-1A
zone. The project, as proposed, embraces all applicable criteria set forth in the
SPSP for townhouse development including: conforming with major and
collector street patterns, not exceeding the average density of 8 units per net
acre, compatibility with and not adversely affecting existing, proposed or
surrounding parcels. Also, the site development should integrate structures,
common and private open spaces, pedestrian and vehicular circulation, parking
and other site features in a way that produces a development which provides for
all desirable residential features and environmental amenities. The SPSP also
states “problem parcels” of unusual configuration would also be appropriate for
fownhouse uses.

By amending the text there would be no question as to the appropriateness of
developing the “Islands” detached patio-style homes in the “Townhouse and
Related Development” designated area.

LPPT Planned Unit Development Guidelines

Simitarly, the LPPT PUD Guidelines are proposed to be amended to specify that
the “Townhouse and Related Development” designation of the PUD Schematic
Plan aliows the full range of residential uses allowed under the zoning code for
alternative single-family residential housing types as allowed in the Alternative
Single-family (R-1A) zone. Staff finds that this clarification is appropriate to
remove all doubt as to the intention of the PUD’s land use designation for the
subiject site.

B. Tentative Map Design

The applicant proposes to subdivide 21.44 vacant acres into 166 lots and then
develop the parcels with 139 one-or two- story detached alternative style homes
and 27 common lots. A linear configuration is proposed for the 139 single-family
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"Patio homes". Two rows of houses will straddle a 22-foot wide private drive
with a 40 foot wide linear parkway and 20 feet of Pocket Road right-of-way
landscaping serving as a buffer between the proposed development and Pocket
Road. The homes on the north side of Pocket Road will be accessed via the 22
foot-wide private drive with three full-access driveways onto Pocket Road.
Driveways limited to right in, right out turns, will be available onto West Shore
Drive with a traffic signal installed to control movements at the intersection of
West Shore Drive and Pocket Road. The homes on the south side of Pocket
Road will also be accessed via a 22-foot wide private street with two (2) limited-
movement, right in, right out, driveways onto Pocket Road.

A 22-foot wide private street allows a single lane of traffic for each direction with
no parking allowed except in the parking pockets interspersed throughout the
development. Traffic-calming circles, will be located at each limited-access point
as well as midway between East and West Shore drives.

The applicant proposes a Subdivision Modification {o construct a 22-foot wide
private drive. Parking will be prohibited along the entirety of the private drive
except in designated parking pockets interspersed throughout the development.
The Fire Department has no objection to the private drive width, provided a
20-foot wide path is available for the department vehicles to safely navigate.
The project will be conditioned to design all roadway features to the approval
and sign-off of the Fire Department. As the proposed private drive can safely
accommodate two-way traffic, utility, and emergency vehicles, staff supports the
Private Drive Subdivision Modification.

The applicant has provided a series of "mini parks” throughout the project to
provide passive open space area for the future residents.

Guest parking has been placed at regular intervals throughout the development.
25 guest spaces grouped in 4 and 5 space units, are located on the north side of
Pocket Road. An additional 30 spaces are located between individual lots, also
at regular intervals. The Zoning Ordinance requires one covered 10" x 20°
parking space for each single family dwelling. Each house plan inciudes a two-
car garage for a total of 278 covered parking spaces. Temporary parking will
also be available in the driveways of many homes, provided the useable
driveway depth is a minimum of 18 feet.

A four foot wide sidewalk will run along one side of the private street. Along the
portion north of Pocket Road, the walk will be on the north side of the private
drive, and on the portion south of Pocket Road, the walk will be located along the
south side of the private street. Pedestrian access to the linear parkway wili be
provided through pedestrian access paths along the northern portion of the
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development, connecting the private street and the parkway with a 5 foot wide
pathway. The access pathways will be iandscaped with low growing shrubbery
and groundcover. Specially stamped and colored asphalt will cross the private
drive at each of three access points, providing an indication of the pathway
location and pedestrian crossing. In addition, a 3 foot wide walk will connect the
homes fronting Pocket Road to each other and to the 5 foot wide access path.

The map, as proposed, is consistent with the allowed densities for the R-1A
sone in the LPPT PUD, the Pocket Community Plan and the General Plan. ltis
compatible with regard to the overall circulation with the existing adjacent
residential subdivisions and involves 26 fewer parcels than were approved for
the same parcels of fand in 1994 (P93-089). Staff recommends approva!l of the
Tentative Map, subject to the attached conditions.

C. Site Plan Design/Zoning Requirements
1. Setbacks
The project has varying setbacks depending on the house plan and lot
combinations. Along the private street, front yard setbacks range from 8 to
12.5 feet, while back yard setbacks range from 5 feet to 9.5 feet for lots located
adjacent to existing lots and zero feet for lots adjacent to the linear parkway on
Pocket. These lots would use a larger front yard facing the private street for
semi-private outdoor space. Side yards range from 3.5 feet to 6 feet in width.
Table 1: Setbacks for Lots Adjacent to Existing Lots
67 x 50 79 x 50
Plan Stories [Side Front  Rear Side Front Rear
Number setbacks [Setback [Setback iSetbacks Setback jSetback
7110 1 nia - - 3.5 &5 o' 10"
7120 1 nfa - - 3.5'& 5 9 10
5710 2 6 a4 1t 12! nia - -
5713 2 6 &4 T 12 nfa - -
5730 2 6' & 4' Q' 12' n/a - -
Table 2: Setbacks for Lots Adjacent to Pocket Road
64 x 45 87 x 45 79 x 45
Flan Stories |Side Rear Front  [Side Rear Front Side Rear Front
Number etbacks [Setback Setback [Setbacks Setback [Setback [Setback Sethack [Setback
7110, 7120 n/a - n/a - - 3585 [0 13"
5710, 5713 12 35 &35 0 15 6' & 4 0" 15 n/a ! -
5720 2 35835 |0 13 b & 4' 0 {E nla - -
5730 3.5 &35 (0 13' 5 & 4 0 13’ n/a - -
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The lots "fronting’ on Pocket Road are 40 feet in back of the property /
right-of-way line, however, the actual street curb and gutter is another 20 feet
distant from the property line for a total distance between the proposed lot lines
fronting on Pocket Road and the edge of the street of approximately 60 feet.
This includes the 25 foot wide landscape easement and the 15 foot wide
parkway easement which comprise the 40 foot wide linear parkway and the
additional 20 feet between the property line and the roadway of Pocket Road.

To accommodate the zero setbacks for the homes fronting on Pocket Road, a
"No Build" easement will be dedicated along the entirety of the lots fronting on
Pocket Road. This easement will allow construction within three (3) feet of the
property line(s) and will prohibit any construction within the linear parkway.

The front setbacks off the private drive range between nine (9') and eleven (11')
feet, with the majority of plans employing the nine foot front setback, which will
accommodate a small private yard. The driveways throughout the development
will be required to have a setback minimum of 18 feet to allow for guest parking
and/or temporary parking in the driveway, any driveway less than 18 feet in
useable depth will be conditioned to not allow parking in the driveway. All
sideyard setbacks exceed the 3 foot minimum with the smallest measuring 3.5
feet and the largest measuring 6 feet.

The rear setbacks are controversial adjacent to the existing single family home
subdivisions. To accommodate privacy concerns, the applicant agreed to
construct primarily one-story homes along the existing residences. The trade-off
with constructing the single-story homes is a larger building footprint on one level
with smaller setbacks versus the two-story home which have smaller footprints
and larger setbacks but may intrude on adjacent owner's privacy. The minimum
rear setback for all the plans fronting on the private drive is 10 feet to the garage

and 12 feet to the home, with varying percentages of the house at that distance.

The two story pians are designated on the tentative map exhibit and will be
restricted to lots which have only the adjacent existing residence’s side lot
proximate or those lots opposite existing cul-de-sacs, to limit the privacy
intrusion.

Given the depth of the project site, access requirements, housing design
constraints, and the avoidance of impacts on the linear parkway, the rear
seiback area bears the impact of the proposed development. The house plans
which are proposed to be constructed along the existing residences are fimited
and the project will be conditioned to plot each building footprint for each lot and
receive planning staff approval prior to the issuance of building permits. Given
the physical constraints, the R-1A zoning of the project site, and the conditions
which will be placed on the project, staff supports the proposed setbacks.
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3.
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removal, mitigation developed by the City Tre
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D. Building Design

The applicant proposes t
Islands at Riverlake developm
single story plans, and Plans 5
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development as they all h
properties. Single story p
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Table 3: Floor Plan Summary

Plan 7110 7120 5710 5713 5720 5730

Size 1,428 sqft 1,500 sqft 1,638 sqft 2,034 2,154 sqft 2,244

Height 1 story 1 story 2 stories 2 stories 2 stories 2 stories
Each of the six proposed plans has three elevations, consisting of Elevation A,

Spanish Colonial, El
Bungalow. The Span
tile, with archways an
the windows. The exterior wa
wainscoting. The
material, stucco on the exterior wall tr
which will be used for the chimney a
Hardie-Plank (a wood-like siding ma
maintenance than wood) accentuates
on all the front windows. The third style emp

Norman Cottage concep

s we

evation B, Norman Cottage, and Elevation C, California

ish Colonial theme will employ roofing of barrel concrete

d shutters on the front facade, and shelves accentuating
lts will be finished with stucco and a ledge sione

t has gray flat concrete tile as roofing
eatment, with a ledge stone wainscot,

Il. A gable end finished with

terial that is more durable and lower in

the front entry and windows with shutters
loyed is the California Bungalow
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which uses a flat, brown blend concrete tile for roofing material. A gable end
covered with shingle patterned siding emphasizes the Bungalow concept, with
aspen dressed field stone wainscoting accentuating the front entryway columns.

All the proposed plans comply with the Single Family Residential Principies.
They will provide a variation in residences through the use of quality materials
and design details, lending visual interest, distinctive character and identity to the
island community. This quality in detail and design will contribute both to the
long term value of the homes and the neighborhood. The scale of the homes is
somewhat smaller than the existing adjacent residences, providing a greater mix
of housing opportunities for this portion of the Pocket community. The houses
were designed to complement the adjacent residences, both in materials and
design, if not scale, and in all aspects staff finds the efforts to be successful.

PROJECT REVIEW PROCESS:

A

Environmental Determination

The Third District Court of Appeal directed the Superior Court to enter a new
judgment directing the City to rescind the original project and undertake and EIR
for the proposed project in December, 2004. Pursuant to this order, an
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) has been prepared in accordance with the
California Environmental Quality Act of 1970 (CEQA), as amended (Public
Resources Code, §21000 et seq.) and the State Guidelines (California Code of
Regulations, §15000 et seq.). The report also complies with the ruies,
regulations, and procedures for implementation of CEQA adopted by the City of
Sacramento.

The DEIR identified potentially significant impacts for traffic, air quality, biological
resources and cultural resources. Mitigation measures were identified to reduce
all project impacts to a less-than-significant level. A Mitigation Monitoring Pian
(MMP) that lists all of the mitigation measures and required implementing actions
was prepared and is attached. For purposes of comparison, the effects of the
proposed project were compared to the effects of the "no project ” alternative,
and the following additional alternatives: Pocket Road Manor Houses, Riverlake
Park Homes, Pocket Protectors’ Plan, Zero Lot Line, R-1 Rezone, and R-1A
Mixed.

The Draft EIR was released for a 45-day public review period on June 21, 2005.
The DEIR was circulated to the Office of Planning and Research for state agency
review and posted at the County. The project site was posted regarding
availability of the document for review. Property owners within 500 feet of the
project site and other interested parties were mailed notification as to the
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document's availability. Notification was piaced in the County and City Clerks’
offices as well as the city’s official newspaper. The comment period advertised
was from June 21, 2005 to August 5, 2005. Comments were received from
members of the public and one responsibie agency. Responses to these
comments are contained in the Final EIR.

B. Public/Neighborhood/Business Association Comments
Comments on the EIR were received and have been incorporated into the Final
EIR with responses.

C. Summary of Agency Comments
The project has been reviewed by several City Departments and other agencies.
The comments have been incorporated as conditions of approval and are listed
in the Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact.

D. Subdivision Review Commitiee Recommendation

On August 3, 2005, the Subdivision Review Committee, by a vote of three ayes,
voted to recommend approval of the proposed Tentative Map subject to the
conditions of approval in the attached Notice of Decision.

PROJECT APPROVAL PROCESS: Of the entitlements helow, Planning Commission
has the authority to approve or deny A through G. The Planning Commission action
may be appealed to the City Council. The appeal must occur within 10 calendar days of
ihe Planning Commission action.

RECOMMENDATION: Staff recommends the Planning Commission take the following
actions!

A. Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact certifying
the Environmental Impact Report,

B. Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact approving
the Mitigation Monitoring Plan;

C. Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact

recommending approval of the Pocket Community Plan-South Pocket
Specific Plan Amendment to clarify that the “Townhouse and Related
Development” designation of the South Pocket Specific Plan allows the
full range of residential uses allowed under the zoning code for
alternative single-family residential housing types as allowed in the
Alternative Single-family (R-1A) zone including attached and detached
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units, townhouses, cluster housing, condominiums, cooperatives or
other similar projects;

Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact
recommending approval of the PUD Guidelines Amendment {o clarify
that the “Townhouse and Related Development” (R-1A) designation
allows the full range of residential uses allowed under the zoning code
for alternative single-family residential housing types as allowed in the
Alternative Single-family (R-1A) zone including aftached and detached
units, townhouses, cluster housing, condominiums, cooperatives or
other similar projects;

Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact approving
the Special Permit to develop 139 detached alternative single-family
homes and 27 common lots in the Alternative Single-family Planned
Unit Development (R-1A PUD) zone;

Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact approving
the Tentative Subdivision Map io subdivide 21.4x vacant acres into
166 lots,

Adopt the attached Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact approving
the Subdivision Modification to reduce the standard 53' right-of-way for
a private street.

Report Prepared By, Report Reviewed BY,

Kimberly Kaufmann-Brisby, Associate Planner Thomas S. Pace, Senior Planner

Aftachmenis

Attachment 1
Exhibit 1A
Exhibit 18
Exhibit 1C
Exhibit 1D
Exhibit 1E
Exhibit 1F
Exhibit 1G
Exhibit 1H
Exhibit 1!
Exhibit 1J

Notice of Decision & Findings of Fact
EIR Findings of Fact

Mitigation Monitoring Pian

Tentative Map

Private Streets

Landscape Plans

Typical Site Plan

Linear Parkway Pedestrian Access Plan
Special Plot Plan Lot 14

Special Plot Plan Lot 29

Special Plot Plan Lot 139
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Exhibit 1K House Plans
Attachment 2 LLand Use & Zoning Map
Attachment 3 Responses 1o additional DEIR comments
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PLEASE NOTE: THE REMAINING PAGES OF THE
PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF REPORT, INCLUDING
EXHIBITS AND ATTACHMENTS, ARE CONTAINED
WITHIN THIS CITY COUNCIL REPORT AS
ATTACHMENTS AND RESOLUTIONS. AS A RESULT,
THOSE PAGES OF THE PLANNING COMMISSION
STAFF REPORT ARE NOT REPEATED WITHIN THE
CITY COUNCIL STAFF REPORT. A COMPLETE COPY
OF THE ORIGINAL PLANNING COMMISSION STAFF
REPORT IS AVAILABLE AT THE CITY PLANNING
DIVISION, 915 | STREET-ADMINISTRATION BUILDING,
ROOM 300, SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA, 95814.
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RESOLUTION NO.

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
DATE

A RESOLUTION CERTIFYING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND
APPROVING THE MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN FOR THE ISLANDS AT
RIVERLAKE PROJECT, LOCATED ALONG THE NORTH AND SOUTH SIDES
OF POCKET ROAD PRIMARILY BETWEEN EAST AND WEST SHORE
DRIVES IN SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA. (P05-004) (ASSESSORS PARCEL
NUMBERS (APNS): 031-1210-003; 031-1200-073; 031-1210-061; 031-1030-
015; 031-1030-031; AND 031-1300-048.

BACKGROUND
L CEQA FINDINGS
A The City Council finds that the Environmental impact Report for the islands at Riverlake

il.

Project (herein EIR) which consists of the Draft EIR, and Final EIR (Response 1o
Comments) and Appendices, has been completed in accordance with the requirements
of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the State CEQA Guidelines and the
Sacramento Local Environmental Procedures.

The City Council certifies that the EIR was prepared, published, circulated and reviewed
in accordance with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the
Sacramento Local Environmenta! Procedures, and constitutes an adequate, accurate,
objective and complete Final Environmental Impact Report in accordance with the
requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA Guidelines and the Sacramento Local
Environmental Procedures.

The City Council certifies that the EIR has been presented to it and that the Planning
Commission has reviewed it and considered the information contained therein prior to
acting on the proposed project.

pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Sections 15091 and in support of its approval of the
islands at Riveriake project, the City Council hereby adopts the attached Findings of
Fact and a Mitigation Monitoring Program to require all reasonably feasible mitigation
measures be implemented.

PROCEDURAL FINDINGS

The City of Sacramento caused an Environmenta! impact Report ("EIR") on the Project
to be prepared pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources
Code, Section 21000 et seq. (CEQA), the CEQA Guidelines, Code of California
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Regulations, Title X1V, Section 15000 et sed., and the City of Sacramento environmental
guidelines.

B. A Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office of Planning and
Research on February 25, 2005, and was circulated for public comments from February
25, 2005, to March 30, 2005.

C. A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the State
Clearinghouse on June 21, 2005, to those public agencies that have jurisdiction by law
with respect to the Project and to other interested parties and agencies. The comments

of such persons and agencies were sought.

D. An official forty-five (45) day public review period for the Draft EIR was established by
the State Clearinghouse. The public review period began on June 21, 2005, and ended
on August 5, 2005.

E. A Notice of Availability (NOA) was distributed to all interested groups, organizations, and
individuals on June 21, 2005, for the Draft EIR. The Notice of Availability stated that the
City of Sacramento had completed the Draft EIR and that copies were available at the
City of Sacramento, Development Services Department, 1231 | Street, Room 300,
Sacramento, California g5814. The letter also indicated that the official forty-five day

public review period for the Draft EIR would end on August 5, 2005.

F. A public notice was placed in the Daily Recorder on June 21, 2005, which stated that the
islands at Riveriake Project Draft EIR was available for public review and comment.

G A public notice was posted with the Sacramento City Clerk's Office on June 21, 2005.

H. Following closure of the public comment period, the Draft EIR was supplemented to
incorporate comments received and the City's responses to said comments, including
additional information included in the Final EIR.

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

the following determinations:

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

2 The EIR was prepared and completed in compliance with CEQA.

3. The EIR has been presented to the City Council which reviewed and considered
the information therein prior {o acting on the Islands at Riverlake project, and they
find that the EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the City of

Sacramento.
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L.

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

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

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

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

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

. Zoning Ordinance, City of Sacramento

’ Blueprint Preferred Scenario for 2050, Sacramento Area Council of Governments,
December, 2004

’ Pocket Area Community Plan, South Pocket Specific Plan, City of Sacramento,
1976

. LPPT PUD Schematic Plan and Development Guidelines, City of Sacramento,
1985

. single Family Residential Design Principles, City of Sacramento, September,
2000

2 The Mitigation Monitoring Plan dated August, 2005,

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

As required by PRC Section 21081(a)(2) and Section 15091(e), the administrative
record of these proceedings is located, and may be obtained from, the Office of the City
Clerk at 915 1 Street, Sacramento, California. The City Clerk is the custodian of records
for all matters before the Planning Commission.

FINDINGS OF FACT REGARDING THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR
THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE PROJECT

The Environmental Impact Report for the Islands at Riverlake project, prepared in
compliance with the California Environmental Quality Act, evaluates the potentially

27



Subject: Islands at Riveriake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

significant and significant adverse environmental impacts that could result from adoption
of the project or alternatives to the project.

The Islands at Riverlake project is located on the north and south sides of Pocket Road
from approximately 1,200 feot west of West Shore Drive to approximately 580 feet east
of Dutra Bend Drive. The project would subdivide six parcets, totaling +21.4 gross acres,
into 166 lots of variable size in the L and P — Pacific Teichert Planned Unit Development
(LPPT PUD). The project would construct 139 detached single-story and two-story
single-family alternative residential units in the Single-family Alternative Planned Unit
Development (R-1A PUD) zone. An interior, 22-foot wide private road with a four-foot
wide sidewalk on one side would provide access to the houses. The project includes
improvements to Pocket Road and its intersection with West Shore Drive, East Shore
Drive, Dutra Bend Drive, and Coleman Ranch Way.

Adoption of the Plan requires amendments to the LPPT PUD and Pocket Area
Community Plan South Pocket Specific Plan (PACP_SPSP) to clarify that the
“Townhouse and Related Development” (R-1A) designation allows the full range of
residential uses allowed under the City zoning code for single-family residential
alternative  designation (R-1A), i.e., single-family attached or detached units,
townhouses, cluster housing, condominiums, cooperatives of other similar projects.

Because the Initial Study indicated that implementation of the project (or project
alternatives) might result in potentially significant impacts, the City is required under
CEQA, and the State and City guidelines adopted pursuant thereto, 1o make certain
findings with respect to these impacts. The required findings appear in the following
sections of this document. This document lists all identified potentially significant
impacts, as identified by the City's Initial Study, the Third District Court of Appeal, and as
analyzed in the EIR. The following further identifies and summarizes the potentiaily
significant impacts that can be avoided due to implementation of mitigation measures as
identified in the EIR. The EIR concluded that there would be no significant and
unavoidable impacts resulting from the project. These findings are supported by
substantial evidence in the record of proceedings before the City as stated below.

A. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS WHICH CAN BE AVOIDED AND IMPACT
AREAS IDENTIFIED BY THE THIRD DISTRICT COURT OF APPEAL

ol AL AW

As authorized by Public Resources Code Section 21081 and Title 14, California
Administrative Code § 15091(a)}(1), the City finds that changes or alterations have been
required in, or incorporated into, the Project which mitigate or avoid the potentially
significant environmental impacts identified in the EIR. The City further finds that these
changes or alterations in the project are within the jurisdiction of the City to require, and
that these measures are appropriate and feasible.

in this section of the Findings of Fact for the proposed Islands at Riverlake project, the
City identifies the areas where the Initial Study and the Third District Court of Appeal
found that there was a fair argument the project may result in significant impacts and the
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potentially significant impacts that can be reduced through mitigation measures to a
less-than-significant level. The referenced mitigation measures are hereby incorporated
into the description of the project and their implementation will be tracked through the
Islands at Riverlake Project Mitigation Monitoring Program.

These findings are supported by substantial evidence in the record of proceedings
pefore the City as stated below.

1. LAN-1 Impact: SACOG Blueprint Growth Principles

(a) _Potentially Significant impact

Inconsistency with the SACOG Biueprint Preferred Scenario for 2050 could resutt
in a potentially significant land use impact on the Sacramento region

(b) FEactsin Support of Finding

The proposed project is considered consistent with the building type identified for
the project site in the Blueprint Preferred scenario. The SACOG identified the
puilding type for the project site as “Single Family Small Lot" on the Blueprint
preferred Scenario for 2050 Map. On the lower end of the density range is
medium density single-family product on jots from 3,500 square feet to 5,500
square feet. On the higher end of the range is detached town home product
running from 12-24 dwelling units per net acre (personal communication, Kacey
Lizon-Sacramento Area Council of Governments). The proposed project would
construct residential dwelling units on lots ranging from 2,812 square feet up to
6,056 square feet (average lot size is 3,628 square feef). Only two of the 139
proposed single-family residential alternative lots exceed the "Single Family
small Lot” lower density range of lot sizes (6,056 square feet and 5,905 square
feet respectively). The SACOG stated in a letter to the Supreme Court of
California dated 27 January 2005, that the proposed project provides the kind of
“Single Family Small Lot" development for which the Blueprint designates the
project site. Adopted in December 2004, the Blueprint represents a trend to
promote more dense, infill residential development, while the City’'s minimum lot
standard (5,200 square feet) dates back earlier when the preference of the policy
decision makers was for larger lots than they now prefer. Therefore, the
proposed project is considered consistent and Impact LAN-1 is considered less-
than-significant. No rnitigation is required.

2. LAN-2 Impact: SACOG Biueprint Growth Principles

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

inconsistency With SACOG Biueprint Growth Principles could result in
potentially significant land use impacts.
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(b) Facts in Support of Finding

The proposed project is considered consistent with this SACOG Blueprint Growth
Principles:

(i} Transportation Choices. The proposed project includes design
features that encourage people to sometimes walk, ride bicycles, or ride the
bus. A concrete path would provide each residential unit a connection with
the concrete pathways in the mini-parks. The concrete pathways in the
mini-parks connect with the existing walkway in the Linear Parkway. The
Linear Park pathway provides pedestrian opportunities to commercial
development east of the project site and Garcia Bend Park west of the
project site. Both sides of Pocket Road have a striped bike lane. Regional
Transit bus stops are located on both sides of the Pocket Road adjacent to
the project site The proposed project integrates with  existing
transportation choices. The proposed project is considered consistent with
this SACOG Blueprint Growth Principle.

(i) Mixed-Use Developments. The LPPT PUD Schematic Plan
designates a number of land uses including houses, apartments, senior
housing, commercial uses, business, and open space. The proposed
project would provide slightly less dense housing than identified on the
LPPT PUD Schematic Plan (7.15 dwelling units per net acre proposed
versus 8 dwelling units per net acre designated). The proposed
transportation and circulation plan for the project integrates with existing
surface connections with the other tand uses in Riverlake. The proposed
project contributes to the variety of land uses indicated on the LPPT PUD
Schematic Plan and nearly achieves the density target. The project
integrates with the other land uses in Riverlake. The proposed project is
considered consistent with this SACOG Blueprint Growth Principle.

(i) Compact Development. As discussed under Impact LAN-1, 135
of the proposed single-family alternative lots are smaller than the 5,200-
square foot City standard lot size. The proposed project would be more
compact than the standard R-1 residential development. if the project site
were developed at the density designated by the LPPT PUD Schematic
Plan, 164 dwelling units would be constructed. The proposed project would
construct 139 dwelling units. Build out of the project at the maximum
density identified in the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan (164 dweliing units)
would be more compact than the proposed project. As previously
discussed, the proposed project would provide connections with existing
alternative transportation modes. The project provides the connections
through the passive use, landscaped mini-parks. Benches are proposed for
the miniparks to encourage use of the mini-parks. The proposed project is
more compact than standard R-1 residential development and would be
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slightly less compact than indicated on the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan. The
project provides open space mini-parks to provide aesthetic connections
with alternative modes of transportation. The proposed project is
considered consistent with this SACOG Blueprint Growth Principle.

(iv) Housing Choice and Diversity. The original LPPT PUD Schematic
Plan provided a variety of places to live. Over the years, land use
designations on the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan have been revised (section
4144 “LAN-7 Impact’ of the DEIR details changes to the LPPT PUD
Schematic Plan). Major revisions included approving the development of
halfplexes on corner lots and changing five of the eight “Townhouse and
related R-1A" designated subdivisions to “Single-Family R-1 " in addition to
the “Single-Family R-1" and haifplexes, the apartments, senior housing,
commercial, and office uses have been constructed. The proposed project
nearly achieves the density requirement of the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan
and offers a housing type that is different than “Single-Family R-1"
products, halfplexes, and garden apartments. With smaller houses oOn
smaller lots (average 1 ‘841-square foot house on an average 3,514-square
foot lot), the 4.0 Environmental Evaluation proposed project is expected to
sell for less than the typical houses in Riverlake (average 3 230-square foot
house on an average 9,107-square foot lot) The proposed project is a
component of a PUD that provides housing choice and variety. The housing
type proposed for this project is different than other housing types in
Riverlake and is expected to be more affordable than the average R-1
zoned Riverlake house. The proposed project is considered consistent with
this SACOG Blueprint Growth Principle

V) Use of Existing Assets. The proposed project is jocated on some
of the last undeveloped parcels in the LPPT PUD. The project would
preserve most of the existing trees in the Linear Parkway, add connections
to the existing pathway through the parkway, and locate new housing near
existing transit stops. Although the project does not qualify as “infill
development’ as defined in Policy 5 of the City's Overall Urban Growth
Policies (SGPU page 1.37), the project satisfies the definition of “infill site”
in California Public Resources Code 21061.05 because it is surrounded by
“qualified urban development’ and no parcel has been created on the
project site. Based on the state's definition of infilt under CEQA, the
proposed project is an infill development in an urbanized area. The
proposed project is considered consistent with this SACOG Blueprint
Growth Principle.

(vi) Quality Design.  The City of sacramento adopted “Single-Family
Residential Design Principles” (SFRDP) in 2000 to assist developers,
homebuilders, and architects design and build quality residential
subdivisions. The evaluation of project consistency with the Design
Principles in section 4.5 “Aesthetics” of the DEIR found the project to be
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designed consistently with the principles. When the project was previously
approved by the Planning Commission in 2003, the City made a finding that
the project was consistent with the SFRDP. These principles include
general architecture, garages, porcheslentrieslcouﬁs; driveways/entry
walks, setbacksfiot widths; jandscaping/sidewalks; street  view
walls/monument entries/access, and orientation to parks/public open space.
Project design that is consistent with the SFRDP ensures that the proposed
project is consistent with this SACOG Blueprint Growth Principle.

(vil) Naturai Resources Conservation. When the LPPT PUD
Schematic Plan was approved, a 15-foot wide parkway gasement was
granted to the City of Sacramento and a 25-foot wide landscape gasement
was granted to the Riverlake Community Association. Taken together, both
easements comprise a “Linear Parkway" that provides an open space
buffer between Riverlake and Pocket Road. The proposed project would
include seven mini-parks totaling 0.36 acre where mitigation trees wouid be
planted. The mini-parks would have a concrete pathway connection to the
concrete walkway in the City parkway easement.  Additional natural
resources conservation incorporated in the proposed project includes off-
site preservation of 10.3 acres of Swainson's hawk foraging habitat 1o
mitigate for the conversion of foraging habitat on-site to residential use.
Storm water management will be designed and constructed in accordance
with City standards. A Conceptual Landscape Pian identifies the locations
on the proposed lots where Riverlake Community Association approved
shade trees would be planted as well as the locations in the mini-parks o
be planted with shade trees. The proposed project provides open space
and opportunities for residents to use the Linear Parkway. The proposed
project includes off-site habitat preservation and shade trees on-site.
Moreover, development of vacant parcels in urban areas fimits
development on agricultural and other undeveloped lands at the urban
edge.

The project is consistent with all of the SACOG Blueprint Growth Principles.
Therefore, impact LAN-2 is considered less-than-significant. No mitigation is
required.

3. LAN-3 Impact: Sacramento General Pian

(a) Potentially Sianificant impact

Inconsistency with the Sacramento General Plan Land Use Designation could
result in a potentially significant land use impact.

(b) FEactsin support of Finding
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The project site is designated Low Density Residential (4 — 15 dwelling units per
net acre) on the November 2003 SGPU Land Use Map. The net acreage of the
project site is 19.44 acres. The project would construct 7.15 residential units per
net acre (total 139 dwelling units). No General Plan Land Use amendment is
needed. Therefore, Impact LAN-3 is considered jess-than-significant No
mitigation is required.

4, LAN-4 Impact. Sacramento General Plan

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Inconsistency with Sacramento General Plan Overall Urban Growth Policies, the
Residential Land Use Element, or the Housing Element could result in
potentiaily significant land use impacts.

(b) Faclsin Support of Finding

The project is consistent with all of the applicable gacramento General Plan land
use goals and policies. Therefore, Impact LAN-4 is considered less-than-
significant. No mitigation is required.

5. LAN-5 Impact: Pocket Area Community Plan

(2) Potentially Significant Impact

inconsistency with the Pocket Area Community Plan (PACP) Land Use
Designation could result in a potentially significant land use impact on the
Pocket Community in the City of Sacramento.

(b) Factsin Support of Finding

The project site is designated Residential (7-15 dwelling units per net acre) on
the December 2003 PACP Land Use Map. The project would construct 7.15
residential units per net acre. No Community Plan land use map amendment is
needed The project is consistent with the PACP Land Use Designation
Therefore, Impact LAN-5 is considered less-than-significant  No mitigation is
required.

8. LAN-6 Impact: Pocket Area Community Plan

(a) Potentially Significant impact

Inconsistency with the Pocket Area Community Plan — South Pocket Specific
Plan (PACP-SPSP) goals and policies could result in potentially significant

land use impacts on the Pocket Community in the City of Sacramento.
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(b) FEactsin Support of Finding

The project is consistent with the applicable land use goals and policies of the
PACPSPSP. The requested amendment to the text of the PACP-SPSP clarifies
the longstanding interpretation of the City that the "townhouse and related
development” designation overlying properties zoned R-1A is intended to allow
the full range of housing types allowed under the R-1A zone. The amendment
does not, therefore, pose a risk of generating any significant physical
environmental impacts. Therefore, impact LAN-6 is considered less-than-
significant. No mitigation is required

7. LAN-7 Impact: LPPT PUD Schematic Map and Development Guidelines

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Inconsistency with the LPPT PUD Schematic Map could resultin a potentially
significant land use impacts.

{9)] Facts in Support of Finding

The maximum density for subdivisions designated Townhouse (R-1A) on the
LPPT PUD Schematic Plan is 8 dwelling units per net acre. At 7.15 dwelling units
per net acre, the islands at Riverlake project is less dense than the 8 dwelling
units per net acre maximum density allowed for these parcels and more than the
maximum density for the Townhouse (R-1A) designation. No Schematic Plan
map amendment is needed. The project is consistent with the LPPT PUD
Schematic Map designation for the project site. Therefore, Impact LAN-7 is
considered less-than-significant. No mitigation is required.

8. LAN-8 Impact: LPPT PUD Schematic Map and Development Guidelines

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Inconsistency with LPPT PUD Development Guidelines could result in
potentially significant land use impacis.

(b) Facts in Support of Finding

The proposed housing product is consistent with the range of housing types
identified in the zoning code for R-1A and the LPPT PUD Development
Guidelines is a supplement to City Ordinances. The proposed amendment wouid
clarify that the range of housing products allowed in the LPPT PUD "Townhouse
(R-1A)” designation is the same range that is defined in the zoning code for the
R-1A zone The amendment does not, therefore, pose a risk of generating any
significant physical environmental impacts. The project is consistent with the five
Development Guidelines required of all development in the LPPT PUD.
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10.

Therefore, Impact LAN-8 is considered less-than-significant. No mitigation is
required.

LAN-9 Impact: Sacramento Zoning Ordinance

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Inconsistency with the Sacramento City Code (SCC) zoning ordinance couid
result in a potentially significant jand use impact on the City of Sacramento.

(b) Facts in Support of Finding

The project site is zoned R-1A (maximum density 15 attached or detached
dwelling units per net acre) The project would construct 7.15 detached
residential units per net acre. The R-1A zone “is a low to medium density
residential zone intended to permit single-family, individually owned, attached or
detached residences where lot sizes, height, area and/or setback requirements
vary from standard lot sizes, height, area, and/or setback in the R-1 zone. This
sone is intended to accommodate alternative single-family designs which are
determined to be compatible with standard R-1 areas and which might include
single-family attached or detached units, townhouses, cluster housing,
condominiums, cooperatives or other similar projects” (8CC 17.20.010). The R-
1A zone is often used for odd-sized or shaped parcels when the lot size, area, or
setback requirements vary from the standard R-1 zone, or where the applicant
seeks more compact development, pursuant to the SACOG Blueprint goals. The
7 3-net acre Stillwater A & B project (P95-066) is an example in Riverlake of
detached houses built in the R-1A zone. The average lot size in Stiliwater A &B
is 6,067 square feet. The proposed single-family detached units on small lots are
consistent with the range of housing types allowed in the R-1A zone and the
project does not exceed the maximum density set forth for the R-1A zone.
Therefore, the proposed project is consistent with SCC Title 17, Zoning. Impact
LAN-0 is considered less-than-significant. No mitigation is required.

LAN-10 impact: Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses

(a) Potentially Significant impact

Constructing houses at the proposed density of 7.15 dwelling units per net acre
could be incompatible with existing land use or planned growth in the vicinity or
with existing long-term uses on adjacent properties.

(b) Facts in Support of Finding

Because the proposed density is consistent with densities identified in the
General Plan, Community Plan, and LPPT PUD Schematic Plan; is consistent
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11

i2.

with previous findings and planning decisions made in other parts of the LPPT
PUD, and is consistent with the development of Bridgeview, Dutra Bend, and
Southshore, the proposed project density is considered compatible with existing
land use or planned growth in the vicinity and with long-term uses on adjacent
properties. The LPPT PUD Schematic Plan also sought @ mix of housing types,
and this project heips to diversify the existing housing miX. Therefore, Impact
LAN-10 is considered less-than-significant No mitigation is required.

LAN-11 impact: Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Constructing houses with the proposed mass/butk could be incompatible with
existing land use of planned growth in the vicinity or with existing long-term uses
on adjacent properties.

{b) Facts in Support of Finding

The dwelling units proposed by the Islands at Riveriake project are smaller than
the average sized dwelling unit located on abutting parcels. The mass/bulk
statistics have a proportional relationship to lot size. The proposed lot sizes are
smaller than the average iot sizes of abutting parcels due to the density required
by the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan. Mass/bulk statistics are directly proportional
to lot sizes. Therefore, the Islands at Riverlake mass/bulk statistics are higher
than abutting parcels due fo the density requirement. However, the average
mass/bulk statistics for the proposed project is glightly higher than the difference
petween the average mass/bulk statistics of abutting parcels and other R-1A
alternative developments in the same subdivisions. The proposed mass/bulk of
the Istands at Riveriake project 1S within the range of other previously approved
and constructed R-1A development abutting R-1 development. Because the City
previously determined the range of mass/bulk of those other R-1A alternative
housing products compatible with the abutting R-1 standard housing products
the proposed mass/bulk is considered compatible. Therefore, LAN-11 Impact is
considered less-than-signiﬁcant No mitigation is required.

LAN-12 impact: Compatibility with Adjacent Land Uses

(a) Potentially Significant impact

providing less than R-1 standard 15-foot rear yard setbacks could cause the
proposed project to be incompatible with iong-term uses on adjacent properties.
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() Facts in Support of Finding

With the design features and existing regulations incorporated into the project
and because the proposed rear yard setbacks meet of exceed the rear yard
setbacks established for R-1A haifplexes on reverse frontage lots, and in many
instances, exceed setbacks of existing R-1 homes, LAN-12 is considered a less-
than-significant impact No mitigation is required.

13 AIR-1 impact: ROG, NOX, and PM10 emissions during construction {(short
term)

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Construction of the project would contribute ROG, NOx, and PM10 emissions
into the non-attainment area.

() Facts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant impact listed above would be reduced to @
}ess-than-signiﬁcant jevel with the following mitigation measures provided in
the Islands at Riveriake Project EIR:

AlIR-1 Mitigation: H The project shall provide a plan for approval by the City of
Sacramento, in consuitation with SMAQMD, demonstrating
that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be

used in the construction project, including owned, leased and
subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet
average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 percent particulate
reduction compared to the most recent CARB fleet average at
time of construction.

(i) The project representative shall submit to the City of
gacramento and SMAQMD a comprehensive inventory of all
off-road construction equipment, equal to or greater than 50
horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more
hours during any portion of the construction project. The
inventory  shall include the horsepower rating, engine
production year, and projected hours of use or fuel throughput
for each piece of equipment. The inventory shall be updated
and submitted monthly throughout the duration of the project,
except that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day
period in which no construction activity occurs. At least 48
hours prior to the use of subject heavy-duty off-road
equipment, the project representative shall provide SMAQMD
with the anticipated construction timeline including start date,
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and name and phone number of the project manager and on-
site foreman.

(i) The project shall ensure that emissions from alt off-road diesel
powered equipment used on the project site do not exceed 40
percent opacity for more than three minutes in any one hour.
Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or
Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and the City of
Sacramento and SMAQMD shall be notified within 48 hours of
identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual survey of
all in operation equipment shall be made at least weekly, and
a monthly summary of the visual survey results shail be
submitted throughout the duration of the project, except that
the monthly summary shall not be required for any 30-day
period in which no construction activity occurs. The monthly
summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles
surveyed as well as the dates of each survey. The SMAQMD
and/for other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to
determine compliance. Nothing in this section shall supersede
other SMAQMD or state rules or regulations.

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, this impact would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels.
14. TRAN-2 Impact: Transportationlcirculation

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Substandard street width could result in exposing residents to safety hazards.

(b) Eacts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant impact listed above would be reducedto a
less-than-significant level with the following mitigation measures provided in the
islands at Riverlake Project EIR:

TRAN-2 Mitigation: (i) On-street parking shall be prohibited on the private roads The
private roads shall be signed and striped for no parking at all
times. A homeowner's association shall be responsible for

enforcing the no parking rule.

(i) The Covenants, Codes and Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall require

that all trash and recycle bins are placed on the same side of
the private road on pick-up day.
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With implementation of the above mitigation measures, this impact would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels.

15.  BIO-1 Impact: Biological Resources

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Construction of the proposed project could result in the disturbance of nesting
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni) or other nesting raptors if present.

(b) Facts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant impact listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with the following mitigation measures provided in the
islands at Riverlake Project EIR:

BIO-1 Mitigation: (i} If construction begins outside the 1 March to 15 September
breeding season a preconstruction survey for active nests
does not need to be conducted.

(i} If construction is scheduled to commence during the breeding
season, a preconstruction survey will be conducted by a
qualified biologist to determine if raptors are nesting within
0.25 mite of the project site.

(iiiyThe applicant will conduct a preconstruction survey at least 2
weeks prior to construction.

(iv) If no active nests are found, no additional mitigation will be
necessary.

(v) If active raptor nests are found within 0.25 mile of the project
site, the Department of Fish and Game (DFG) will be notified
and no project activities that could resuit in nest abandonment
(e.g, noise generated from the operation of heavy equipment)
will be conducted without DFG approval.

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, this impact would be
reduced to less-than-significant levels.
16. BIO-2 Impact: Biological Resources

{a) Potentially Significant Impact

Construction of the project could resuli in the need to remove, trim or cut the
roots of trees covered by City ordinances.

(b) Facts in Support of Finding
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The potentially significant impact listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant leve! with the following mitigation measures provided in the
Islands at Riverlake Project EIR:

BIO-2 Mitigation: (i) Plant replacement trees at the ratios and locations identified in
the City tree removal permit during the landscaping phase of
the project.

(i) Project plans shall note that all roots shall be cut clean. Any
roots greater than two inches in diameter will require
inspection by an 1SA certified arborist prior to severing. The
applicant shall provide the City Arborist with a report
demonstrating that severed roots greater than two inches
diameter were inspected by an I1SA certified arborist before
cutting.

With implementation of the above mitigation measures, this impact would be
reduced to less-than-significant jevels.

17. AES-1 Impact: Aesthetics

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

The Islands at Riverlake project proposes building setbacks in an R-1A zone that
are less than the standard setbacks for R-1 development and proposes lot
coverages that exceed the standard lot coverage for R-1 development. Project
opponents have made a “fair argument” that the proposed setbacks may result in
a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect.

(s)] Facis in Support of Finding

With the design features and existing regulations incorporated into the project
and because the proposed rear yard setbacks meet or exceed the rear yard
setbacks established for R-1A halfplexes on reverse frontage lots, and in many
instances, exceed setbacks of existing R-1 homes, AES-1 is considered a less-
than-significant impact.

The City’s zoning code states that the minimum yard requirements in the R-1A
zone “shall be the same as that specified in the R-1 zone, except that the
Planning Commission [or on appeal to the Planning Commission] may vary the
provisions in their review and determination of the required special permit’ (SCC
Title 17.060.020) The Islands at Riverlake project has applied for a special
permit to construct 139 residential units with reduced setbacks, inciuding 65 units
on interior lots with reduced rear yard setbacks of 12 feet from the house and 10
feet from the garage.
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As discussed under LAN-12 Impact in Section 4 1.5 of the DEIR, if the Islands at
Riverlake project were built with a standard R-1 rear yard setback of 15 feet, the
minimum expected distance from a new house to an existing house would be 30
feet for abutting rear yard houses (15 feet rear yard setback plus 15 feet rear
yard setback) and 20 feet for an adjacent side yard house (5 feet side yard
setback plus 15 feet rear yard setback). Of the 35 adjacent lots with abutting
back yards, 11 existing houses would be located closer to the proposed project
than the R-1 standard minimum distance of 30 feet between houses. The
remaining 24 rear yard adjacent houses would have at least the R-1 minimum
distance of 30 feet between puildings. Of the 24 adjacent iots with abutting side
yards, 13 existing houses would be located closer to the proposed project than
the R-1 standard minimum of distance of 20 feet. The remaining 11 side yard
adjacent houses would have the R-1 minimum distance of 20 feet between
buildings. A total of 24 existing houses would have less distance between the
proposed houses than would be provided by standard R-1 minimum setbacks.

The previously approved Pocket Road Manor Houses project (evaluated in
Chapter 5 of the DEIR as Alternative A2) included 10-foot rear yard setbacks for
two-story single-family alternative detached units abutting existing houses. For
two-story single-family alternative halfplexes on reverse frontage lots in other
parts of Riverlake, including the Bridgeview, Southshore, and Dutra Bend
subdivisions, rear yard setbacks were established at 7 5 feet for the first floor and
15 feet for the second floor. The proposed project would have rear yard setbacks
for single-story houses of 12 feet from the house and 10 feet from the garage.
This meets or exceeds setbacks established for a project previously approved for
the project site as well as other single-family alternative (R-1A) developments in
the LPPT PUD. The setbacks were determined by the Planning Commission to
be based on sound principles of land use for compatibility with the existing
community and would not be detrimental to the public welfare or result in a public
nuisance.

Because neither the zoning code nor the LPPT PUD Development Guidelines
assign any quantifiable gesthetic values to setbacks, the determination of
whether the setbacks create any adverse aesthetic impacts is ultimately a
subjective one. Because of the subjective evaluation of the relationship between
setbacks and aesthetic appearance, it is ultimately a matter for the discretion of
the Planning Commission and the City Council to determine whether the
setbacks proposed for the project create an undesirable aesthetic effect. The
setbacks previously approved were considered adequate to provide necessary
screening and privacy for residents of both housing types. The proposed project
design avoids placing two-story units adjacent to existing houses on abutting lots.
This design feature was included to avoid privacy intrusions resulting from
locating second-story windows overlooking the adjacent houses.

Under LAN-12 impact in Section 4.1.5 of the DEIR, four design features of the
proposed project and one existing regulation reduces impacts resulting from
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locating new houses next to 24 existing houses with less than the R-1 minimum
distance between buildings:

(i) The project proposes only single-story units on the lots

abutting these 2 existing houses, as well as for all lots

abutting existing houses. This design feature ensures that no
second-story windows overlook the existing house.

(i The rear yard setbacks proposed by the project are greater
than minimum rear yard setbacks approved for reverse lot R-
1A halfplex developments in Riverlake and a previously
approved project for the project site. As evaluated under LAN-
4 impact in Section 4.1.4.2 Sacramento General Plan,
Residential Strategy. Goal A, Policy 6 for halfplexes on
reverse lots the rear yard setbacks were established at 7.5
feet (Findings of Fact for P86-432, City Planning Commission
31 October 1986). The project proposed 12-foot setback from
the house and 10-foot setback from the garage exceeds this
previously used standard. The first project approved for the
project site, the Pocket Road Manor Houses project, provided
a 10-foot rear yard setback for a single-family alternative
detached dweliing unit abutting lots with existing houses.

(i} The 6-foot high good neighbor fence provides privacy to
residents when they are in the vyard. It also provides sightline
screening when looking out from the first floor windows.

(iv) The lots are situated so that the iot lines are staggered.
Houses would not be directly in line with one another.

(v) The Riverlake Community Association requires five 15-gallon
trees to be planted in each yard in Riverlake. The interior lots
of the Islands at Riverlake project will have landscaped front
yards. Between 1 and 2.5 Riverlake Community Association-
approved shade trees will be planted in the front yards. The
responsibility of jandscaping the backyard would be the new
homeowner's. The Quadriga Conceptual Landscaping Pian
identifies trees allowed for planting and the Riverlake
Community Association approved the Plan. Planting of
Riverlake Community Association approved trees by the new
homeowners in the backyards would increase screening
between the new houses and the existing houses. A cOpy of
the Riveriake Cormmunity Association Approved Shade and
palm Tree List (January 2004) is in Exhibit E of the DEIR.

Therefore, AES-1 is considered a less-than-significant impact. No mitigation is
required.
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18. AES-2 Impact: Aesthetics

(a) Potentially Significant impact

The Islands at Riverlake project proposes lot sizes that are less than the
minimum size required for the R-1 zone in the City Zoning Code and proposes
floor plans that exceed the R-1 standard lot coverage. Project opponents have
made a “fair argument” that the lot sizes and coverage proposed for the Islands
at Riverlake project may result in a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect.

(b) Facts in Support of Finding

The proposed typical lot plans exceed the minimum amounts of landscaping
required under the  PPT PUD Development Guidelines. The variation in lot size,
lot coverage and landscaping that the different proposed lot plans provide, as
well as the seven mini-parks located throughouit the development, serve to break
up potential uniformity of the project's appearance. Therefore AES-2 impact is
considered less-than-significant

The City's zoning code states that the maximum lot coverage and minimum lot
area per dwelling unit requirements in the R-1A zone “shall be the same as that
specified in the R-1 zone, except that the Planning Commission may vary the
provisions in their review and determination of the required special permit” (SCC
Title 17.060.020) The zoning code sets maximum lot coverage at 40% and
minimum lot size at 5,200 square feet for R-1-zoned lots (Ibid) The City
calculates "lot coverage” as the footprint of the building, and does not include
uncovered porches, walkways, driveways or patios in this calculation (SCC Title
17.17.010.) The zoning code also states, however, that the R-1A zone is
intended to permit “ajternative single-family designs’ with ot sizes and area
requirements that vary from standard single-family requirements (8CC Title
17.20.010.). Therefore, the R-1A zone is expressly intended to be a flexible
designation with respect to lot coverage and size. The LPPT PUD Development
Guidelines do not specify any maximum lot coverage requirements  for
»Townhouse and related development” (R-1A) parcels.

The average lot coverage proposed by the Islands at Riveriake project is 46%.
The average proposed lot coverage would exceed the average building coverage
of other R-1A developments in the LPPT PUD gchematic Plan area. However,
the maximum lot coverage proposed by the lslands at Riverlake project, 54%,
does not exceed the maximum lot coverage area in the Bridgeview (65% BCA),
Westshore (62% BCA), and Stillwater (56% BCA) subdivisions. The average lot
coverage area of the proposed project (46% BCA) is below the maximum lot
coverage areas of the abutting subdivisions Bridgeview (65% BCA), Southshore
(53% BCA), and Dutra Bend (53% BCA) and the maximum lIslands at Riverlake
lot coverage area is only 1% more than Southshore and Dutra Bend.
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The zoning code does not set minimum jandscaping coverage for developments
within either the R-1 or R-1A zones. The LPPT PUD Development Guidelines
require a minimum of 25% landscaping coverage. With an average landscape
coverage area of 43%, all of the typical lot plans proposed for the project exceed
the LPPT PUD's minimum requirements of 95% landscaping coverage.

The project's inconsistency with the R-1 zone lot coverage requirement does not,
however, in and of itself, create a significant adverse aesthetic impact. Neither
the City’s regulations nor the LPPT PUD assign any gualitative aesthetic
relationship to the minimum lot coverage requirement. Moreover, because lot
coverage and size are intended to be flexible in an R-1A zone, the question for
the Planning Commission of City Council is whether, in considering the iot
coverage of the proposed lot plans in the context of the special permit required
for any development within the R-1A zone, the proposed plans comply with
“sound principies of tand use,” are not “detrimental to the public health, safety or
welfare, or do not create a nuisance, and comply with the objectives of the
general or specific plan for the area” (SCC Title 17.212).

The proposed lot sizes are smaller than the average lot sizes of abutting parcels.
This is a result of the density required by the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan for the
project site. The jot coverage area is directly proportional to lot sizes. Therefore,
the Islands at Riverlake lot coverage areas are higher than abutting parcels due
to the density requirement. Because the City previously determined that the
range of lot coverage area of the other R-1A alternative housing products did not
result in a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect, the proposed lot coverage
areas are considered consistent with the City's previous findings for the
Bridgeview, YWestshore, and Stillwater subdivisions.

For the foregoing reasons, any aesthetic impacts associated with lot sizes, iot
coverage and landscaping are considered less-than-significant. No mitigation
is required.

19. AES-3 Impact: Aesthetics

(a) Potentially Significant impact

Project opponents have made a “fair argument” that the |slands at Riveriake
project may have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect if it conflicts with the
City's Single-Family Residential Design Principles.

() Facts in Support of Finding

The proposed project is consistent with all of the guidefines in the Single-Family
Residential Design pPrinciples (SFRDP). The City's Single-Family Residential
Design Principles set forth general design goals expected by the Pianning
Commission. The project's consistency with each of these principles and the
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guidelines/design approaches recommended to achieve these principles is set
forth in the Islands at Riverlake Project DEIR!

The proposed project incorporates most of the SFRDP's recommendations. The
project applicant proposes six different floor plans (two 1-story plans and three 2-
story plans) with three elevations each, ranging from a 1,428 square-foot, single-
story house to a 2,250-square-foot, two-story house (Floor plans and elevation
drawings are in Exhibit D of the DEIR). The proposed designs incorporate
consistent levels of detailing and finishes on all sides of the structure, with
parficular attention to publicly visible facades. No side-by-side or cross-private
road duplication of a house elevation would occur.

The garages are recessed two feet from the front house elevation. In addition,
the 74 houses that front on Pocket Road have garages that are attached to the
rear of the houses, thereby virtually eliminating the view of garages from those
traveling on Pocket Road (the main travel road into the LPPT PUD). Several of
the floor plans include second stories above garages and also include windows
and other architectural detailing that have the effect of reducing the dominance of
the garage doors.

The proposed designs prominently feature front entries or rear facades that are
designed to approximate a front-entry appearance, oriented to the street, and
many also include covered porches. Additionally, the proposed units that front on
Pocket Road feature a dual “front-door” appearance to both Pocket Road and the
interior private street.

Most of the proposed home designs feature separate pedestrian access to the
front doors from the driveway, interior private-street, and the existing Linear
parkway. Of the total 139 units, the 65 lots fronting on the interior private-street
would have 16-foot wide and 18-foot long driveways, 72 of the lots fronting on
Pocket Road would have 16-foot wide and 20-foot iong driveways; two of the
speciaity lots would have 16-foot wide and 15-foot long driveways. Since the
houses are a minimum of 57-feet wide, the driveways will comprise +28% of the
front width and this would not dominate the visual appearance of the front
elevations of the proposed units. The driveways lead straight into the private
street and do not encroach into the front yard area between the front entries and
the street.

The front yard setbacks from the lots fronting on the interior, private street are
“reduced” - approximately o-to-11 feet, with a typical 18-foot driveway. The front
yard setbacks of the houses fronting on Pocket Road and the landscape
easement are zero feet because there are two landscape easements totaling 40
feet between the proposed houses and the Pocket Road right-of-way. These
setbacks bring the houses with their windows and “eyes on the street" closer to
the streets and sidewalks for a sense of security for pedestrians. The proposed
plans feature nine different elevation designs, with a varied palette of colors, trim
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materials, and roofs. The yards of the lots fronting on Pocket Road will be
completely landscaped. The front yards of the lots fronting on the interior private
street will be completely landscaped. { andscaping of the backyards of the interior
lots will be the responsibility of the homeowner. The Conceptual Landscape Plan
is in Exhibit D of the DEIR. These features, plus the varied home sizes and
heights, will prevent any sense of homogeny.

The project will plant between 1 and 2.5 Riverlake Community Association
approved shade trees in each yard abutting the interior private street. Shade
trees exist already in landscape easement along Pocket Road and additional
shade trees will be planted in the mini-parks throughout the development.
Because the private drive is narrower than a standard City street section, the
proposed shade trees are expected to provide adequate cover of the street's
hard surface. A landscape strip between the private street and the interior
sidewalk is not proposed When the islands at Riverlake project was previously
approved by the Planning Commission, it was not subject to conditions of
approval requiring the use of drought-tolerant landscaping.

Most of the existing shade trees within the landscape easement will be
preserved, larger shade trees may be planted in the mini-parks, and the
proposed landscaping coverage well exceeds the 25% minimum coverage
requirement of the LPPT PUD Development Guidelines (proposed landscape
coverage averages 44%;).

Of the 139 proposed units, 74 houses will front on the landscape easement on
Pocket Road. The project will be accessed through five new driveways and the
Linear Parkway and one connection in West Shore Drive. None of the
ingressf/egress locations would be gated and no walls are proposed for the
perimeter of the project.

The project is located immediately adjacent to an existing landscape easement
along Pocket Road and is designed to front on this Linear Parkway. The project
proposes seven passive use mini-parks scattered throughout the development to
provide access and integration with the City walkway in the Linear Park.

Overall, the proposed project is considered consistent with the SFRDP.
Therefore, this impact is considered less-than-significant. No mitigation is
required.

AES-4 impact: Aesthetics

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Project opponents have made a “fair argument” that the density and intensity of
the detached units in the islands at Riverlake project may result in a
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demonstrable negative aesthetic effect as compared to previously approved
attached-unit projects.

b Facts in Support of Finding

At 7.15 dwelling units per acre, the proposed project is 1ess than the maximum 8
dwelling units per net acre density designation of the LPPT PUD. The proposed
density is consistent with the density designated by the SGPU (4-15 du/net acre),
PACP-SPSP (7-15 du/net acre), and the R-1A zone (15 du/acre maximum)
(LAN-10 impact under Section 4.1.5 of the DEIR).

Rased on the evaluation under LAN-11 Impact in Section 4.1.5 of the DEIR, the
intensity (mass as it relates to density) of the proposed project is consistent with
City findings for similar R-1A housing products abutting standard R-1 projects.
The Islands at Riverlake project proposes smaller houses than the typical houses
in the LPPT PUD on smaller than typical lots. The project uses smaller lots to
achieve the required density. The smaller lots result in greater mass/bulk
statistics. The Alternatives Analysis in Chapter Five illustrates that the intensity of
the development is directly proportional to the number of residential units located
on the project site.

The proposed project will be more dense than the adjacent existing
neighborhoods; however, the project site has been slated for this density of
development for at least 20 years. In the opinion of the City planning staff, there
is no further objective valuation that can be made regarding the aesthetic effect
associated with the proposed project's density. Because the project is consistent
with the City's goals and policies encouraging denser residential infil
development and is consistent with objective City criteria governing maximum
density, any aesthetic impact associated with the project’s density is therefore
considered less-than-significant No mitigation is required.

AES-5 Impact: Aesthetics

(a) Potentially Significant Impact

Project opponents have made a “fair argument’ that the Islands at Riveriake
project could have a demonstrable negative aesthetic effect if it would obstruct a
significant view or view shed in a location that is visible from a public gathering or
viewing area.

{b) Facts in Support of Finding

(i) Views from Pocket Road: The proposed project consists of two rows of wide
and shallow lots with garage access off a private drive between the Linear
Parkway and the existing houses. On the proposed houses along the Linear
Parkway, the front door/elevation will face the linear parkway and Pocket Road.
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The existing character of the site is a graded vacant lot, bordered on one side by
residential development and by a 60-foot wide linear parkway on the other. The
character of the proposed project is congruous with the neighboring residential
development. Passers-by of the project on Pocket Road would see the front
elevations of detached houses and would not consider the development visually
disruptive because urban residential development is a common and accepted
part of the landscape in the City.

The existing view from Pocket Road is of the Linear Parkway in the foreground,
homes in the midground, and sky in the packground. The proposed project will
not substantially change this view. The view from Pocket Road after project
construction will be of the Linear Parkway in the foreground, homes in the
midground, and sky in the background.

The Linear Parkway is maintained by the Riverlake Community Association
(RCA) with contribution from the project The RCA voted to tentatively include the
lslands at Riverlake subdivision into the homeowners association (final approval
would occur during the final map phase). The City will condition the project to
have a homeowners association, if not the Riverlake Community Association.
Implementation of, and adherence to, @ homMEOWners association or Riverlake
Community Association CC&Rs for front yard maintenance would ensure that the
residential development and the Linear Parkway are maintained in a manner
consistent with the rest of the Riveriake community. Therefore, the potential
aesthetic effect associated with the view of the project from Pocket Road is
considered to be jess-than-significant. No mitigation is required.

(i} Private Views from Residential Development: Some existing residents have
expressed the opinion that the proposed project would conflict with their visual
expectations for the site. Some residents previously expressed an expectation for
larger, manoi-style homes or attached townhomes. The proposed project wotlid
figure prominently in the foreground of the private view sheds from the rear of the
neighboring houses and would in some cases obstruct their view of the Linear
Parkway. Clustered manor homes or townhouses would possibly result in
different private view sheds being affected, but it cannot be reasonably argued
that the effect would be 'more” or "less” under the subject project Clustered
manor homes could block similar private view sheds as the proposed
combination of single- and two-story single-family homes Townhouses could
conceivably be similar or block more views because of their height.

To characterize these private views and potential impacts to them as triggering
mitigation under CEQA is inappropriate, however, as the subject property has
peen designated for over 20 years for two-story residential development. As
such, the private views under consideration were interim beneficial conditions.
The loss or impairment of these views with proposed development of the subject
site is not a significant impact under CEQA.
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(i) Public views down length_of interior street of proiect. Some project
opponents have expressed the view that passersby looking down the length of
the interior street of the project will experience a “canyoning” or “tunneling” effect,
due to the narrower width of the private street and the reduced front setbacks of
the proposed lot plans. it should be noted that this assessment first arose when
the applicant first proposed predominantly two-story homes, with shorter
setbacks, throughout the project site. That proposal has since been revised to
include a greater mix of single- and two-story houses, and greater setbacks. The
City has no established, objective or quantifiable criteria by which fo measure this
subjective perception of “tunneling.” As discussed above, however, the project
has been determined to be consistent with the quantifiable criteria for density,
setbacks, lot coverage, landscaping requirements, and building heights and
styles.

The City Fire, Development Services, and Transportation Departments
considered the width of the private street and determined that the narrower width
would not pose any significant public safety risks or traffic hazards. The length of
the interior street will be interrupted by periodic wider, “nammerhead” turnouts
and concrete “islands” which will minimize the potential adverse visual effect that
a long, uninterrupted stretch might otherwise create. Shade trees will be planted
in the mini-parks proposed throughout the development and in the yards facing
the interior street. In consideration of all of these factors, the potential
“canyoning” or “ynneling” effect is determined to be less-than-significant from
a CEQA perspective. The ultimate determination of the desirability of the
proposed design and the appropriate balancing of the needs of existing and
future residents will be decided by the Planning Commission and City Council
and guided by the standards for the issuance of a special permit. No mitigation
is required.

AES-6 Impact: Aesthetics

() Potentially Significant Impact

Project opponents have made a "fair argument” that the Islands at Riverlake
project proposal o construct houses and plant trees could have demonstrable
negative aesthetic effects if they excessively shade the Linear Parkway, locate
existing adjacent residences in complete shade, or incorporate tandscaping that
is incompatible with the existing character of the neighborhood.

(9] Facts in Support of Finding

A total of 65 houses would be built on interior fots. Of the 65 houses, 55 would be
single-story and 10 would be two-story. The two-story lots are lots 14, 45, 51, b4,
55, 69, 75, 79, 80, and 86. The majority of the lots proposed for two-story plans
are located adjacent to cul-de-sacs and a small portion of an existing home's
front and/or side yard. Lot 14 would have the detached garage located
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approximately 5 feet away from the side yard property fine with the nearest
portion of the adjacent existing home located approximately 17 feet distant from
the property line. Two lots are adjacent to just a cul-de-sac, lots 51 and 86. The
single-story houses would be a maximum of 18 feet high, and the two-story
houses would be a maximum of 24 5 feet high. Of the 59 existing houses, 11 are
single-story and 48 are two-story houses. A majority of the houses along the
north side of Pocket Road, adjacent to existing residences, will be constructed on
tevel ground between 1 and 2 feet above adjacent existing houses ground levels.
A retaining wall will be installed to compensate for the difference between grade
levels with a 6-foot tall fence on top of the retaining wall. The homes along the
south side of Pocket Road, adjacent fo the existing residences, will range from 1
foot above to one foot below the existing homes ground level. The City's Zoning
Ordinance limits the height of buildings in the R-1t0 35 feet.

The lsiands at Riverlake project proposes greater setbacks and lower building
heights than have been approved and constructed in Bridgeview, Southshore,
and Dutra Bend. The proposed setbacks are greater than and the height less
than what has been approved and constructed in other subdivisions in the LPPT
PUD. The Guidelines require each front yard have a minimum of one 15-gallon
shade tree that has been selected from the RCA’s Approved Shade Trees list.
The CC&Rs require a minimum of five trees per jot. One of the five required 15-
galion trees must be a shade tree located in the front yard. The back yards of the
abutting houses appear to comply with the requirement. At maturity, the shortest
approved shade tree is 20 feet (Trident Maple) and the tallest is 80 feet tall (Red
Oak, Scarlet Oak, and Maidenhair). The average mature tree height of the
approved tree list is 50 feet.

The Islands at Riverlake project would plant 1 to 2.5 shade trees in the front
yards of the existing interior lots. The new homeowners of interior lots are
required to jandscape their packyards. it would be the homeowner's
responsibility to plant the remaining 4 — 2.5 required trees in the backyard. The
average tree height is 34 feet higher than the proposed single-story house and ¢
25 feet higher than the two-story house. If there were shade impacts, they would
result from shade trees planted in backyards not from the buildings. Shade
impacts resuiting from shade trees are not considered a significant impact
pecause the Riverlake Community Association has expressly identified shade
trees as a community benefit. Therefore, AES-6 is considered a less-than-
significant impact. No mitigation is required.

AES-7 Impact: Aesthetics

(a potentially_Significant Impact

The Islands at Riverlake Project could result in a demonstrable negative
aesthetic effect if it would cast glare light or glare into traffic or residential uses in
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such a way that it causes a public hazard or annoyance for a sustained period of
time.

(b) Facts in Support of Finding

The project will include the installation of outdoor lighting. Compliance with SCC
Titles 17.24 and 17.68.030 Part B will ensure that exterior lighting is consistent
with similarly zoned and developed areas in the City. Among the restrictions of
these regulations are. fight must be reflected away from neighboring fand uses
(SCC 17.68.030 Part B). Therefore, AES-7 is considered a less-than-
significant impact. No mitigation is required.

24. CUL-1 impact: Gultural Resources

(a) potentially Significant Impact

previously unidentified artifacts could be discovered during trenching to instali
underground utilities.

(b} Facts in Support of Finding

The potentially significant impact listed above would be reduced to a
less-than-significant level with the following mitigation measures provided in the
Islands at Riverlake Project EiR:

CcuUL-1 Mitigation:  If subsurface archaeological or historical remains {including, but
not limited to, unusual amounts of bones, stones, or shells) are
discovered during excavation or construction of the site, work
within 100 feet of the discovery shail stop immediately and a
quaiified archaeologist and a representative  of the Native
American Heritage Commission shall be consulted to develop, if
necessary, further mitigation =~ measures to reduce any
archaeological impact to a less-than-significant level before
construction continues.

With implementation of the above mitigation measure, this impact wouid be
reduced to less-than-significant levels.

25  CUL-2 impact: Cultural Resources

a. Potentially Significant Impact

Previously unidentified human remains could be unearthed during construction.

b. Facts in Support of Finding
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The potentially significant impact listed above would be reduced to a
jess-than-significant level with the following mitigation measures provided in the
Islands at Riverlake Project EIR:

CUL-2 Mitigation:  If human burials are encountered, work within 100 feet of the
discovery shall stop immediately and the Sacramento County
Coroner's office shall be notified immediately. If the remains are
determined to be Native American in origin, both the Native
American Heritage Commission and any identified descendants
must be notified and recommendations for treatment solicited
(CEQA Section 15064.5).

With implementation of the above mitigation measure, this impact would be
reduced o less-than-significant jevels.

26. REC-1impact: Recreational Resources

(a) Potentially Significant impact

The lslands at Riverlake Project will create an increased demand for parks due to
increased population.

(b} Facts in Support of Finding

The SGPU DEIR and the Sacramento Master Park Plan standard for park
dedication by the developers is 5 acres per 1,000 residents or approximately 2.5
acres per 1,000 residents for Neighborhood Parks and the same ratio for
Community Parks. The proposed project will result in approximately 473 new
residents. Pursuant to City plans, the project is required to provide 2 total of 2.37
acres of parks (1.18 acres of Neighborhood Parks and 1.18 acres of Community

Parks).

Dedication of parkland was a condition of approval for the LPPT PUD in 1985. To
satisfy the parkland dedication requirement for the entire LPPT PUD
development, the original developer provided a x 30-acre scenic and recreational
lake; a 2.5-acre public park constructed to the satisfaction of the City on the
jandward side of the levee between lots 16 and 17 (Shore Park Garden
Apartments), and 2 partially publicly dedicated (2.2 acres to the City) and partially
privately owned (3.6 acres fo the RCA) Linear Parkway improved to the
satisfaction of the City. The City determined that “City and Developer agree that
Developer's obligations...are more than sufficient to satisfy Developer's parkland
dedication obligation for the total project, so that no such dedication or fees in
lieu thereof shall be required” (Development Agreement dated 27 August 1985
and amended 15 July 1996). The original developer completed the obligations
specified in the Developer Agreement.
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The LPPT PUD has completed its parkland dedication obligation. REC-1 Impacts
are considered iess-than-significant. No mitigation is reguired.

REC-2 Impact: Recreational Resources

(a) Potentially Significant impact

Adjacent private residential development may affect recreational opportunities in
the Linear Parkway.

{#)] Facts in Support of Finding

The LPPT PUD was approved with the Townhouse and related development (R-
1A} designation located adjacent to the Linear Parkway. The City has
consistently found that residential uses at densities up to 164 dwelling units per
net acre are compatible with Linear Parkway use. The Pocket Road Manor
Houses was approved in 1987 (P87-129, -130, and ~131) with a time extension
approved in 1989 (all projects joined under number P87-129). The Pocket Road
Manor Houses were approved to construct 100 single-family aiternative attached
and 50 single-family alternative detached houses. The Riverlake Park Homes
was approved in 1994 (P93-089) with a time extension for the project approved
in 1995. The Riverlake Park Homes project was approved to construct 162
individually owned residential units in 22 triplexes and 24 quadplexes. The
islands at Riverlake project is a residential land use and proposes a lower
density than the previously approved projects.

With the proposed project, single-family alternative detached housing would be
constructed between the Linear Parkway and the existing residential
development. No fence or sound wall is proposed along the Linear Parkway. The
residential units adjacent to the parkway are designed to appear as if the front of
the house faces the parkway and Pocket Road.

The presence of new homes on the project site adjacent to the Linear Parkway is
not expected to discourage existing Linear Parkway users from continuing to use
it. The presence of homes adjacent to parks and parkways parks bordering
residential subdivisions is common in the City. The presence of a developed
residential environment next to the Linear Parkway may afford people using the
Linear Parkway a greater sense of security than the existing vacant land,
particularly at night.

Because the City determined that the two previous residential development
projects would not cause significant impacts to the Linear Parkway use, and the
proposed project is a residential land use with a lower density than the previously
approved projects, impacts to the Linear Parkway resulting from adjacent
residential development is considered a less-than-significant impact. No
mitigation is required.
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REC-3 Impact: Recreational Resources

(a) potentially Significant impact

Construction of driveway entrances and walkways in the Linear Parkway may
affect recreational opportunities in the Linear Parkway.

{b) Facts in Support of Finding

Construction of the five new driveways 1o Pocket Road will convert 6,879 square
feet (0.16 acre) of the Linear Parkway to roadway use. A new three-foot wide
pathway would be constructed in the Riverlake Community Association
landscape easement parallel to the existing eight-foot-wide walkway in the City of
Sacramento parkway easement. Like the walkway in the City's easement, the
new pathway meanders. The pathway connects each lot fronting Pocket Road
with either the new pathways through the mini-parks or with the private road.
Each residential lot fronting Pocket Road would have a three-foot-wide, straight,
broom-finished concrete pathway connection with the new Riverlake Community
Association pathway. No units fronting Pocket Road will have direct pathway
connection with the City of Sacramento’s eight-foot wide walkway in the City's
parkway easement of with any City sidewalk. The new pathways resulit in the
conversion of 16,825 square feet (0.39 acre) of the Linear Parkway. The total
amount of Linear Parkway conversion due to roads and pathways is 0.55 acre.

Project opponents also claim that the proposed project will encroach into the
ecasement. However, the terms of the Linear Parkway easements allow the
project applicant, as owner of the property subject to the easements, to construct
driveways and other facilities such as sidewalks across the easements as are
necessary and appropriate o subdivide and develop the adjacent lots.

The Riverlake Manor Houses project plans (P87-129, -130, and —131) showed
patios, parking lots, and pathways in the Riverlake Community Association
landscape easement area of the Linear Parkway (Figure 12). The City
conditioned its approval on the removal of patios and parking lots from the
landscape easement. The City eliminated private pathway connections to public
sidewalk ROW at West Shore Drive and East Shore Drive. Pathways in the
landscape easement connecting the residential units were acceptable. This is
verified by the revised drawings approved in 1989 for the project's time
extension: patios and parking spaces were removed from the parkway and direct
connection of private pathways to public sidewalk ROW were eliminated.

The project would construct seven passive use mini-parks totaling 0.36 acre of
open space. The mini-parks help to integrate the Islands at Riveriake subdivision
with the Linear Parkway. The pathways connecting the houses fronting Pocket
Road with the mini-park serves to encourage use of the walkway in the City's
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parkway easement. Having the improved paths will make it easier for residents to
access the walkway instead of walking through the grass to the City walkway.

Because the proposed construction in the Linear Parkway is consistent with the
parkway easement recorded in favor of the City and the landscape easement
recorded in favor of the Riverlake Community Association, the project is
consistent with the two previously approved projects, and provides passive use
mini-parks, impacts on recreational opportunities in the Linear Parkway are
considered iess-than-significant. No mitigation is required.

B. REJECTION OF ALTERNATIVES

CEQA mandates that every EIR evaluate a no-project alternative, plus a range of
alternatives to the project or its location Alternatives provide a basis of comparison to
the project in terms of beneficial, significant, and unavoidable impacts. This
comparative analysis is used to consider reasonable feasible options for minimizing
environmental consequences of a project. For the reasons documented in the EIR
and summarized below, the City finds that approval and implementation of the project
as proposed is appropriate. The EIR concluded that there were no significant and
unavoidable environmental impacts, nor any significant impacts requiring mitigation
associated with the proposed project's land use planning consistency, aesthetics or
recreational resources. Therefore, the City is not required under CEQA to make
findings regarding the feasibility or infeasibility of any of the project alternatives. The
alternatives analysis demonstrates that there are a wide range of designs possible for
the project site that are more or less consistent with existing plans and policies, with
minor differences in lot coverage, setbacks, number of units, street width and location,
pbuilding orientation, height and massing, none of which result in substantial benefits or
improvements for the environment over the proposed project, which has no significant,
unmitigated environmental impacts. The evidence supporting these findings is
presented in the Draft EIR and responses to comments in the Final EIR.

1. Alternative 1: No Project Alternative

The No Project Alternative (Alternative 1) is required by CEQA.  The No Project
alternative assumes that the construction equipment and materials would be removed
and the site would be restored to the conditions that were present as late as August
2004. The site would remain vacant and no development would likely occur on the site
in the near future. The site would be subject to weed abatement measures once or
twice annually.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative 1:

1)  Alternative 1 is not consistent with the General, Community, or
Schematic Plans because each designated the site to be developed
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with residential land uses. The City would need to look elsewhere in
the Gity to realize the loss of this housing potential.

2)  Alternative 1 does not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed
islands at Riveriake Project as identified on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR.

2. Alternative 2: Pocket Road Manor Houses Alternative

The Pocket Road Manor Houses Project was approved in 1987 (P87-128, P87-130,
and P87-131). It consists of 150 individually owned, single-family alternative residential
units. Fifty of the units would be detached and 100 would be in halfplexes. This
alternative has a private street that is narrower than the City's standard street width.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative 2:

1)  Alternative 2 requires more private road ingressf/egress points than the
proposed project.

2)  Alternative 2 would resuit in a potential zoning inconsistency which
previously required a Special Permit to ailow the construction of the
private road. The project would construct a road adjacent t0 the side
yard of existing houses within the 12 5-foot minimum street side, side
yard setbacks required by the zoning code for the R-1 zone and the R-
1A zone. The road would be located five feet from the adjacent, existing
side yards. This would cause the existing houses to be approximately
10 feet from the new road. Two design features of the project would
mitigate some of the negative impacts resulting from locating a road in
this afignment. The existing six-foot high fence would attenuate traffic
noise and screen views of the road from the yard and rooms on the first
floor. Traffic noise and views of the road would be less well screened
from rooms on the second floor. To provide more screening, shrubs or
modest sized trees could be planted in the five-foot setback between
the road and the fence.

3) Alternative 2 is potentially inconsistent with the Single Family

Residential Design Principles (SFRDP) (City of Sacramento September

2000). The site plan configures the houses on an angle to the property

line. Under the heading “Building Design” on page 8 of the SFRDP, the

Planning Commission encourages, "Fronts of houses and entries that

face the street. Each house should have a clearly identified entry and

have active use windows (i.e., living room, kitchen) facing the street.”

The rationale is that it provides for "eyes on the street” and contributes

to pedestrian safety and activity (ibid). The garages further screen the
street from active use windows.

56



Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

4)  Alternative 2 does not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed
Islands at Riverlake Project as identified on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR.

3. Alternative 3: Riveriake Park Homes Alternative

The Riverlake Park Homes project was approved in 1994 (P93-089). It consists of 162
individually owned, single-family alternative residential units. Sixty-six of the units
would be in 22 triplexes and 96 would be in 24 guadpiexes. This alternative has a
private street that is narrower than the City's standard street width.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative 3;

1)  Alternative 3 requires more private road ingress/egress points than the
proposed project.

2)  Alternative 3 would result in a potential zoning inconsistency which
previously required a Special Permit to allow the construction of the
private road. The project would construct a road adjacent to the side
yard of existing houses within the 12 5-foot minimum street side, side
yard setbacks required by the zoning code for the R-1 zone and the R-
1A zone. The road woulid be located five feet from the adjacent, existing
side yards. This would cause the existing houses to be approximately
10 feet from the new road. Two design features of the project would
mitigate some of the negative impacts resulting from locating a road in
this alignment. The existing six-foot high fence would attenuate traffic
noise and screen views of the road from the yard and rooms on the first
floor, Traffic noise and views of the road would be Iess well screened
from rooms on the second fioor. To provide more screening, shrubs or
modest sized trees could be planted in the five-foot setback between
the road and the fence.

3) Alternative 3 plan does not conform to the Single Family Residential
Design Principles (City of Sacramento September 2000). The 24
quadplexes locate the four garages between the living units and the
private street. The 22 triplexes are facing inward and opposite to
another triplex. The active use windows are facing the Linear Parkway

and not the private street.

4) Alternative 3 does not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed
1slands at Riverlake Project as identified on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR.

4, Alternative 4: Pocket Protectors’ Plan Alternative
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The Pocket Protectors’ Plan consists of 126 individually owned, single-family
alternative residential units. Al of the units would be in 63 halfplexes. This alternative
has a private street that is narrower than the City's standard street width.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative 4:

1)  Alternative 4 would not be consistent with the Community Plan land use
designation for a minimum of 7 dwelling units per net acre; therefore,
the project would require a Community Plan amendment. The density is
above the maximum density of 5 dwelling units per net acre for Single
Family (R-1) and below the maximum 8 units per net acre for the
Townhouse (R-1A) designation on the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan.

2)  Alternative 4 would result in a potential zoning inconsistency which
previously required a Special Permit to allow the construction of the
private road. The project would construct a road adjacent to the side
yard of existing houses within the 12 .5-foot minimum street side, side
yard setbacks required by the zoning code for the R-1 zone and the R-
1A zone. The road would be located five feet from the adjacent, existing
side yards. This would cause the existing houses to be approximately
10 feet from the new road. Two design features of the project would
mitigate some of the negative impacts resulting from locating a road in
this alignment. The existing six-foot high fence would attenuate traffic
noise and screen views of the road from the yard and rooms on the first
fioor. Traffic noise and views of the road would be less well screened
from rooms on the second floor. To provide more screening, shrubs or
modest sized trees could be planted in the five-foot setback between
the road and the fence.

3) Alternative 4 configures the buildings on an angle like Alternative 2.

Potential inconsistencies with the Single Family Design Principles (City

of Sacramento September 2000) could lead to health and safety
concerns by shielding active use windows from the private street.

4)  Alternative 4 does not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed
islands at Riverlake Project as identified on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR.

5. Alternative 5: Zero Lot Line Alternative

The Zero Lot Line Project consists of 155 individually owned, single-family alternative
residential units. Al of the units would be detached. The front of the units would face
Pocket Road. The garage would be accessed from the private drive. This alternative
has a private street that is narrower than the City's standard street width.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative 5.
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1) Alternative 5 would result in the same potential zoning inconsistency
that was described for the Alternative 2, Alternative 3, and Alternative 4
projects. The project would construct a road within the 12.5-foot
minimum side yard setback adjacent to the street. The existing six-foot
high fence in conjunction with the five-foot wide planter would be
adequate to satisfy the noise and safety concerns caused by the
proximity of the private street to existing houses. As discussed under
the evaluations of the Pocket Road Manor Houses, Riveriake Park
Homes, and Pocket Protectors’ Plan projects, another method of
achieving the R-1 standard street side, side yard setbacks would be to
shift the entire project three feet towards Pocket Road. The total width
of the Linear Parkway would be reduced from 60 feet to 57 feet to
reduce privacy concerns and zoning inconsistencies. The possible
encroachment could result in potentially significant aesthetic and
recreational resources impacts.

2)  Alternative 5 does not conform to the Single Family Residential Design
Principles (City of Sacramento September 2000). The zero lot line units
would locate the garage between the living units and the private street.
The active use windows would face the patio and not the private street.

3)  Alternative 5 does not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed
lslands at Riveriake Project as identified on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR.

6. Alternative 6: _R-1 Rezone Alternative

The R-1 Rezone alternative considers the development of a single-family standard
residential subdivision that meets ali of the setbacks and lot coverage requirements of
an R-1 zoned development. The subdivision would consist of approximately 100
individually owned, single-family standard residential units on R-1 standard 5,200
square-foot lots. The units would have standard R-1 setbacks with a maximum lot
coverage of 40% and maximum building height of 35 feet, based on City Code
requirements. All of the units would be detached. The front of the units would face
Pocket Road. The garage would be accessed from the interior private drive. This
alternative has a private street that is narrower than the City's standard street width.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative 6:

1)  Alternative 6 would construct a road within the 12.5-foot minimum side
yard setback adjacent to the street. The existing six-foot high fence in
conjunction with the five-foot wide planter would be adequate to satisfy
the noise and safety concerns caused by the proximity of the private
street to existing houses. As discussed under the evaluations of the
Pocket Road Manor Houses, Riverlake Park Homes, and Pocket
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Protectors’ Plan projects, another method of achieving the R-1 standard
street side, side yard setbacks would be to shift the entire project three
feet towards Pocket Road. The total width of the Linear Parkway would
be reduced from 60 feet to 57 feet to reduce privacy concerns and
zoning inconsistencies. The possible encroachment could result in
potentially significant aesthetic and recreational resources impacts.

2) In Alternative 6 the maximum number of 5,200-square foot lots based
on the developable acreage is 100 lots. This results in a dweiling units
per net acre density of 5.14 units. Because this density is less than the
7 unit minimum set forth in the Pocket Area Community Plan, the R-1
Rezone Alternative would not be consistent with the Community Plan
designation of the project site as Residential 7 — 15 dwelling units per

net acre. A Community Plan amendment would be required.

3) Alternative 6 would require an LPPT PUD Schematic Plan amendment

because the project would not be consistent with the Townhouse R-1A

designation. None of the subdivisions in Riveriake would be built at the

8- to 10-dwelling-units per net-acre density originally designated for

77.7 net acres in the LPPT PUD Schematic Plan. No amendment to the
LPPT PUD Development Guidelines would be needed.

4y  Alternative 6 does not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed
Islands at Riverlake Project as identified on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR.

7. Alternative A: R-1A Mixed Alternative

The R-1A Mixed aiternative would construct 139 detached and attached single-family
alternative residential units. A »0.foot wide private road with a four-foot wide sidewalk
on one side would have the same alignment as the proposed Islands at Riverlake
project. The R-1A Mixed alternative would construct between 5 and 30 single- or two-
story haifplexes between the private road and the existing fence instead of the
detached units the Islands at Riverlake proposes to construct. The rear yard setbacks
for the halfplexes would be consistent with other approved R-1A halfplexes in the
LPPT PUD for a minimum 7 5-foot rear yard setback This alternative has a private
street that is narrower than the City's standard street width.

Reasons for Rejecting Alternative 7:

1) Alternative 7 would construct houses with setbacks that are potentially
incompatible with adjacent properties. The setbacks for the haifplexes
abutting existing houses would be less than the R-1 standard 15-foot
rear yard setback. Some detached single- and two-story houses would
also abut existing houses. The detached unit rear yard setback would

also be less than the R-1 standard 15-foot rear yard setback.
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2)  Alternative 7 does not meet the goals and objectives of the proposed
Islands at Riverlake Project as identified on page 3-40 of the Draft EIR.

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

Section 1.  The City Council certifies the Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the
Islands at Riverlake project (P05-004).

Section 2. The City Council approves the Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Islands at
Riverlake project (P05-004) based upon the following findings:

1. One or more mitigation measures have been added to the
above-identified project;
2. A Mitigation Monitoring Plan has been prepared {o ensure

compliance and implementation of the mitigation measures for the
above-identified project, a copy of which is attached as Exhibit A;

Table of Contents:
Exhibit A: Mitigation Monitoring Plan — 6 Pages
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Exhibit A

MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN
FOR

Islands at Riverlake/ P05-004

Type of Environmental Document:
Environmental Impact Report

Prepared For

Development Services Department, Planning Division

City of Sacramento,

Date:
August 2005

Adopted By:
City of Sacramento, City Council

Date:

Attest:

Secretary
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO
MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN

This Mitigation Monitoring Plan has been required by and prepared for the Development Services
Department Planning Division, 915 | Street, Room 300, Sacramento, GA 95814, (916) 808-5580,
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 21081.

SECTION 1: PROJECT IDENTIFICATION

Project Name and/or File Number: Islands at Riverlake / P05-004

Applicant - Name: Regis Homes/ Bill Heartman - contact

Project Location / Legal description of Property (if recorded). The project is located in the City of
gacramento, Sacramento County, California. The project is located on County Assessor’s Parcel
Numbers 031-1210-003, 031-1210-061, 031-1200-073, 031-1030-015, 031-1030-031, and 031-1300-
048. The parcels are located on the north and south sides of Pocket Road from approximately 1,200
feet west of West Shore Drive o approximately 580 feet east of Dutra Bend Drive. The Project is
approximately 250 feet west of the intersection of Pocket Road and Greenhaven Drive and
approximately 2,000 feet west of Interstate 5.

SECTION 2: GENERAL INFORMATION

The project as proposed includes mitigation measures for potential impacts to air quality, biological
resources, traffic, and cultural resources. The intent of the Mitigation Monitoring Plan is to prescribe
and enforce a means for properly and successfully implementing the mitigation measures as identified
in the Environmental impact Report (EIR) for this project. Unless otherwise noted, the cost of
implementing the mitigation measures as prescribed by this Plan shall be funded by the
owner/developer. The number system of the mitigation measures matches the numbering system of
the EIR.

Air Quality
AIR-1: Short-term Emissions (Construction) - Emissions of ROG, NOx, and PM10.

« The project shall provide a plan for approval by the City of Sacramento, in
consultation with SMAQMD, demonstrating that the heavy-duty (> 50 horsepower)
off-road vehicles to be used in the construction project, including owned, leased and
subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOx
reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent CARB
fleet average at time of construction.

= The project representative shall submit to the City of Sacramento and SMAQMD a
comprehensive inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or greater
than 50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any
portion of the construction project. The inventory shall include the horsepower rating,
engine production year, and projected hours of use of fuel throughput for each piece
of equipment. The inventory shall be updated and submitted monthly throughout the
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duration of the project, except that an inventory shall not be required for any 30-day
period in which no construction activity occurs. At |least 48 hours prior to the use of
subject heavy-duty off-road equipment, the project representative shall provide
SMAQMD with the anticipated construction timefine including start date, and name
and phone number of the project manager and on-site foreman.

« The project shall ensure that emissions from ali off-road diesel powered equipment
used on the project site do not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than three
minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed 40 percent opacity (or
Ringelmann 2.0) shall be repaired immediately, and the City of Sacramento and
SMAQMD shali be notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant
equipment. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment shall be made at least
weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual survey results shall be submitted
throughout the duration of the project, except that the monthly summary shall not be
required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. The monthly
summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the
dates of each survey. The SMAQMD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site
inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this section shall supercede other
SMAQMD or state rules or regulations.

Entities Responsible for Ensuring Compliance:

City of Sacramento,
Development Services Department Building Division
Development Services Depariment Building Division, Field Inspection

Sacramento Air Quality Management District
Monitoring Program:

Prior to issuance of any Grading Permits and/or improvement Plans, the Building Division will review
and approve the Plan submitted by the project developer that demonstrates that the Plan will achieve
a project wide fleet-average 20 percent NOX reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared
to the most recent CARB fleet average at time of construction and verify that the Plan was submitted
to SMAQMD for concurrent review.

The Building Division will verify that the inventory of all off-road construction equipment, equal to or
greater than 50 horsepower, that will be used an aggregate of 40 or more hours during any portion of
the construction project is submitted to the Building Division and SMAQMD.

The Building Division will verify that the monthly monitoring reports are submitted to the Building
Division and SMAQMD. The Building Division, Field Inspection may conduct periodic inspections.

Transportation!circulation

TRAN-2: Reduce exposure of residents to safety hazards.
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= On-street parking shall be prohibited on the private roads. The private roads shail be
signed and striped for no parking at all times. A homeowners association shall be
responsible for enforcing the no parking rule.

« The Covenants, Codes and Restrictions (CC&Rs) shall require that all trash and
recycle bins are piaced on the same side of the private road on pick-up day.

Entities Responsible for Ensuring Compliance:

City of Sacramento,
Development Services Department Building Division

Monitoring Program:

Prior to issuance of improvement Plans, the Building Division will verify that the plans for the private
road note that the curbs are striped and signs are provided for no parking.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy, the Building Division will verify that a Homeowners
Association has been formed or the project has joined the Riverlake Community Association and the
CC&Rs for the subdivision indicate that it is the responsibility of the Homeowners Association or
Riverlake Community Association to enforce the no parking rule on the private roads.

Prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy, the Building Division will verify that the CC&Rs for
the subdivision identify that residents are to place trash and recycle bins on one side of the street.
The CC&Rs will designate the side of the street bins are to be placed.

Biological Resources
B1O-1: Avoid disturbance of nesting raptors

= If construction begins outside the 1 March to 15 September breeding season, there
will be no need to conduct a preconstruction survey for active nests.

»  |f construction is scheduled to recommence during the breeding season, a
preconstruction survey will be conducted by a qualified biologist to determine if
raptors are nesting within 0.25 mile of the project site-

o The applicant will conduct a preconstruction survey at least 2 weeks prior 10
construction.

o If no active nests are found, no additional mitigation will be necessary.

o |f active raptor nests are found within 0.25 mile of the project site, DFG will be
notified and no project activities that would result in nest abandonment (e.g.,
noise generated from the operation of heavy equipment) will be conducted
without DFG approval.

Entities Responsible for Ensuring Compliance:
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City of Sacramento,
Development Services Department Building Division
Development Services Department Building Division, Field Inspection

Monitoring Program:

Prior to issuance of any Grading Permits andfor improvement Plans, the Building Division will verify
that surveys have been conducted. If any active nests are found, the Building Division will verify that
the appropriate DFG avoidance measure(s) are implemented. If avoidance measures are needed,
Building Division, Field Inspection may conduct periodic inspections to ensure the avoidance
measures are impiemented.

BIO-2: Protect trees

» Project plans shall note that all roots shall be cut clean. Any roots greater than two
inches in diameter will require inspection by an I1SA certified arborist prior to severing.
The applicant shall provide the Gity Arborist with a report demonstrating that severed
roots greater than two inches diameter were inspected before cutting by an ISA
certified arborist.

Entities Responsible for Ensuring Compliance:

City of Sacramento,
Development Services Department Building Division
Department of Parks and Recreation Parks and Tree Services

Monitoring Program:

Prior to issuance of any Grading Permits and/or improvement Plans, the Building Division will verify
that the project plans note that all roots shall be cut clean and any roots greater than two inches
diameter require inspection by an ISA certified arborist prior to severing. The City Arborist will review
reports of severed roots greater than two inches diameter and may inspect health of tree {o assess
any damage.

CULTURAL RESOURCES
CuL.-1 Protect previously unidentified artifacts

= If subsurface archaeological of historical remains (including, but not limited to,
unusual amounts of bones, stones, or shells) are discovered during excavation or
construction of the site, work within 100 feet of the discovery shall stop immediately
and a qualified archaeologist and a representative of the Native American Heritage
Commission shall be consulted to develop, if necessary, further mitigation measures
to reduce any archaeological impact to a less than significant level before
construction continues.

66



Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

Entities Responsible for Ensuring Compliance:

City of Sacramento,
Development Services Department Building Division
Development Services Department Planning Division
Development Services Department Building Division, Field Inspection

Monitoring Program:

Prior to issuance of any Grading Permits and/or Improvement Plans, the Building Division shall verify
that the project developer has noted CUL-1 on all plans. If artifacts are found, the Planning Division
will review the recommendations of the archeologist and Native American Heritage Commission to
verify the significance of the artifact and, if necessary, the measures required to ensure a less than
significant impact. The Building Division will verify that the appropriate measures are implemented. If
avoidance measures are needed, Building Division, Field Inspection may conduct periodic inspections
to ensure the avoidance measures are implemented.

CUL-2 Protect human remains if found

« |f human burials are encountered, work within 100 feet of the discovery shall stop
immediately and the Sacramento County Coroner's office shall be notified
immediately. If the remains are determined to be Native American in origin, both the
Native American Heritage Commission and any identified descendants must be
notified and recommendations for treatment solicited (CEQA Section 15064 .5).

Entities Responsible for Ensuring Compliance:

City of Sacramento,
Development Services Department Building Division
Development Services Department Building Division, Field Inspection

Monitoring Program:

Prior to issuance of any Grading Permits and/or improvement Plans, the Building Division shall verify
that the project developer has noted CUL-2 on all plans. if human burials are found, the Building
Division will review the recommendations treatment to verify that the appropriate measures are
implemented. The Building Division, Field Inspection may conduct periodic inspections to ensure the
avoidance measures are implemented.
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RESOLUTION NO.
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL

DATE

RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE POCKET AREA COMMUNITY PLAN-SOUTH
POCKET SPECIFIC PLAN TO CLARIFY THAT THE «“TOWNHOUSE AND
RELATED DEVELOPMENT” DESIGNATION OF THE SOUTH POCKET
SPECIFIC PLAN ALLOWS THE FULL RANGE OF RESIDENTIAL USES
ALLOWED UNDER THE ZONING CODE FOR ALTERNATIVE SINGLE-
FAMILY RESIDENTIAL HOUSING TYPES AS ALLOWED IN THE
ALTERNATIVE SINGLE-FAMILY (R-1A) ZONE INCLUDING ATTACHED AND
DETACHED UNITS, TOWNHOUSES, CLUSTER HOUSING, CONDOMINIUMS,
COOPERATIVES OR OTHER SIMILAR PROJECTS; (P05-004) (ASSESSORS
PARCEL NUMBERS (APNS): 034-1210-003; 031-1200-073; 031-1210-061;
031-1030-015; 031-1030-031; AND 031-1300-048).

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on September 15, 2005,
and the City Coungil conducted a public hearing on January 31, 2006, concerning the above
plan amendment and based on documentary and ora! evidence submitted at the public
hearing, the Council hereby finds:

1. The proposed text amendment is consistent with the General Plan and Zoning
Ordinance and clarifies residential housing types allowed in the Townhouse and
Related Development and is compatible with the surrounding land uses;

1. The subiject site is suitable for alternative style detached single-family
development; and,

2. The proposal is consistent with the policies of the Pocket Area Community Plan-
South Pocket Specific Plan.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED by the City Coungil of the City of Sacramento that:
The text as described on the attached Exhibit 1 in the City of Sacramento is hereby amended

in the Pocket Area Community Plan-South Pocket Specific Plan to read as shown on the
attached exhibit.

MAYOR
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ATTEST:

CITY CLERK P05-004

January 31, 2006
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Exhibit A

The Pocket Area-South Packet Specific Plan definition of “Townhouse and Related
Development” shall be revised to read as follows:

The “Townhouse and Related Development” designation allows the full range of residential
uses allowed under the zoning code for alternative single-family residential housing types as
allowed in the Alternative Single-family (R-1A) zone including attached and detached units,
townhouses, cluster housing, condominiums, cooperatives or other similar projects.

70



Subject: Islands at Riveriake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

RESOLUTION NO.

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL
DATE

RESOLUTION TO AMEND THE LPPT PLANNED UNIT DEVELOPMENT (PUD)
GUIDELINES TO SPECIFY THE “TOWNHOUSE AND RELATED
DEVELOPMENT” DESIGNATION OF THE PUD SCHEMATIC PLAN ALLOWS
THE FULL RANGE OF RESIDENTIAL USES ALLOWED UNDER THE ZONING
CODE FOR ALTERNATIVE SINGLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL HOUSING
TYPES AS ALLOWED IN THE ALTERNATIVE SINGLE-FANMILY (R-1A) ZONE.
(P05-004) (ASSESSORS PARCEL NUMBERS (APNS): 031-1210-003; 031-
1200-073; 031-1210-061; 031-1 030-015; 031-1030-031; AND 031-1300-048.

BACKGROUND

A. The City Council conducted a public hearing on January 31, 2008, to consider amending the
LPPT Planned Unit Development (PUD) Guidelines. Based on documentary and oral
evidence submitted at said public hearing, the Gity Council hereby finds:

1. The PUD conforms fo the General Plan and the Pocket Area Community Plan-South
Pocket Specific Plan;

2. The PUD meets the purposes and criteria stated in the City Zoning Ordinance in that
the PUD facilitates primarily residential uses designed to assure that new development
is healthy and of long-lasting benefit to the community and the City, and,

3. Development of the PUD will not be injurious to the public welfare, nor to other property
in the vicinity of the development and will be in harmony with the general purposes and
intent of the Zoning Ordinance in that the PUD ensures that development will be
well-designed, and that the residential uses do not create a negative impact on
adjacent uses.

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

Section 1 The City Council of the Gity of Sacramento finds, in accordance with the City Code,
Chapter 17, that the LPPT PUD Guidelines Amendment (as shown on the attached
Exhibit A) is hereby approved.

MAYOR
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ATTEST:

CITY CLERK P05-004

Table of Contents:
Exhibit A: PUD Guidelines Exhibit - 1 page

January 31, 2006
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Exhibit A

DEVELOPMENT GUIDELINES

LPPT PUD
(P85-165, as amended by P05-004)

The “Townhouse and Related Develop

ment" (R-1A) designation shall allow the full range of

residential uses allowed under the zoning code for alternative single-family residential
housing types as allowed in the Alternative Single-family (R-1A) zone including attached and
detached units, townhouses, cluster housing, condominiums, cooperatives or other similar

projects.
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RESOLUTION NO.

Adopted by the Sacramento City Council
Date

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING THE NOTICE OF DECISION AND FINDINGS OF FACT
DENYING THE THIRD PARTY APPEAL BY THE POCKET PROTECTORS AND
APPROVING THE APPLICANT'S APPEAL OF ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE
PROJECT AND APPROVING THE TENTATIVE MAP, SPECIAL PERMIT AND
SUBDIVISION MODIFICATION, LOCATED IN THE LPPT PLANNED UNIT
DEVELOPMENT, ALONG THE NORTH AND SOUTH SIDES OF POCKET ROAD
PRIMARILY BETWEEN EAST AND WEST SHORE DRIVES IN SACRAMENTO,
CALIFORNIA. (P05-004) (ASSESSOR’S PARCEL NUMBERS (APNS): 031-1210-
003; 031-1200-073; 031-1210-061; 031-1030-015; 031-1030-031; AND 031-1300-

048.
BACKGROUND

A. On September 15, 2005, the City Planning Commission certified the environmental
impact report (EIR), approved the mitigation monitoring plan (MMP), approved the

tentative subdivision map and subdivision modification, and denied the special permit

for the Islands at Riverlake Project (P05-004); and

B. On September 16, 2005 the decision of the City Planning Commission denying the
special permit was appealed by the Applicant; and

C. On September 23, 2005, the decision of the City Planning Commission certifying the
EIR, approving the MMP, approving the tentative subdivision map, and approving the

subdivision modification was appealed by the Pocket Protectors; and,

D. On January 31, 2008, the City Council heard and considered evidence in the above-

mentioned matter.

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

gection 1. Atthe regular meeting of January 31, 20086, the City Council heard and
considered evidence in the above entitled matter. Based on verbal and
documentary evidence at said hearing, the City Council takes the following
actions for the location listed above:

A. Denies the Pocket Protector’s appeal of the certification of the EIR and

approval of the MMP;
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B. Denies the Pocket Protector’s appeal and approves the tentative
subdivision map to subdivide 21 4+ vacant acres into 166 lots;

C. Denies the Pocket Protector’s appeal and approves the subdivision
modification to reduce the standard 53 foot right-of-way for a private
street; and

D. Grants the applicant's appeal and approves the special permit to develop
139 detached alternative single-family homes and 27 common lots in the
Alternative Single-family Planned Unit Development (R-1A PUD) zone;

These actions are made based upon the following findings of fact and subject to the following
conditions:

FINDINGS OF FACT

A.

Environmental Impact Report: The EIR for the Islands at Riverlake Project (P05-004)
has been certified based on findings of fact relating t© compliance with the both the
substantive and procedural requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act and
relating to each identified potential environmental impact of the Project, and a MMP for
the Project has been approved, all as set forth in Sacramento City Council Resolution
No. ___,which certification, findings, and approval are incorporated by reference as if
fully set forth herein.

Special Permit: The Special Permit to develop detached single family dwellings within
the LPPT PUD is approved based on the following Findings of Fact and subject to the
Conditions of Approval.

1. The project is based upon sound principles of land use in that the proposed
project is consistent with the General Plan, the Pocket Area Community Plan,
the LPPT PUD, the Single-Family Residential Design Principles, and the
underlying Single-family Alternative (R-1A) zoning;

2. The proposed use will not adversely affect the public health, safety or general
welfare of the surrounding residential neighborhood in that:

a. The project is designated for single-family alternative residential
development;

b. The project proposes to apply design compatible with the surrounding area,
will use quality construction materials, and has implemented numerous
design components consistent with the Single-Family Residential Design
Principles, and;
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c. The proposed project is within the Zoning Ordinance’s requirements for
allowable setbacks within the Single-family Alternative (R-1A) zone.

3. The proposed project is consistent with the General Plan and the Pocket Area
Community Plan land use designations and density requirements of Low
Density Residential (4 — 15 du/na) and Residential (7-15 du/na), respectively;

4. The proposed project is within the LPPT PUD Guidelines and Schematic Pian
maximum density allowed for the parcels-164 units are allowed-139 units are
proposed; and,

5. The project complies with the SGPU Housing Element that encourages the
promotion of a variety of housing types within neighborhoods to encourage
economic diversity and housing choice (SGPU, 3.10-13).

C. Tentative Map. The Tentative Map subdividing +21.4 vacant acres into 166 lots in the
R-1A PUD zone is approved based on the following Findings of Fact and subject to the
conditions of approval:

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

2. The proposed subdivision, together with the provisions for its design and

improvement is consistent with the Sacramento General Plan Update, the
Pocket Area Community Pian, and subdivision Ordinance Chapter 16.12.020 of
the Sacramento City Code. The Sacramento General Plan Update designates
the site for Low Density Residential (4-15 du/na) and the Pocket Community
Plan designates the site for Residential 7-15 du/na.

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

4. The design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the extent feasible, for
future passive or natural heating and cooling opportunities.

D. Subdivision Modification. The Subdivision Modification to reduce the standard 53’
right-of-way width for a private street is approved based on the following Findings of
Fact and subject to the Conditions of Approvail:

1. The property to be divided is of such size or shape, or is affected by such
topographic conditions, or there are such special circumstances or conditions
affecting the property that it is impossible, impractical, or undesirable in this
particular case t0 conform to the strict application of these regulations. The
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narrow width of the project site requires that in order to develop the site as
proposed the lot widths be shallower than the City standard and that the
roadway be a narrower width than standard in order to provide the project’s two
tiers of shallow lots access,

2. The cost to the subdivider, of strict or literal compliance with the regulation, is
not the sole reason for granting the modification;

3. The modification will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare or
be injurious to other properties in the vicinity in that the Development Services
Department-Development Engineering and Finance Division, the Department of
Utilities, the Department of General Services-Solid Waste Division, and the Fire
Department reviewed the project and the private drive for safe ingress and
egress, adequate room for utility placement, and sufficient room for ermergency
and solid waste, recycling, and green waste vehicle access. Each department
has approved the project as proposed, subject to the attached conditions;

4 Granting the modification is in accord with the intent and the purposes of these regulations and
is consistent with the General Plan and with all other applicable specific plans of the City. The
Single-family Alternative (R-1A) zoning is consistent with the General Plan and Community Plan
tand use designations of Low Density Residential (4-15 du/na) and Residential 7-15,
respectively.

CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

E. The Special Permit {o develop detached single-family dwellings within the LPPT PUD is
hereby approved subject to the following conditions of approval (the applicant shall satisfy
each of the following conditions prior to obtaining any building permits uniess a different
time for compliance is specifically stated in these conditions):

Planning Division

E1. The applicant shall obtain all necessary building permits prior to commencing
construction;

E1a. Applicant shall construct the project in compliance with applicable state and
federal accessibility standards;

E2. Any modification to the Special Permit, as approved, shall require the approval of
a Special Permit Modification;

E3. Prior to occupancy of any residential unit other than the mode! homes, the
applicant shall either form his own Homeowner's Association (HOA) or annex into
the existing Riverlake Community Association (RCA) for maintenance of all
common areas within the Islands at Riverlake development;

E4. Construction of the passive open space/mini-parks shall coincide with the
completion of construction of adjacent lots. The passive open space/mini-park
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ES.

E6.

E7.

E8.

E9.

E10.

E11.

amenities shall include, but are not limited to: a meandering sidewalk, seating,
shade structure(s), and landscaping, which shall include large, deciduous shade
tree(s) as approved by the City Arborist;

Construction of the pedestrian access walkways shali coincide with the
construction of the private drive, the individual connectors shall be constructed as
each individual house nears completion, but prior t0 the issuance of the certificate
of occupancy. Installation of the specially stamped and colored asphalt crossing
the private drive at each pedestrian access pathway shall coincide with
construction of the private drive, Construction of the 4’ wide sidewalks on one
side of the private drive shall coincide with the construction of the private drive;

The HOA shall be responsible for the maintenance of all common areas, including
the private drives, parking spaces and parking slots between houses, the
landscaping and fountains in the traffic islands, pedestrian access paths and their
fair share of the 25-foot wide landscape easement (a portion of the 40-foot linear
parkway) and the passive mini-parkfopen space areas,

The HOA will be responsible for maintaining the front yard landscaping for all
houses within the Isiands at Riverlake. For the houses facing the private drive, the
association shall maintain from the back of sidewalk to the wing fences. For the
houses facing Pocket Road, the association shall maintain the front yards from the
wing fence to the property line, pius the landscaping at the rear of the house along
the private drive that lies outside the “private yards”. The “private yards” are
designated on the typical plot plans as being enclosed by a picket fence that may
be modified with the approval of planning staff. Each individual homeowner shall
be responsible under the CC& R's to maintain their private yards to a standard as
established and specified by the HOA,

lotsR, S, T,U,Vand W shall be maintained by the HOA until such time as these
parcels are transferred or sold to the adjacent property owner's of the existing
houses at the ends of the three cul-de-sacs within Riveriake;

The design and construction materials of the single-family residences shall be
consistent with the attached elevations. Any modifications or substitutions will
require additional planning review and approval prior to the issuance of building
permits;

Prior to issuance of building permits, proof that the dedication and recordation of a
«“No Build” easement along the entirety of the project facing Pocket Road shall be
presented fo the satisfaction of building staff;

Provide individual plot plans (with setback dimensions) for all lots immediately

adjacent to existing residences and on lots where trees may he impacted for
planning staff review and approval,
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E12.

E13.

E14.

E15.

E16.

E17.

E18.

E19.

E20.

E21.

Only Plans 7110 and 7420 wili be allowed adjacent to residences existing at the
time of the approvai of this plan except for those lots designated as “2-story bldg."
on the Tentative Map dated January 2005;

Construction of Plans 5710, 5713, 5720 and 5730 are limited to lots fronting
Pocket Road and those lots designated as "2-story bldg.” on the Tentative Map
dated January 2005;

No side-by-side or cross-private drive duplication of a house elevation is allowed;

Comply with requirements included in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan developed by
and kept on file in the Planning Division office. No grading may occur within the
drip line of any heritage tree designated for preservation except with approval of
the City Arborist. Refer io the Mitigation Monitoring Plan for specific tree
identification numbers and appropriate mitigation for trimming or replacement
value for removal. For any numbered tree, identified on the Tentative Map, that is
removed, the applicant shall replace that tree with a 24" box tree of a variety as
approved by the Gity Arborist,

Automatic front yard sprinklers and landscaping with a minimum of two and one-
half shade trees shall be provided, as feasible, (five trees for every two lots from a
list approved by the Gity Arborist) within the front yard of each residence at the
time of construction;

Provide for planning staff review plans and elevations to scale and dimensioned
for a typical proposed mini-park/open space area. Include for planning staff
review and approval an overall dimensioned site pian of the recreation area with
details on landscaping, walkways, and any structures to be instalied,

Provide plans and elevations-io ascale and dimensioned for the proposed fountains
and attached project signage for planning staff review and approval. All proposed
signage shall comply with the City’s Sign Ordinance;

A total of 55 parking spaces are proposed; no less than 50 spaces may be
constructed. The spaces shall be distributed evenly throughout the subdivision
within the mini-parks, slot parking spaces between homes and off project
entrances, "quasi-roundabouts", and hammerhead turnarounds, as appropriate.
Any spaces exceeding the maximum number of spaces, 55. will require additional
entitlement approval;

Garages must be used for parking. Storage within the garage area shall be limited
so as to not interfere with the parking of 2 cars in each garage;

Comply with the fifty percent shading requirement for all parking areas, (Section
17.64.030(H) of the Zoning Ordinance). All planters must be fully automatically
irrigated and enclosed with 6" concrete curbing on all sides adjacent to a parking
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space. The overall landscape mix shall include at least three different (minimum
15-gallon size) tree types (genera) throughout the required shading area. Al
planter soil surfaces shall be covered with living groundcover within two years of
installation. Landscaping plans shall be submitted to the Building Division — Site
Conditions Unit for review and approval by the Site Conditions Unit and the
Landscape Architecture Section. The scope of the review shall include plant
species selection, landscape materials, irrigation system, and calculation to
ensure that the 50% shading requirement is met,

£22. All common parking spaces and parking slots shall be increased in depth to 21
feet. including the 4’ waik or 17' on the walkless side of the private drive to ensure
adequate depth so no vehicular encroachment into the private drive occurs. All
parking areas shall have decorative “stop blocks”. Prior to the construction of any
parking area, the developer shall submit for review and approval by planning staff,
details of the proposed “stop blocks",

E23. Lighting for the development shall be coordinated with the landscaping plan so
there is minimal interference between the light standards and required illumination
and the trees and required shading. All light fixtures aré to be vandal-resistant.
The private drive lighting shall be shielded from adjacent parcels.

£24. The developer shall divert construction waste. Cardboard, wood waste, scrap
metal, brick, concrete, asphalt, and dry wall for receovery. The developer shall
submit the following information to the Solid Waste Division: Method of recovery,
hauler information; Disposal Facility, Diversion percentage; Weigh tickets
documenting disposal and diversion. Contact Michael Root at 916-808-4935 with
any questions regarding this condition.

£. The Tentative Map subdividing 221.4 vacant acres into 166 parcels in the Single-family
Alternative Planned Unit Development (R-1A PUD) zone is hereby approved subject to
the following conditions of approval:

NOTE: These conditions shall supersede any contradictory information shown on the
Tentative Map or any contradictory provisions in the PUD guidelines approved
for this project (P05-004). The design of any improvement not covered by

these conditions or the PUD Guidelines shali be to City standard.

The applicant shall satisfy each of the following conditions prior to filing the Final Map
unless a different time for compliance is specifically stated in these conditions:

GENERAL.: All Projects

1. Construct standard subdivision improvements as noted in these conditions
pursuant to section 16.48.110 of the City Code. All improvements shall be
designed and constructed to the satisfaction of Development Engineering and
Finance. Improvements required for each phase shall be determined by the City
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prior to recording that phase. Any public improvement not specifically noted in
these conditions or on the Tentative Map shall be designed and constructed to
City standards;

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

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

Comply with requirements included in the Mitigation Monitoring Plan developed by, and
kept on file in, the Planning Division Office (P0O5-004),

Meet all conditions of the existing LPPT PUD uniess the condition is superseded by a
Tentative Map condition;

Show all continuing and proposed/required easements on the Final Map;

if unusual amounts of bone, stone, or artifacts are uncovered, work within 50 meters of
the area will cease immediately and a qualified archaeologist shali be consulted to
develop, if necessary, further mitigation measures fo reduce any archaeological impact
to a less than significant effect before construction resumes. A note shall be placed on
the final improvement plans referencing this condition;

Development Engineering: Streets

8.

10.

Repair or replace/reconstruct any existing deteriorated curb, gutter and sidewalk
fronting the property on Pocket Road, Dutra Bend, East Shore Drive and West Shore
Drive per City standards and to the satisfaction of Development Engineering and
Finance;

Submit a Geotechnical Analysis prepared by a registered engineer to be used in street
design. The analysis shall identify and recommend solutions for groundwater related
problems that may occur within both the subdivision lots and public right-of-way.
Construct appropriate facilities to alleviate those problems. As a result of the analysis
street sections shall be designed to provide for stabilized subgrades and pavement
sections under high groundwater conditions;

The design and placement of walls, fences, signs and landscaping near intersections
and driveways shall allow stopping sight distance per Caltrans standards and comply
with City Code Section 12.28.010 (25 sight triangle). Walls shall be set back 3’ behind
the sight line needed for stopping sight distance to aliow sufficient room for pilasters.

| andscaping in the area required for adequate stopping sight distance shall be limited to
3.5' in height. The area of exclusion shall be determined by Development Engineering
and Finance,
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11 Design and construct a traffic signal at Pocket Road and West Shore Drive.

12. Signal design and construction shali be to the satisfaction of Development Engineering
and Finance. The City shall reimburse the applicant for 50% of the hard construction
costs associated with the signal construction. The 50% reimbursement amount shall be
determined based on the lowest of three competitive bids from qualified contractors,
otherwise, the reimbursement amount will be at the City's sole discretion. The applicant
shall provide all on-site easements and right-of-way needed for turn lanes, signal
facilities and related appurtenances,

13.The applicant shall submit a signal design concept report to Development
Engineering and Finance for review and approval prior to the submittal of any
improvement plans involving traffic signal work;

14.All proposed hammerheads and emergency accesses shall be constructed to
City standards and to the satisfaction of Development Services and Fire. The
hamrmerhead shall be constructed with a gate equipped with a Knox box to the
satisfaction of the Fire Department. All hammerheads shall be constructed with a
street structural section consisting of 4" AC over 18" AB to accommodate the
turnaround for soiid waste and emergency vehicles to the satisfaction of
Development Engineering and Finance;

15.Construct standard driveways at the entrance to the private streets along Pocket
Road and West Shore Drive to the satisfaction of Development Engineering and
Finance. Turning movements at all driveways along Pocket Road and West
Shore Drive shall be right-in/right-out only with the exception at Coleman Ranch
Way and Silva Ranch way where full turning movements are allowed. The
homeowners association shall maintain the landscaped medians at these
driveways. Driveways along Pocket Road shall be designed to accommodate a
Su-30 design vehicle and to accommodate the landscaped medians at those

locations,

16.Repair or reconstruct any non-ADA compliant handicapped ramps (if needed) at
the following locations as part of the frontage improvements:
2. On both sides of Dutra Bend along the walkway. That includes the
ramps on either side of the median island.
b The northwest corner of East Shore Drive.
c. The entire intersection of West shore Drive and Pocket Road as part
of the signal design and construction.
d. Atall new driveway cuts.
The construction of said ramps shall be to the satisfaction of Development
Engineering and Finance.

Development Engineering: Private Streets

17.Designate private streets as Public Utility Easements;
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18. Construct the private street identified on the Tentative Map as Lots A, B, C, A-A,
P.P and Q-Q with a 22-foot right-of-way. The private street shall be constructed
to the standards of a public street, specifically regarding structural section and
drainage, except for the rolied curb and gutter on these streets shall be 2 feet in
width. The private street shall have a minimum of 20 foot f/c to f/c clear driving
area. Private street entrances must be designed to provide adequate stopping
site distance. The private street shall be maintained by the Homeowner's
Association in perpetuity or through an alternate financing mechanism
acceptable to the City;

19. Secure gated entries in a manner approved by the Fire and Police Departments;

20. Street lighting facilities shall be designed to City standards. The City shall review
and approve street lighting plans for private streets by the same process as that
used for public streets;

21.Provide appropriate easements for street light maintenance. These easements
must be in place prior to commencement of City maintenance of street lighting
facilities;

29 CC&Rs recorded for the subdivision must provide for City maintenance of the
street lighting facilities;

23.The private streets shall be signed and striped for NO PARKING at all times to
the satisfaction of Development Engineering and Finance. The Homeowner's
Association shall be responsible for enforcing the No Parking along private
streets;

24_All proposed traffic circlesffountains along the private drive shall be designed
and constructed with a mountable curb to facilitate the maneuvering of
emergency vehicles to the satisfaction of the departments of Development
Services and Fire,

PUBLIC/PRIVATE UTILITIES

25 Dedicate a standard 12.5 foot public utility easement (PUE) for underground
facilities and appurtenances adjacent to all public street right- of-ways;

26. Dedicate any private drive, ingress and egress easement, or irrevocable Offer of
Dedication and 5 feet and 10 feet where transformers shall be located (location
to be determined by SMUD's Subdivision Coordinator prior to recordation of all
maps) adjacent thereto as a public utility easement for underground facilities and
appurtenances;

27.Dedicate Lots P and C-C (the mini-park lofs) as a public utility easement for
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underground facilities and appurtenances,
CITY UTILITIES

28. Provide standard subdivision improvements per Section 16.48.110 of the
City Code.

29. The Policy for Private Streets requires that all streets within the subdivision
that are to be private shall have the full width of the private streets
dedicated as a public utility easement for the water distribution system. An
additional 3 feet adjacent to all the streets shall also be dedicated as an
easement for water distribution system appurtenances such as hydrants
and water meters. The easement shall include language assuring
Department of Utilities' personnel and maintenance vehicles unrestricted
and unlimited access to any private streets and easements at all times.

30. All water, sewer and drainage facilities within the subdivision shall be
constructed to City standards and approved by the Department of Utilities
prior to acceptance of maintenance responsibilities.

31.Abandon excess sewer, drain and water easements within lots 65, Lot C-C,
66, 75, Lot E-E, 76, 85, 86, 87, 92 and Lot G-G.

32 Prior to or concurrent with the submittal of improvement plans, a project
specific water study shall be approved by the Department of Utilities. The
water distribution system shall be designed to satisfy the more critical of
the two following conditions: (1) at maximum day peak hour demand, the
operating or “residual” pressure at all water service connections shall be at
least 30 pounds per square inch and (2) at average maximum day demand
plus fire flow, the operating or sresidual’ pressure in the area of the fire
shall not be less than 20 pounds per square inch. The water study shall
determine if the existing and proposed water distribution system is
adequate to supply fire flow demands for the project. A water supply test
may be required for this project. Contact the Department of Utilities for the
pressure boundary conditions to be used in the water study. The method
and calculations for the design of the water distribution system shall be
reviewed and approved by the Department of Utilities prior to improvement
plan approval. The water distribution system shall be connected to the
water mains that were previously stubbed to the property from the north
wherever possible, to the satisfaction of the Department of Utilities. Any
excess stubs and easements shall be properly abandoned.

33.Only one domestic water service will be allowed per parcel. Any new
domestic water service shali be metered.

34. Water mains will be permitted under fountains placed in the streets if
encased within the limits of the island. Gate valves shall be placed at each
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side of the island. No frees will be permitted in the island if it is used as a
planter.

5. A sanitary sewer study described in Section 9.9 of the City Design and
Procedures Manual is required. This study and shed map shall be
approved by the Department of Utilities. All sewer mains shall be a
minimum of 8-inch diameter- All sewer pipes and MHs shall be installed o
prevent groundwater infiltration fo the sanitary sewer system. No mains will
be permitted under fountains or tree wells placed in the streets. Sewer
mains shall be aligned to the satisfaction of the Department of Utilities.

36.A drainage study and shed map as described in Section 11.7 of the City
Design and Procedures Manual is required. This study and shed map shall
be approved by the Department of Utilities. The 10-year and 100-year
HGL's shall be shown on the improvement plans. The 10-year HGL shall
be no higher than 6 inches below the lowest DL Finished lot pad elevations
shall be a minimum of 1.00 feet above the 100-year HGL and approved by
the Department of Utilities. The drainage study shall identify all existing off-
site flows that are blocked by the proposed project and shall propose City
maintained drainage facilities to convey these fiows. Sufficient off-site and
on-site spot elevations shall be provided in the drainage study to determine
ihe direction of storm water runoff. The drainage study shall include an
overland flow release map for the proposed project. Finished fioor
elevations shall be a minimum of 1.5 feet above the controlling overland
flow release elevation. Drainage mains will not be permitted under
fountains or tree wells placed in the streets. Drainage pipes shall be
aligned to the satisfaction of the Department of Utilities.

37. A seepage study will be required and shall be prepared by a registered
engineer. The study shall identify and recommend solutions to groundwater
related problems that may ocour within both the subdivision iots and the
private streets. Appropriate facilities shall be constructed to alleviate those
problems.

38 |f the applicant wanis the City to maintain and operate the on-site storm
drainage facilities, a written request must be filed with the Department of
Utilities (per the Policy for Private Streets in Residential Area).

39. All new groundwater discharges to the Combined or Separated Sewers
must be regulated and monitored by the Department of Utilities (City
Council Resolution #92-439). Groundwater discharges to the City's sewer
system are defined as follows:

A. Construction dewatering discharges

B Treated or untreated contaminated groundwater cleanup
discharges

¢ Uncontaminated groundwater discharges
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Groundwater discharges may contain toxic and/or explosive chemicals that
could be harmful to the environment and to service workers working in the
City's sewer system. Groundwater discharges to the sewer system go
beyond the original design of the City's system, thus removing existing sewer
capacity from other system users and potentially causing overflows or
restricting development. The additional water from groundwater discharges
must be conveyed and pumped by the City's existing facilities. The additional
volume of water increases the City's operations and maintenance costs
through increased capacity, power, and maintenance costs.

Currently, two types of groundwater discharges are recognized by the
Department of Utilities; limited discharges and long-term discharges. These
types of discharges are described as follows:

A. "Limited discharges" are short groundwater discharges of 7-days duration
or less. Limited discharges must be approved through the Department of
Utilities by acceptance letter.

B. "Long-term discharges” are groundwater discharges of greater duration
than 7 days. Long-term discharge must be approved through the
Department of Utilities and the City Manager through a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) process. The Groundwater MOU has a term of one
year and requires the discharger to:

4. Provide a description of the groundwater discharge,

b. Obtain a Regional Sanitation District permit,

c. Obtain approval from the Regional Water Quality Control Board if
discharge is part of groundwater cleanup or contains contaminants
above MCLs,

d. Pay fees based on flow amounts when a fee schedule is established by
ordinance,

e. Comply with any new pertinent laws,

i Assess and repair sewer lines if the discharge exceeds MCLs,

g. Suspend discharges during storm events or at City request,

h  Provide shut-off switches accessible to the City,

i, Indemnify the City against ail claims related to the MOU.

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

41.A grading plan showing existing and proposed elevations is required.

Adjacent off-site topography shall also be shown to the extent necessary {0
determine impacts to existing surface drainage paths. No grading shall
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occur until the grading plan has been reviewed and approved by the
Department of Utilities.

A2 Post-construction, storm water quality control measures shall be
incorporated into the development to minimize the increase of urban runoff
pollution caused by development of the area. Only source control
measures are required. This will not affect site design. Refer to the
“Guidance Manual for On-Site Storm water Quality Control Measures®
dated January 2000 for appropriate source control measures.

43, This project is greater than 1 acre (21.4 * acres); therefore the project is
required to comply with the State” NPDES General Permit for Storm water
Discharges Associated with Construction Activity” (State Permit). To
comply with the State Permit, the applicant will need to file a Notice of
Intent (NOI) with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and
prepare a Storm water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) prior to
construction. A copy of the State Permit and NOI may be obtained from
the Department of Utilities by calling 808-1400.

44. Show all existing and proposed easements on the final map. Provide
public easements for any public water, sewer, Of drainage mains that
cross private property to the satisfaction of the Department of Utilities (e.g.
Lot L-L, etc.).

Parks

45 The applicant shall initiate and complete the formation of a parks
maintenance district (assessment or Mello-Roos special tax district), or
annex the project to an existing parks maintenance district prior fo
recording a Final Map. The applicant shall pay all City fees for formation of
or annexation to special districts. The purpose of the district is to equitably
spread the cost of neighborhood park maintenance on the basis of special
benefit, in the case of an assessment district. In the case of a special tax
district, the costs will be spread based upon the hearing report which
specifies the tax rate and method of apportionment.

MISCELLANEOUS

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

47.An existing street lighting system exists in the project area. improvements
to the right-of-way may require modifications to the existing system;

48. Form a Homeowner's Association with CC&Rs or annex to the existing
Riverlake Association for the purpose of contributing to the cost of
maintaining the landscaped strip (40 foot Parkway) along Pocket Road
and maintaining the landscaped medians along Pocket Road,

49 Form a Homeowner's Association with CC&Rs or annex into the existing
Riverlake Association for the maintenance of all lettered lots within this
subdivision as shown on the Tentative Map. CC&Rs shall be recorded
assuring maintenance of all private streets, lights, sewer services, drop
inlets, drain leads, landscaping, irrigation and noise barriers. Lettered lots
R. S, T, U,V and W may be transferred to an existing Riverlake
Association or transferred to the adjacent single family lots within the
Bridgeview at Riverlake community;

50.Pay Pocket Bridge fees,

ADVISORY NOTES:

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

51_The Quimby requirement for this project was satisfied with the dedication
under the Riverlake Master plans.

52.Prior to the issuance of any building permits, provide the City with a copy
of the certificate of payment of any school fees for the applicable school
district(s).

53. This subdivision is located within a “Rescue Zone”. This project shall
comply with the policies set forth in the City of Sacramento
Comprehensive Flood Management Plan, dated February, 1996. New
residential subdivisions greater than 2 acres shall either identify public
refuge locations, or have a minimum of 50% of the residential units with
the entire roof having a maximum roof pitch of 4:12, or have a floor level at
least one foot above the rescue flood elevation (elev. 14.4%).

54. The proposed project is located in the Flood zone designated as an AS9
zone on the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Federal
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Insurance Rate Maps (FIRMs) that have been revised by a Letter of Map
Revision effective February 18, 2005. Within the A99 zone, there are no
requirements to elevate or flood proof.

55. All new residential development, excepting single-family residential infill
areas will be required to be constructed with the lowest floor, including
basement, at or above elevation 10.3 feet, or 3 feet above the highest
adjacent grade, whichever is lower. However, this subdivision is
determined to be in a residential infill area and therefore, not subjected to
the regulations pertaining to Morrison Creek 100-year flood plain.

56. Fire apparatus access. Plans for fire department access roads shall be
submitted to the Fire Department for review and shall be approved prior to
the start of construction. CFC 901.2.2.1

57 Fire hydrant systems. Plans and specifications for fire hydrant systems
shall be submitted to the Fire Department for review and shall be
approved prior to start of construction. CFC 901.2.2.2

58. Timing and Instaliation. When fire protection, including fire apparatus
access roads and water supplies for fire protection, is required to be
installed, such protection shall be instailed and made serviceable prior to
and during the time of construction. CFC 901.3

59. Dimensions. Fire apparatus access roads shall have an unobstructed
width of not less than 20 feet and an unobstructed vertical clearance of not
less than 13 feet 6 inches. CFC 902.2.2.1

60. Surface. Fire apparatus access roads shall be designed and maintained
to support the imposed loads of fire apparatus and shall be provided with
a roadbed consisting of material unaffected by the introduction of water
based upon fire flow or rain based on 25 year storm and a surface
consisting of a minimum of a single layer of asphalt. CFC 902222

1. Turning radius. All turning radius for fire access shall be designed as 45°
inside and 55' outside. Cul-de-sac shali be 45 radius or city standard
hammerhead. CFC 902.2.2.3

62.Key Boxes. When access o or within a structure or an area is unduly
difficult because of secured openings or where immediate access is
necessary for life saving or firefighting purposes, or where the building is
served by a fire alarm system which is monitored by a central station, the
chief is authorized to require approved key switches, key boxes or
padlocks to be installed in approved accessible locations or areas in order
to permit immediate fire department access. CFC 902.4

63.Gates and barriers. Plans shali be submitted for review and approval prior
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to the installation of gates, barriers, and access contro! devices which are
to be constructed on or within fire department apparatus access
roadways. CFC 902.2.4.3

64. Required installations. The location, number and type of fire hydrants
connected to a water supply capable of delivering the required fire flow
shall be provided on the public street or the site of the premises or both to
be protected as required and approved by the chief. CFC 903.4.2 See
also Appendix 11I-B, Section 5, Distribution of Fire Hydrants.

65.Gated system. Shall be reviewed by fire, a single gate 20’ clear width, dual
gate 16’ each side.

66.RT currently operates bus route 3 along Pocket Road. Route 3 provides
peak hour service, Monday through Friday, between the Pocket area and
Downtown Sacramento and does not operate on weekends or holidays.
Any possible impacts on existing bus stops/benches, and obstruction to
RT transit operations, short or long term, must be coordinated with Lynn
Cain (bus stops) in Facilities Management at 321-3830 and Deidre Brown
(Operations) in RT's Transportation Department at 321-2894.

67.All trash and recycle receptacles shall be placed on the same side of the
private drive on pick-up day. Receptacles shall be placed along the side of
the private drive that does not include the sidewalk. Trash containers shall
be marked with resident addresses. The developer shall incorporate such
a rule into the CC&Rs subject fo coordination and approval of language
with the General Services Department -Solid Waste Division. If at some
time in the future, the Solid Waste Division modifies collection of green
waste to a containerized service, this requirement may be modified
subject to approval by the General Services Department -Solid Waste
Division.
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Exhibit D — Typical Site Plan
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Exhibit E — Linear Parkway Pedestrian Access Plan
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Exhibit F — Special Plot Plan-Lot 14
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Exhibit G — Special Plot Plan — Lot 29
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Exhibit H — Special Plot Plan — Lot 139
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PAINT REFERENCED [5 RELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED (5 CULTURED STONE
ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED 15 MOMIER LIFETILE

REGIS HOMES

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

Right Elevation

PLAN 7110 ,

EXTERIOR ELEVATION “B* ™ st

Pocket Road

Front Elavation “B”

apr

1017

1217

T

@_I_\P architects

&

ElF

FHA JOB & 20054 —— LAy LW, 2008
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Rear Elevation "B

W

w.u..\m,m‘v.l L
Wty a W ko g

Left Elevation "B~

ELEVATION B PAINT COLOR
STONE | ROOFTILE
MATERIALS { popy | Trem | AccenT | VENEER
= CULTURED | MONIER
SCHEME 4 228 |KM3927-3| KM3726-5 aoRe | HEE
SCHEMES [KMBWZ43| 26 |Kmazss.s [CHARBON SN
SCHEMES | KMa150-3 | ka192-5 | kmasan-2 | FIEPHENE | TFBCASZES

PAINT REFERENCED I5 KELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED IS CULTURED STONE

ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED {5 MONIER LIFETILE
PLAN 7110
EXTERIOR ELEVATION “B” P S

REGIS HOMES
Pocket Road

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

WUTM> architects

PHUA JOA # 28055 — By 4, 2008
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121"

-y

Frent Elevation “C*

Right Elewation “C*

ELEVATION C PAINT COLOR
STONE | ROOFTILE
MATERIALS BODY TRIM | ACCENT | VENEER
3989 3 CUITURED | MONIER
SCHEME7  |KM3589-2 | KM3F74-5 | kMag7s-5| CHLTLER MONIER
RUSTIC | CHARCOAL

SCHEMES | KM479-1 | KMA190-3| ACIS65 | sfi iy | “RRiDwi
LEDGESIONE BLEND

SCHEMES  |KME0D6-3] KM3F3E-5 L KMIF92-51 roy p5s {FACSITE2

PAINT REFERENCED 15 KELEY-MOORE
VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED 15 CYLTURED STONE
ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED 15 MOMNIER LIFETILE

PLAN 7110

REGIS HOMES EXTERIOR ELEVATION “C” P
THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE Pocket Road -

wuuml_b, architects

%ﬂa FHA JOB 420054 — Nirary H, 2005




Rear Elevation °C”

Left Elevation "C”

PAINT COLOR

mw._m\mq)m.mc_»ﬂn o | v Tacceer] JIoNE | RooFTILE

SCHEME? | KM3989.2|KM3F74-3 | Kusgre-5 | CLATURED | MONIER

SCHEMEB | KMA79.1 [KME190-3 | ACaSs-5 | (e CHARLD.

SCHEMES  |KMADD6-3| KM3F36-5 | KM3792.5 | " e D085 TFACSIEZ
PAINT REFERENCED I5 KELLY-MOORE

VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED IS CULTURED STOME
ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED 15 MONIER LIFETILE

PLAN 7110 o

REGIS HOMES EXTERIOR ELEVATION “C" o
THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE Pocket Road -

egrehilects

FHAJDK # 200854 — Azorry 1, 2005
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Front Flevation “C*

SCHEMED  [KM4OD6-3| KMI9E6-5 | KME792-5 | Mg B

ELEVATION C PAINT COLOR
STOINE ROOFTILE
MATERIALS | wopy | Tem | Accent | VENEER
- " CULTURED MOMIER
SCHEME7  |KM39B9-2 | KM3974.3 | KM5576.5 aone” | e
SCHEMES | RMtys-1 |[RMato0-3| Acasss | JolllG, | CHARCOS
\EBGESTONE|  BLEND
TFACSERD

PAINT REFERENCED IS KELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED IS CULTURED STONE
ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED IS MONIER LIFETILE

REGIS HOMES

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

PLAN 7110

EXTERIOR ELEVATION “C*
Private Drive

Right Elevation “C*

-2

Eb, grchitects

A

FELAJOA & 20D s Byt 34, 2005
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Rear Elevation “C*

PAINT COLOR
ELEVATION C STONE | ROOFTILE
VENEER

MATERIALS BODY TRIM | ACCENT
CULTURED | MONIER

SCHEME7 KM39E9-2 § KM5574-35 | KM3576-5 STONE
SCHEME 8 KMATTI-1 L KMATS0-8 1 ACISE-5 | o ilien | BROWM
SCHEME? KM4006-3] KM3936-5 | KMITF2-51 Col/2055 1FACSIT

PAINT REFERENCED |5 KELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED IS CULTURED STONE
ROOFNG MATERIAL REFERENCED 1S MOMIER LIFEFILE

REGIS HOMES

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

Left Elevation “‘C*

PLAN 7110
EXTERIOR ELEVATION “C” N —
Private Drive -

W.U_Iwb/ grehitects

FIA JOB # 20054 — Reary W, 2005




m 2-CAR GARAGE

MASTER MASTER &

©
O BN SEDROOH
m

REGIS HOMES

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

GREAT ROOM

DINNG

BEDROOW 2

BEDROOH 3 _W Wx ug DEN OFTION
fiesend

wie. §
Iy

-

PLAN 7110

FLOOR PLAN
Private Drive

Private Drive Main Level Floor Phan

architects

FHA KIS # 20054 -—- Ry 14, 2005
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L/

[

Z-CAR GARAGE

REGIS HOMES

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

]

BEDROOM

-
0
L.

GREAT ROOM

DINING

DER QPTION

BEDROOM 2{__{/t~>

PLAN 7110

FLOOR PLAN
Pocket Road

Pocket Road Main Level Floor Plan

“UI_D, architects
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% of Lot Coverage

Lot Size 339254

Bldg. Foolpsimni 131 sL
% of coverage  41%

WatrwnysFarking 470 af
%% of coverage 14%

Landscape E543sf
%5 of coveruge 45%

Typ. Trash Locztion

Solid Wing Pence
wi/ Gate ~

53

}
\J«l|.|| Typ. Wing
L Fi

encs Locanon

P Mnin Servics
Pane] Location

— TFyp. Treo

FLUPUE

REGIS HOMES

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

Private Drive

PLAN 5710

TYP, PLOT PLAN
Private Drive

2'-4" CURB & GUFTER

r-...”lllL muibfmqny:mnwm

> FALA JOB # TS — Jamany 4, 2005




%% of .ot Coverage

Loz Size 2,880 4.1
Bldg. Footpmt 13728
2% of covemge 485
‘WalkweysParking 320 0.1

o4 of covenge 1%
‘Landscups 1188 .
1 &4 of coverage 41%
- b4 20" CURB & GUTTER - =
- - — T
507 T - Kt -
AR ; \
i ! ,
........... [ e
1 :
: ! =
AN / g
/ in
~ s A
Typ. Fres ———tm—— . S

Muin Service
Panct Locakon

L\
Solld Wiag Fence 7
Typ. .%%M_nmn“nﬁoa rn_lm_ 1
T i | Solid Wing Fence
i Kl wi Gate
.\\ w.f.a
Solid Wing Fenee I.J“vfu “
[ : -
o
, = - T
Typ. HVAC location
w/ Landscape Screen 36* walioway to connect
._“Mmown._nnwaw is with pedestrion wallwoy
property line -
Pocket Road
™~
REG!S HOMES A o o
TYP. PLOT PLAN ™™ s PHAlorchitects

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE Pocket Road - A

PHA JOB & 205 By B, 2005
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g1*

g1

Front Elevation “A”

Right Elevation “A”

ELEVATION A PAINT COLOR
BRICK ROOF TILE
MATERIALS BODY TRIM | ACCENT
MONIER

. - . H.C
SCHEMET K144045-2{ KMAODD2-TIKMEDT2-50 44 o5y LIEETIEE

CCIEMER | |KME055.3| KMADIO | KMBESZ-5 [MENPOCIND| - Cosa,

SCHEMES  |MMADZ1-2IKMADAT-3 KME120-5 1VACES14%
PAINT REFERENCED IS KELLY-MOORE

VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED 15 H.C. MUPDOX BRICK
ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED 15 MONIER LIFETHE

PLAN 5710
LS M ﬂlﬁb,awnj_wmnwm

_Nmm —m I Oz mm EXTERIOR ELEVATION “AY R I —
THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE Pocket Road - N




Rear Elevation "A”

Left Elevation “A”
ELEVATION A PAINT COLOR
MATERIALS | sopy | TRIM | ACCENT BRICK { ROOFTILE
. y | HC FADNIER
SCHEME!  kMenss-ajkascozjrmaorzs| o HEo | MENEE
SCHEMEZ | KaMe055.3| KADIO-t | Kazgs2.5 {MENDOTINGL - LARR,
SCHEMES  |KMSOZ1.2|KpM4047-5|KM4120-5 I,

PAINT REFEREMCED 15 KELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED 15 H.C, MUDDOX BRICK

ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED |5 MONIER LIFEFILE.
PLAN 5710
L — H Ulb,a..n::mnww
A

I

REGIS HOMES EXTERIOR ELEVATION “A” A
Pocket Road

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

FHA JOB & 20054 ~— fioisry 1, 2005
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/ M@
3
O (ED
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Front Elevation "A”
=
_\\
|~
< ,
nn E Y
! l )
7
Right Elevation “A”
ELEVATION A PAINT COLOR
BRICK | ROGETILE
MATERIALS | BoDY | TAIM | ACCENT
B, MONIER
SCHEME?  [KMAD45-2iKMAD02-1|[KMIQT2-5 zcuWOx_ MENIEE
SCHEMEZ | |KMA055-5| KME010-1 | kpse32-5 [MENPOCINGL - CASi
SCHEMES | KMADZI-2|KM4D47-3(KMA1ZD-5 e
PAINT REFERENCED 13 KELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERUAL REFERENCED 15 H.C. MUDDOX BRICK
RAOFING MATERAL REFERENCED 1 MONIER LIFETILE
L3 1 4 ® .
EXTERIOR ELEVATION “A” et V PHAlarchnitects
» FILA JG 4 20055 — laniry 1, 2005

REGIS HOMES
Private Drive

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE
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Left Flevation “A”

FLEVATION A PAINT COLOR
MATERIALS 30DY M| ACCENT
MONIER

¥ » ¥ HC
SCHEMET  |kamands.ajxmdooz-tikmaora-s| b 1 VEmiE
SCHEMEZ  |KM&DS5-3| KMADID-1; KM3BI2-5 MENDOCINGY 48R

SCHEMES KMAO21-2 I KRMA0AT-3 | KMEI20-5 IWACSEHSD
PAINT REFERENCED 15 KELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERLAL REFERENCED IS H.C. MUDDOX BRICK

ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED IS MONIER LIFETILE //

BRICK ROGF TILE

PLAN 5710 |

e r 4

_Nmm _.m I Oz mm EXTERIOR ELEVATION "A” [T W

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE Private Prive

FHA

> #itA KB ¢ ZD054 ~— Sanciry £, 2008

orehitects
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Front Elevation "B”

h1§]‘
ELEVATION B PAINT COLOR

STOMNE ROOF BLE

MATERIALS | sopy | TM | ACCENT | VENEER
K927 CORATURED | MONIER
R L N 1
CHEMES | kMETTAS| 26 | KwMgse-s (CHARBONAY) KGEOM
prrraveram mepegs sy pryeed D I

PAINT REFERENCED 15 KELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERIAL REFEREMNCED 15 CULTURED STONE
ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED 1S MONIER LIFETHE

REGIS HOMES

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

Right Elevation “B”

PLAN 5710

EXTERIOR ELEVATION “B”
Pocket Road

PHA

> PHA KO8 I 200854 — Hnsthy &, 2005

architects

Vb E
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Rear Elevation "B"

Left Elevation “B”

ELEVATION B PAINT COLOR
STONE | ROOFTILE

MATERIALS BODY TRIM | ACCENT | VENEER
% "1 CULTURED | MONIER
SCHEME4 208 | kM3927-3 ] KMS77e-51 CUETLER MONIER
CHARDONAY| KDCOMO

SCHEME 5 KM3G74-3 26 KM3936-5 I pFesED BLEND
FIELDSTONE | 1FBCASTSS

SCHEMES  |KM190-3| kaer9n-5|kM3982-2| "eoyo08s

PAINT REFERENCED 15 KELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED 15 CULTURED STONE
ROOFING MATEREAL REFERENCED 1S MONIER LIFETILE

PLAN 5710
e 7 4 M “UI\Pnnnj_*mnwm

_Nmm mm I Oz mm EXTERIOR ELEVATION “B” R
THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE Pocket Road ” A oo s
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1"
256"

b

£
v#|13||l
ELEVATION B PAINT COLOR
SIONE | ROOFTHE
MATERIALS | oDy | TRIM | ACCENT | VENERR
= " CULTURED | MONIER
SCHEME 4 238 | KMBIIT-5 ] KMETF6-5 SRt i
SCHEMES KMIF74-3 26 KM3G38-5 DRESSED BLEND
e s |RMatos | KMates | ka2 | el Sty | IPRCASIS

PAINT REFERENCED |5 KELLY-MOORE
VENEER MATERIAL REFERENCED |5 CULTURED STONE
ROOFING MATERIAL REFERENCED 15 MONIER LIFETILE

REGIS HOMES

THE ISLANDS AT RIVERLAKE

81"

Frant Elevation “B”

PLAN 5710

EXTERIOR ELEVATION “B”
Private Drive

Right Elevation “B"

E} grchifects

> LA JOB # 20054~ Finatry I, 2005
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Rear Elevation “C"

ELEVATION B PAINT COLOR
STOME ROOF THE
MATERIALS BODY TRM | ACCENT | VENEER
CULTURED | MONIER

SCHEME? KM3G89-21 KM3F74-B L KM3976-51 gy e Y IFETILE
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

Attachment D ~ Responses to Additional DEIR Comments

Islands at Riverlake

Responses to Additional Comments
SCH# 2002062103

Prepared for:

City of Sacramento
Sacramento, CA

Prepared by:

Sycamore Environmental Consuitants, Inc.
Sacramento, CA
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Subject: Islands at Riveriake (P05-004)

Page 3 — continued

A mast disturbing issue is that the City of Sacramento’s consultamt did nor nake one
telephone call to 1epresenialives of the Pocket Proteciors to discuss \
rather they chose to draw the wrong conclusions and attempied in a trans
imake incomect slatements and to say that density would be greatly reduced and nol meet
community minimum standards. This is totally incomrect and needs to be corrected for
proper analysis and to se¢ that the many concessions by the City of Sacramento for the
RENC fiawed design are not needed with the Pocket Protectors concept 4.

Simply stated, this concept was an example of taking 2 slice through a typical portion of
the proposed development, from the wood fence to the publicly dedicated preenbelt
‘There are a variety of proposed RHNC lot widths, and we arbitrarily chose the dimension
we did and did not intend that this would be fixed but rather would conform to the
various RHNC lol widths subject to various house sizes, or square footages. Bas
took the two lots on each side of the substandard private road and combined them into
ane space so that minimum sideyards would be incressed ullowing for larger tree planting
and more separation between structures The private street would be increased in width
by 15% and have a landscape strip next to the exisling wood fence, thus providing a l

significantly increased sethack to sdjacent homes

This solution would not require a second fence to be constructed A second fence would ™ |
have a number of significant problems mssociated with thal concept, including trash
collection between fences, leading to more dry Tot and hiding spaces for rodents as well
as not being able to stain or periodically apply preservatives to extend fence life
the two fences would not have g uniform top so new homes as well as existing homes
could see the other fence periodically extending aver the top of their fence for a very ugly
view The lnst point is the new fence would tnke six to eight inches ou

minimal backynrd or approximately 5% less space

The Pocket Protectors specific units were only noted 1o show that the square footage ™|
could be approximately the same a5 what is proposed by RENC. By varying the one and
This interesting

rwo-story elements, one creates o much more interesting facade.

this alternative,
parent fashion to

ically we

t of an already |

January 31, 2006

274

Also, 5’]'5

concepl is further enhanced by setting units at a slight angle much like other structures ?)’f"'(l

that exist along Pocket Road  This was noted as negative by the consultant as not being
interesting, yet the previously approved project wes also anpguiar and received positive
comments by the City Planning Department as being innovative and interesting.  This
certninly is an inconsistency and is @ subjective opinion not based on facts or good

architectural design principles.

We would arpue that the Poclcet Protectors concept is more ereative than a double 10w of 7]

-

houses on tiny substandard lots poing on for nearly a mile, yet that is not mentioned in 5",1

the EIR os being a deiractor; how is this ohjective analysis? Please fairly redo alternative

4 to teflect a feasible portraval of the Pocket Protectors’ plan.

Ishands@Riverake_Response fo Additions] Comments dor 83072005

E
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

Page 4 — continued

Project Denisty: (See Attached Exhibit “B”

Attached as an exhibit is a City of Szcramento Planning Dept. acreage analysis arsd-‘

resulling density calculations for your review. This analysis does not match up with data
in the DEIR document, which allows readers to draw the wrong conclusions relative to
density and impact 1o the community and is a major discrepancy.

The DEIR documents indicate a nel acreage of 1944 acres. The City Planning
Department documented density factors for a January 27, 2003 community meeling
indicates a net zcreage of 1223 net acres.  What has been noted throughout the DEIR
report indicating a density of 715 units per net acre. Tsn't true that with a discrepancy of
this magnitude many of the conclusions with reference to community impact are totally
incorrect?

The City of Sacramento in Section 17.16.010-pg. 1215 has a very clear definition of what
is “net” pcreage. Ihe nel acreage calculation used in the Genersl Plan, Community Plan,
as well as the LPPT PUD Guidelines conforms to this section.

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

approximately 70% greater than what the report indicates? —_

Surpmary:

January 31, 2006

31-8

i

1. Why didn’t the EIR consultant make one lelephone call to gather the facts of the
Pocket Protectors alternate proposal 47

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

3. Why didn"t the EIR consultant review and note approval drawings for the
previously approved project indicating in bold felt pen notation that sidewatks and
patios could not intrude into the publicty dedicated lincar greenbell? Please do so
now and include analysis in the EIR.

379
3110

-

.

-U

4. Why did the EIR consultant not nole that the Pocket Protectors project pmvidedﬂ 2} |2

fot & 15% wider private street? Pleage do so now and include analysis in the EIR. |

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

6. Why did the EIR consultant not note the significantly increased setbacks and open
space that 1s created by the Pocket Protector alternative? Please do so now and
include anatysis in the EIR.

st

31-13

z1-14
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

Pape 5 - continued

7. Why did the EIR consultant not note that the nently half reduction of units that are .
now half-plexes would be consistent with existing half-plexes that exist in the 37~ 9
Riverlake community? Please do so now and include analysis in the EIR

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

o

9. A City Council member noted when the original project was appealed by RENC
that the Pocket Protector project was a betler land use solution. this is public - i1
record and in the minutes of that meeting. Please note this comment and duly

noted in the final EIR? ]
10 What is the community impact when the RHNC Project density is 70% greater 3 - g
than what the DEIR indicates? o

We strongly disagree with the statement that this is an in-fill project Pleasev\
acknowledge that this project does not meel the City’s definition of infill. This project is
part of a Master Plan that was developed jointly by the City of Sacramento and the | 21-19
original land developer in 1985 This is n mischaracterization of the facts by the EIR
consultant and numerous individuals who attempt lo change the ground rules for their
own motives.

el

u-1
A double row of houses on substandard lots on either side of a substandard private road

with limited landscape and a significant nmount of hardscape are not compatible with the
long-planned Riverlake community and this long narrow site. Changing the rules of the
development along Pocket Road has a huge aesthetic impact on the enlire Pocket 3-»}_ a0
Community and this is also not adequately noted in the EIR document. We respectfully
request an impartial evaluniion of the real impact factors be made and documented in the ;
final EIR document The Planning Commission had it right when they considered this
development was a good development in the wrong location! Please acknowledge this

comment from the public record. -

e

Regis Homes of Northern California has a right to develop its property in a reasonable
and responsible way. Pocket Protectors have on more than one occasion extended an
invitation to work with the developer in a meaningful way. Instead, the developer has z7-20
chosen to propose the project based on politics and not technical merit We respectfully
request that a fair and objective analysis be made of the Pocket Protectors concept 4

vy

At the request of a City Council member, 2 stakeholder meeting was held over a year ago
with the Planning Department manager.  The altemnate proposal was presented, hardly
any questions were asked by Mr. Sionchouse and a few days later he wrote his biased | 471-27,
report. 1 think it is time to have 2 fair and open professional discussion of alternatives
and how an environmentally better solution can be developed for the entire community
Let's work together to provide an innovative solution that does not require bending of

@22%



Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

Page 6 ~ continued

rules and clarifications of wording to merely make a project thal was described by city
staff s not filting, fit!

On August 22, 3003 the City of Sacramento Planning Commission denied the Special
Permit to develop detached single family dwellings within the LPPT PUD. It was denied
based on the {bllowing Findings of Fact: (Actual quote on record)

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

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

b. the massing of the houses creates crowded conditions along the namow interior

private drive:

adequate play yards for children have not been provided;

small front yards prevent the planting of large shade trees;

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

oo

The City of Sacramento Planning Commission had it right and the present RHNC
proposed plan has not taken sdequate mitigation measures to make this a project that is
consistent with the Riverlake community-

Even Dave Jones, Vice Mayor wrote on August 8, 2003 “In the final vote on the project, I
voted against the Isles of Riverlake development, but a majority of the Council approved
it over my opposition.”

He further stated that “during the debate on this project, [ supported the Poeket Protectors
proposal and made a motion that the Council continue the item to allow more time to be
provided to further analyze the Pocket Protector proposal. No one on the council
seconded my motion and so it died”

(%/ﬂ/f Pt t% %2

Martha McCardle
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Subject; Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006
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Subject: Islands at Riveriake (P05-004)

wpRbiby O XE 39

ERNNALY

bt =l -

Do HJE3ISOF QIVYNOO

n\w,&fdx&o
Froomand oraui|

Lok SR otped
%ﬂu m-(:

«.T:u@ 1o Dol

Atk =g
AURIIBALH 3E & waRd I TR IDT i~
-tiLd SUS ST N

18

Iterm Z0

I3
H-5-8X

PET-129

Wo



January 31, 2006

Subject: Islands at Riverlake (F05-004)

N
T

BEC,E Spsey N %
et -1 T2 1PN iy E R TEELE: i Lol A ;
% andg uw.mﬂ_ﬂwmwm m.qw\\ \\//. f Jﬁuﬂhhwwvm %
I
H

|

|
A

LALEL TR LB L]

ﬂ@ﬁfé C)

N.._O..ﬂ..v_L& ATYBULE] CLb¢
Foarmn - 3o -suybit Siaed =t

_.H:HQQ.N_ 5] jeon QH..DDC&
. w swaup oued

f EL.U& it

sxRpag 2o 193 48

aoptkf el

00 Hd2SOf QIYNOG

8
H
™~
o
(a N




Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

Islands at Riverlake
Deusity Information for the January 27", 2003 meeting

General Plan — 4-15 dweliing unit per net acre {dw/na*}
Pocket Community Plan ~7-13 du/na

*  Net acreage excludes publicly dedicated Jand(s), private streets that meet city
standards, and other public use areas, as determined by the Planning Commission
(Section 17.16 010-pg.1215).

In the gtaff report, the net density was determined by excluding the public use area (linear
paricway of 40°) as well g5 the 25° private drive from the 160° deep parcel ieaving 957 or
59 percent of the ori ginal 20 6+ acre parcel = 12 23+ acres, for a density of 11 4 du/na

{139 du+1223 na)

With the 40" wide public use ared (linear parkway) exciuded, which comprises 23 pereent
of the property width, the density changes lo 9 0% dwna (139 du = 15 45 na) under the
current proposak

The maximum density allowed, including 25" private drive and excluding the 40" wide
Hnear parkway, without amending the Community Plan is 15 du/na or 232 upits (15 45 ne
% 15 du=232du) However, the LPPT PUD Guidelines would have o be amended as
currently a maximum of 164 units are allowed (8 dufacre X 20.6 ac) under the current
PUD guidelines.

The minimum number of units aliowed without amending the Community Plan, including
the 25" private drive and excluding the 40" wide linear parkway, would he 108 (7dux
15 45 na = 108)

January 31, 2006




Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

General
Flan

Dwaelling Units

Minimm 4

paximurm 15
MNet Acreage

Tota! Acreage 2060

40" Parkway 516

o5 Ditve 322

Net AcTes 12.23
Dwelling Units/Net Acte (dufra)

Units

Minimum 489

Maximm 1835

Statf Report Density

Community LPPT PUD Stef
Plan Guidelines  Fepont

7
15 B
20 60 20 60 20 60
515 515
3.22
15.45 20 80 1223
139.00
231 6 164.8
1136
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

OFFICE OF THE 7 '

I COUNCIL CITY OF SP‘;ERAMENTO
DAVE JONES

VICE MAYOR

COUNEIL MEMBER

DISTRICT $IX August 8, 2003

Ms Martha McCardle
800 Cohble Cove Lane
Sacromento, £4 95831

Dear Ms McCardie:

Thank you for sharing with me your opposition to the Isles at Riveriake housing
development throngh your signatures on fhe petition provided to my office.

Duting the debate on this project, 1 supported the Pocket Protectors propasai and made a
motion that the Council 1o continue the item to allow more tirme to be provided to further
analyze the Pocket Protectors proposal. No one on the council seconded my motion, and !
so it died

In the final vote on the project, 1 voted against the Isles of Riverlake development, but & i
majority of the Council approved it over my opposition

Thank you again for sharing your views with me on the Islands at Riverlake  1f you have
any further questions or concens, please feel free to contact my office at 808-7006

Sinc?d

DAVE JONES
Vice Mayor

730 1 STREET. ROOM 321, SACIRAMENTO. CA DE31-2608
Mariling Adelress 9151 STREET, ROOM 205, SACRAMENTO. CA 934142008 .
Pif DIG-BOB.FODG + FAX 916-264-T6BY ~ disnes@uityolsacrmenin o !



Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

3 0 Comments and Responses

3.2.2.37 Leller 37. Martha McCardle and Roger A, McCardle

37.1  The commentors recommend analyzing an allernative which considers rezoning the project
site 10 R-1. An R-1 rezone alternative plan was analyzed in the Dsaft EIR. Please see pages
199.206 of the Draft EIR. Sec also Master Response 7

37.2  Due to the changes made in {he project design from the time that it was first reviewed by the
long-range planning staff in 2001 2nd the City Council's June 2003 approval, staff no longer
considers the project to creatc any risk of a significant or adverse visual “canyoning” or
“pmnel” effect. Please see Master Response 11 and Response to Comment 37-10 below.
Additionally, the portion of the 2001 staff assessment sited by the commentors suggested
consideration of a reduced unit design or different configuration with a single row of houses
on deeper lots. These varialions on 1he project design were aspects of some of the alternatives
siudied in the Draft ETR. Please se¢ pages 194-199 (analysis of Alterative A3) and pages
199.206 (analysis of Alternative AG) of the Draft EIR, in which two different designs
incorporating deeper fots and a single row of homes were considered. Additionally,
Alternatives A4 and AG included fewer units (126 and 100, respectively) than the proposed
project (139 units)

37-3  Please sec Master Response 1
37-4  Please sce Master Response 1
37-5  Please sec Master Responsc g

17.6  Please see Master Response 7. Additionally, the commentors assert that the angular design of
the Pocket Protectors’ alternative (Ad) was not assessed consistently with one of the
previously approved projects, which was also angutat, and which the commentors assert Wis
favorably reviewed by the City Planning Department. As explained in the Draft EIR,
however, the angular design of both Alternatives A2 and A4 is not considered consisient with
the City’s Single Family Residential Design Principles (SFRDP) {adopted in 2001} as a
solution to the problem of “sameness” in design. (DEIR, pp- 171-172) The SFRDP were not
yel in effect when Alternative A2 was originally approved in 1987, therefore, at the time A2
was considered by the Planning Department in 1987, the angular nature of the design was not
assessed under those principles as it was in this BIR’s analysis. Morcover, as the commeniors
note, judgment of many of the design details of the proposed project and the alternatives
considered in the Draft EIR is inherently subjective and based on personal preferences.
Thetefore, as noted in the DEIR, he responsibility for these kinds of subjective determinations
ultimately tics with the Planning Commission and the City Council.

37.7  Please sce Master Response 7. Additionally, as explained in the DEIR, the proposed project's
varation in architectural styles, heights, sizes and design details would reduce the potential for
{he “sameness” thal commentors appear 10 be implying would resull with the proposed
project. (DEIR, pp. 138-143)

37-8  The net acreage was catculated consistently with Sacramento City Code 17.16 010 for the
February 2005 Initial Study, the June 2005 DEIR, and the August 2005 FEIR. Pleasc seo
Master Response 5 The sizes of the legal parcels were measured using AutoCAD functions.
The gross acreage of the legal parcels is 21.44 acres The + 2-acre parkway easemenl to the
City was subtracied from the gross acreage, in accordance with the definition of “net lot area”

Islands@Riverlake Response fo Additional Comments,doc BAXG/2003 3-191 16
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

37-9

37-10

37-11

37-12

37-13

3 0 Cominents and Responses

in Sacramento City Code 17.16 010 Therefore, the resulting net acreage is 19.44 acres.
When the LPPT PUD was approved, the grosy acreage of the legal parcels was & 22 6 acres.
The & 2-acre City parkway casement was subtracted for the resulting net acreage of 205 acres.
The LPPT PUD Schematic Flan Map, which reports 20 & acres for the project site, did not
include the City parkway eascment acreage Since the LPPT PUD was approved, the gross
and net acreage of Lot 21 was reduced due to a ot split for Dutra House and the public Dutra
Bend Drive.

The formulation of net acreage presented in the 27 January 2003 meeting notes subtracted the
acreage of the private strect and the applicant-owned, Riverdake Community Association-held,
tandscape casement in addition to the acreage of the 25-foot wide parkway cascment to the
City. The formula for calculating net acreags in Sacramento City Code 17.16.010 docs not
subtract private roads and private casements. Therefore, the formulation of net acreage
presented in the 27 January 2003 meeling was incorrect. The formutation of net acreage used
in he 2005 Initial Study and EIR is the correct one.

Please see Master Response 7. The BIR consulfant considered the information previously
provided by the Pocket Protectors in 2003 to provide enough detail to develop the alternative
considered in the Draft EIR as A4 Additional contact with the Pocket Protectors regarding
the details of the allernative was rot considered necessary in order 1o assess the relative merits
and fiaws in the alternative desipn as gompared to the proposed project.

Please sce Master Response 11, Additionally, staff congiders the issucs raised in (he Planning
Department’s April 30, 2001, letter to the applicant to have been resobved through subsequent
revisions in the project and through the proposed conditions of approval. Staff noted in the
April 30, 2001, letter, ua thematic landscaping plan, tagether with a varisty of facades and
onc and two story design will [minimize the “canyon” effect which occurs when the building
massing is similar for long expanses, as is the case with the project as proposed ™ Staff finds
that the applicant has incorporated these recommendations into the currently proposed project
Between the time the project was fisst reviewed by staff in 2001 and the time it was approved
by the City Council in 2003, the project applicant revised the proposed project 10! include
fewer units {from 163 to 139); provide a mix of one- and two-story homes, in contrasi to the
predominantly two-story plan proposed in 2001; increase setbacks from the existing fenceline,
from the 5 fest proposed in 2001 to the 10-12 feet currently proposed; and include an interior
sidewalk and seven “mini-parks” with connecting pathways between the mini-parks and
homes fronting on the Linear Parkway that will facilitate pedestrian access to the Lincar
Parkway and add open space. The conditions of approval that were previously adopted for the
project by the City Council and which are proposed again for the current project further
incorporale many of the recommendations in the April 30, 2001, letter. Therefore, stafl’
considers the issucs noted in that letter to have been addressed and the potential “canyoning”
or “munncl” effect to have been eliminated.

Please see Master Response 4

The Draft EIR noted that the proposed street width for the Pocket Pratectors’ propased
alternative plan (Ad) is 25 feet, 3 feet wider than the proposed project’s strect widih of 22 feet.
(DEIR, p 187)

The Dsaft EIR roted that under the Pocket Protectors’ proposed alternative plan (A4}, shade
trees would be pianted consistent with other residential development and would not create
adverse shade impacts. (DEIR, p 194) Please see alse Master Response &

Iniends@Riverdice_Rewpoase lo Addltional Cominents.dot ENGI0ES 3-191 17
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37-14

37-15

37-16

3 0 Comiments and Responses

The Draft EIR described the setbacks that would result with the Pocket Protectors’ proposed
alternative plan (A4). (DEIR, pp. 192-193.) The DEIR also noted that the angled layout of
the design would provide for more individuat lot vard space than the other alternatives.
(DEIR, p. 187)

It is unclear exactly what guestion or point the cormmentors are stating in this comment. The
Drafi EIR described the consistency of the Pocket Protectors’ proposed alternative plan (Ad)
with existing land use designations and with adjacent cxisting neighborhoods (DEIR, pp
192-194.)

The differences betweon the proposed project and the Pocket Protectors’ proposed alterative
plan (A4) were gererally described in the DEIR. (DEIR, pp 215-217) Additionally, sce
Response to Comment 37-10 above

37.17 As indicated in the letter from Council Member Dave Jones that the commentors attached to
{heir fetter, Council member Jones noted his preference for the Pocket Protectors’ proposed
alternative plan.

37-18 Please see Master Response 5 and Response to Comment 37-8 above.

37.19 Please see Master Response 9.

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

37.21 Comments noled. Please also see Master Response 7 and Responses 10 Comments 37-6, 37-9,
and 37-12 through 37-17.

37.22 The Drafl EIR provides a comprehensive discussion of six project alternatives, plus a “no-
project” alternative. Please see also Master Response 7.

37-23 Please sce Master Responses 1, 4, 6and 11. Additionally, the issues of sctbacks, massing and
guest parking are addressed in the Drafl EIR. (DEIR, pp. 38-39, 86-88, 104-111, 111115,
126)

37-24 Please sce Response lo Comment 37-17 above

tslandsgRiver ake_Response fo Additiona Comments.doc /3011665 3-19118
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2006

Ms Lesley Buford

Environmental Planning Division
123111 1 Street, Room 300
Sacramento, CA 95814

Dear Ms Lesley:

I am a Dutra Bend resident and the controversial Project known as Islands al Riverlake,
which by now you are aware of, corcermns me greatly. Enclosed you will find a list of 39_|
questions which should be brought to your atiention. | would greatly appreciate you

going over them to determine if they are valid questions and if so, what ¢an be done to
raake them right.

Thanking you in advance, yours truly,

~Yerreer, Lphpotd
Vemice Brooks
7733 Rio Barco Way
Sacramento, CA 93831

>\




Subject; Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

IELANDS AT RIVERLAKE EIR QUESTIONS:

How magy licensed architects does Sycamore Environmental Consultands have on ]

staff? Are they California licensed archtiects?

Previously a City of Sscramento spproved projest had bold netation on each
sheet indicating no intrusion of the “publicly dedicated greenbelt” by 5id

ewalks aor
patios. 'Why was this not mentioned and addressed in the EIR?

- The Pocket Proteciors coneept plan was put forth es an example of alternatives. It is 7]

not a preliminary design or lo suggest details. Lot size and building footprint are
examples to {llustrate that other options for land use exist. 'Why was there not one
phone call, or meeting to discuss this option for a clear understanding by Sycamore
Environmental Consultants rather that promote inaccurate statoments,

or draw wrong
conclusions?

-
- Previously City of Sacramento approved project had angled structures and was cited

a5 being innovative pnd imaginstive. Now the Pocket Protectors schems was noted
just the opposite due to the mngled Jayout. Alse other development along Pocket
Road is angular and therefore the Pocket Protectors scheme is also related o other
structures. ‘Why is this featwre not noted as 2 positive to rninimize community
tropact? Is a one-mile row of primarily two story houses not horing?

The proposed project has a 22’ wide street yet all other schemes have a 25 wide

street. Doesn’t a 15% increase in street width over a mile long offer a significant
improvement to traffic flow and safety?

cans 1o be on the street without one row of houses having all the neighbors® cans in
front of their house each weel, Is not this a significant advantage?

How does a 22" wide street with approx. 18’ of pavement width allow for cars to pass
the garbage truck when collection is taking place? The cap sits in the roll curb and
takes about 3' of space, the truck is 8-1/2" wide and the articulating arm uses about 2°
of space or clearunce when operating for a total of 13-1/2, leaving about 7' or less
space to drive 2 cor? How dpes this work on a weekly basis?

. Is the private driveway io City of Sacramento standards except for the proposed

width? Will the street handle the Joading of heavy fire trucks with axle loads of
20,0001b or more and the required turning redivs,

various comsunities, why are these substandard streets proposing small tight
tumparounds that are abstacles for traffic.

gite plan ]

| S

-
The alternative of having houses on one side of the private street allows for garbepe ]

January 31, 2006
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- With the City of Sacramento presently taking out turnarounds as being unworkahle in ] 3210
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January 31, 2006
Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

10. The ity of Sacramento definition of “net” acreage requires the subtrastion of private
streets to city stapdards. Why is definition not used in all references to dr:lmninc]?»e" H
acchrats density calculations?

11 There is no reference that 1 could see with regard to hardsceps and the impast to the
cities goat of having more shede trees and reduce hot paved surfaces. Clearly some
schemes have a dmmatic difference from the proposed scheme.  Why is this not 18-12
discussed or evaluated in the EIR document? Did someone forget while preparing the

EIR that we are the city of trees, even our water towerg display that theme for the
public o sez.

12: How are trees planted in limited front yards where there are utility easements that -] 3g_|3
prevent or do pot allow for trec planting above utility pipes and conduite?

13. Why isn't there a site plan that shows the feeder sidewalks or connector sidewslks in
the dedicnted Enear greenbell snd how they go through groves of exisling irees and 3'8'- lq
that addresses grade changes? Does this Trequlire more tree cutting to work?

14 With primarily two-story houses fronting the publicly dedieated greenbeld and their

proximity op the border with tree limbs overbenging into the building space how can 38 15
you construct homes with roof overhangs without seversty butchering trees or cutting "
muore rees?

13 The Pocket Protector alternative notes (BIR) slightly less than the 7 upits per net acre 7
requirement for otie of the community plans. The Jot size if designed, or reviewed in ;
any defall could be adjust to meel the exact requirernent very easily, as welt as | 58~ ko !
adjusting the house square footage, or footprint.  Why wasn'{ this noted, as all lots on
other plans or alternetives are pot all the same pize or aren? o

16. Other progressive cities jike Elk Grove do not allow subdivisions to open directly on
10 major treffic artedes. For example; Blk Grove Blvd. and IL.aguoa Blvd whick are
simitar high-speed four lane streets like Pocket Roarl  Why was this not considered 38-1 L
and which allows children 1o play enly o short distance from cars and traffie that ;
frequently exceed the 45mph posted spead limit? (There are oot backyards 1o play) :

s

17. Reloting to item 16 zbove why is there no! a discussion in the EIR of providing a 2 8" 1%
desorative masonry sound wall similar to the rest of Riverlake n consideration?

18 Other City of Sncramento approved projects op this site hod a stipulation that
additional sound attenustion was required in the construction of those proposed 2%-19
homes. Hes the sound level and traffic decreased since these projects were proposed
about ten-years ago?

19. Permils were given 1o remove two heritage trees, how many mare need to bc] 5&,20
removed?

drmrmm e FT YT
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

g

recently.  ‘What steps are being taken to correet this present serious problem and to
prevent future similar tree damage?

January 31, 2006

20. Heritage trees have had root damage a5 verified by the City of Sacramento arborist ] 33
-2)

21. Construction will be over a significant period of time. What measures are being
taken with reference to construction noise {(working hours), dust te adjacent properties
and traffic as large 65-70" long semd trocks cannot maneuver with 22” wide streets.

22. How are double fences a reasonable alternative? Rodent hiding space, ascumulation ™|
of debrs, roiting or existing wood doe to trapped moisture are all issues. The
thickness of the new fence also iakes away clear spacc in the Hmiled rear setbacks?
The fence lakes up in excess 5% of the rear yard space. Double fence does not allow
for staining of wood fence material that helps fo preserve the wood fom decay and
reduces the life, or replacement cycle. What about the height of fences being
different end the visual impact {0 the existing, as well as new property owners? .

23.1n 2001 the City Planning Long-range Planning Staff (Stacy Harsgrove) indicated by |
letter her concerns about the “tuneling effect” of the proposed project. That concemn
was obviously ignored by the developer. In fact the strect that was proposed then was
25" wide and now it has been reduced to 22°. 'Why were the alternatives or

copsiderations posed in that document not addressed and included in this EIR
document?

24 The acreage calculations provided by the City Planning Staff for the January 2?“‘-‘1
2003 meeting indicated g tme density of 11.4 dwellings units per net acre. ‘The net
acreage was noled as 12.23 acres. Why don’t the numbers calenlated by the City
Plenning Stafl comrelate with various acreage and density pumbers in the EIR

document? This clearly is o major discrepancy, as it relates to the General Plan,
Community Plan as well as the LPPT PUD!

22-24

z8-25
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

3 { Comments and Responses

3.2.2.38 Letter 38. Victoria Brooks

38-1

38-2
38-3
38-4
38-5
38-6
38-7
38-8

38-9

38-10

3811

38-12

38-13

38-14

38-15

38-16

38-17

38-18

38-19
38-20

38-21

Comment noted. The commenior is generally introducing the more specific comments
attached to the comment letter

Sycamore Environmental Consultants, Inc. has no architects on staff

Please sce Master Response 4.

Please sce Master Response 7. Please also seo Rosponse 0 Comment 37-9 above.
Please ses Master Response 7 and Response to Comment 37-6 and 37-7 above,
Please see Master Responses 1 and 11.

Please see Master Response 1.

Please see Master Response 1.

The street will be built to the City's standards regarding load-bearing capacity.. Please also sse
Master Response 1.

Please see Master Response 1
Please see Master Response 3.
Please sec Master Response 6.
Please see Master Response 6 and Response to Comment 12-7.

A conceptual landscaping plan {hat shows the location of connector gidewalks was provided as
Txhibit D to he Draft EIR.

The Drafl EIR identifies which trees have been or world be removed to construct the project.
(DEIR, pp 21-23, 130-131) If the applicant damages any trees in the parkway, this is an
enforcement issue for the City, but it is outside the scope of this EIR.

Please sce Master Response 7.

Please see Master Response 4

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

Please see Response to Comment 38-15 above.
Please see he Draft EIR, pages 21.23 and 130-131.

Plense see Response to Comment 16-2 above.

Riverloke Rem to Addi 1 Cemments.doc B30/003 3-191 23
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Subject; Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

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

38-25 Please sec Response to Comment 37-8 above.

January 31, 2006

3 0 Comments and Responses

[slands@ Riverseke Response 1o Additionsl Coniments doc B£30/2003

3-191 24
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004)

Estate Flonring Probote Business Flonning Business Transactions. feal

DROBNY LAW OFFICES, INC.

A Professlonal Corporatlon
Motk § Drobny*

Jennifer S Rouse *mMasier of Lows [LL M} In Taxalion

August 1, 2005 Amy L Mcivoy
Michete H Wong®

Lezley Buford

Environmental Planning Principal
City of Sacramento

Deveiopment Services Department
Planning Division

1231 1 Street, Suite 300
Sacramento, CA 93814

Re: lslands at Riverlake

Dear Ms Buford:

I have been a resident of Riverlake in the Pocket area since 1988, owning three different homes
during that time 1 wouldn't five anywhere else. [ have raised my children there, and they are
now coming back home after college as well and will live here.

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

Pocket Protectors purports 1o represent the \esidents of the Pocket aren  They don’t They area
vocal minority representing the very few disgruntled home owners along the fence line The
“gilent majority” of Pocket residents do not agree with Pocket Protectors

Erch and every resident reads and sigas a disclosure belore they buy a home in Riverlake,
advising them that the long strip of dirt between the green belt and the fences along Pocket Road
has been reserved to build town houses and condominiums. Peuple who purchased hommes along
the fence line were also required to sign additional disclosures that they had been ndvised that on
the other side of their fence, town homes and condos were eventually going to be built. THEY
PAID | ESS FOR THEIR HOMES ALONG THE FENCE BECAUSE THEY KNEW THE
TOWNHOUSES AND CONDOMINIUMS EVENTUALLY WERE GOING TO BEBUILTON
THE OTHER SIDE OF THEIR FENCES They were fortunate enough to erjoy the many years
with nothing on the other side of their fence because the economy and their on-going efforls to
thwarl construction on the other side of the fences, delayed that construction

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

4180 Tiuxel Road Sulle 100 Modesto: (269) 578-2800
socromentn CA 95834 5an Ramon: (925) 829-6968
(9164192100 Fox (916) 419-1222 Stockion: {209) 4b4-3408
E-Mal: dlo@driabnylaw com

tsiate. Conservaloships Eslale Adminisiction and Taxalion

January 31, 2006
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Subject: Islands at Riverlake (P05-004) January 31, 2006

Aungust 1, 2003
Page 2

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

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

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

What is more unsightly and disruptive is the fact that finally this project is being developed and
Pocket Protectors again filed something to delay the completion of the project

What is more disruptive and unsightly is because of their delay tactics, o partially completed
construction project sits uncompleted.

What is more disruptive is the fact that all of these whining homeowners along the fence line
constantly knocking on our doors, asking us o go {0 meetings, leaving flyers on our doorsteps,
lying about what is really going on in an attempt to prevent the normal development of our
neighborhood which has endured years of incomplete development as a result of their stall
tactics.

Riveriake will never become a mature and fully deveioped community until it is fully built out
AS IT WAS ORIGINALLY CONTEMPLATELD in the original plans and maps APPROVED BY
THE CITY OVER 20 YEARS AGO The Architectural Review Board and Homeowners
Association have both approved The Islands at Riverlake plans. THEY SPEAK FOR THE
HOMEOWNERS, NOT POCKET PROTECTORS The Homeowners Association is an glected
group of representatives, Pocket Protectors is not elected and does not speak for the fnajority of
homeowners

Older constructed homes build in the 1980s and 1990s need to look compatible with the
townhouses and condos that were designed 10 be built along Pocket Road  The Tonger this takes,
the more envisermentally unsightly it will be

Residents of Riverlake have had to endure the normal dirt, dust and noise of construction as
homes around us were being built. That dirt, dust and roise needs to otcur ngain sooner or fater
when the townhouses and condominiums are built along Pocket Road  The sooner, the better, 50
our neighborhood can be completed and mature as a complete community
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The amenities that other neighborhoods enjoy, such as several pood restaurants and shops has
never taken place in Riverlake because until this neighborhood is fully built out, there simply
aren’t enough residents to support that infrastructure. Drive around Riverlake. There isn't
anywhere pood to eat and shop. Residents have to go downtown or further because there aren't
enough residents in a still undeveloped Pocket area to support multiple, quality, upscale
restaurants and shops.

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

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

Very truly yours,

DROBNY LAW OFTFICES, INC.
A Professional Corporation

MARK STDROBNY

MSD:bg

January 31, 2006
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3.2.2.39. Letter 39. Mark S, Drobay.

This letter is nearly identical to Letter 10
not raise any new CEQA issues that need to be addressed further in the

January 31, 2006
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Attachment E — Applicant’s Appeal

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

APPEAL OF THE DECISION [OF e
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING ¢:0&%@1€‘§i§0 oY

DATE; September 16, 2005

6007 9T 43S ﬂ
TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR: Lt
("i,., -

1 do hereby make application to appeal the decision of the City Planing gpti}niissiﬁh oii 1, ,
September 15, 2005  (hearing date), for project number Q04 & . Whein
X Special Penmit for139 detached alterpative gingle-family houses and
. 27 common lots in the R—1A PUD zone :
Variance for
“R” Review for
Other for
was: Granted by the City Planning Commission

X Denied by the City Planning Commission

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

= Property Location:North and South sides of Pocket Road between East and West Shore
_ Drives
= Appeliant: _Tina A, Thowag Daytime Phone: (916) 443-2745

(please print) {on behalf of appellant—Regis Homes of Northern Lalifornia)
= Address: 455 Capitol Mall, Suite 210, Sacramento, CA 95814
sy

Appellant’s Signature: /’),?_ A7 //_’//"/ pyA ’)//
THIS BOX FOR OFFICE ﬁ% LY
FILINGFEE:  $1,192 00 By Applicant RECEIVERB7| 7] AR
$298 00 By Third Party DATE: Al W“\\;’ !
Distribute Copies To GLS: GL: Project Planner; Tim Larkin (original & receipt)
Pit Forwarded to City Clerk: i

S Admin\Forms\Planning Teniplates\CPC Appenl Form doc
Q8072003
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REMY, THOMAS, MOOSE and MANLEY, LLP

ATTORNEYS AT LAW
MICHAEL H. REMY
§944 - 2003 435 CAPITOL MALL, SUITE 210 1 Eﬁgg}fg&”ﬁ;g"v"‘
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95814 TIFEANY K. WRIGHT
TINA A THOMAS ASHLE T CROCKER
JAMES G. MODSE ) : SABRINA V, TELLER
WHITMAN F MANLEY Tclcp_ho_ng. (936) 443-2745 MICHELE A. TONG
Facsimile: {916) 443-9017
e MEGHAN M HABERSACK
e E-mail: info@rimmiaw com
htipivwww runmlaw com ANGELA M WHATLEY
BRIAN J. PLANT w AMY R HIGUERA
JOSEPH J. BRECHER HOWARD F WILKINS 1L
OF COUNSEL

September 16, 2005
Via hand-delivery

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

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

Dear Ms. Shearly:

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

A Notice of Decision and Findings of Fact certifying the Environmental Impact
Report, approving the Mitigation Monitoring Plan, approving an amendment to the
Pocket Area Community Plan and South Pocket Specific Plan, approving an
amendment to the LPPT PUD Guidelines, approving a Tentative Subdivision Map;

and approving a Subdivision Modification to reduce the standard 53 right-of-way
for a private street.

January 31, 2006
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Ms. Carol Shearly
Interim Planning Director
September 16, 2005

Page 2

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

I am informed that this matter is already scheduled for the Council’s September

27, 2005, evening meeting, Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any questions
regarding this matler.

Sincerely,

Ticr O}~

Tina A. Thomas

ce:  Lezley Buford
Sabina Gilbert
Bill Heartiman
Kimberly Kaufmann-Brisby
David Kwong
Tom Pace
Susan Brandt-Hawley

50923013 001 wpd

71%
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Attachment F - Pocket Protectors’ Appeal

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

APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRAMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION

DATE: %Q% ./ o<

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

I do herchy make application to appeal the decision of the City Planning Commission en
Cfl[ 1< {) oS (hearing date), for project number (P#) 70 - OC L when:.

.z// Special Permit for r/:’ A
Variance for
“R" Review for
L - Other for 1M, Fup Qe nel PU D Schen ot
- ol el
was: Granted by the City Planning Commission

Denied by the City Planning Cormmission

Grounds For Appeal: (explain in detail, you may attach additional pages)
See atta o,

= Property Location: 'tDC)C-kLJL KO L= /”/

=
= Appeiiaf%ﬁé KET ""‘?ﬂl‘?’ @T% < _ Daytime Phones i A7A - S804
(piease print) '
= Address: _Zupr Lt @ w1l o Loi/E L) - AL NN I\.}')"a LA 7L 2 )

=»  Appellant’s SlgnaturcW =)

THIS BOX FOR OFFICE USE QNLY
FILINGFEE:  $1.192.00 By Applicant RECEIVEDBY: S 1
~~"§298 00 By Third Patly™ DATE: ___ Y2207 <

e 757
Distribute Copies To: GLS; GL: Project Planner; Tim Larkin {original & receipt)
e N e Forwarded to City Clerk:

SAAdmin\Formu\Planning Tempintes\CPC Appenl Form doc
08/07/2003
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Testimony on the BIR was limited. Based on our CEQA consultants review, we
believe the FEIR is not adequate.

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

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

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

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

January 31, 2006



