
COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO 
CALIFORNIA 

For the Agenda of: 
November 12, 2014 

Timed: 4:00 p.m. 
 
To: Board of Supervisors 
 
From: Department of Community Development 
 
Subject: PLNP2012-00092.  Zoning Code Update, County-Wide Design Guidelines, And 

User Guide.  Request To Adopt A Comprehensive Update To The Sacramento 
County Zoning Code, County-Wide Design Guidelines And User Guide; A 
General Plan Amendment To Amend The Zoning Consistency Matrix; An 
Amendment To Title 22 Of The County Code; An Amendment To Title IV Of 
The Zoning Code.  Applicant: County Of Sacramento; APN: County-Wide; 
Environmental Document: Negative Declaration   

 
Supervisorial 
District(s): All 
 
Contact: Tricia Stevens, Principal Planner, 874-2926  
 
Overview 
Staff proposes that the November 12 workshop on the Development Code primarily focus on 
development standards, including parking, multi-family development standards and noise.  
Staff is also prepared to report back on other items discussed at the October 21 workshop.  The 
Board requested that the Community Planning Advisory Councils (CPAC’s) review changes to 
the draft Zoning Code Update made since their initial consideration.  These CPAC meetings 
have been set up and staff will verbally report on their comments to date at the meeting on 
November 12.      
 
Staff distributed copies of the draft Zoning Code to 10 libraries and issued a notification of the 
document’s availability to over 2500 individuals on the Sacramento County News email 
distribution list.  All documents are available on the County website at: 
http://www.per.saccounty.net/PlansandProjectsIn-progress/Pages/DevelopmentCodeUpdate.aspx 

Recommendations: 
Conduct the meeting as a workshop and continue the item to January 27, 2014 at 2 p.m.  

Measures/Evaluation 
Approval of the Zoning Code update will streamline the development process by simplifying 
land use entitlements and reducing entitlement processing time; thereby promoting economic 
development.  Approval will create a more user-friendly Zoning Code with clearer standards 
and greater flexibility, and will implement General Plan policies which promote mixed-use 
and sustainable development practices. 

Fiscal Impact 
Costs for both staff and consultant contracts for the Zoning Code Update have been included 
in the current FY 2014-15 budget. 

 

http://www.per.saccounty.net/PlansandProjectsIn-progress/Pages/DevelopmentCodeUpdate.aspx
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BACKGROUND 

The Board is engaged in a series of workshops on the Development Code, including the Zoning 
Code, Design Guidelines, and the User Guide. The topics for November 12 focus on 
development standards, including parking, noise, multi-family development standards and design 
guidelines, commercial setbacks, and modification of non-conforming structures.  The discussion 
on design guidelines focuses solely on setbacks adjacent to single family homes and other 
comments on design guidelines will be discussed at a subsequent workshop. The Board letter 
also reports back on several Use Table items, including room and vacation rentals, convenience 
stores and secondary service stations in residential zones, and solar facilities.  A complete report 
responding to all Board comments, including a thorough comment list from Supervisor 
MacGlashan is forthcoming at a future meeting.    

DISCUSSION  

Parking 

The proposed changes to the parking standards seek to reduce inefficient uses of land, to reflect 
current parking trends and to promote alternative means of travel. The draft Zoning Code 
includes: 1) reductions and increases to the basic parking requirements, and 2) a streamlined 
process for further reductions based on shared parking and other criteria. Supervisor Nottoli 
expressed concerns over certain reductions, in particular medical offices. This report focuses on 
medical offices since this use has the greatest decrease in required parking.    

Reduced parking for medical offices.   Staff proposes that the parking requirement for medical 
offices be reduced from 6.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet to 4.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet.   A 
comparison to other jurisdictions noted that this new requirement is more than the City of 
Sacramento suburban standard, and slightly less than the cities of Napa and Rocklin.  Staff 
surveyed existing medical offices and offers the following observations (see Attachment 1 for 
photos): 

• The Doctor’s Center Medical Group on San Juan Avenue:  This office has a parking ratio 
of 5.2 spaces per 1,000 square feet and aerial views show the parking lot occupancy at 
approximately 50 percent in the mid-afternoon. (Sacramento County) 

• Greater Sacramento Surgery Center on Auburn Boulevard:  This office complex has a 
ratio of 4.65 spaces per 1,000 square feet. Aerial views show the parking lot occupancy at 
approximately 60 percent, and a site visit at a peak time showed occupancy at 
approximately 70 percent.  (Sacramento County) 

• Country Club Medical Center on Butano Drive:  This older office building has a parking 
ratio of 3.2 spaces per 1,000 feet.  Aerial views show parking lot occupancy at 50 percent 
and a site visit at peak hours showed occupancy at approximately 60 percent.  
(Sacramento County) 
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• UC Davis Medical Group:  This is a new medical office approximately five years old 
with a parking ratio of 5.2 spaces per thousand.  Aerial views were taken when the 
facility is closed; therefore, an occupancy count is not readily available; however, staff 
who have visited this facility on several occasions note that the parking lot is very 
underutilized. (City of Rocklin)  

Staff concludes that medical offices function acceptably at 4.5 spaces per 1,000 square feet. 
Current trends indicate that many patients are delivered to medical facilities by medivans or 
Regional Transit Paratransit in addition to family drop-offs, especially for services that require 
longer appointments such as dialysis. Staff will present photos of these various facilities at the 
Board workshop.           

Criteria for staff level approval of parking reductions.  Supervisor Serna inquired about parking 
reductions for uses with good bicycle and transit accessibility.  Currently, any use that requests a 
reduction in parking must apply for a Special Review of Parking heard by the Planning 
Commission (current cost is $11,000).  In the draft Code, a parking reduction of up to 25 percent 
may be approved by the Planning Director through the Design Review process, if certain criteria 
are met.  The criteria includes: 1) shared parking based on parking demand at different times of 
day, including mixed residential and commercial uses, 2) location within ¼ mile of a transit stop, 
3) tree preservation, 4) provision of extra bicycle parking, and 5) provision of electric/alternative 
fuel vehicle parking  (See Section 5.9.5.C).  Uses with excellent bicycle accessibility will be 
considered for the staff level reduction. Parking reductions that meet these criteria allow for 
better planned sites with amenities such as tree preservation and electric/alternative fuel vehicle 
parking. The staff level reduction requires the submittal of a parking management plan that 
documents reduced demand based on the above factors.   

Noise Standards  

Supervisor Nottoli expressed concerns about enforcement of the Noise Ordinance and inquired 
how the new provision in the Zoning Code would aid enforcement.  Currently, noise violation 
complaints are filed with the Environmental Management Department (EMD).  EMD can issue 
violation notices and continue to monitor compliance, but does not currently have the ability to 
compel the business or property owner to submit an acoustical study nor to require the owner to 
comply with the results of an acoustical study. The new provision in the Zoning Code makes 
non-compliance with the Noise Ordinance a zoning violation and allows the Planning Director to 
require an acoustical study.  EMD and Community Development staff believes this provision 
will provide a more effective tool to achieve compliance and neighborhood compatibility.     

Multi-Family Development Standards and Design Guidelines 

Setbacks adjacent to single-family development. Board members had questions about multi-
family development standards and design guidelines, in particular about setbacks adjacent to 
single-family zones. The Development Code requires that the Zoning Code development 
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standards and the Design Guidelines be used in concert. The Zoning Code contains base 
minimum standards relating to height, setback and open space and then relies on Design 
Guidelines to achieve high quality and compatible projects.  Staff originally proposed a 20 foot 
setback for single story buildings, 40 feet for two-story and 60 feet for three-story (20/40/60), in 
order to provide greater design flexibility as long as the project conforms with the privacy 
criteria in the Design Guidelines.  The existing single story setback is 25 feet. 

After receiving many comments, staff recommends that the setback remain at 25 feet for single 
story buildings; and be reduced to 50 feet for two-story and 75 feet for three-story (25/50/75).  
The Design Guidelines include the following language related to privacy:   

Existing single-family residents are often adversely impacted by adjoining multifamily 
projects due to increased noise, traffic, increased shading, light and glare, and unwanted 
visual intrusions into both indoor and outdoor private spaces and yards.  Good design can 
resolve many compatibility problems between single-family homes and adjacent multifamily 
residents through the use of appropriate setbacks, screening, landscaping, and control of 
scale and massing of multifamily buildings, particularly near the property line between 
single family and multifamily properties. 

• Design building heights of new multifamily projects to be compatible with adjoining 
building heights to minimize potential impacts on adjacent single-family residences. 

• Step back multi-story structures to reduce the bulk and mass adjacent to single family 
homes. 

• Orient windows on multi-story structures away from single family homes to the extent 
possible. 

• Multifamily buildings adjacent to existing single-family zoned parcels shall provide a 
minimum setback from the adjacent single-family lot line consistent with the standards 
outlined in Table 3.6.  Setback requirements shall be measured from the property line. 

Staff proposes the following modified guidelines in order to further support the privacy 
objective: 

•  (Modified third bullet) Orient windows and balconies on multi-story structures away 
from single family homes and use opaque or clerestory windows on sides facing single 
family homes.  If privacy objectives cannot be met, then greater setbacks may be required.  

• (New bullet) Plant dense evergreen shrubs and trees along the property line with 
adjacent single-family homes in order to create a substantial buffer.   Use of a wider 
planter (10 feet +) may be necessary to support dense landscaping.    
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The existing setback of 100 feet for two or three story multi-family projects adjacent to 
residential zones limits design options and tends to result in a  
“racetrack” design with noisy parking lots and trash collection areas adjacent to single-family 
homes. There are many good examples of well-designed two-story apartments within 50 feet of 
single-family homes where windows and balconies are oriented away from the homes and there 
is heavy landscaping adjacent to the homes.  

Staff surveyed several built apartment complexes adjacent to single-family and made the 
following observations: 

• The most common setback for two-three story buildings is 60-80 feet from single-family 
residences with a double row of parking in between, and with a row of carports or 
garages adjacent to the single-family homes (see Attachment 2 for photos).  This design 
provides less visual intrusion because windows and balconies are oriented further away 
and buffered by landscaping and carports or garages.  On the other hand, this 
configuration has several downsides, including a “race track” design that creates noise 
issues from trash receptacles and traffic.  In Sacramento County, all recent multi-family 
projects received a Special Development Permit from the Planning Commission for 
reduced setbacks adjacent to single family homes as the 100 foot setback is difficult to 
achieve for any project, even with parking and carports on the periphery.     

• The second common design is where sides of apartment buildings abut single-family with 
heavy landscaping and only bathroom/bedroom windows face the single-family 
residences. This interface contains less bulk and mass than if the long side of the 
structures faces the residences.  As in the Roseville and Corsair examples, this interface 
has fewer impacts than if parking lots/carports abut the residences.   

Staff believes that the reduced minimum setback (25/50/75) provides more design flexibility, 
which in turn can achieve higher quality projects. Projects can employ a stepped approach to 
multi-family structures with single-story adjacent to single-family homes, avoiding parking lots 
with carports adjacent to single-family homes.  If the Guidelines are not met, then the project 
would need to be redesigned or request a discretionary Special Development Permit heard by the 
Planning Commission.   

Density and height allowances in Category III locations.  One of the features of the Multi-Family 
Design Guidelines is that they provide design guidance based on community context.  Category 
III locations are completely surrounded by other multi-family projects or non-residential zoning 
and may be located in either the RD-20 or RD-30 zones. In order to consider higher density 
projects on appropriate sites in urban areas close to transit, staff proposes an allowance for 
projects with no upper limit on height or density with the issuance of a Special Development 
Permit by the Planning Commission (see Table 5.5 footnote [1]).  Such a project would be 
discretionary and necessary traffic and other technical studies would be prepared.  An example 
of this type of project was a proposal for a high-rise condominium near the Sunrise Light Rail 
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Station in 2007.  This project was withdrawn and the site is now in the City of Rancho Cordova, 
but is nonetheless an example of the potential for more urban projects in appropriate locations.  
Other examples in the City of Sacramento can be found in Attachment 3.   

Supervisor Nottoli expressed concerns about this provision, including a question whether the 
Special Development Permit should be heard by the Board.  Although the potential for this type 
of project is limited at this time, staff believes that the Zoning Code should allow for future 
urban high-rises, especially in the new mixed use zones.  Staff is recommending that the 
Planning Commission hear these projects because they are more of a local concern.   A decision 
of the Planning Commission may be appealed to the Board of Supervisors.       

Thresholds for design review of multi-family development by staff and Planning Commission.   
Review of multi-family projects is limited to design review and compliance with zoning 
standards and design guidelines, and staff or the Planning Commission cannot deny a project if it 
conforms. The draft Zoning Code increases the threshold for Planning Commission design 
review of multi-family projects from 80 units to 150 units in order to streamline review of 
quality projects.  The draft Code requires that projects smaller than 150 units be reviewed and 
approved at the staff level by the Design Review Administrator (DRA), with consultation with 
the Design Review Advisory Committee (DRAC), and would thus not be forwarded to the 
CPAC. If the standards are not met, the applicant must apply for a discretionary Special 
Development Permit to the Planning Commission, including CPAC review. This new provision 
is an implementation of Housing Element Policy HE2.1.1, which states: “The County shall 
reduce uncertainty, risk, and delay in the planning, environmental, and permitting process”.  
Housing Element Program B6 further states “The County will adopt an updated Zoning Code to 
facilitate medium to high density residential and mixed use development.  The updated Zoning 
Code will allow for flexibility in uses, densities and development standards; and lower decision 
making levels for certain planning entitlements.” 
 
Cities in the region have a wide variety of methods for design review of multi-family projects.  
The City of Sacramento requires Planning Commission level design review for projects over 150 
units and staff level review under 150 units.  Other cities rely on their design review committee 
or commission for review; some have noticing requirements and some do not.   
  
Board and community members have expressed significant concern that increasing the threshold 
diminishes community input. To address this concern, staff recommends that CPAC review 
occur after review by the Design Review Administrator (DRA) and Design Review Advisory 
Committee (DRAC), but prior to approval, for projects fewer than 150 units for the following 
reasons: 

• Provides for noticing to property owners within 500 feet so community can provide 
comments on design. 

• Achieves streamlining of projects by reducing the time and costs of a public hearing 
before the Planning Commission, and helps to achieve Housing Element goals. 
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• Focuses on design and allows for the Design Review Administrator and the Design 
Review Advisory Committee to make decisions on design with CPAC input.     .   

 
The CPAC review would advise the DRA and DRAC on design.  The CPAC may file an appeal 
to the Board of Zoning Appeals if they do not agree with the decision of the DRA.      
 
Parking for multi-family development.   The draft Zoning Code reduces the required parking for 
multi-family development to encourage use of transit, reflect current demographic household 
trends, and align with required parking in other jurisdictions. The current standard is two parking 
spaces per unit for two + bedroom apartments, and 1.5 spaces per unit for studio and one-
bedroom units, regardless of zone.  

 
Based on concerns raised by community members and additional research, staff proposes to 
maintain the current standard of 1.5 spaces per unit for studio and one bedroom units and two 
spaces per unit for two+ bedroom units in areas not served by transit.  For projects within ¼ mile 
of a transit stop with 20 minute service, the requirement would be one space per unit for studio 
and one bedroom units, and 1.5 spaces per unit for 2+ bedroom units.      

Room and vacation rentals  

Room rentals over 30 days.  Staff originally proposed an administrative permit for single-family 
residence room rentals where there are multiple rental agreements for more than two rooms, but 
not more than five.  County Counsel advised that regulating the rental of rooms in a home may 
have legal issues, and staff is still exploring alternative ways of regulating the nuisance effects of 
uncontrolled rental situations. 

Room and vacation rental under 30 days.  The rental of rooms or homes for short-term vacation 
purposes is different and can be regulated so that a dwelling does not become transient lodging.  
Staff is proposing an administrative permit (cost is approximately $270) for short-term rentals 
that includes both the rental of one room and the rental of the entire home.  Both types of rentals 
are subject to the Transient Occupancy Tax, although collection of TOT can be challenging. The 
administrative permit would be similar to a temporary use permit and would have standard 
conditions relating to no large events and parking and trash control.   Each administrative permit 
would be renewed every three years concurrently with the General Business License.      

Commercial and industrial setbacks adjacent to single-family 

Supervisor Nottoli was concerned about a reduced setback for two-story commercial structures 
adjacent to single-family residences.   The draft Code proposes a setback standard of 20 feet for 
single-story structures, 40 feet for two-story, and 60 feet for three-story.   The current Code 
requires a Board-level use permit for structures over 24 feet in height within 100 feet of single-
family zones.   After further review, staff proposes that the current standard of 100 feet be 
retained since commercial and industrial buildings tend to be more bulky and massive than 
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multi-family projects, and can have greater impacts on single-family homes.  Staff proposes that 
the entitlement for deviation be a Special Development Permit, instead of a use permit, and that 
the Planning Commission be the hearing body, with appeal to the Board of Supervisors.      

Convenience stores and secondary service stations in residential zones 

Supervisor MacGlashan questioned the current provisions that allow convenience stores and 
secondary service stations in residential zones with the issuance of a conditional use permit.  
Convenience stores are defined as stores or markets less than 6,000 square feet in size, and 
secondary service stations have two or fewer fuel pumps.  This provision has been in the Code 
since 1978 and resulted from a need to locate convenience goods close to residential areas to 
reduce vehicle trips and encourage walking. Over the years, this provision has proven 
impractical since convenience stores typically locate in retail centers and secondary service 
stations do not reflect current market trends, and staff knows of no request for at least 25 years.  
Thus, staff recommends these provisions be deleted from the draft Code in residential zones.     

Solar facilities  

Supervisor Nottoli requested clarification about the difference between small and large solar 
facilities and expressed concern about the lack of landscaping maintenance at existing facilities.  
He also thought solar facilities may need to be heard by the Board of Supervisors because of 
facility issues that have arisen.  In the draft Code, commercial solar facilities produce energy for 
off-site use and are divided into Commercial I – small facilities less than 10 acres, and 
Commercial II – large facilities over 10 acres.  The large Commercial II facilities are allowed in 
the agricultural zones with a Planning Commission Use Permit – the same as the current 
requirement.  The draft Code contains a number of standards for solar facilities that are not 
currently in the Zoning Code, relating to landscaping, decommission plan, and financial 
assurances.  A new feature of the draft Code is to allow small Commercial I facilities with a 
minor use permit without a public hearing, and upon compliance with the standards.  Small and 
large commercial facilities are allowed by right in the industrial zones upon compliance with the 
standards. 

Small accessory solar facilities for private use are permitted in all zones.  A minor use permit is 
needed for ground-mounted solar panels over ½ acre in size.     

Modification of non-conforming structures 

During the Planning Commission deliberations, staff proposed a change to the provision for 
“repair and maintenance” of non-conforming structures to add the word “modification”. This 
change resulted from a need to provide more flexibility for non-conforming structures in order to 
encourage reinvestment in older neighborhoods.  Examples of “modifications” that wouldn’t fall 
under “repair and maintenance” include enclosing a carport, adding a window or door where one 
didn’t exist before, or changing the roofline. The cost of all repairs, maintenance, or 
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modifications cannot exceed 25 percent of the current replacement cost of the structure in any 
given year. 

This change will be especially applicable for non-conforming homes in the Fruitridge-Pocket 
area where reinvestment is needed.  Similarly, staff also proposes a new provision that allows for 
non-conforming structures to be expanded, as long as the expansion conforms to current zoning 
standards, particularly setbacks.    

One case that triggered this amendment is a proposed enclosure of an attached carport with a 
non-conforming setback in the Arden Oaks Neighborhood Preservation Area (NPA). The 
enclosure would be less than 25 percent of the replacement cost and would not expand the 
footprint, but involves improvements that do not fall under repair or maintenance.  Staff received 
an email from a member of the Arden Oaks Neighborhood Association (see Attachment 4) who 
is opposed to this change on the grounds that Arden Oaks and other NPA’s have large lots and 
modifications to existing structures should result in the structure being brought into 
conformance. 

Staff feels that this amendment is necessary throughout the County in order to promote 
reinvestment, especially in older neighborhoods with smaller homes on small lots.  

Massage establishments  

Staff conducted a second workshop on October 29, 2014, with members of the massage industry.  
This meeting provided a greater understanding of the issues and potential solutions.  Staff 
continues to seek a consensus with the industry and will report back at a later date with a 
recommendation.  

CPAC workshops 

Thirteen CPAC’s, in eight meetings, will have had a workshop by November 12 to consider 
changes to the draft Zoning Code since their initial workshops in March through July.  Staff will 
verbally summarize the major themes from the CPAC workshops at the November 12 workshop 
since the workshops are not completed as of the writing of this report.  More complete responses 
to the CPAC comments will be provided in January.       

SUMMARY 

Following are key discussion points for Board concurrence in order to narrow the items for 
continued research.   

1. Should the parking requirement for medical offices be reduced? 

2. Should there be staff level approval of parking reductions up to 25 percent if consistent 
with the criteria in order to promote tree preservation and other design features?   
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3. With robust Design Guidelines, should the setback standards for two and three story 
multi-family developments be reduced when adjacent to single-family residential?  

4. Should consideration be given for unlimited density and height in Category III urban 
areas, and if so, who should be the hearing authority? 

5. Should the threshold for Planning Commission review of multi-family projects be 
changed to projects over 150 units, with CPAC review of projects under 150 units in 
conjunction with staff level design review that includes DRAC review?   

6. Should vacation rentals be allowed with an administrative permit, and a limitation of 
short-term room rental of one room or the whole home? 

7. Should the allowance for convenience stores and secondary service stations be deleted 
from the Zoning Code? 

8. Should small commercial solar facilities (up to 10 acres) be permitted with a minor use 
permit in the agricultural zones?  

9. Should the allowance for repair and maintenance of non-conforming structures include 
modification?   

RECOMMENDATIONS  

No action would be taken on November 12 as this meeting is scheduled as a workshop.  

MEASURES/EVALUATION 

Approval of the Zoning Code update will streamline the development process by simplifying 
land use entitlements and reducing entitlement processing time; thereby promoting economic 
development.  Approval will create a more user-friendly Zoning Code with clearer standards and 
greater flexibility, and will implement General Plan policies which promote mixed-use and 
sustainable development practices. 

FINANCIAL ANALYSIS 

Costs for both staff and consultant contracts for the Zoning Code Update have been included in 
the current FY 2014-15 budget. 
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Respectfully submitted, APPROVED: 
 BRADLEY J. HUDSON 
   County Executive 
LORI A. MOSS, Director 
Department of Community Development 
 
 
 
 BY: ________________________________ 
         ROBERT B. LEONARD 
         Chief Deputy County Executive 

Attachments: 

1. Medical Office Buildings Parking Photos  

2. Multi-family Project Photos  

3. Examples of High Density Projects in the City of Sacramento  

4. Arden Oaks Neighborhood Association Letter  
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Parking Analysis for Medical Offices  
 

 

 

The Doctors Center Medical Group Inc. 

-4948 San Juan Ave, Fair Oaks 

-Access to surrounding lot of approximately 20 parking spaces 

-At the time of the Google Earth image, the parking lot is about 50 percent full.  

-According to the Assessor Data, the area of the building is 3,851 square feet. 

-There are approximately 5.19 parking spaces per 1000 square footage of 

building space.  
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Country Club Medical Center 

-2322 Butano Dr, Sacramento 

- Access to surrounding lot of approximately 95 parking spaces 

-At the time of the Google Earth image, the parking lot is about 50 percent full.  

-According to the Assessor Data, the area of the building is 29,880 square feet. 

-There are approximately 3.18 parking spaces per 1000 square footage of 

building space.  
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Greater Sacramento Surgery Center 

-2288 Auburn Blvd, Sacramento 

- Access to surrounding lot of approximately 260 parking spaces 

-At the time of the Google Earth image, the parking lot is about 60 percent full.  

-According to the Assessor Data, the area of the building is 55,798 square feet. 

-There are approximately 4.65 parking spaces per 1000 square footage of 

building space.  
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UC Davis Medical Group 

-550 West Ranch View Drive, Rocklin 

-Access to surrounding lot containing 340 parking spaces 

-According to the Assessor Data, the area of the building is 65,772 square feet. 

-There are approximately 5.16 parking spaces per 1000 square footage of 

building space.  
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Multi-Family Setbacks 

From Single Family 

Home Property Lines  

Examples and Photos 

from Sacramento 

County and 

Surrounding Cities 
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Arbor Creek Apartments 

• Northwest corner of Calvine & Elk Grove-Florin 

in Elk Grove  

• Two story apartment buildings  

• Two rows of parking and private roadway 
separate apartments 

• Setback from apartment building to homes is 

63 feet from homes 

• Six foot sound wall and landscaping line the 

edge of the apartment’s parking 

• Some three story apartments are set further 

back behind a row of two story apartments 

• The surrounding single-family homes are two 

story, with some major windows but no doors 

facing toward the apartments 

• Decent amount of tree screening in the yards 
of the surrounding single-family homes 
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Carmel at Woodcreek West  

• 1890 Junction Blvd, Roseville 

• Two story apartments on a high foundation 

• Two lane public street (with street parking) 

separates apartments from single-family 

homes on north side 

• Iron fence surrounds apartments, with minimal 

landscape buffer 

• Front doors of apartments and houses face 

each other on north side 

• Along the west edge of the property, 

apartments are separated from homes by a 

sound wall and dense landscaping with a 15-
20 setback, with no entrances or balconies 

facing the homes 
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Corsiar Senior Apartments 

• 6920 Watt Ave, North Highlands 

• Approximate setback from side of two story 

apartment to homes is 25 feet 
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Terrcina at Laguna Creek 

• 9274 Franklin Blvd, Elk Grove 

• Approximate setback of two story apartments 

from homes is 60 feet  
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Terracina at Wildhorse 

• 1800 Moore Blvd, Davis 

• Approximate setback of two story apartments 

from homes is 65 feet  
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Varenna Senior Apartments 

• 2351 Wyda Way, Sacramento 

• Two story apartments on a high foundation 

• Two lane public street (no street parking) 

separates apartments from one-story single-family 

homes across the street, with front doors of 

apartments and houses face each other 

• Approximate setback of two story apartments 

from homes is 65 feet   
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Vintage at Laguna  

Senior Apartments 

• 9210 Big Horn Blvd, Elk Grove 

• Two story apartments  

• Two rows of parking and private roadway 

separate apartments from homes 

• 6 foot sound wall and landscaping line the 

edge of the apartment’s parking 

• Some three story apartments are set further 

back behind a courtyard 

• The surrounding single-family homes are two 

story, with no major windows or doors facing 

toward the apartments 

• Approximate setback of two story apartments 

from homes is 70 to 85 feet 
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Density - Illustrated 
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800 J St Apartments 
• 225 lofts (ranging in size from 547-1364 

sq. ft.) 

• 21,000 sq. ft. of retail/restaurant space 

• Density: 189 units/acre 

• Parking: 302 spaces on 3 levels of above-

grade and subterranean parking 

• Height:  7 stories 
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720 7th Street (Mercy Housing) 
 150 affordable multi-family units 

 0.55 acres (273 DU/NA) 

 8 stories 
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Fremont Building @ 16th/P 

 69 residential units 

 12,000 sq. ft. of commercial space 

 Density: 78 units/acre 

 Parking: 69 spaces located behind the building  

 Height: 4 stories  

 

B
O

S
 A

TTA
C

H
M

E
N

T 3 
A

genda D
ate:  11-12-2014 

P
age 4 of 7



16 Powerhouse (16th/P) 
 50 multi-family units on 0.44 acres = 114 DU/NA 

 5 floors of residential over 1 floor of parking 

 CADA project 
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Legado de Ravel (16th/O) 
 84 market rate units  on 1.1 acres = 72 DU/NA 

 13,000 square feet of ground floor retail 

 CADA project; Mission Revival architecture 
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The Warren (16th/N) 
• 118 market-rate 1&2 bedroom apartments; CADA 

project 

• 5,195 square feet of ground floor retail 

• 0.7 acres = 157 DU/NA 
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