REPORT TO
DESIGN REVIEW AND
PRESERVATION BOARD
City of Sacramento

HEARING
December 20, 2006

Honorable Members of the Design Review and Preservation Board:

Subject: 500 Capitol Mall : 25 Story office building with ground floor retail and parking garage.
A request for Board Review and Comment of proposed project in the Central
Business District. (DR05-241)
A. Environmental Determination: Environmental Impact Report (EIR);
B. Design Review request to construct 25 story office structure, 396 feet in height at
tallest point. The project includes 467,942 s.f. of office, 27,124 s.f. of retail, and
264,353 s.f. of garage and basement. 794 off-street parking spaces will also be
provided. The new structure will replace an existing 155,180 square foot building, to
be demolished.

Location/Council District/ Design Review District

500 Capitol Mall

APN: 006-0146-030

Central City Design Review District

Central Business District Special Planning District (C-3-SPD)

Council District 1

Recommendation: Staff recommends the Board approve the project, based on findings of fact

and subject to the conditions of approval. The Board has approval authority over items A and B
above, and its decision is appealable to the Planning Commission.
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Contact: Luis R. Sanchez, AIA, Design Review Director, 916-808-5957.

Applicant: E.M. Kado Assoc., AlA, Inc., 1661 Garden Highway, Suite 200, Sacramento, CA
95833, 916-921-1661

Owner: Tsakopoulos Investments, 7423 Fair Oaks Blvd., Suite 10, Sacramento, CA 95814

Summary: This project is also subject to Planning Commission approval, and the EUIR is now
completed. The Board will take action on the environmental document as well as the project
design. Staff feels that the project is substantially in compliance with the Urban Design Plan for
projects in the CBD.

Table 1: Project Information

Existing zoning of site:  Central Business District Special Planning District (C-3-SPD)

Existing use of site: Commercial building to be demolished

Property dimensions/area: 328.49’ x 150.56’ x 328.36’ x 150.85’

Building square footage: 467,942 s.f. office/27,124 s.f. retail/264,353 s.f. parking garage and
basement areas

Building height: 396 feet to highest point

Exterior building materials:  pre-cast concrete, granite, aluminum mullions, blue tint glazing,
fabric canopies

Background Information:  This project was originally proposed to come before the Board in
August of 2005 with a different design scheme. Since that time, the applicant has redesigned
the project, lowering the height and increasing floor plates, as well as modifying the building
massing and articulation. The Board provided review and comment on May 3, 200 6. The
Board was generally supported of the proposed proje ct, and requested that the applicant

take into consideration the following issues:

1. Provide additional information on landscaping and hardscape treatments, with
more specific information on tree species and tree locations.
2. Look at offset glazing to provide more shadow casti ng and variety in the tower

facades at fenestration.

3. Look at the main entry and add more detail and look at bringing glazing to the
ground, overall it is understated and could use add itional detailing and
attention to provide more focus on the entry area.

4. Need more study at the base of the building to ensu ___re good detailing, provide
the Board with finer grain details at final review of the project?

5. Look at a more vertical transition between the buil ding base and mid tower
design to assist the overall massing of the project

Public/Neighborhood Outreach and Comments: Staff sent notice of the Board’s hearing to

adjacent property owners and a number of neighborhood associations on 11/20/06.
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Environmental Considerations: In accordance with CEQA Guidelines, Section 15081,
Environmental Planning Services (EPS) determined that an EIR should be prepared for the
proposed project. The Draft EIR identified significant impacts for Noise, Cultural Resources,
Public Utilities, Traffic and Circulation and Air Quality. Mitigation measures were identified to
reduce many project impacts to a less than significant impact. Significant and unavoidable
impacts remain for Air Quality, Noise, Traffic and Circulation. None of the identified impacts
involve the Board’s design review authority over th e project.

The Draft EIR was prepared and released for a forty-five (45) day public review period,
established by the State Clearinghouse, beginning on October 11, 2006 and ending on
November 27, 2006. A public notice was placed in the Daily Recorder on October 11, 2006,
which stated that 500 Capitol Mall Project Draft EIR was available for public review and
comment. A public notice was posted with the Sacramento County Clerks Office on October 11,
2006. A Notice of Availability (NOA) dated October 5, 2006 was distributed to all interested
groups, organizations, and individuals on October 11, 2006, for the Draft EIR. The NOA stated
that the City of Sacramento had completed the Draft EIR and that copies were available at the
City of Sacramento, Development Services Department, Environmental Planning Services,
2101 Arena Blvd., Suite 200, Sacramento, CA 95834. The NOA also indicated that the official
forty-five day public review period for the Draft EIR would end on November 27, 2006.

Comment letters on the Draft EIR were received from Sacramento Regional County Sanitation
District (SRCSD), California Department of Water Resources (DWR), Sacramento Regional
Transit (RT), Larry Micheli, California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), and the
Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District (SMAQMD). The comment letters
and responses to comments are included in the Final EIR. The FEIR responds to all comments
received on the Draft EIR and revises text and/or analysis where needed.

Project Design: The proposed project is substantially in compliance with the Board’s design
criteria for projects in the CBD. See analysis of site and building design to follow.

Table 2: Parking

Use Required Parking Proposed Parking Difference
Commercial/ Retail | O NA NA
Commercial/ Office | 747 794 Plus 47

Table 2a: Bicycle Parking

Total parking Required bicycle Provided bicycle Difference
provided parking parking
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80 75 80 Plus 5
As indicated above, the project meets or exceeds parking requirements.
Setbacks, height and bulk
Table 3: Height and area standards
Standard Required Proposed Deviation?
Height unlimited 396’ no
Front setback 90’-0"@ street-wall 93'-9 1/2" @ street wall | Minor (+ 4)
Side setback 0 4’-10 ¥ to face of wall | no
Street side setback 15-0"@ street-wall 13’-9 ¥4’ to face of wall | Minor (<2’)
Rear setback NA 5’-}Il 5/8” to face of no

wa

As indicated above, the project meets or exceeds all applicable height and area requirements.

STAFF EVALUATION :

Staff has utilized the previous review and comment report as a

basis for project review by the Board. New informat

ion and staff comments are noted in

bold, underlined text to assist the Board in projec

t assessment. _ Staff has the following

comments:
A. Site Design
1. Building location and access:  The project site is comprised of a little less than % of the entire

block to the south of Capitol Mall and between Capitol Mall, N Street, and 5" Street. The project
site lies within the Central Business District. The applicant has placed the new structure in
approximately the same location as the existing structure, fronting the site on the three existing
street faces. Because there is no alley access, the applicant proposes access to the building’'s
automobile parking garage off of N Street, and loading dock area is proposed along the central
portion of 5th Street with retail spaces flanking this street. The main pedestrian entry is to be
centered on the Capitol Mall building face. A drop-off area has been incorporated to facilitate

the retail/restaurant uses and alleviate any traffi ¢ issues on Capitol Mall. _ Because the parcel
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is narrow, it becomes difficult to locate auto and dock access. The applicant has divided the
functions on 2 streets to minimize impact on N Street. In addition to integrating these areas into
the overall exterior design scheme, special attention must be given to the interior walls in these
areas that are visible to pedestrians. Staff also notes that all trees ann%; the 3 sides of the
existing site (including 2 street faces) are shown for removal. Trees along 5" Street and N Street
are currently outside of the property dimensions and are within the public right of way space. The
applicant shall provide information on existing and proposed street trees, including space allowed
for canopy growth. The applicant is _making every attempt to save exist __ing trees while
working with Development Engineering on underground vault locations and coordinating
with Urban Forest staff. Where trees are not possible, other means of provid ing
landscaping and pedestrian friendly amenities will be utilized. The site design relates well
with similar buildings within the surrounding block s. Samples of the proposed decorative
paving at walkways and plaza shall be provided for Board review.

2. Setbacks and Pedestrian Protection:  The City Zoning Ordinance does not require
specific building setbacks in the C-3-SPD zone; however, the Sacramento Urban Design
Plan, 5.5.1. Capitol Mall Massing Guidelines recommend a 90’ setback from the
centerline of Capitol Mall to the street wall and a 140’ setback from the centerline of
Capitol Mall to the tower. Additionally, the guidelines recommend a 15’-0” building street
wall setback on the side street (5" street). There is no recommendation for N Street
within the Urban Design Plan. The Maximum Tower Diagonal is shown as Not
Applicable in the design guidelines.

At the street level, the proposed building is set back 93'-9 1/2” from the centerline of
Capitol Mall and that dimension is to the street wall of the proposed new structure. The
tower is pushed back the additional 51’ toward N Street. Along 5th Street, the building is
set back 13'-9 1/4” to the weather wall (with pilasters 11’-6" + /- clear to the property
line). The CBD Guidelines call for 15’-0” for street side setback, so at the face of the wall
it is shy just under 2 feet. Along the property line between this proposal and the adjacent
one, the applicant is showing a 5’-1 1/8” setback to the weather wall. Along N Street at
street level, the applicant is showing a 1'- 0 3/4” setback to the weather wall.

The applicant has provided pedestrian protection along the various street edges with the
proposal of canopies.

Section 5.2.2.1 Ground Level of the Sacramento Urban Design Plan states:

: Recessed pedestrian-way or equivalent pedestrian protection design elements
should be incorporated along a major portion of the building base, parallel to
public streets, to provide pedestrian shelter during summer and winter months.
Recessed pedestrian-ways should be wide enough to allow for efficient pedestrian
movement, and provide sufficient space for potential outdoor café dining and
vendors.

Height of recessed pedestrian-ways and arcades should support and enhance
pedestrian scale.

Section 7.0 Pedestrian Edge states:

All new developments are encouraged to incorporate design elements that enhance the
pedestrian environment. Due to hot summer temperatures and heavy winter rains, the
incorporation of colonnades, arcades, awnings, canopies and other pedestrian
protection should be designed into the new construction as architectural elements, or
adapted to existing structures
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Section 5.0 of the massing guidelines for the C3 area include more specific design
criteria and “step backs” from property lines for the street wall, the lower tower and the
upper tower, plus maximum diagonal dimensions for towers. Section 5.5.1 Capitol Mall
Massing district guidelines are more general in nature and have been developed as
general massing requirements. These are designed to complement the policy specific to
the Capitol Mall. Since this project lies within the Capitol Mall Massing District, the only
setback guideline not being met by the applicant appears to be the 15’ setback to the
street-wall on the street side, or 5" Street (for specific street wall height, see B.9. below).
The Board should review and comment on this issue and, also, on the pedestrian
protection issue stated above. In addition, space for mature street tress must be
provided. The Board was comfortable with this approach and su pported the
setback and step backs for this urban setting. Staf __ f is also in support of the

proposal.

3. Project parking. The total parking requirement for the project is 747 spaces, while the
parking proposed for on site is 794, or 47 additional spaces. The design guidelines
section 9.0 recommends that access to a garage should be located on the alley, not the
street where feasible. Further, the garage opening should be softened and the entry
gates must be set back at least 20’ from the property. The proposal places two garage
entrances, one on 5" Street for loading and another on “N” Street for parking garage
access. Staff believes that the intent of the urban design plan is to keep vehicular
entrances to a minimum where possible to strengthen street edges and create a more
pedestrian friendly environment. The applicant has been in contact with other City
departments on these placements, and should provide the Board and staff their design
rationale for placement. The Board is requested to review and comment on this issue
and provide specific comments on placement and treatment. Given the restrictions on
this_project, staff supports the proposed garage op ening locations, with the
surfaces visible form street views to receive treat ment_comparable with and
complementary to the exterior skin.

4. Landscaping and Hardscape. Section 11.0 of the design guidelines states clearly
Sacramento’s desire to both retain existing shade trees, and also to add new large
shade trees where possible, within the central core area. The proposed project’s
landscape document illustrates three existing shade trees to remain along Capitol
Avenue, but is also showing removal of all other existing street trees along 5" Street and
N Street. The applicant should be prepared to discuss his plans and reasoning with the
Board for removal of so many existing trees within the public right of way. Staff
recommends careful review of the proposed landscape plan by the Board’'s landscape
architect. A plaza area is proposed on Capitol mall, with decorative paving patterns
proposed at the sidewalk areas around the structure. Staff recommends that proposed
detailing and information be provided by the applicant at the meeting. Tree locations

have been modified to allow for underground vaults, and to allow the new drop-off
on Capitol Mall. Revised plans shall be provided fo r review by the Board at the
hearing.

5. Signhage. Section 7.7 of the guidelines states that new developments should consider a

signage program during the building design phase to ensure compatibility with the
architectural style of the building. Signage should be appropriate in location, design and
materials to the building. Staff recommends that the applicant provide a preli minary
signage program for the building for discussion wit h the Board at the hearing
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Staff will coordinate final program with the applic ant.

6. Service Access/Trash storage. Section 8.0 of the design guidelines provides guidance
for service and waste storage and states the following: For major projects, trash storage
facilities, loading docks, mail rooms and other service elated functions should be located
within the interior space. Truck parking for pick-up and deliveries should be provided on
the following ratio: 1 truck parking space (12’ x 37’ and 19’ high clearance) per 100,000
gross square feet (g.s.f.) of building space. The facade around the service opening
should be treated in a decorative manner. Appropriate treatment of these service and
auto access openings is critical since they form part of the street wall. The applicant
should provide information on any proposed doors at the dock area with appropriate
design and material for doors, and provide architectural treatments commensurate with
exterior wall treatments proposed for both locations. Information on _door_materials,
colors, and design should be provided to the Board for final review at the hearing.

7. Bicycle Parking and Storage. The project will be required to provide bicycle parking
per City Code requirements. The location of the interior bicycle parking has been
illustrated and appears to be adequate.

Section 10.0 of the Architectural Design Guidelines of the Urban Design Plan states
that the “Bicycle locker facilities should be located within the interior of the building.
Access for bicycle commuters should be located at the rear of the building, if
possible.”

Section 10.0 of the Urban Design Plan also states that the “Decorative short term
bicycle parking racks should be provided on site, near the front entry of the building.”

The applicant should provide the Board with the fin al proposed location and
design of all bicycle parking for final review at t he hearing.

8. Exterior lighting. Section 7.6 of the Architectural Design Guidelines gives an outline for
lighting in order to enhance both the building, and also to provide nighttime security. A
lighting plan with light fixtures should be provided for staff and the Board'’s review. A
nighttime lighting rendering showing the lighting intent is also typically called for in all
major projects. The applicant should provide the Board with a night time rendering
as well as proposed lighting locations and light fi xture design and colors for final
review at the hearing.

B. Building Design

9. Massing and Street Wall Heights. The proposed building appears to have all of the
typical massing components comprised of Base or Street Wall, Lower Tower and Upper
Tower. The North elevation presents a 60’ high street wall that then steps back to the
Lower Tower; then again steps back 5’ to the Upper Tower. An angled glass element is
dominant on this facade with curtain wall glazing flanking. The angled element continues
to the building top, ending with an angled peak against the skyline. The West elevation
has the Capitol Mall street wall returning around the corner at 5" Street and abutting the
parking garage component. The garage is approximately 55 to 60 feet above the Capitol
Mall street wall and proposed to be fully glazed and treated as other exterior walls. The
middle and upper tower rise above that, with stepping masses leading to the angled
peak. The South elevation on N Street has the parking garage mass wrapping the corner

8
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10.

11.

with middle and upper towers above stepping to the peak. Finally, the East elevation
abutting the adjacent property wraps the parking garage around, then steps back to the
street wall at capitol Mall, with lower and middle towers above, stepping to the peak.

As noted, the Street Wall does not continue around the entire building at the same level,
but comes up at 5" Street and N Street to accommodate the 10 level parking garage.
The Urban Design Plan in sections 4.0 Building Component Definitions and section 5.5.1
Capitol Mall Massing Guidelines clearly shows the building Base, or Street Wall height,
continuing straight along the street front and also along the two side street walls as well
as along the rear, see “corner condition diagram in attachment 5 section 5.5.1”. Staff
feels that given the narrow site, it is an acceptab __le solution, in_conjunction with
appropriate wall treatments at the pedestrian level

Color Texture and Materials. Materials and color boards have been submitted for
review and comment. The exterior material proposed is two warm colors of granite, with
a warm tone pre-cast concrete at upper towers. Blue tinted glazing and spandrel glass
are also proposed. Guidelines typically ask for clear glazing where possible, which would
be most appropriate at ground floor retail. Einal colors and materials board should be
proceed to the Board for final review at the hearin ___g.

For reference, section 6.0 of the design guidelines recommends compatibility with the
surrounding structures and high quality and durable materials like natural stone or terra
cotta. Tower materials are recommended to be terra cotta, pre-cast, gfrc etc. Highly
reflective mirror glass walls as the primary design element should be avoided. Staff
feels the color _and material palette presented prev  iously to the Board is

appropriate.

Building Rhythm. Section 6.3 of the Sacramento Urban Design Plan states that
Building rhythm relates to the horizontal and vertical patterns expressed by cornices,
columns, fenestration or variation in massing. It goes on to state that New
developments should respect building rhythms of adjacent buildings on the same block
face and that Facades should employ several related rhythms and avoid repetition of
one or very few elements at all levels. Staff feels that the applicant should review
proposed fenestration and articulation at each facade to provide a variety of opening
types, both punch and curtain wall. Staff also feels that the applicant should explore
adding more vertical articulation, particularly on the west and east elevations to avoid a
monotonous “ribbon window” appearance. Additional larger scale details indicating how
the windows will be detailed, recessed, or otherwise articulated should be provided for
staff and Board review. Staff recommends that the Board review and comment on the
rhythm of the different facades proposed. Additional information and details should be
provided to the Board and staff on treatment at cornice lines. Exterior elevations with
the approach selected by the architect will be pres  ented at the hearing for the
Board's final action. Staff feels that this buildin g fits in_with the context of
buildings in the vicinity.

Offsets, Insets and Reveals.  Staff feels that the proposal does exhibit an adequate
amount of offsets, insets and reveals. The Board had requested that the applicant
look at location of glazing relative to the frame t o0 allow for shadow casting
elements.




DRO05-241 December 20, 2006

12.

13.

Pedestrian Edge and Environment.  The design guidelines section 7.0 encourages all
new development to incorporate design elements to enhance the pedestrian
environment. The applicant proposes fabric awnings at the three street elevations.
Although staff felt that the caliber of this buildi ng and its prominent location on
Capitol Mall necessitated a more substantial approa __ ch to canopy treatments, the
Board supported the use of canvas awnings. The use of granite banding along
the new public sidewalks is supported by the Board and staff.

Building Top. Section 5.2.2.8 of the Sacramento Urban Design Guidelines states the
following; the design of building tops may be approached in one of two ways for new
developments and projects exceeding 150’ in height.

1. The structure may have a flat building top to accommodate an emergency helicopter.
2. a three dimensionally designed building top such as stepped back, pyramidal,
towered, and domed, etc. may be provided.

Either design alternative should provide a decorative and distinctive cap to the building.
All mechanical equipment should be screened by means of an enclosed penthouse or
equivalent design solution. Tele-communication transmission and receiving equipment
cannot be located on the exterior of a building rooftop. Incorporate tele-communication
equipment in an integrated manner into the architectural design of the rooftop or
penthouse. Section 5.3.2.6 (for minor projects) goes on to state the following:

All mechanical equipment must be screened from view by means of an enclosed
penthouse or equivalent integrated design solution. The design and materials of
mechanical equipment enclosure must be integral to the main building.

The functional use of roof tops for recreational, restaurant, day-care, etc. use is
encouraged. Adherence to health, safety, and fire codes to achieve functional use of
rooftops should be accomplished in a visually compatible manner to the overall
architectural design.

The proposed building top is an extension of the glass element, ending in an angled
element coming to a peak. Staff and the Board felt that the top integrates wi___th the
proposed building tower and base design and will fi t well into the Sacramento

skyline.

10
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Respectfully Submitted by:

Luis R. Sanchez, AIA
Design Review Director
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Report Reviewed by:

William R. Crouch, AlA
Urban Design Manager
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Proposed Findings and Conditions
Findings Of Fact

A. Environmental Determination: EIR

1. The Design Review and Preservation Board of the City of Sacramento finds as
follows:

Based on the initial study conducted for 500 Capitol Mall Project, SCH # 2005112038,
(herein after the Project), the City of Sacramento’s Environmental Planning Services
determined, on substantial evidence, that the Project may have a significant effect on the
environment and prepared an environmental impact report (“EIR”) on the Project. The EIR was
prepared, noticed, published, circulated, reviewed, and completed in full compliance with the
California Environmental Quality Act (Public Resources Code §21000 et seq. (“CEQA"), the
CEQA Guidelines (14 California Code of Regulations 815000 et seq.), and the City of
Sacramento environmental guidelines, as follows:

a. A Notice of Preparation of the Draft EIR was filed with the Office of Planning and
Research and each responsible and trustee agency April 13, 2006 and was circulated for public
comments from April 13, 2006 through May 12, 2006.

b. A Notice of Completion (NOC) and copies of the Draft EIR were distributed to the
Office of Planning and Research on October 11, 2006 to those public agencies that have
jurisdiction by law with respect to the Project, or which exercise authority over resources that
may be affected by the Project, and to other interested parties and agencies as required by law.
The comments of such persons and agencies were sought.

C. An official 45-day public comment period for the Draft EIR was established by the
Office of Planning and Research. The public comment period began on October 11, 2006 and
ended on November 27, 2006.

d. A Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft EIR was mailed to all interested groups,
organizations, and individuals who had previously requested notice in writing on October 11,
2006. The NOA stated that the City of Sacramento had completed the Draft EIR and that
copies were available at the City of Sacramento, Development Services Department, New City
Hall, 915 | Street, Third Floor, Sacramento, California 95814. The letter also indicated that the
official 45-day public review period for the Draft EIR would end on November 27, 2006.

e. A public notice was placed in the Daily Recorder on October 11, 2006, which
stated that the Draft EIR was available for public review and comment.

f. A public notice was posted in the office of the Sacramento County Clerk on
October 11, 2006.

g. Following closure of the public comment period, all comments received on the
Draft EIR during the comment period, the City’s written responses to the significant
environmental points raised in those comments, and additional information added by the City
were added to the Draft EIR to produce the Final EIR.

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

12
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a. The Draft and Final EIR and all documents relied upon or incorporated by
reference including:

b. The City of Sacramento General Plan, City of Sacramento, January, 1988 and all
updates.
C. Environmental Impact Report City of Sacramento General Plan Update, City of

Sacramento, March, 1987 and all updates.

d. Findings of Fact and Statement of Overriding Considerations for the Adoption of
the Sacramento General Plan Update, City of Sacramento, 1988 and all updates.

e. Zoning Ordinance of the City of Sacramento

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

g. Sacramento Housing and Redevelopment Agency, Sacramento Department of
City Planning, Urban Design Plan 3.0, Architectural Design Policies

h. City of Sacramento, 2005-2010, Capitol Improvement Program, Utilities Program
Overview

i. The Mitigation Monitoring Plan for the Project.

J- All records of decision, staff reports, memoranda, maps, exhibits, letters,
synopses of meetings, and other documents approved, reviewed, relied upon, or prepared by
any City commissions, boards, officials, consultants, or staff relating to the Project.

3. The Design Review and Preservation Board has final approval authority over the
following Project entitlements:

Design Review.

4, With respect to the entitlements over which the Design Review and Preservation
Board has final approval authority (architectural design) and pursuant to CEQA Guidelines
section 15090, the Design Review and Preservation Board certifies that:

a. The Final EIR constitutes an adequate, accurate, objective, and complete final
environmental impact report in full compliance with the requirements of CEQA, the State CEQA
Guidelines, and the City of Sacramento environmental guidelines;

b. The Final EIR has been presented to the Design Review and Preservation Board,
and the Board has reviewed and considered the information contained in the Final EIR prior to
taking action on the Project;

C. The Final EIR reflects the Design Review and Preservation Board ‘s independent
judgment and analysis.

13
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5. CEQA requires that the lead agency adopt mitigation measures or alternatives,
where feasible, to substantially lessen or avoid significant environment impacts that would
otherwise occur. Project modifications or alternatives are not required, however, where such
changes are infeasible or where the responsibility for the project lies with some other agency.
(CEQA Guidelines, 8§ 15091, sudb. (a), (b).)

With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially
lessened, a public agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project
if the agency first adopts a statement of overriding considerations setting for the specific
reasons why the agency found that the project’s “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its
“unavoidable adverse environmental effects.” (CEQA Guidelines, 88 15093, 15043, sudb. (bb);
see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd, (b).)

Based on its review and consideration of the information contained in the EIR and the
oral and documentary evidence presented at the hearing, the Design Review and Preservation
Board finds that, with respect to the design of the project over which it has review and approval
authority, the Project will have no significant or potentially significant effect on the environment.

B. The Design Review request for construction of a 25 story office structure, 396 feet in
height at tallest point. The project includes 467,942 s.f. of office, 27,124 s.f. of retail,
and 264,353 s.f. of garage and basement. 794 off-street parking spaces will also be
provided. The project is approved, subject to the following Findings of Fact and
Conditions of Approval:

1. The project is based upon sound principles of land use, in that the proposed
use is allowed in this zone, and includes conditions addressing building and
site design.

2. The proposed use will be consistent with the objectives of the City of
Sacramento General Plan.

3. The proposed use would not be detrimental to the public health, safety and
welfare, and would not result in a public nuisance as the buildings and
landscaping have been designed so as to be compatible with the existing
character of the general vicinity, and shall not change the essential character of
the project area.

4. The project, as conditioned, enhances the surrounding neighborhood.
5. The project, as conditioned, will complement certain aspects of the structures in

the vicinity, and conforms to the Board's design criteria.

Conditions Of Approval

The Design Review request to construct the 25 story office structure, 396 feet in height at tallest
point, includes 467,942 s.f. of office, 27,124 s.f. of retail, and 264,353 s.f. of garage and
basement, and its associated site improvements is hereby approved subject to the following
conditions:

14
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10.

11.

12.

13.

The design of the site (see plans attached) is h  ereby approved subject to the
following conditions. These conditions must be met prior to the issuance of a
building permit:

The building site shall be sited as indicated in the report and exhibits. Final site and
landscaping plans shall be reviewed by staff and the Board’s landscape architect per
the Board’'s comments and direction at the hearing.

The project shall have setbacks as indicated in the report and exhibits.

The project shall include pedestrian access and entries as indicated in the report and
exhibits.
Auto access, general and specific site layout shall be as indicated in the report and
exhibits.

The Board shall review and provide conditions on final lighting proposed. Final
details related to lighting shall be reviewed and approved by staff per the Board’'s
direction at the hearing.

Mechanical equipment proposed shall be screened as necessary to fit in with the
design of the new building. Backflow prevention devices, SMUD boxes, etc., shall be
placed where not visible from street views, and screened from any pedestrian view.
The Applicant shall submit final mechanical locations and screening to staff for
review and approval.

Final Service and Trash area plans shall be reviewed and approved by staff.

Final bicycle parking and storage shall be shown on the final plans and reviewed for
approval by staff.

The design of the building (see plans attached) is hereby approved subject to
the following conditions:

Final Massing and Rhythm and Building Heights shall be as indicated on the report
and exhibits.

The buildings, materials and colors for the new project shall be as indicated in the
report and exhibits.

Final Mechanical plans and screening shall be reviewed and approved by staff.

Final details of awnings, pilasters, base detai s, fenestration details, garage
door details, and any other building and site desig n_details not directly
reviewed or approved by the Board at the hearing sh all be reviewed and
approved by staff per the Board’s direction.

All required new and revised plans shall be submitted for review and approval of staff
prior to issuance of building permits._A set of the appropriate plans shall be
submitted directly to Design Review_ staff. Any necessary planning entitlements
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shall have been approved by the Planning Commission or the Zoning Administrator
prior to final Design Review sign-off of plans.

The approval shall be deemed automatically revoked unless required permits have
been issued, and construction begun, within two years of the date of the approval.
Prior to expiration, an extension of time may be granted by the Board upon written
request of the Applicant.

Final occupancy shall be subject to approval by Design Review staff and shall
involve an on-site inspection.
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