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PROFESSIONAL REAL ESTATE GR #14"
Pl.
COMMERCIAL RESIDENTIAL INDUSTRIAL LAND MORTGAGES INVESTMENTS-

931 HOWE AVENUE SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95825 PHONE 929-8417
February 5, 1982

APPROVED
BYTHECMYCOUNC/L

Lorraine Magana
Office of the City Clerk
915 I Street
City Hall Room 203
Sacramento, Ca. 95814

FEB 9 1982
OFFICE OF THE
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Re: P-9582 24th Street at 24th Street Bypass
Parcels 047-013-10 and 047-013-11

Dear Mrs. Magana,
I am hereby withdrawing my permission for Staddard Construction
Company and Jerol Moore & Associates to apply for rezoning of
the subject property. I am the owner of said parcels and as
of this writing, neither the Stoddard nor Jerol Moore organizations have any interest in the property.
I do not, at this time, desire to have my property rezoned.
Please take the subject matter off the agenda for February
9, 1982, and consider the matter closed. If, in the future,
I secure another user for the property I shall reapply, if
necessary,for permission to use the property for the appropriate purpose.
incerely,

John S. Edwards

cc: Planning Department
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STODDARD CONSTRUCTION CO.
Melody Lane & Dawnridge Road • PO. Box 100 • Roseville, CA 95661
(916) 969-3881 or 786-3881 • License #406425
February 2, 1982

Lorraine Magana
Office of the City Clerk
915 I Street
City Hall Room 203
Sacramento, CA 95814
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Re: Proposed Development
24th Street @ 24th Street Bypass
#9582
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Dear Mrs. Magana:

z
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Per my telephone conversation today with Mike of your office, we
are withdrawing our proposal from the City Council agenda of
February 9, 1982. We are not asking for a continuance; we do not
intend to reapply.
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I sent you a letter dated January 29, 1982 which I asked you to
forward to the members of the City Council. I would appreciate
your sending them a copy of this letter so that they can know what
happened.
After two years of trying to gain approval of a residential development on this site, we were not able to any longer keep our investment
group together in order to complete this project. It is very difficult
to keep the investors and potential investors committed to furnish the
required funds when the delays are many and when the results are uncertain. The key issue had to do with the owner with whom we had
an option agreement, and the very unusual situation whereby we were
requesting a downzoning instead of the more common zoning increase
request. Even if we had been able to gain approval of our rezoning
request at the City Council meeting on February 9, 1982, we could
not get adequate assurance that the condominiums would be actually
approved and built. If this did not happen, the owner would be left
In the untenable position of losing their C-2 zoning and having
nothing to show for it. I do not know the owner's intentions at
the present time. I am guessing that they intend to hold the property
for future C- development.
Very truly yours,

Richard Stoddard
cc: John & Dorothy Edwards
City Council Members c/o Lorraine Magana, City Clerk
Lynn Robie
Terry Kastanis
Marty Van Duyn
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STODDARD CONSTRUOVQ N< C •A.i,:r,-..
1

Melody Lane & Dawnridge Road • PO. Box 100 • Rosevae,p ■ 066'0
°
(916) 969-3881 or 786-3881 • License #406425
' ,82
January 30, 1982

Lorraine Magana
Office of the City Clerk
915 I Street
City Hall Room 203
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Proposed development
24th Street @ 24th Street Bypass
Dear Mrs. Magana:

Will you please distribute these letters to the members of the City
Council prior to the February 9, 1982 meeting? I am sending you seven
copies, as I have already forwarded copies to Lynn Robie and Terry
Mastanis.
Thank you for your assistance.

truly yours,

Rick Stoddard
cc: Marty Van Duyn

STODDARD CONSTRUCTION CO.
Melody Lane & Dawnridge Road 0 P.O. Box 100 9 Roseville, CA 95661
(916) 969-3881 or 786-3881 0 License #406425
January 29, 1982

Members of the City Council
c/o Lorraine Magana
Office of the City Clerk
915 I Street
City Hall Room 203
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Various Requests for Property Located on
NE and SW Sides of 24th Street at 24th Street
Bypass and 25th Street
Ladies and Gentlemen:
Our request is scheduled to be heard at the February 9, 1982
meeting. I have prepared an outline of what I consider to be the
key points and issues, in hopes that this will save time during the
meeting.
Brief History
We negotiated an option on this property in the Spring of 1980.
The property had C-2 zoning, but a residential usage seemed more
appropriate to us. We discussed this matter with the City Planning
Staff. prior to negotiating the option agreement, and they concurred
that residential was a better use for this property. After many
months of working to develop an acceptable site plan, our request
for approval of an apartment project was turned down in January 1981.
Because there continues to be no market for C-2 property in this
immediate market, the owner of the property was willing to extend
the option while we attempted to work out other residential plans.
On November 25, 1981, our condominium proposal was approved by the
City Planning Commission on a 6-2 vote.
General
We agree to accept all conditions and findings of the staff report.
There were no new conditions or changes added at the Planning
Commission hearing. There are some clarifications:
1) The actual acreage is 7.271 acres, not the 6.2 acres listed
by the engineer's tentative map. This was the engineer's
error, and it has since been corrected. The staff report
calls for R-28R zoning. We could actually almost get by
with R-2AR zoning. We are proposing 128 units. R-2AR
zoning would allow 127 units.
2) As a concession to the owner of the Sacramento Manor, we
consented to a phasing restriction, whereby we agree to
develop the northeast parcel first.
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3) We need simultaneous approvals for the condominium plan/map
and the rezoning. We cannot have the situation where we
might get a rezoning without an approval of the condominium
plans. If the condominiums are not built now, the present
owner does not want to lose his C-2 zoning for the future.
List of What We Have Done to Date: Changes / Concessions, Etc.
1 - In 1980 we agreed to at least three continuances so that
everyone would have their imput while we were trying to
develop an acceptable plan. Even further continuances were
requested, but we simply ran out of time with the financing
program for which we were trying to qualify.
2 - Because our apartment proposal was turned down, we lost the
chance to qualify for a 7% FHA loan.
3 - In 1981 we have granted other continuances in order to give
the neighbors time for more input, even though these continuances
placed us in a severe time bind with our option agreement.
4 - We have lowered our density request from R-3 to R-2BR and
possibly even R-2/R. Our proposed number of units has
dropped as follows: 211-176-160-128.
5 - We changed our concept from apartments to condominiums.
6 - The staff required an 80% north-south orientation of the
buildings. Since this was not feasible on these odd-shaped
lots, we agreed to be bound by next years energy standards
at a greatly increased expense to us. This includes R-19
insulation, 2 x.6 walls, etc.
7 - We have agreed to place one story buildings at the corner of
the lots.
8 - . We have agreed to use mixed buildings that are part one story
and partly two story.
9 - We have designed completely new elevations in order to satisfy
,the staff.
10 - We have agreed to add balconies in order to further enhance
the appearance of the buildings.
11 - We have increased the square footage size of the individual
units.
12 - We have increased the onsite parking ratio from 1.3:1 to 1.5:1
to 2:1.
13 - We have increaaed the street set backs in order to satisfy
staff.
14 - We have completely redesigned the site with more landscaping
and other changes.
15 - We have met and/or spoken with anybody who requested input
in order for us to try to address their concerns: The owner
of the Sacramento Manor; representatives of the Sacramento Manor;
the chairperson and members of the local community council;
representatives of the River City Go-Getters; several neighbors
who claimed that they represented the interests and concerns of
the other neighbors. We have also heard and responded to
testimony at two Planning Commission hearings and a City Council
meeting.
16 - We have given written assurance to the owner of the Sacramento
Manor that we would, in fact, build condominiums, and not apartments.

Members of the City Council
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17 - We have agreed to a phasing condition, at the request of
the owners of the Sacramento Manor.
In conclusion, I feel that we have done everything that has
been asked of us, except perhaps to go away and leave the lot
vacant.
Other Issues, Our Responses to Objections, Etc.
1 - The objection has been raised that we are decreasing the supply
of commercial property in the area when there is already too much
R-3 in this vicinity. The staff report shows that there are 65
_acres of vacant commercially zoned land along both Florin and
Meadowview Roads. In addition, there are numerous vacant
structures On commercially zoned land.
2 - We have been asked why we don't just develop a commercial
complex on these parcels. We looked into this with Coldwell
Banker and _other knowledge experts in commercial developments,
since the commercial would be a higher and better use and more
profitable. The problem is simple; there is no market in this
area at this time for commercial development. When there is,
it will first be along Florin.
3 - It has been said that we should wait for an update of the
Meadowview Community Plan since it is so old (1965). Current
community plans are very helpful, especially to developers.
The question here is when will this ever happen? We heard
this same objection last year.
4 - We have been told that there is no market for condominiums
at this location. We paid for an independent market study
that verified for us that there is a market for our type of
development in the South area. The key factor is interest
rates. We, as developers, along with the construction lenders
would have to decide the best . time to actually start construction, which would not necessarily be right away.
5 - Traffic has been a major concern. We met with a City traffic
engineer and obtained the following information:
a - Condominiums are better than apartments.
b - Both of these are better than commercial. The traffic
count for a commercial development would be much heavier.
c - No more than 10% would use 66th Avenue to Tam O'Shanter.
None of the residents on the Northeast parcel would use
66th Avenue.
d - In fact, a commercial development would draw people from
the West who would use 66th Avenue.
6 - Crime has been a major concern. We met with a representative
of the City Police Department. He indicated that this is a
sensitive area, and that condominiums would be better than
apartments.
7 - I understand that the River City Go-Getters have objected to
our rezoning request because they want to have the option later
of rezoning their property to commercial in order to house a
community center. It seems to me that a community center in the
traditional sense would be much more compatible with a condominium neighbor rather than a heavy commercial development next
door. Remember, the zoning on the subject property is C-2, not
C-1.
-
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8 - The representatives of the Sacramento Manor have indicated
that one of the problems with our development is that is
would obstruct their frontage to 24th Street Bypass. Since
the Bypass was cut through, they are no longer on the main"
street. In response to this concern, we have agreed to reverse
our phasing approach.
9 - The Meadowview Community Council had several objections to our
proposed apartment project. They were the first to suggest that
we switch to condominiums.
10 - I believe that this property could be termed a residential
"infill" location. It is reasonable to develop with the
-proposed density and energy considerations, as opposed to a
'leapfrog" development out beyond the infill where there are
no utilities and no neighbors.
11 - In late 1981 the City Countil unanimously adopted a regional
air quality program which included a call for "Revised land
use planning to encourage increased densities in existing as
well as new residential, commercial and industrial areas".
I believe that our proposed project is consistent with this
objective.
12 - The staff has indicated since the Spring of 1980 that they
prefer residential on this site. However, the development
had to be planned just right because this is such a sensitive
area. We have finally come up with a residential plan that
the staff has approved.
13 - The representative of the Sacramento Manor stated at the
November 25, 1981 meeting that we were being deceitful.
He indicated that our plan for condominiums was just a front
so that we can actually build apartments.
a - We have given our written assurance that we will not
build apartments.
b - The "R" portion of the zoning designation gives the City
the right to approve our plans.
c - We do not intend to build apartments. We will agree to
whatever condition or contract can be drafted by the
City Attorney or someone else, that will bind us to
build condominiums instead of apartments.
d - We certainly could not switch from condominiums to
apartments if we subsequently found there was no market
for the condos. There is no way an apartment project can
carry a condo construction loan.
14 - There was an objection last meeting because we did not show
a play area for children. The final landscaping plans have to
be approved by the City, and these plans will include a play area.
15 - Several people have testified that these are problem parcels
and that they need to be studied.
a - These parcels and our proposals have been studied and
debated for almost two years already. After all this time,
plans have been developed which are finally acceptable to
Staff, the City Planning Commission and the developers.
b - One of the factors that contributes to the "problems" is
the fact that the 24th Street Bypass cut- through an
existing parcel and made two islands. We did not initiate
this problem; we are just trying to cope with it.
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c - Most of the problems and objections which have been
raised would also exist with a commercial development
and in many cases to an even greater degree. The issue
here is that we or someone else later could decide to
develops these parcels commercially from a very wide
range of choices, and the local community and City
Planning Staff would have nothing to say about it, as
long as the building codes were followed. With
residential, everyone gets lots of input. The staff
feels that commercial is not appropriate, and we have
done everything we have been asked to do within a
residential concept.
16 - The representative from the Sacramento Manor was asked
last time what other use for the property he would propose.
He suggested half-plexes. Some of the neighbors have indicated that one thing they for sure do not want is another
development like the Loma Verde half-plexes which are nearby.
Whate -ver is-built on these two parcels will have an impact on
the neighborhood. The question to be answered is what is the
best use of the property besides remaining vacant.
17 - An article in the Sacramento Bee January 28, 1982 on
community councils contained the following quote:
It nearly every meeting the council grapples with
*proposals by developers who want to convert residentially
zoned land to business and professional offices.
The need for housing, especially homes that people can
afford to buy, is serious.'
While this quote came from the Arden-Arcade Council, the
issues raised are relevant to the entire City and County.
.We, of course, are in the unusual position of going the other
way. We want to downzone in order to try to provide
affordable housing.
Thank you for your consideration.
ery truly ours,

46
Richard Stoddard
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

•
MARTYVANDUYN

CITY PLANNING DEPARTMENT
927 TENTH STREET
SUITE 300

PLANNING DIRECTOR

SACRAMENTO, CA 95814
TELEPHONE (916) 449-5604

February 2, 1982
City Council
Sacramento, California
Honorable Members in Session:
SUBJECT:

1. Amendment of the General Plan from Commercial-Office
to Residential
2. Amendment of the Meadowview Community Plan from
Shopping-Commercial to Multiple Family Residential
3. Rezoning from C-2 to .11-2B
4. Subdivision Modification to waive sewer and water
service connections
5. Tentative Map (P-9582)

LOCATION: West and east sides of 24th Street at 25th Street
SUMMARY
This is a request for entitlements necessary to develop 128 airspace
condominiums on a 7+ acre vacant site. The staff and Planning Commission recommend approval of the project subject to conditions.
Subsequently, an adjacent property owner appealed the Planning Commission's decision to the City Council.
BACKGROUND INFORMATION
In January 1981, the City Council denied a proposal to develop a 176unit apartment project for the subject site. The major concerns were
related to site design, densities, elevations and compatibility with
adjacent land uses. Also, there was a significant amount of neighborhood opposition.
Following denial of the apartment project, the developer has submitted
a new application consisting of 128 condominium units. In consideration
of the new p roject the Commission and neighbors expressed concerns
regarding crime, traffic generation, and the possibility of the project turning into rental units. Several Commissioners expressed a
repeated need to update the Meadowview Community Plan.
A point that was raised in the hearing related to the rezoning of the
site into the R-2A-R, Garden Apartment, zone and what types of uses
would be allowed in this zoning classification. If the site is rezoned
as proposed, apartments or condominiums would be allowed; however, the
applicant has indicated development of condominiums at this time.
• Pagel
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Staff felt that the proposed zoning is appropriate for the subject
site because of its physical characteristics and the multiple-family
zone is compatible with adjacent land uses. Specifically, the site
cannot be subdivided into single family lots and meet all subdivision
standards. Also, if the site is developed with a commercial use, the
structure would most likely be designed with the rear facing the residential areas which would be undesirable. Also, some commercial-type
uses would be desirable when located adjacent to residential uses.
Many neighbors appeared at the Commission hearing. Also, a petition
with over 240 signatures and several letters were presented to the
Commission.
VOTE OF PLANNING COMMISSION
The Commission voted on two motions. The first motion was , to deny the
project, and this motion failed by a vote of three ayes, five noes
and one absent.
The second motion was to approve the project, and this was passed by a
vote of six ayes, two noes and one absent.
RECOMMENDATION
The staff and Planning Commission recommend that the appeal be denied
and that the City Council approve the project by taking the following
actions:
1.

Ratifying the Negative Declaration;

2.

Adoption of the attached Resolution amending the General Plan and
Meadowview Community Plan;
Adopting the attached Rezoning Ordinance; and
Adopting the attached Resolution adopting Findings of Fact,
approving the Tentative Map and Subdivision Modification with
conditions.

3.
4.

Re pectfully submitted,

Marty Van D
Planning Di tor
FOR CITY COUNCIL INFORMATION
WALTER J. SLIPE
CITY MANAGER
MVD:HY:bw
Attachments
P-9582

February 9, 1982
District No.,8

RESOLUTION NO.
ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF
February 9, 1982
RESOLUTION AMENDING THE MEADOWVIEW COMMUNITY PLAN FROM SHOPPING-COMMERCIAL TO
MULTIPLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL: AND THE 1974
GENERAL PLAN FROM COMMERCIAL-OFFICE TO
RESIDENTIAL FOR THE AREA DESCRIBED ON THE
ATTACHED EXHIBIT A (APN: 047-013-10,11)
(P-9582)
WHEREAS, the City Council conducted a public hearing on February 9,
1982, concerning the above plan amendment and based on documentary
and oral evidence submitted at the public hearing, the Council
hereby finds:
1.

The proposed plan amendment is compatible with the
surrounding uses;

2.

The subject site is suitable for condominium development;
and

3.

The 'proposal is consistent with the policies of the 1974
General Plan.

NOW', THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of
Sacramento that the area as described on the attached Exhibit A in
the City of Sacramento is hereby designated on the Meadowview
Community Plan as Multiple Family Residential and the 1974 General
Plan as residential.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

P-9582

ORDINANCE NO

•

ADOPTED BY THE SACRAMENTO CITY COUNCIL ON DATE OF

February 9; 1982
ORDINANCE AMENDING THE DISTRICTS ESTABLISHED BY THE COMPREHENSIVE
ZONING OPDP:ANCE NO. 2550, FOURTH SERIES, AS AMENDED, BY REMOVING
PROPERTY LOCATED AT NE 8 SW SIDES OF 24TH ST. AT 24TH ST. BYPASS 8 25TH S'
FROM THE C-2, GENERAL COMMERCIAL
ZONE
AND PLACING SAME IN THE R-2B-R, GARDEN APARTMENT REVIEW
047-013-30,11
ZONE (FILE NO. P-9582 ) (APN:
BE IT ENACTED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SACRAMENTO:
SECTION 1.
The territory described in the attached exhibit(s) which is in the
0
C-2, General ComMercial
• zone(s),
established by Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, as amended, is
hereby removed from said zone and placed in the R-2B-R, Garden
Apartment Reviewzone(s).
This action rezoning the property described in the attached exhibit(s)
is adopted subject to the following conditions and stipulations:
a. A material consideration in the decision of the Planning
Commission to recommend and the City Council to approve rezoning of
the applicant's property is the development plans and representations
submitted by the applicant in support of this request. . It is believed
said plans and representations are an integral part of such proposal
and should continue to be the development program for the property.

'

b. If an application for a building permit or other construction
permit is filed for said parcel which is not in conformity with the
proposed development plans and representations submitted by the applicant and as approved by the Planning Commission November 25, 1981
on file in the office of the Planning Department, or any provision or
modification thereof as subsequently reviewed and approved by the
Planning Commission, no such permit shall be issued, and the Planning
Director shall report the matter to the Planning Commission as provided
for in Ordinance No. 3201, Fourth Series.
SECTION 2.

.

The City Clerk of the City of Sacramento is hereby directed to amend
the ,maps which are a part of said Ordinance No. 2550, Fourth Series, to
conform to the provisions of this ordinance.

I
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SECTION I.
Rezoning of the property described in the attached exhibit(s) by the
adoption of this ordinance shall be deemed to be in complaince with
the procedures for the rezoning of property prescribed in Ordinance
No. 2550, Fourth Series, as said procedures have been affected by
recent court decisions.
PASSED FOR PUBLICATION:
PASSED:
EFFECTIVE:

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY CLERK

P-9582
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RESOLUTION. No.
Adopted by The Sacramento City Council on date of
February 9, 1982
A RESOLUTION ADOPTING FINDINGS OF FACT,
APPROVING A REQUEST FOR SUBDIVISION
MODIFICATION AND TENTATIVE MAP FOR

SUNSTONE CONDOMINIUMS LOCATED ON WEST &
EAST SIDES OF 24TH STREET AT THE INTERSECTION OF 25th STREET. (APN: 47-013-10,11)
WHEREAS, the Planning Commission has submitted to the City Council
its report and recommendations concerning the request for Subdivision Mcdification and Tentative Map for Sunstone Condominiums located
on west & east sides of 24th St. at the intersection of 25th St
(hereinafter referred to as the proposed subdivision).
WHEREAS, the Council of the City of Sacramento, based on testimony
submittcd at public hearing(s) conducted : on February 9, 1982,
hereby finds and determines as follows:
A.

The pro posed subdivision, together with the provisions for its
design and improvement, is consistent with the City General Plan
and the
Community Plan in that both plans designate the subject site for
uses'. Also any
required improvements are to be designed and constructed within
the provisions of the Subdivision Regulations which, by Section
40.102 of said regulations, is designated as a Specific Plan of •
the City of Sacramento.

B.

The site is physically suitable for the type and proposed density
of develo pment in that the subject site is flat with no significant erosional, soil expansion or other similar problems.

C.

The design of the subdivision or proposed improvements are not
likely to cause substantial environmental damage, and will not
substantially and avoidably injure fish or wildlife or their
habitat. The proposed project has been reviewed and assessed by
the Environmental Coordinator who has filed a Negative Declaration with the City Clerk. By virtue of the Negative Declaration,
the proposed project will not cause individual or cumulative
adverse effects on the natural and social-physical environment
nor substantially and avoidably injure fish, wildlife, or their
habitat.

D.

The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements are not
likely to cause serious public health problems in that community
water and sewer systems exist at the site. The site is not within
an established floodplain or over a known seismic fault.

-2E.

The design of the subdivision or the type of improvements
will not conflict with easements acquired by the public for
access through, or use of, the property within the proposed
subdivision in that there are no access easements for use by
the public at large on the subject site.

F.

The discharge of waste from the proposed subdivision into the
'community sewer system servicing the proposed subdivision
will not result in or add to a violation of the waste
discharge requirements applicable to said sewer system which
were prescribed by the California Regional Water Quality
Control Board, Central Valley Region, in that the existing
City of Sacramento treatment plants have a design capacity
of 75 mgd and that actual treated discharge averages 56 mgd.
The discharge from the proposed project will not create a
condition exceeding the design capacity.

G.

The design of the proposed subdivision provides, to the
extent feasible, for future passive or natural heating or
cooling opportunities in the proposed subdivision, taking
into consideration the local climate, the contour and
configuration of the parcel to be divided, and such other
design and improvement requirements applicable to the
proposed subdivision.

H.

In the matter of the requested Subdivision Modification, the
Council determines as follows:
a. That the property to be divided is of such size or shape,
or is affected by such topographic conditions, or that
there are such special circumstances or conditions
affecting the property that it is impossible,
impracticable or undesirable in the particular case to
conform to the strict application of these regulations.
Fact: The water and. sewer services are merely being
deferred until development of the site occurs.
b. That cost to the subdivider of strict or literal
compliance with the regulation is not the sole reason for
granting the modification.
Fact: It is not desirable to have inactive service
connections because it encourages illegal hookups and
causes deterioration.

-3c. That the modification will not be detrimental to the
public health, safety, or welfare, or be injurious to
other properties in the vicinity.
Fact: The granting of the Subdivision Modification will
not change the characteristics of the area.
d. That granting the modification is in accord with the
intent and purpose of these regulations and is consistent
with the General Plan and with all other applicable
Specific Plans of the City.
Fact: The site is designated for residential uses.
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED

by the Council of the City of

Sacramento as follows:
A.

The Negative Declaration be ratified;

B.

The Tentative Map and Subdivision Modification be approved
subject to the following conditions:
The applicant shall satisfy each of the following conditions
prior to filing the final map unless a different time for
compliance is specifically stated:
1. Provide street lights pursuant to Section 40.811 of the
City Code, bonds, private contract and engineering fees
will be required.
2. Place the following note on the final map: Water and
sewer service connections do not exist between the main
lines and the proposed lots. These services must be paid
for and installed at the time of obtaining building
permits.

a

-43. Pursuant to City Code Section 40.1302 (Parkland
Dedication), the applicant shall submit to the City an
appraisal of the property to be subdivided and pay the
required parkland dedication in-lieu fees. The appraisal
shall be dated not more than 90 days prior to filing the
final map.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
P-9582

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
47-013-10

Al]. that portion of Parcel 2, P.M. filed •in Sacramento
County Recorders Office in Bk. 16 P.M., Pg. 14 lying
Northeasterly of 24th Street
Cont. 3.51 ac. .+

47-013-11
Al]. that portion of Parcel 2, P.M. filed in Sacramento
County Recorders Office, in Bk. 16 P.M., Pg. 14 bounded
on the Northeast by 24th Street and bounded on the
West and South by 24th Street Bypass
'Cont. 3.76 ac. +
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NOTICE OP APPEAL or VHE DECISION or THE
SACRMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION .
December 2, 1981

PATE:

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:
do hereby mae application to appeal the decision of the City
Planning Commission of

when:

November 25, 1981

••

•

(Date)

•

Variance Application

X Rezoning Application
•••

X Special Permit Application
was:

X

Granted

• Denied by the Commission

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: We believe this will in reality beCome a multi—family
rental property, which is incompatible with the security of Sacramento Manor, a
residence for elderly, located directly across the street.
1.01nnn

Northeast and southwest sides of 24th Street
PROPERTY LOCATION:

at 24th Street Bypass and 25th Street

PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: Currently vacant land. Proposal to develop 128 airspace
condominium units on 7 ± acres.

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL

NO. 047

013 • - 10,11 .

PROPERTY OWNER: John S. & Dorothy S. Edwards'
ADDRESS:
:APPLICANT:
ADDRESS:

931 Howe Ave., Sacramento, Calif.
Jerol Moore & Assoc.

9983 Folsom Blvd., Suite C, Sacramento, Calif.

• Managing Agent for

APPELLANT:
ADDRESS:

95825

(SIGNATURE)
SACRAMENTO MANOR, INC. —n)00

FILING FEE: $60.00

RECEIPT NO.

67 4

4,-11

‘119 <,s

7! 1-41

FORWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:
e.
9582

7/80

(4.COPIES REQUIRED)

SACRAMENTO PLANNING COMMISSION
PETITION IN OPPOSITION TO REZONING

240-1-576/14w:

(7

The undersigned, residents of the Meadoy.rview Area, hereby petition the
Sacramento City Planning Commission to deny the application seeking to amend
1974 General Plan from Commercial-Office to Residential for 7+ vacant acres.
Amend 1965 Meadow-view Community Plan from Shopping-Commercial to Multiple
Family Residential for 7+ vacant acres. Rezone 2 parcels totaling 7+ vacant acres,
from General Commercial C-2 to Garden Apartments R-2B, or more restrictive
zoning. Tentative Map to divide 7+ vacant acres into 128 airspace condominium
lots and.1 common lot, Special Permit to develop 128 unit condominium project.
Subdivision Modification to waive water and sewer services. Loc: NE & SW sides
of 24th St, at 24th Street Bypass & 25th St." APN 047-013-10, 11,
Our opposition to said rezoning is based upon the following:
1.

The existence of adequate multi-family developments to the area.

1.`
2. The increase in traffic which the proposal will generate endangering
children and senior citizens.
The adverse impact which the project will have on the single family
3.
neighborhood.
The loss of potential office and commercial facilities to serve the
4.
neighborhood.
5. Contrary to the Sacramento General Plan and the Meadowview
Community Plan.

DATE
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November 24, 1981
Mr. Marty Van Duyn, Planning Director
City Planning Commission
927 10th St., 3rd Floor
Sacramento, Calif.
95814
Re: P-9582
Dear Mr. Van Duyn:
I am the property manager for Sacramento Manor, the 260 unit apartment
complex for senior citizens, located at 7300 24th Street Bypass. My
client, the owner of Sacramento Manor, is reluctant to endorse the application which seeks to amend the 1974 General Plan, the 1965 Meadowview
Community Plan, and rezone two parcels of land on 24th Street to R-2B.
The matter will be item number 9 before the Commission on November 25,
1981.
My client feels that it is in the best interest of the,entire Meadowview
area to postpone any further zoning or use plan change until the General
and Community Plans are revised.
The home sales and financing markets do not currently support the feasibility of constructing condominiums in this area. If constructed today,
take-out financing . rates of about 17% would make sales difficult if not
impossible.
Even at 12% a condominium project in this location would
be only marginally feasible, according to the local HUD office. .
If HUD financing were secured and presales of 807. were not met within
two years, the loan could be converted from an FHA234D condominium loan
to a 234C rental project loan.
If, instead, conventional financing were
.obtained, or the units were actually sold to individuals, local trends.
indicate that most sales would be to investors who would in turn use
the units as rental property.
Once constructed and not sold, the project would be converted to rental
housing.
Numerous studies have shown that multiple family rentals and
senior citizens housing are not compatible. Sacramento Manor houses
many seniors who have made their homes here for the past twenty years.
Their lives would be significantly affected by the noise, traffic, crime,
and incompatible hours characteristic of multi-family rental projects.
My client is not opposed to development in the Meadow-view area or of
the parcels in question.
She does feel, however, that this request is
premature.
The community and general plans are due for revision.
There

.2210 K STREET • SUITE 17• SACRAMENTO
• CALI FORNIA • 951116 • 91 6 - 4 4 7•21 9 I

' November 24, 1981
Page 2

is no acceptable financing available today or in the forseeable future,
and there is no identifiable owner-occupant market for condominiums in
this area.
• If you have any questions in advance of the hearing, please do not hesitate
to contact me.
Sincerely,
LAUGHTON PROPERTIES, INC.

L.)
Sheila Skeen, CPM

SS/rm

•

BAILEY & ASSOCIATES
• 1409 281h STREET, SACTO, CA 95816

(916) 457-1860

November 20, 1981

Mr. Marty VanDuyn, Chief Planner
City Planning Commission
927 - 10th Street
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Rezoning Application No. P-9582 for 7+ Acres on 24th Street
To Change C-2 Zone To R-2B
Dear Mr. VanDuyns:
I have been retained by the River City Go-Getters, Inc. as their Civil
Engineer, Planner, and Builder. They are the owners of a parcel of land
directly North of the subject property and express their objections for
the second time of the changing of zoning from C-2 to "residential".
I attended the scheduled hearing of November 12th and was informed that
this item was changed to November 25th. Unfortunately, I cannot be
present at that meeting, but still, I wish to express some of the •
objections for your benefit, and the benefit of the Commission, in this
letter.
I take exception to your staff report in their "Project Background"
section. They fail to adequately refer and explain the many objections
that were raised previously by myself and the many people living in the
neighborhood who express the needs of the commercial development for the
subject parcel of land. Those objections should be clearly stated again
in the staff report for the benefit of the Commission and the record and
I request that they be added.
The staff indicates that there is an abundance of undeveloped commercial
land available in the area. But, this is only half of the story. The
other half would be, (1) that there is also an abundance of residential
land in the area that could be developed as is, and (2) that it is
vital to the neighborhood that the commercial development does take place
to serve the needs of the people who live in the surrounding residential
neighborhood.

Cm./QuAurv ENGINEERING

ARcHnEct URAL DEStGNING

GRAPHICS & IllUSIPATION

Mr. Marty VanDuyn, Chief Planner
City Planning Commission

Page 2

In addition to the objections stated above, the River City Go-Getters
have the following .objections to rezoning the land:
1. Their planned community center would be more compatible with a
commercial development directly across the street.
2. They would lose their right to apply for rezoning their land from
R-1 to C-2 since the requirements are "the adjacent land must have
the zoning sought to qualify for a zoning change".
3. The housing units built in the area have not been successful within
themselves and each one has had to obtain some kind of governmental
assistance to help with the project. We feel that the condominiums
would fit in the same category as the other residential developments
and not be self-supporting.
We wish to see the neighborhood go forward and not backward. We need to
encourage the type of businesses that would be profitable and directly
serviceable to those who live and work there. We are anxious to help in
any way we can to bring this about, and in line with this goal, we urge
you and the Planning Commission to deny the rezoning request.
Sincerely,

Shelly Nathan Bailey, P.E.
SNB:lr
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OWNER

Sacra_piento, CA
John S. & Dorothy S. Edwards - 931 Howe Ave, Sacramento, CA 95825

PLANS BY

Jeroligaore_k_As_s_o_c - 99_83

APPLICANT Jerol Moore & Assoc. - 9983 Folsv 131yd., Sujte C,

FILING DATE

10-98l

NEGATIVE DEC

L1-2-81

APPLICATION:

,

Sidle C ,_Sacramento.
REPORT BY TM:sq

50 DAY CPC ACTION DATE
ASSESSOR'S PCL. NO

EIR

n47-m_3-ino1

1.

Negative Declaration

2.

Amendment of the General Plan from Commercial-Office to
Residential

3.

Amendment of the.Meadowview Community Plan from ShoppingCommercial to Multiple Family Residential

4.

Rezone from General Commercial C-2 to Garden Apartment R-28

5.

Special Permit to develop 128 condominium units

6.

Subdivision Modification to waive sewer and water service
connections

7.

Tentative Map
-

LOCATION: Northeast and southwest sides of 24th Street at 24th Street
-Bypass and 25th Street
The applicant is requesting the necessary entitlements to develop
PROPOSAL:
128 airspace condominium units on 7+ vacant acres.
PROJECT INFORMATION:

1974 General Plan Designation:
1965 Meadowview Community
Plan Designation:
Existing Zoning of Site:
Existing Land Use of Site:

Commercial-Office
Shopping-Commercial
C-2
Vacant

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:
Commercial, Welfare & Probation Depts; C-2
North:
Residential, Martin Luther Library; R-1
South:
Church, Bible Collge, Residential; R-1, OB
East:
Sacramento Manor Senior Citizens Apts; R-3
.West:
256 Spaces
Parking Provided:
128 Spaces
Parking Required:
2 Per Unit
Ratio Provided:
1 Per Unit
Ratio Required:
Irregular
Property Dimensions:
/2Y Acre'/ 7.2 Acres
Property. Area:
17.6 Units Per Acre
7016/WiiitsWW/AVVV
Density of Development:
604
to
824
Sq.
Ft.
Square Footage of Buildings:
'
North/South Structure
25%
Orientation:
Flat to Sloping
Topography:
Existing
Street Improvements:
Available to Site
.
Utilities:

2Z

APPLC. NO. P- 95S 2

MEETING DATE NO V PmhP r

19S1

CPC ITEM NO.

9_

'SUBDIVISION REVIEW COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION:
On October 21, 1981, by a
vote of seven ayes, one absent and one abstention, the Subdivision Review
Committee recommended approval of the tentative map provided that the
applicant , satisfy each of the following conditions prior to filing the
final map unless a different time for compliance is specifically noted:
1.

Provide street lights pursuant to Section 40.811 of the City Code
.bonds, private contract and engineering will be required prior to
filing the final map;

2.

Water-and sewer service
Place the following note on the final map:
connections do not exist between the main lines and individual units.
These services must be paid for and installed at the time of obtaining building permits;

3.

Pursuant to City Code Section 40.1302 (Parkland Dedication), the
applicant shall submit to the' City an appraisal of the property to
be subdivided and pay the required parkland dedication in-lieu fees.
The appraisal shall be dated not more than 90 days prior to the
filing of the final map.

The Subdivision Review Committee also recommends approval of the Subdivision Modification to waive sewer and water services until such time as
Staff concurs with this recommendation.
building permits are obtained.
On January 20, 1981 the City Council denied the •
PROJECT BACKGROUND:
.requested entitlements (P-9205) which would have allowed the applicant to
This denial
construct a 176 unit apartment project on the subject site.
There was
was consistent with the Planning Commmission's recommendation.
also opposition from the surrounding neighborhood.
The major concerns relative to this previous application were primarily
based on the site design, the proposed elevations, the overall density of
the project, and the use of the site for apartments.
STAFF EVALUATION:
thi. s proposal:

Staff has the following concerns and comments regarding

1. The subject site is surrounded by a variety of land uses. The property to the north contains a retail shopping area and the offices
of the welfare and probation departments. To the east are residential land uses, a church and a bible college, parcels to the south
contain the Martin Luther King Library and vacant residential zoned
The Sacramento Manor Senior Citizens Apartment complex
-property.
is located to the west.
Staff does not object to the requested General and Community Plan
amendments for the following reasons:
A.

The subject site is located in an area which has an overAlong both Florin Road
abundance of vacant commercial land.
and Meadowview Road there are approximately 65 acres of
This figure does not include
vacant commercially zoned land.
vacant structures located on commercially zoned property.

B.

The subject site is surrounded by residentially zoned and/or
developed properties on three sides. The condominium type
use and density will be more compatible to these uses than
would a commercial development.
25r
Item
November W", 1981

P-9582

3
2.

The previous application requested a density of 25 dwelling units
per acre under the Medium Density R-3 zone.
The current application
requests a Garden Apartment R-2B zoning and a density of 2076 units
per acre.
Staff finds the R-2B zoning and proposed density acceptable because it allows for greater design flexibility and larger
open spaces.
However, staff requests that the subject site be
rezoned to R-2B-R, the "R" entailing Commission review to insure
design consistency.

17.2

a.

The site plan indicates that each portion of the project will be
self-contained in terms of on-site parking and recreational facilities.
Access is limited to either 25th Street or the 24th Street Bypass
for eath project rather than 24th Street which is a major street.
The Traffic Engineering Department requests that each proposed
driveway line up with any existing median cut.

4.

The dwelling units are designed in three different cluster types.
A variety of one and two story units are incorporated into the
building types.
The individual units consist of a mixture of
604 square foot one bedroom units and 824 square foot two bedroom
units.
Each residence will have a balcony/patio area with an enclosed
storage for bicycles.
Exterior materials consist of stucco with
roughsawn wood trim and shingles.

5.

The proposed project achieves a 25% north/south structure orientation
which is substantially less than the 80% north/south orientation
required of other multiple family projects. Staff finds that
because of the irregular parcel configuration, the required setbacks,and the desire to limit access onto 24th Street, it is difficult
Therefore, staff
to achieve a higher north/south orientation.
recommends that the applicant adhere to the 1982 State Residential
Building Standards for energy efficiency as indicated on exhibit "A".
In addition, staff requests that the applicant submit a detailed
landscape and irrigation plan which utilizes the use of deciduous
trees adjacent to the southern and western facing elevations.

6.

The site plan indicates a substantial amount of landscaping throughTo insure consistency with energy conserving consiout the site.
derations and general aesthetics, staff requests that the applicant
submit detailed landscape and irrigation plans for the review and
approval of the Planning Director prior to the issuance of building
Such plans should adhere to the standards set forth in
permits.
exhibit "B".

7.

The Planning and Community Services Departments have determined that
1.2 acres of land are required for parkland dedication purposes and
The
that fees will be charged in-lieu of the required dedication.
subdivider shall submit to the City an appraisal of the land to be
Such appraisal shall be dated and submitted no more
subdivided.
Fees are to be paid
than 90.days prior to filing of the final map.
prior to filing the final map.

8.

The site plan indicates that the development will be constructed in
Staff has no objection to the phasing but wishes to
four phases.
point out that the phase lines do not represent parcel lines and
therefore cannot be filed as separate parcels.
25"

P-9582

November 4-2-, 1981

Item 141-9

4

' STAFF' RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the following actions:

1.

Ratification of the negative declaration;

2.

Amendment of the General Plan to residential;

3.

Amendment of the Meadowview Community Plan to multiple family
residential;

4.

Approval of the rezoning to Garden Apartment-Review, R-2B-R;

5.

Approval of the special permit. subject to conditions and based
upon findings of fact which follow;

6.

Approval of the subdivision modification to waive sewer and water
service connections;

7.

Approval of the tentative map subject to the following conditions:
The applicant shall satisfy each of the following conditions
prior to filing the final map unless a different time for compliance is specifically stated:
A. Provide street lights pursuant to Section 40.811 of the City
Code, bonds, private contract and engineering fees will be
required.
Water and sewer
B. Place the following note on the final map:
service connections do not exist between the main lines and
These services must be paid for and installed
the proposed lots.
at the time of obtaining building permits.
C. Pursuant to City Code Section 40.1302 (Parkland Dedication),
the applicant shall submit to the City an appraisal of the
property to be subdivided and pay the required parkland dediThe appraisal shall be dated not more
cation in-leiu fees.
than 90 days prior to filing the final map.
Conditions - Special Permit
A. The applicant shall align each private driveway with any designated or existing median cuts on the adjacent public streets.
This alignment shall be shown on the site plan of the building
permits.
B. The applicant shall incorporate one of the packages of the
proposed 1982 State Residential Building Standards as shown
in the attached exhibit "A".
C. The applicant shall submit detailed landscape and irrigation
plans for the review and approval of the Planning Director
Said landscaping
prior to the issuance of building permits.
shall adhere to the design criteria indicated in attached
exhibit "B" and shall be installed prior to the issuance of
occupancy permits.

P-9582

November

1981

Item

5

Findings of Fact - Special Permit
A.

The proposed project, 'as conditioned, is baked upon sound
principles of land use in that the condominium land use is
compatible to the adjacent zoned and/or developed residential
properties.

B.

The special permit, as conditioned, will not be detrimental
to the public health, safety, or welfare in that adequate
parking and setbacks are provided.

C.

The special permit, as conditioned, complies with the General
Plan residential policty to; "Maintain a balance between residential building intensity (density) and the capacity of
circulation and other service system facilities."

D.

The special permit, as conditioned, complies with Section
13-A-3-C-4 of the Zoning Ordinance pertaining to review of:
"Considerations related to energy conservation, including, but
not limited to, the presence and orientation of structures,
vegetation and other objects, both on and off site, to provide shading and protection from the wind on the lot and nearby
sites; the presence of adequate structure orientation to maximize south wall solar access."

P-9582

November W, 1981
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ALTERNATIVE COMPONENT MEASURE PACKAGES

•

PACKAGE A

MEASURE

PACKAGE B

PACKAGE C

SPACE CONDITIONING

CEILING INSULATION

30

30

30

WALL INSULATION

11

19

11

7

7

FLOOR INSULATION
"SLAB EDGE

RAISED FLOOR

11 ,

-

MINIMUM GLAZING U VALUE

7•
1..,,,ae-

Aviii.. -

GLAZING ORIENTATION (1) .
MAXIMUM GLAZING AREA (2)

.__

SHADING OF EAST & WEST GLASS

HEATING SYSTEM TYPE

HEAT EXCHANGER
POLYETHYLENE ON WALLS.
ELECTRICAL OUTLET GASKETS

..

'0.50

_..50% South

SHADING bF SOUTH GLASS

THERMAL MASS . (3)

0.65

19.

16% . ,

No

...: ......16%.

7.
• 1
0.65
No

.16%.

3 ft. overhang

3 ft. overhang

3. ft. overhang'

No

0.36 shade coeff.

No

o
2
4.67 Btu/ F-ft

No

No

Gas or
Heat Pump

Gas or •
Heat Pump

No
No
No

No
No
No

No
No
No

R12

R12

Tias or
Heat Pump

WATER HEATING

TANK BLANKET

R12

HEATING SYSTEM TYPE

.

Gas or Solar

Solar With
Gas Backup

• (1) Percent of .total glass
(2) Percent of condtiolc! floor area
(3) Equivalent to ncs t ..:J.. rreting one half the ceocrete on tlle.
ground floor. Cae f cn total square feet of ground floor.

Source: Calif. Efh.-:r6y Commission
Coi,!littoo Proposed Itcsid. 15.
Buildinl:,.Seandrirds - April 81.
P-400-b1-.005
.P-

Approwld 25 Sept 8 1 by
Cal.. Statc Building Std;.
Corilmittc:c.Effectivo.

Exhibit "B"
Multiple Family Landscaping Criteria
1.

2.

Landscaping materials selected shall be:.
a.

Compatible with one another and with existing material on the
adjacent site.

b.

Complimentary to building design and architectural theme.

c.

Varied in size (one and five gallon shrubs, five and 15 gallon,
and 24 inch box trees).

Landscape treatment shall include:
a.

Larger specimens of shrubs and trees along the site periphery.

b.

The utilization of group plantings of deciduous trees on the
western and southern facing walls so as to reduce energy consumption in the summer yet allowing for sunlight access in the
winter.

c.

Trees located so as to screen parking areas and private first
floor areas and windows from second story units.

d.

Undulating landscaped berms located along street frontages and
achieving a minimum height of three feet measured off of the
street sidewalk or the adjacent building pad or parking lot,
whichever is higher.

3.

Public open space shall be designed to maximize its utility.
Both
large and small areas for both active and passive activities shall
be achieved through effective building orientation, walkway location, etc.

4.

Landscaping of parking areas in compliance with the 50% parking
lot shading requirement.

Trash Enclosures:
1.

Sturdy enclosure walls shall be constructed to reduce maintenance.

2. • Design and materials shall match or complement the residential
structures.
3.

Metal plate doors, if used, shall have wood veneer and/or wood
battens.

4.

Walls shall be a minimu six feet in height; more if necessary for
adequate screening, doors shall be provided on all trash enclosures.

5.

The enclosures shall be screened with landscaping.

6.

The enclosures shall be adequate in capacity, number, and distribution, as approved by the City Waste Removal Department.
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
915 I STREET
CITY HALL ROOM 203

LORRAINE MAGANA
CITY CLERK

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
TELEPHONE (916) 449-5426

John S. and Dorothy S. Edwards
931 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825
On December 22, 1981, the following matter was scheduled to be heard before the City
Council:
Appeal of Planning Commission's approval of various requests for property located on
the northeast and southwest sides of 24th Street at 24th' Street Bypass and 25th
Street (D5) (P-9582)
A. Amend General Plan from Commercial-Office to Residential;
B. Amend Meadowview Community plan from Shopping-Commercial to Multiple Family
Residential;
C. Rezone 7± acres from C-2 to R-2B-R;
D. Tentative Map to divide 7± acres into 128 airspace condominium lots & 1 common
lot;
E. Special permit to develop 128 unit condominiuim project;
F. Subdivision Modification to waive water and sewer services.
This hearing has been continued to January . 26, 1981 at the hour of 7:30 p.m., in the City
Council Chamber, Second Floor, City Hall, 915 "I" Street, Sacramento California.
Interested parties may appear and speak at the hearing.
Pursuant to Council Rules of Procedure 4.5(3), "NO person who has once obtained a
continuance of a hearing, whether by notice to the City Clerk as provided in Section 4.5(1)
or by personal appearance as provided in paragraph 4.5(2) shall be granted a further
continuance except by personally appearing at the Council meeting at the time at which the
hearing is scheduled and by satisfying the Council that extraordinary circumstances exist
which would justify such a continuance." Continuances may be requested by the owner of the
subject property, applicant, appellant, or a designee for same.
Any questions regarding this hearing should be referred to the City Planning Department,
927 Itnth Street, Sacramento California, phone (916) 449-5604.

LM/mm
cc: Jerol Moore & Associates
P-9582 Mailing List (51)
David W. McMurtry

AFFIDAVIT OF MAIMING
ON DECEMBER
, 1981, NOTICES OF HEARING, A TRUE AND CORRECT COPY OF WHICH IS
ATTACHED HERETO AND BY THIS REFERENCE INCORPORATED HEREIN, WERE MAILED ON THE FOLLOWING
PROJECT:
Appeal of Planning Commission's approval of various requests for property located on
the northeast and southwest sides of 24th Street at 24th Street Bypass and 25th Street
(D5)(P-9582):
A. Amend General Plan from Commercial-Office to Residential;
B. Amend Meadowview Community plan from Shopping-Commercial to Multiple Family
Residential;
C. Rezone 7± acres from C-2 to R2B-R;
D. Tentative Map to divide 7± acres into 128 airspace condominium lots & 1 common lot;
E. Special Permit to develop 128 unit condcainiuim project;
F. Subdivision Modification to waive water and sewer services.

THE ABOVE DESCRIBED HEARING NCTICES WERE MAILED BY PLACING COPIES THEREOF IN THE UNITED
STATES MAIL, POSTAGE PREPAID, AND ADDRESSED TO THE FOLLCWING, AS INDICATED BY A CHECK
MARK WHERE APPLICABLE:
x ) OWNER OF PROPERTY: John S. and Dorothy S. Edwards
x ) APPLICANT: Jerol Mbore & Associates
x ) APPELLANT (IF APPLICABLE): David W. McMurtry
x ) MAILING LIST FOR P-NUMBER 9582
) SIGNERS OF adITION (IF APPLICABLE)
I DECLARE UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY THE FOREGOING IS TRUE AND CORRECT. EXECUTED AT
SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA, ON THE
DAY OF DECEMBER, 1981.

SIGNATURE OF PERSON MAILING NOTICE

-22. P-9569 Various requests for proaert y located on various corner
lots on Hidden Lake Circle, Ze phyr Cove Circle and
S p innaker Way. (D4)
a.

Rezone 3+ acres from R-1 to R-1A;

b.
c.

Tentative Map to divide 3+ acres into 22 halfulex lots;
Subdivision Modification to waive water and sewer
services.

3. P-9578 Various requests for property located on north side of
Garden Highway, east of main drainge canal and west of
'Gateway Oaks Drive. (Dl)
a.

Tentative Man to divide 121+ acres into 369 single
family lots; 2 lots (49+ acres) for multi-family;
10+ acres for City park; and a canal parkway corridor;

b.

Subdivision Modification to waive water services to
lots A and B;

c.

Subdivision Modification to create lots substandard
in depth.

L. P-9580 Various requests for property located at 8164 Belvedere
Avenue. (D6)
a.
b.

Tentative Map to create a 2+ acre airs p ace industrial
condominium lot;
Subdivision Modification to waive street lights.

5. P-9505 Various requests for p roperty bounded on north by Lake
Crest Village PUD and Florin Road; on east b y Interstate
5; on south b y South Land Park Drive; and on west by
Greenhaven Drive.. (D8)
a.
b.
c.

Amend South Pocket Community Plan from CommercialShop p ing Center to Business and Professional Offices:
Amend South Pocket Community Plan to delete Regional
Transit Park-n-Ride facility;
Amend Lake Crest Village PUD Schematic Plan to delete
remnant 5+ acres from community shop p ing center site;

d.

Establish South West Five PUD on 63+ vacant acres;

e.

Adopt Schematic Plan for Phase I of South West Five PUD;

f.

Rezone 29+ acres from A to OB (PUD);

g.

Rezone 5+ acres from SC to 08 (PUD).

-36. P-9596 Various re q uests for property located at 1221, 1223, and
(D1)
1229 G Street.

lo

a.

Amend Central City Plan from Multiple-Family to

b.

Residential-Office;
Rezone 0.3+ acre from R-4A to R-0.

NOTICE OF APPEAL OF THE DECISION OF THE
SACRMENTO CITY PLANNING COMMISSION
December 2, 1981

DATE:

TO THE PLANNING DIRECTOR:

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

November 25,

when:

1981

(Date)
X Rezoning Application

Variance Application

X Special Permit Application
was:

X

Denied by the Commission

Granted

GROUNDS FOR APPEAL: We believe this will in reality become a multi-family
rental property, which is incompatible with the security of

Sacramento Manor, a

residence for elderly, located directly across the street.

Northeast and southwest sides of 24th Street
PROPERTY LOCATION: at 24th Street Bypass and 25th Street
PROPERTY DESCRIPTION: Currently vacant land. Proposal to develop 128 airspace
condominium units on 7 ± acres.

013 -

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO. 047

10,11

PROPERTY OWNER: John S. & Dorothy S. Edwards'
ADDRESS:
APPLICANT:

ADDRESS:

931 Howe Ave., Sacramento, Calif.
Jerol Moore & Assoc.

9983 Folsom Blvd., Suite C, Sacramento, Calif.

, Managing

APPELLANT:
(SIGNATURE)
ADDRESS:

95825

SACRAMENTO MANOR, INC.

FILING FEE: $60.00

RECEIPT NO.

Moo

6p q 3p.

0-1
17ki

Agent

for

l' •/1t4 s-

FORWARDED TO CITY CLERK ON DATE OF:
P- 9582

7/60

(4 'COPIES REQUIRED)

'SACRAMENTO CITY PL—NNING DEPARTMENT
Application Information

Application taken by/date:

9582

P N2

Project ..Location N & S sides of 24th St: at 24th St. Bypass & 25th St.
Assessor Parcel No. 047-013-10,11
Owners
Address
Applicant
Address

Phone No. 929-8417

John S. 81 . Dorothy S. Edwards
931 Howe Avenue
Jerol Moore & Associates
9983 Folsom Blvd., Suite C, Sacto, CA

Phone No. 361-2033
C.P.C. Mtg. D a ta 11-12-81;11-25

Signature

ACTION ON ENTITLEMENTS
Commission dote Council date

REQUESTED ENTITLEMENTS
Environ. Determination
1. GeneraI Plan Amend from Commercial-Office to
residential

Filing
Fees
$ 90
$ 345

Res.
E3 Community Plan Amend

from Shopping-Commercial to
) Multiple Family Residential
Res.
$1,100

03 Rezone from C-2 to R-2B for 7+ ac.
Ord.
Cid Tentative Map to divide 7+ ac. into 128 airspace
condominium lots & 1 common lot

$

205

Res
B Special Permit to develop 128 unit condominium

project
•

Variances

P Plan Review

1:1 PUD

36

El Other Subdivision Modification to waive water &
sewer services
FEE TOTAL $
Sec. to Planning Commission

Date

Key to Entitlement Actions
R Cd A AC AA-

Ratified
Continued
Approved
Approved W/conditions
Approved W/omended conditions

D
RD

6,

RECEIPT NO.

By:

Sent to Applicant:

1 I -77C,

Denied
Recommend Denial
RA - Recommend Approval
RAC-Recommend Approval W/conditions
RMC-Recommend Approval W/amended conditions
-

B y/dote

vv.

IAF - Intent to Approve based on Findings of Fact
AFF- Approved based on Findings of Fact
RPC- Return to Planning Commission
CSR- Condition Indicated on attached Staff Report

NOTE: There is a thirty (30) consecutive day appeal period front date of opproval.Action authorized by this document shall not be
conducted in such a manner as to consitute a public nuisance.Violation of any of the foregoing conditions will consitute grounds for revocation
• of this permit.Building permits ore required in the event any building construction is planned.The County Assessor is notified of actions
taken on rezonings,special permits and variances.
Gold- applicant receipt

White- applicant permit

-Green expirct ion book

Yellow department file
-

P No

Pink- Remit "IpTiok

9582
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CITY OF SACRAMENTO

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK

LORRAINE MAGANA
CITY CLERK

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
TELEPHONE (916) 449•5428

915 I STREET
CITY HALL ROOM 203

John S. & Dorothy S. Edwards
931 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825
On December 8, 1981, the following matter was filed with my office to set a hearing date
before the City Council:
Appeal of Planning Commission's approval of various requests for property located
on north-east and southwest sides of 24th Street at 24th Street Bypass and 25th
Street (D5)(119582):
A. Amend General Plan from Commercial-Office to Residential
B. Amend Meadowview Community Plan from Shopping-Commercial to Multiple Family
Residential;
C. Rezone 7± acres from C-2 to Rr-2B-R;
D. Tentative Map to divide 7± acres into 128 airspace condominium lots & 1 common
lot;
E. Special Permit to develop 128 unit condominium project;
F. Subdivision - "odi F ication to waive water and sewer services
This hearing has been set for December 29, 1981, 7:30 p.m., Council Chamber, Second
Floor, City Hall, 915 "I" Street, Sacramento, California. Interested parties are invited
to appear and speak at the hearing.
Pursuant to Council Rules of Procedure 4.5, continuance of the Above matter may be
obtained only by the property owner of the above property, applicant, or appellant, or
their designee, by submitting a written request delivered to this office no later than
12:00 Noon the day prior to the scheduled hearing date. If written request is not
delivered to this office as specified herein, a continuance may only be obtained by
appearing before the City Council at the time of the hearing and submitting a verbal
request to the Council.
Any questions regarding this hearing should be directed to the City Planning Department,
927 Ttnth Street, Sacramento, California, one 449-5604.
Sincerely,

/44%)viet....
aine Magana
C ty Clerk

LM/mm
cc:

Jerol Moore & Associates
P-9582 Mailing List (51)

•

•L-

••••
4.4

STODDARD CONSTRUCTION CO.

E

Melody Lane & Dawnridge Road • P.O. Box 100 • Roseville, CA 95661
(916) 969-3881 or 786-3881 • License #406425
•

December 22, 1981

Lorraine Magana
Office of the City Clerk
915 I Street
City Hall Room 203
Sacramento, CA 95814
Re: Various Requests for Property Located on
NE and SW Sides of 24th St. at 24th St.
Bypass and 25th St.
#F-9582
Dear Ms. Magana:
We hereby request a continuance of the City Council
hearing of this item from December 29, 1981 to February 9, 1982.
Very tr y yours

Richard Stoddard
ch

9
JAMES A. CLEVELAND
Post Office Box 15367
Sacramento, California 95851
Phone: (916) 456-3204
December 29, 1981

Mayor and City Council
Subject: December 29, 1981 City Council Agenda Items #8, 9 and 14
Mayor and City Council:
I invite your attention to the attached copy of my November 10,
1981 letter on the subject of "Condominium's".
In addition to the fact that the contents of my letter identified
above will become a matter or public record shortly, I wish to add
the following comments in objection to the granting of any and all
approvals for condominium's.
... That the long range financial effects upon adjoining property
owners, and in particular the single family dwelling, elderly, retired,
and handicapped persons on a fixed income, "WILL BECOME
DLSASTEROUS" as these inflated property valued condominiums sale
_ prices begin to influence local tax evaluations, and these single dwelling
home owners "will eventually be forced out of their own homes" by these
unscrupulous condominium profiteers.
The decisions you make today, will be devastating in the future,
both upon this City and its people.
I implore you to deny each and all of these condominium requests.
Sincerely yours,

JAMES A. CLEVELAND
Disabled American Veteran

•
JAMES A. CLEVELAND
Post Office Box 15367
Sacramento, California 95851
Phone: 456-3204
November 10, 1981

Mayor and City Council
City Hall
Sacramento, California 95851
and
Sacramento County Board of Supervisors
700 H Street
Sacramento, California 95814
Subject: Condominium's
Mayor, City Council and Board of Supervisors
Having now been twice evicted for having opposed the conversion
of apartments into condominium's, and still scheduled to appear in court
on Friday, November 13, 1981, in an effort to secure refunds of my
security and cleaning deposits from both of those apartment complexes,
and now having been so educated by these apartment complex owners, and
their attorneys that the Sacramento City and County ordinances do not in
fact protect the public in any manner, form, or shape, and having incurred
many thousands of dollars in expenses as a result, having had two of my
election campaigns destroyed in the process by these unscrupulous parties,
and further aware that other persons have been evicted, and are at this
moment still being evicted, be advised that I will personally fund, organize,
and cause to be circulated in the City and County of Sacramento an initiative
process to permanenly terminate any and all conversions of any and all
existing apartment complexes into condominiums, and or the construction of
any and all condominiums in this City and County.
Sincerely yours,

AMES A. CLEVELAND
Twice a victim of the faulty City
and County Condominium Ordinances.
COPIES TO: ALL MEDIA _
American River Commons Apartments, 2366 American River
Drive, Sacramento, CA 95825. American River Investors,
c/o Attorney Alan J. Sternberg, 100 Oak Street, Oakland,
CA 94607, River Commons Apartments, 230 Cadillac Drive,
Sacramento, Ca 95825 and Attorney Timothy Clemons,
25 Cadillac Drive, Sacramento, CA 95825

4.11.

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERIC
915 I STREET
CITY HALL ROOM 203

cz,
LORRAINE MAGANA
CITY CLERK

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
TELEPRONE (916) 4494426

John S. and Dorothy S. Edwards
931 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825

On December 22, 1981, the following matter was scheduled to be heard before the City
Council:
Appeal of Planning Comnission's approval of various requests for property located
on the northeast and southwest sides of 24th Street at 24th Street Bypass and 25th
Street (D5)(P-9582):
A.
Amend General Plan from Commercial-Office to Residential;
B.
Amend Meadowview Community Plan from Shopping-Commercial to Multiple Family
Residential;
C.
Rezone 7± acres from C-2 to R-2B-R;
D.
Tentative Map to divide 7± acres into 128 airspace condominium lots and 1
common lot;
Special Permit to develop 128 unit condominium project;
E.
F.
Subdivision Modification to waive water and sewer services.
This hearing has been continued to February 9, 1982 at the hour of 7:30 p.m., in the City
Council Chamber, Second Floor, City Hall, 915 "I" Street, Sacramento California.
Interested parties may appear and speak at the hearing.
Pursuant to Council Rules of Procedure 4.5(3), "NO person who has once obtained a
continuance of a hearing, whether by notice to the City Clerk as provided in Section
4.5(1) or by personal appearance as provided in paragraph 4.5(2) shall be granted a
further continuance except by personally appearing at the Council meeting at the time at
which the hearing is scheduled and by satisfying the Council that extraordinary
circumstances exist which would justify such a continuance." Continuances may be
requested by the owner of the subject property, applicant, appellant, or a designee for
same.
Any questions regarding this hearing should be referred to the City Planning Department,
927 Tenth Street, Sacramento California, phone (916) 449-5604.
Sincerely,

Lorraine Magana
City Clerk
Lm/mm

cc: Jerol Moore & Associates
P-9582 Mailing List (51)
David W. McMurtry
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NOTICE OF

CITY COUNCIL HEARING

D.& C.J. Cunnigan
7305 24th Street
Sacramento, Ca 95822
APN: 49-031-01

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
915 I STREET
CITY HALL ROOM 203

LORRAINE MAGANA
CITY CLERK

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814
TELEPHONE (916) 449-5426

John S. & Dorothy S. Edwards
931 Howe Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825
December 8, 1981, the following matter was filed with my office to set a hearing date
On December
before the City Council:
Appeal of Planning Commission's approval of various requests for property located
on north-east and southwest sides of 24th Street at 24th Street Bypass arid 25th
Street (D5) (P-9582):
A. Amend General Plan from Commercial-Office to Residential
B. Amend Meadowview Community Plan from Shopping-Commercial to Multiple Family
Residential;
C. Rezone 7± acres from C-2 to R-2B-R;
D. Tentative Map to divide 7* acres into 128 airspace condominium lots & 1 common
lot;
E. Special Permit to develop 128 unit condominium project;
F. Subdivision "odi f4 catiori to waive water and sewer services
This hearing has been set for December 29, 1981, 7:30 p.m., Council Chamber, Second
Floor, Cit y Hall, 915 "I" Street, Sacramento, California. Interested parties are invited
to appear and speak at the hearing.
Pursuant to Council Rules of Procedure 4.5, continuance of the above matter may be
obtained only by the property owner of the above property, applicant, or appellant, or
their designee, by submitting a written request delivered to this office no later than
12:00 Noon the day prior to the scheduled hearing date. If written request is not
delivered to this office as specified herein, a continuance may only be obtained by
appearing before the City Council at the time of the hearing and submitting a verbal
request to the Council.
Any questions regarding this hearin g should be directed to the City Planning Department,
927 Ttnth Street, Sacramento, California, phone 449-5604.
Sincerely,

/444.44t,
raine Magana
C. ty Clerk

LM/mm
cc:

Jerol Moore & Associates
P-9582 Mailing List (51)
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NOTICE OF CITY COUNCIL HEARING

CITY OF SACRAMENTO

LORRAINE MAGANA

OFFICE OF THE CITY CLERK
915 I STREET

CITY CLERK

SACRAMENTO CALIFORNIA 95814

CITY HALL ROOM 203

TELEPHONE (918) 449-5428

January 11, 1982
Blaine and Wagner
601 University Avenue
Sacramento, CA 95825

On January 7, 1982, the following matter was filed with my office to set a hearing date
before the City Council:
Appeal of Planning Commission's denial of various requests for
property located on 813 "F" Street (D1)P-9546):
A.
Rezone 0.1+ acre from R-4A to R-0;
B.
Special Permit to establish an office in a single family residence;
C.
Variance to waive 6' masonry wall;
Variance to reduce parking maneuvering area from 20' to 15'
This hearing has been set for February 9, 1982, 7:30 p.m., Council Chamber, Second Floor,
City Hall, 915 "I" Street, Sacramento, California. Interested parties are invited to
appear and speak at the hearing.
Pursuant to Council Rules of Procedure 4.5, continuance of the above matter may be
obtained only by the property owner of the above property, applicant, or appellant, or
their designee, by submitting a written request delivered to this office no later than
12:00 Noon the day prior to the scheduled hearing date. If written request is not
delivered to this office as specified herein, a continuance may only be obtained by
appearing before the City Council at the time of the hearing and submitting a verbal
request to the Council.
Any questions regarding this hearing should be directed to the City Planning Department,

927 Tenth Street, Sacramento, California, phone 449-5604.
Sincerely,

orraine ga
City Clerk

LM/mm
cc:

Carissimi Rohrer Associates
P-9546 Mailing List (44)
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