TOWN OF LOOMIS

3665 Taylor Road, P.0O. Box 1330, Loomis CA 95650

January 28, 2022

StoneBridge Properties, LLC. Hidden Grove Development Co., LLC
Attention: Mike Isle Attention: Randy Sater

3500 American River Drive 3500 American River Drive
Sacramento, CA 95864 Sacramento, CA 95864

RE: APPLICATION #21-10 — Received December 17, 2021 — COMPLETENESS REVIEW
Dear Mr. Isle and Mr. Sater:

The Town of Loomis (“Town”) has reviewed the application submitted by StoneBridge
Properties, LLC. on December 17, 2021 for the Hidden Grove project. Since this application was
submitted as a project subject to SB 330 streamlining, the Town’s review has been limited to
determining whether the application is complete, as defined in Government Code Section 65943,
under the Town’s application requirements. The Town has determined the application is not
complete.

The following required components of the Town’s application process are incomplete:

o Environmental Review Application Form
J Planning Application Compliance Form
o Submittal Requirements for Development Applications Form

For a more specific list of deficiencies, please see the Staff Completeness Evaluation (Attachment
A) and Engineering Completeness Evaluation (Attachment B).

The following required components of the Town’s application process are complete:

J Planning Application Form
o Submission of Legal Description/Title Report
J Payment Planning Fees

While Staff has determined payment of planning fees is currently up to date, Staff notes that
additional fees will come due at the time of permit issuance.

In completing this first stage of review of the application, the Town has not yet assessed the
proposed project’s compliance with all applicable standards. In providing you with this list of
incomplete items, the Town is not waiving its right to separately assess compliance with all
applicable Town standards as permitted by Government Code Section 65589.5(j)(2)(A)(ii). To
the extent your submission does not provide information necessary to evaluate the project because
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you stated it relates to a subjective requirement, we have requested additional information in
Attachment A. To the extent you have provided information sufficient to evaluate the project at
the next stage of review but also stated the associated requirements are subjective, the Town
reserves the right to later evaluate your interpretation of the requirements.

Should you have any questions regarding the Town’s determination, please do not hesitate to get
in touch. As always, the Town looks forward to working with StoneBridge Properties, LLC to
complete this application and process the project.

Sincerely,

. I“ '.»/.“ s : v i -
Town of Loomis

Hidden Grove Project Manager
Anders Hauge

Attachments: A. Staff Completeness Evaluation
B. Engineering Completeness Evaluation

cc: (e-mail only)

Sean Rabé, Town Manager

Mary Beth VVanVoorhis, Planning Director
Christy Consolini, Hauge Brueck Associates
Jeff Mitchell, Town Attorney

Andreas Booher, Town Deputy Attorney
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Attachment A
Application #21-10

Hidden Grove Completeness Evaluation by Town Staff

1. Cover Letter

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

2.
3.
3.1.
4.
4.1.
4.2.

Page 1 says, “small amount of commercial development,” but this area is never talked
about other than a proposal for 8 dwelling units. Provide a more thorough discussion of
whether or not the units are actually proposed and if they are to be affordable or if this
is strictly commercial. This area also includes some RMH designated land that needs to
be acknowledged.

Page 2 bullet 2 — indicates elimination of “alley homes” but what are the alley-like
roads to access homes in B-1/2? Please explain what these roads are and provide
dimensions for proper analysis.

Page 2 bullet 4 - indicates wider sidewalks are included and less street pavement to
promote bike/ped safety, but only the “-2” alternatives have wider sidewalks and bike
lanes. That should be clarified.

Page 2 bullet 5 indicates there is a connection between Horseshoe Bar and King Roads,
but A-1 and A-2 do not provide this. That should be clarified that those alternatives
provide a reservation of it for the Town to implement separately.

Exhibit A: SB 330 Overview: (not required by the Town; not reviewed for completeness)

Exhibit B: SB 330 Land Use Worksheet

It appears the worksheet is meant to replace the Town’s SB 330 Housing Pre-
application checklist, which it should not. The unit density for the multifamily units
requires correction to present a complete application.

Exhibit C: Town of Loomis Planning Application Compliance Form

Introduction and Index: Complete.
Tentative Map Checklist: Incomplete
4.2.1. Tentative Map 14.20.030
4.2.1.1. The land use (A.3) row does not acknowledge that the commercial Lot D
includes RMH designated land.
4.2.2. Tentative Map 14.20.040
4.2.2.1. Rows A and B have some issues with missing information. See the other
comments in this section and the comments regarding the Application
Packet and Town Application Checklist.
4.2.2.2. C3a-Isasoils report provided? Is this referring to The Village soil report?
Please clarify and/or provide
4.2.2.3. C4-The preliminary grading plan shows no area of grading or which areas
are proposed for grading. What is the cut/fill volume? Please provide the
required grading details.
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4.2.2.4.

4.2.2.5.

C5 — The requested concessions are not clear. What is specifically
requested in terms of waiving tree mitigation and LOS standards? How
many units are affordable? What is proposed to ensure affordable units
are constructed when there is no indication of site layout, design, etc. for
the MFU property and it appears that application would occur subsequent
to this approval?

C9 — The response indicates the market study is subjective and therefore
can’t be required, but the compliance description column indicates a
market study is provided, which it is not — just the fiscal analysis. If relying
on the Village market study, that should be indicated, or this needs
clarification as to which market study is referenced here.

4.2.3. Tentative Map 14.20.060

4.2.3.1.

4.2.3.2.

4.2.3.3.

4.2.3.4.

4.2.3.5.

4.2.3.6.
4.2.3.7.

4.2.3.8.

H — The tree impact exhibit does not include a description of trees to be
removed or retained that indicates tree type, size, and condition. There is
a map, and a list of all trees, but nothing that connects the list of trees
with trees to be removed vs. retained.

J — Identify the location of the septic system on Gates Lane to be removed.
This needs to be called out as do each of the existing structures to be
removed vs. existing homes or buildings to be retained.

K — Typical setbacks are shown in the Massing Standards, but this should
also be shown on the map or on the utility map if not enough room. The
typical does not show how this will work lot to lot or on lots within the
100-year floodplain — even if the side setbacks have some allowances.
Since there is variation on side setback with a minimum of 5’ as long as
there is ultimately 20’ between units in the RM areas, how is this managed
if lots are not developed in succession? What happens if, in the case of 3
consecutive lots, where the outer lots are both built with a 5" setback next
to the center lot — that would then result in 15’ setbacks on both sides of
the center lot. For a 47’ wide lot that would result in a 17’ wide structure?
L — Where are the utilities connecting to existing offsite lines and what size
pipes/facilities are they connecting to? Existing utilities and nearby utilities
need to be shown, including location and size.

M — The direction of water flow for small drainages along 1-80, base flood
elevation, and width of water courses are not shown.

N — Are there pedestrian trails in open space area?

O — Lot dimensions are provided for the ‘A’ alternatives, but no
dimensions are provided for B or C alternatives — just lot numbers. Is one
of the “A” alternatives the preferred alternative? These details need to be
shown for the preferred alternative if it is not one of the “A” alternatives.
S — Are separate maps proposed for Lot D and Unit E?

4.2.4. Subdivision. Design Standards 14.36

4.2.4.1.

36.010 A —The application is not fully compliant with Land Development

Manual and Construction Standards in that it is missing information. For

example streetlights are missing, and drop inlets are not always less than
500’ apart. Also, a portion of land designated RMH is within the
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4.2.4.2.

4.2.4.3.

4.2.4.4.

4.2.4.5.

4.2.4.6.

4.2.4.7.

4.2.4.8.

4.2.4.9.

4.2.4.10.

4.2.4.11.

4.2.4.12.

Commercial Lot D, and the density on Unit E is 20-25 regardless of
affordability.
36.020 C—The EVA is not a subjective requirement. Standards for fire
access and roadway widths/radii/etc. in the Construction Standards and
Land Development Manual apply. Are the alleys proposed in Alternative B
accessible for emergency vehicles per the standards described in the
Construction Standards and Land Development Manual?
36.030 B — Identify what is proposed for the EVA access point. What are
the dimensions of the existing streets and how do the proposed streets tie
into them?
36.090 — The “-2” alternatives should show how the proposed narrow
extension of Library Drive connects to the existing portion of Library Drive,
which is wider.
36.130 — What are the short, narrow streets in Unit C for Alternative B?
Alleys or dead-ends? Please clarify
36.140-150 — Are trails proposed? This seems to indicate no trails or Class
I, just sidewalks and bike lanes. Please clarify if trails are proposed in the
Open Space area.

36.160 — No utilities are shown for alternatives B and C.
36.170 — Show the PUE on the tentative map, and not just on the cross
sections.
36.240 — No width is specified for the flag lot access on the map, as well as
the setback lines on the flag lots.
36.280 —in Unit B—do lots 16-19 drain onto lots 11-15 and 20-22? The
David Avenue Lots appear to drain onto the proposed adjacent lots? Is
there any swale or capture proposed? This needs to be clarified. Was
there a drainage study to go along with the proposed grading?
36.300 — Some areas show drop inlets at intervals greater than 500’, which
is the limit in the Land Development Manual and Construction Standards.
Is there a drainage study to confirm water quality basin size and
adequacy?
36.330 — The floodplain elevation needs to be established on the map. A
number of lots are located within the 100-year floodplain. The utility plans
don’t include natural gas or electric systems or show the location of the
floodplain in relation to these features.

4.2.5. Zoning Code Checklist: Incomplete

4.2.5.1.

4.2.5.2.

4.2.5.3.

13.26.030 — If the TC parcel and RH parcel are defined pursuant to
separate application, explain how affordable unit concessions are
guaranteed. Are the 8 units in the TC area also affordable under the “-2”
alternatives?

13.30.130 — The response indicates all utilities “to be installed
underground”. Cross section of the utility plan is missing.

13.54.120 — The response indicates the tree mitigation concession is
requested for the affordable unit alternatives. The text seems to indicate
there would be no need therefore to implement tree preservation or
protection. Retained trees must still be protected and trees that don’t
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need to be removed must be left intact. This is important for the biological
resources analysis. There is insufficient detail regarding the tree mitigation
concession sought.

4.2.5.4. 13.56.030 D — Although the “visibility” portion may be subjective, the

requirement to use river rock, earthtone concrete, and landscaping with
native materials is not. Provide more detail on the water quality basins to
illustrate this. The call outs on the drainage plan do not show these
features.

4.2.5.5. 13.56.030 F — The drainage systems don’t depict the outfall locations,

volumes, or features. This is needed to determine stabilization needs.

4.2.5.6. 13.56.030 G — Clarify if creekside trails or access is proposed and if so,

where?

4.2.5.7. 13.58.030 The response indicates a wetland delineation is provided, but

there was no delineation submitted. If this is referring to the Villages,
please indicate that or provide the delineation being referenced.

4.3. General Plan Consistency Checklist: Incomplete

4.3.1.

4.3.2.

4.3.3.

4.3.4.

4.3.5.

4.3.6.

4.3.7.

4.3.8.

4.3.9.

Land Use E.1 — This is not subjective if public services/utilities indicate no
capacity availability. Have the utilities indicated capacity availability?

Land Use E.18 — Explain how the RMH designated land that extends onto Lot D
Commercial meets this. This does not conform to the map. Nor does allowing the
MFU Unit E to be developed at densities less than 20 DU/Ac, which is the
adopted density regardless of affordability.

Land Use G.2 — The consistency explanation doesn’t address driveways on
Boyington for Alternatives B and C and call it a “roadway connection” but don’t
indicate it is the Boyington Extension and that driveways would be on it.
Driveways would only be an issue if the traffic analysis determines itis a
collector.

Land Use Policy H — Address the portion of Lot D Commercial that is RMH?
Commercial Lot D includes a portion of the RMH designated area. What is
proposed here? Will there be a General Plan amendment for the land use?
Design 9 — This requirement is not subjective. Provide street lighting design and
locations.

Parks 7 — This requirement is not subjective. It requires open space to be
connected by bike/ped/equestrian trails, which would include sidewalks and bike
lanes, so the text should reference those features. This network is established in
the Trails and Bicycle Master Plans. Explain if/how it connects to other bike lanes
or trails in the Master Plans.

Circulation LOS —What does the LOS waiver entail? A waiver from traffic fees
associated with LOS levels that exceed standards? Allowance for LOS to be F?
Please provide additional details about this concession to allow Staff to analyze.
Roadway Improvement — The road lane widths on “-2” alternatives result in the
heaviest use street being narrower than lighter use streets. Provide technical
details about how the Library Drive extension connects with the existing Library
Drive with a large difference in roadway widths.

VMT — A VMT analysis is necessary per CEQA and should be part of the traffic
study.
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4.3.10.

4.3.11.

4.3.12.

4.3.13.

4.3.14.

4.3.15.

4.3.16.

4.3.17.

4.3.18.

4.3.19.

4.3.20.
4.3.21.

4.3.22.

Roadway Funding #3 — If the road is used directly by a lot and is necessary to
implement the subdivision, why does the applicant want the Town to construct it
rather than the developer? Clarify if that is the intent of the text, “may not be
constructed by Developer.”

Public Services 7 — This requirement is not subjective because landfill capacity is
guantifiable and known by the waste management provider. If there is no space
at the landfill or a landfill, and the site can’t be served, then the developer must
identify how services will be provided. (Will-serve letters) Has the applicant
received Will Serve letters or an indication from service and utility providers that
there is capacity?

CoR1b —The response indicates air quality analysis occurs with the EIR
(appropriate), but the Environmental Application indicates an air report was
submitted. The Environmental Application needs to be clarified to state this will
be provided in the EIR. The models from the Village cannot be reused as the
model version has since been updated and this project is a different mix of uses.
CoR3 —The 30% slope text refers to existing slopes, not proposed slopes, and
there is potential for such slopes around the tributary area. In any case, no
development is proposed in high slope areas. Please provide information to
address if any slopes equal to or greater than 30% would be modified by roads,
structures, or other improvements.

CoR5 — Explain in more detail the concession that the tree ordinance need not
apply. Does the concession simply mean a mitigation fee waiver, or is this asking
for a waiver from needing to preserve or protect any trees on site?

CoR6 — This is objective. Reference implementation of EIR mitigation in the
compliance description.

CoR6a and e — Not all lots are outside the 100-year floodplain. Several lots in
Units C and B are depicted in the 100-year floodplain. Please provide details
how development on these parcels is proposed in light of the requirement that
structures and grading be outside of the 100-year floodplain.

CoR6f and h — Provide information on how the storm drain outfalls are
configured. Address the wetland drainages at 1-80. They are not protected as
open space but used for drainage basins.

CoR 8A and 8b — Please clarify which wetland delineation is referred to as no
delineation was included with the application. Is this the Village wetland
delineation? How will wetland impacts not associated with Library Drive be
mitigated? Those along 1-807? Is this to be determined by the EIR?

Health 1 — Verify if the narrower streets in the roadway concession provide
adequate room for firefighting apparatus. Include whether this is true for the
dead-end roads on alternative B. No hydrant is shown at Unit E.

Health 2 — Provide information for the design of the tributary culvert crossing.
Health 4 — The maps indicate some lots are within the 100-year flood zone. What
is proposed for those lots to ensure flood safety?

Health 5 — Provide the flood elevation and information on the culvert crossing to
ensure the proposed changes do not cause obstruction or upstream expansion
of the flood zone. This is not subjective and can be calculated with a hydrology
study and appropriate engineering.
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4.3.23.

4.3.24.

4.3.25.

4.3.26.

4.3.27.

4.3.28.

4.3.29.

4.3.30.

Health 7 — The Drainage Master Plan needs to be followed. This is not subjective
— “recommendations as appropriate” relates to the variability of drainage
scenarios that can occur from site to site and how various plan standards are
applied based on site-specific conditions. The Drainage Master Plan needs to be
addressed as do the Construction Standards and Land Development Manual
regarding storm drainage. There are areas where drop inlets are spaced greater
than 500’ apart and areas where drainage appears to flow across adjacent
parcels, which is not allowed. Please address and ensure the Drainage Master
Plan has been implemented based on site-specific conditions.

Noise 3 — This indicates an acoustical analysis will be prepared with the EIR,
meaning it has yet to be submitted as referenced in the environmental
application. Please update the environmental application to clarify there is no
acoustic analysis submitted at this time.

Noise 5 — Sensitive noise receptors are industry accepted and are well defined in
noise studies without variation in definition from study to study. They are not
subjective. Soundwalls are discouraged, but not prohibited. The EIR analysis
would indicate whether it is the only feasible mitigation. This will be an issue for
units next to 1-80 and needs to be addressed in the EIR.

Noise 7 — This is still applicable even though land uses are established. Figure 8-4
shows what decibel levels found in a project’s noise studies require noise
mitigation to ensure public safety based on the types of uses proposed. It
doesn’t mean a property can’t be developed within those thresholds — just that
mitigation is most likely required based on the findings of the noise study
conducted for a project to bring decibel levels down to acceptable or safe levels.
This requires compliance.

Noise IM 3 — This is applicable. An acoustical study is required in the EIR. This
implementation measure isn’t associated with changing the land use designation
or uses allowed but ensuring that developments within the existing designation
are not placing persons at risk. This outlines what should be included in the
analysis. The project is within the 65 dBA contour per Figure 8-3, furthering the
requirement for an acoustical study.

Noise IM 4 — This is not subjective because this is the order in which mitigation
needs to be considered. The EIR analysis will determine the appropriate
mitigation. The response indicates a sound wall is proposed along [-80 — where is
this on the map and what is proposed exactly? There are call outs for retaining
walls, but no soundwall. If this is to be determined based on the acoustical
analysis and EIR, then clarify it is to be determined.

Noise IM 11 - This is applicable. The noise study in the EIR will identify if the
number of trips creates an increase in the dB level above 60dBA and mitigation
will be proposed if thresholds are exceeded. This isn’t associated with the
previously assigned land use designation, but it is applicable if the number of
vehicle trips increases such that decibel levels rise above the threshold. If they
don’t exceed the threshold, then the analysis will indicate as such.

Noise IM 18 — This is applicable and is not associated with what land use is
allowed or the appropriateness of a land use but protecting what is allowed
when located in areas of elevated decibel levels. The acoustical analysis is
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required for the CEQA document and will disclose if mitigating actions are
needed.
4.4. CEQA Checklist: Incomplete but will be completed through the EIR process.
4.5. Specific Plan Application Checklist: Not applicable.
4.6. Housing Pre-Application Checklist: Incomplete.
4.6.1. Please fill out all blanks.

Exhibit D: Town of Loomis Planning Department Submittal Requirements for

Development Applications Form

5.1. Statement of Justification: This refers to the cover letter. The Statement of Justification
is complete.

5.2. Filing Fees: Complete. While Staff has determined payment of planning fees is currently
up to date, Staff notes that additional fees will come due at the time of permit
issuance.

5.3. Environmental Review Application: Incomplete

5.3.1. Land Use and Planning — Item 4 asks that the existing facilities be shown on the
site plan. Identify on the site plan which structures would be removed, including
the septic system.

5.3.2. Population — Item 1 states, “See Attachment A” but Attachment A doesn’t
include actual population numbers for any of the alternatives. This should be
provided and is needed for EIR analysis. Item 2 — Indicate if the units to be
removed are currently occupied and if any are rented to low-income households.
This is also a requirement of the Housing Pre-application Checklist in Exhibit C
that was left blank.

5.3.3. Geology — Is there a Geotech or soils report? No report was submitted, but it is
needed for the EIR analysis. Likewise, the grading plan doesn’t show where the
grading will occur or what the pre- vs. post- grading would be and is also missing
the actual graded quantity data. There is no information on retaining wall height
in the Grading Plan. Blasting locations in general should be identified as it could
affect nearby homes and requires some mitigating action to ensure safety.

5.3.4. Hydrology — Item 1 — there are 3 drainages/wetland features in addition to the
main tributary of Secret Ravine. Item 2 There is no data on the culvert and the
culvert location does not align with the depicted flow line. Is there a plan to
divert the flow eastward since this is marked “yes”? Item 5 should have an
estimate — not just “limited’ or “consistent with approved plan” Item 6 should
acknowledge the WQ Basins connecting with the unnamed drainage
features/wetlands to the northeast end of the site along 1-80. Item 8 should
acknowledge the culvert crossing. Iltem 11 should acknowledge the drainages NE
of the Secret Ravine Tributary.

5.3.5. Air Quality — Items 2 and 5 reference an Air Quality Study that was not
submitted. Please provide the study or correct this statement. Item 4 should call
out correct distances to Loomis Grammar School (within 500 feet/0.09 mile) and
Del Oro HS.

5.3.6. Transportation — Items 7 and 8 indicate a traffic study was submitted with the
application; however, no study was submitted. Please provide the study or
provide reference to where this can be found. Item 9 should also reference bike
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5.3.7.

5.3.8.

5.3.9.

5.3.10.

5.3.11.

lanes for the “-2” alternatives. Are there any trails proposed in the Open Space
area? Describe the sidewalks, bike lanes, and trails. ltem 10 —is there parking
associated with the park sites?

Biological Resources — Item 8 — Provide the acreage and type of wetland. This
can be drawn from Village materials but is needed for the EIR. Item 9 should
include the water quality basins that attach to the drainages/wetlands along I-
80. There will be an impact/change to those wetland features with storm
drainage.

Noise - Item 2 indicates there is an acoustical analysis for the project. The
analysis was not provided with the application as indicated in the response.
Please provide or clarify what analysis is being referenced.

Public Services — Fire: Item 4 how many hydrants are proposed? Are any other
fire-fighting features proposed? Item 6 what is the distance from Unit C lot 50 to
Horseshoe Bar Road? Item 7 — discuss the B-1 & -2 alleys and accessibility for fire
protection/apparatus. Item 8 — no population number was provided in
Attachment A; please provide. Law enforcement: Item 3 — Are any streetlights
included? None are shown but are required. Wastewater: Item 1 —
Identify/include the septic system to be removed on Gates Lane. Item 2 —the
collector line should be shown on the utility plan and the location disclosed here.
Iltem 5 - was there a Geotech report? Please provide. Schools: Loomis Grammar
is less than % mile away, not % mile, and DOHS stadium is about 1/3 mile — not
nearly 1 mile. This is important in terms of noise, air, and traffic analysis, as well
as school impact analysis.

Aesthetics — Item 3 says signage and/or lighting to be consistent with Hidden
Grove Design Standards. There are no standards for signs or lights in the
submitted design document. Please provide or correct the description.

Cultural Resources — States, “See Cultural Resources study” yet no study was
submitted. Is this referring to the study completed for the Village Project? The
EIR? Clarify what is being referenced and provide.

5.4. Public Noting of Properties Within 300’: Complete
5.5. Legal Description/Title Report: Complete
5.6. Tentative Map: Incomplete

5.6.1.

5.6.2.

5.6.3.

5.6.4.

5.6.5.

Proposed building outlines need to be shown, and the height of the retaining
walls needs to be identified.

The leach field to be removed needs to be identified on the map as well as all
structures to be removed. Identify which structures would be removed.

There are some large areas where drop inlets are shown at distances greater
than 500’ in Units B and C (Streets 8, 9, and 10) and it appears no hydrants are
proposed in the Unit E area. Please be sure drop inlets and hydrants are
appropriately spaced.

Streetlights are missing but are required per Construction Standards Section 9.
They must be placed at least one per intersection, one at cul-de-sac bulb out, at
pedestrian lanes, and every 220’ on the same side of the road (or 110’ offset if
on each side of the road).

The checklist indicates a soundwall is proposed at I-80 — identify the location and
sizing on the map.
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5.6.6.

5.6.7.

5.6.8.

5.6.9.

5.6.10.

5.6.11.

5.6.12.

5.6.13.

5.6.14.

5.6.15.

5.6.16.

Provide detail or a callout on the culvert crossing. The map only indicates a 5x10’
culvert. Since roadway lane pavement alone is 36’ there would need to be
multiple 5x10’ culverts end to end, but it is unclear what exactly is proposed. It
also appears that the culvert location is not aligned with the actual flow line.
Utilities must be shown. The Grading and Drainage plan shows the storm drain
system, and the Sewer and Water Plan (Sheet 8) shows the water and sewer
plan, but both should show how/where they tie into the existing system and
what the existing pipe sizing at those connection points. Show electric, natural
gas, and communications utilities (existing and proposed). Provide a cross
section for underground utilities.

Show the existing street dimensions and new street dimensions to demonstrate
how they tie together, pavement widths existing and proposed, where existing
sidewalks connect to proposed or where they don’t. Street names are also
required.

Building setback lines need to be shown, not just a sample of one lot in the
Massing Standards. This is needed to show how units will fit with side setbacks,
especially in areas where the 100-year floodplain extends onto the lots. They are
shown on an individual lot as a typical layout but should be included on the map
or have a map with the setbacks on each lot.

Although rock outcroppings are shown on Contextual Map 1, they need to be
shown on the grading map.

Tree removal is shown on the tree mitigation plan (Sheet 9 of 10) with
numbering; however, the numbers are illegible in highly dense areas. Please
provide a legible map as well as a table of trees to be removed by number,
species, and condition. The arborist report lists all trees and their condition, with
a recommendation by the arborist to remove dead or dying trees, but there is no
indication in the arborist report of which trees would be removed by the project
specifically. More information is needed to identify trees to be removed by the
project on those tree tables in the arborist report. Also, Is tree removal the same
for all alternatives? It appears many trees would be removed in the Boyington
Road reservation; is the applicant proposing to remove them?

The 100-year floodplain elevation needs to be shown. Areas within the 500-year
floodplain need to be shown.

Some lots in Units B and C are within the 100-year floodplain, with some lots
largely occupied by the floodplain. No structures or grading can be located
within the floodplain.

The width and direction of all the water courses needs to be provided — including
the wetland features near |-80. The flow line is shown only for the tributary to
Secret Ravine.

All cut and fill areas and the extent of grading needs to be shown. There is no
indication of where grading occurs or where cut and fill areas occur.

The Tentative Map Summary Table does not include all the gross acres for the
non-residential lots and shows a larger net acreage than gross acreage in the
subtotal. The difference between gross and net for Unit A is not accurate. For
Unit E, the gross and net are the same on the map and table for Alternatives B
and C. Please recheck and correct these errors.
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5.6.17.

5.6.18.

The grading requirement is to show the buildable areas in green, cut in red, fill in
blue and tree removal with Xs. Tree removal is shown on a separate map with Xs,
but there is no cut and fill area shown. The pre- and post graded area can’t be
evaluated without knowing where grading occurs and where there is specifically
cut and fill and what those quantities are estimated to be.

Phases: If no phasing, indicate this.

5.7. Contextual Map/Contextual Map Data: Incomplete

5.7.1.
5.7.2.
5.7.3.
5.7.4.

5.7.5.

Natural Drainage courses are not shown.

Contour elevations not shown with the contour lines

Surrounding pavement width not shown.

All the wetlands should be shown, and the proposed open space should be called
out in relation to those features.

Contextual Map 3 has the wrong narrative text with photos K, L, and M (the text
is mismatched with the photo).

5.8. Conceptional Grading and Drainage Plans: Incomplete

5.8.1.

5.8.2.

5.8.3.

5.8.4.

5.8.5.

5.8.6.

5.8.7.

5.8.8.

5.8.9.

5.8.10.

5.8.11.

Grading and drainage plans should be prepared for each alternative. (So far,
plans are only prepared for alternative A-1.)

Proposed contour lines are missing along with proposed structure outlines and
trails (if any).

The plan must show cut and fill areas.

Identify the 500-year flood plain.

Show the location, elevation, and size of proposed building pads.

Some, but not all retaining wall heights are shown (See Unit A missing heights on
lots 16 and 26 for example, and many more in Unit C. Where there is a range (0O-
8.9” for example) identify where the high and low points are located.

Identify on the map the area of the site to be graded, heights and slopes of
cut/fill, and estimated grading quantities (cut/fill/balance) in cubic yards.

Is the Boyington Road reservation a proposed drainage area? The map appears
to show it serving as a long basin connected to WQ basins 3, 4, 5, and 6.

Some of the lots appear to drain across other lots (See unit B for example). Lots
should not drain onto other properties.

What is the large rectangle on the MH site? Will this also be a drainage basin
area?

While there are general callouts for the WQ basin design, there is no callout for
storm drain outfall design. Identify how stormflows enter the basin.

5.9. Phasing Plans: Incomplete

5.9.1.

The submittal indicates phasing is not proposed, but the commercial and
multifamily applications are to be submitted separately. Confirm if all the single-
family residential, parks, open space, and infrastructure would be constructed at
the same time or in phases.

5.10. Reports/Studies: Incomplete

5.10.1.

An arborist report and fiscal analysis are included; however, no other reports
included, yet alluded to in the environmental review application. Provide the
following required reports and studies: Biological Assessment, Environmental
Assessment, Environmental Health Report, Noise Analysis, Special Status Species
Assessment, Soils and Geologic Report, Traffic Analysis, Wetlands Delineation,
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Cultural Resources Report, and Air Quality Modeling and Analysis. Please clarify
as noted in the review of the Environmental Review Application and provide.
Clarify if the report or study is to be prepared with the EIR.
5.10.2. Arborist Report
5.10.2.1. Inthe report, or on the tree mitigation plan, include a table of the trees to
be removed by the project. The arborist report just identifies trees the
arborist determines should be removed due to poor condition. However,
there is no list of trees by species, size, health, etc. that are to be removed
by the project and no estimate of tree removal by alternative. This
information is needed for analysis.
5.10.2.2. The arborist report maps identify one tree near King Road as being in
excellent condition (rated 5) but does not describe this tree in the tree
tables (missing from the table). What type of tree is this, what is the size,
and will it be removed?

6. Town of Loomis Planning Application: Complete

7. Attachment A Project Description (referenced by the Environmental Review Application):
Incomplete

7.1.

7.2.

7.3.

7.4.

7.5.

7.6.

Section 1.1- Figure 1 needs to be corrected as it shows that the project area includes
the Perkins and Johnson parcels.

Section 1.2— Indicates the “project is consistent in all ways with these general plan
designations.” However, a portion of commercial lot extends onto land designated
RMH and the minimum unit density on Unit E is less than the requirement (10-15
units/acre vs the adopted 20-25 units/acre). What is proposed for the portion of Lot D
within the RMH designation? Is a General Plan amendment proposed?

Section 1.4— Identify which alternative is the preferred alternative. One alternative
must be chosen now to put forth as the proposed project and the remainder can be
analyzed as the alternatives. Please identify the preferred alternative so that the EIR
project description can be drafted, and analysis can commence.

Page 2 Alternative A-1 indicates there are 5 residential Villages, but really there is
another area on Lot D (Commercial lots with 8 units). This is true of the other
alternatives as well and should be acknowledged or clarified if those units are not
included in the project. It also indicates that Unit E is not included and there will be a
subsequent tentative map, or it will be concurrently processed with this application. Is
it separate and subsequent or is it concurrent? Unit E continues to show an allowed
density range of 10-15 units/acre rather than 20-25 units/acre.

Page 3 — Town Center Commercial — says commercial and possibly MFU, but the maps
and tables indicate 8 units are proposed. Please clarify if this is proposed as mixed use
with 8 units or just commercial, and if mixed use, are any of those 8 units affordable?
Page 3 Alternative A-2 — The RH density and concessions discussion identifies 3
concessions (modified roads per A-2, tree mitigation waiver, and LOS waiver) — but it is
unclear how many affordable units are actually proposed and what exactly the
concessions propose in terms of waiving LOS and tree mitigation. Are the 8 units on the
commercial site also affordable? What is being asked of the Town in relation to the tree
mitigation waiver and LOS waiver? This is vague and requires clarification. For example,

Page 11 of 13



7.7.

7.8.

7.9.

even if mitigation fees were waived, the developer is obligated to protect trees to be
retained. Is the request to also waive that requirement? What is being sought in terms
of the LOS waiver? This needs to be clearly outlined. It should also be clear how many
units are proposed at which income level. As written, it is unclear how many units are
proposed at which affordability level, making it impossible to analyze the alternative’s
concessions, if potentially, not all 3 concessions may be applied. And if that’s the case,
which concessions move forward and which concessions are dropped? These details
need to be solidified for an accurate analysis and project description.

Page 4 and 5 Alternatives B-1 and C-1 — The description indicates the Town funds a
portion of Library Drive and improvements in Figure 3 and 4. While this is not
inaccurate, the text on Figures 3 and 4 indicates the Town must fully fund or construct
these roads. While mitigation fees collected would be appropriately applied, this does
not free the developer from their obligations to fund or build roadways that are directly
used by the proposed development. The statement does not belong on Figures 3 and 4.
Pages 4 and 5 on B-2 and C-2 — same concerns as above. What is the guarantee that
affordable units will be built if proposed through a separate application when the
concessions would already be implemented with this application? This needs to be
discussed to accurately establish a project description. Show how you intend to ensure
development of affordable housing.

Figure 1 appears to include the Johnson and Perkins properties within the proposed
Project Site. For accuracy, this must be corrected to exclude those properties as they
are not included in this project.

Massing Standards and Architectural Styles (referenced by the Town Planning Application
Compliance Forms): Incomplete

8.1.

8.2.

8.3.

8.4.

8.5.

8.6.

8.7.

Figure 1-2 shows a portion of the commercial lot is within the RMH designation.
Compare to Figure 1-3, which shows TC as extending onto the RMH area in Figure 1-2.
This appears to be illustrating a General Plan inconsistency.

Table 1-1 — Land Use Summary has 0 gross acres for Lots E through S, with the gross
acres for Lots A-S less than the net acres for those lots. The zero gross acres need to be
corrected to disclose the actual gross acreage for evaluation.

#6. Fences and Walls — Does this suggest that a 6’ fence can be located on top of a 3’
berm? Please provide additional information to clarify.

#8. Driveways — Distance from street corners - Driveways must be located a minimum
of 45’ from the nearest intersection measured centerline to centerline. Provide detail
on how this occurs on lots that are 47’ wide or less. For example, lot 1 in Unit Cis only
40" wide and located at the corner of Library Drive and Street 10. How can there be a
driveway 45 feet from the intersection? Driveway length of 20’ provided, but no width,
so this cannot be evaluated as presented, please provide more information.

The Craftsman, Prairie, Spanish Eclectic, Foursquare Revival, and Monterey styles do
not show garages in front (seem to be detached or alley access). Please provide more
information about whether detached garages or alley access is proposed.

All the styles feature chimneys — are hearths proposed? This data is needed to conduct
air quality modeling.

Lighting is not described other than it should “complement architectural style”,
although the environmental application infers that lighting and signage is provided in
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the Massing Standards and Architectural Styles document. Signage is not discussed in
this document and there is no detail on lighting, including required street lighting. This
information is needed to complete the and should be shown on the maps.

9. Tentative Map Plan Sheets: Incomplete

9.1. See comments above.

9.2. Sheets 1-6 are generally missing the gross acres for Lots E-S, the culvert location, Unit E
net acres (Alternatives B-1/2 and C-1/2), identification of structures to be removed, and
the B and C alternatives don’t include lot features such as square footage and
dimensions.

9.3. Recheck all the net and gross acreages per Unit/Village. For example, it doesn’t look like
the gross and net acreage for Unit A is correct as it shows only 0.5-acre difference
between gross and net, despite quite a few streets in this area.

9.4. Sheets 7 through 9 are missing required grading and drainage data, plans for all
utilities, and required tree removal data, as discussed above.
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™| COASTLAND

CIVIL ENGINEERING - CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT - BUILDING DEPARTMENT SERVICES

Attachment B
January 14, 2022

Merrill Buck, P.E.
Town Engineer
Town of Loomis
P.O. Box 1327
Loomis, CA 95650

Re: Town of Loomis — Hidden Grove Initial Review- Application #21-10

Coastland Engineering has reviewed documents submitted for the above referenced project, on
behalf of the Town of Loomis, for a completeness check in compliance with the Town of Loomis
Development Standards, Stormwater Quality Program and Standard Construction Specifications.
It should be noted that Placer County Water Agency (PCWA), Cal Fire, and South Placer
Municipal Utilities District (SPMUD) are responsible for approval of water, fire and sewer
improvements associated with this project, and additional comments from those agencies will also
apply. Comments are marked on the attached prints in red. Please return all original redlines
with the second submittals.

Coastland has reviewed and commented on the following documents:

e Alternative A-1 Tentative Map (Sheet 1 of 10)
e Alternative A-1 Grading and Drainage Plan (Sheet 7 of 10)

The following items are needed to complete a full engineering review of the project:

¢ Hydrology Report with shed maps, drainage map, and calculations in compliance with
Town/Placer County requirements. A stormwater modeling software shall be used to
determine flows and size pipes. The report shall include all relevant items such as
offsite run-on, and sizing of important drainage components such as detention ponds,
culverts etc.

e LID / Stormwater Quality Report with Stormwater Quality Control Plan in compliance with
West Placer Stormwater Management Plan

e Geotechnical Report

e Traffic Impact Study

e Phase 1 Report

Tentative Map Comments

1. Offsite improvements are not shown. Applicant should note that improvements on adjacent
roadways will likely be required to support the project, especially Horseshoe Bar Road, King
Street, Day Avenue, Laird Street and Webb Street. The extent of these requirements will be
determined upon review of the project-level traffic study. The traffic Study should also include
analysis of the future Boyington Road.

2. Show and clearly label all proposed and existing easements. Add note stating such if none
exist.

Santa Rosa Auburn Pleasant Hill Fairfield

1400 Neotomas Avenue 11641 Blocker Drive, Ste. 170 3478 Buskirk Avenue, Ste. 1000 324 Campus Lane, Ste. A
Santa Rosa, CA 95405 Auburn, CA 95603 Pleasant Hill, CA 94523 Fairfield, CA 94534
Tel: 707.571.8005 Tel: 530.888.9929 Tel: 925.233.5333 Tel: 707.702.1961

www.coastlandcivil.com


http://www.coastlandcivil.com/

3. There is a PCWA/PG&E easement that crosses a corner of Lot 97/ Clarify and show on plans
the utilities in this easement. |s it both a 20" PCWA water line and a PG&E main (not shown?)
Generally, no structures are allowed in easements. Verify that proposed house/lot
improvements will meet PG&E/PCWA requirements. Update project accordingly.

4. The project proposes fill/grading within the 100-year flood plain. All FEMA requirements shall
meet, as generally fill in the 100-year floodplain requires a CLOMR-F. Provide additional
details regarding how much fill is proposed and other information as to impacts to the
downstream system.

5. including at the following locations: Unit B, village 2, lot 2,3, 4 and 5 and including the fill
shown within Lot B/ Open Space on the grading plan; Unit C, Village 3, Lots 1, 2, 3, 15, 16,
and 17 and including Water Quality Basin #3; Unit E Village 5

6. All street radiuses shall meet Town requirements. A few examples where the requirements

do not appear to be met are noted on A-1 Site plan. Please review and verify.

Identify local streets, collector streets and major streets including the traffic index and R-value

It appears the project includes both Commercial and High-Density Residential (apartments).

Provide site, utility and grading/drainage plans for these portions of the project for Town

review.

9. Clarify the intention for Boyington Road Reservation, shown on Alternative A-1, will the area
be open space, an access road, frontage road, or a dirt maintenance road?

a. AtLot O, Boyington Road Reservation appears to be a road connecting directly to the
Loomis village Retail Site. Include barricades and signs at end of road.

© N

Grading and Drainage Comments

10. Provide overland release analysis in drainage study and include overland flow arrows as part
of the grading and drainage plan.

11. Show proposed W/SS utilities on grading plan (or show storm drain on utility plan). The W/SS
may be greyed out, but the intent is to verify separation of utilities and identify any conflicts or
other issues.

12. Include existing easements on grading plan.

13. Clarify where the discharge from the 36” outlet drain on Water Quality Basin #4 will connect.
This may be provided in the drainage study.

14. Show 100-year Flood Zone on grading plan and provide FIRM information, WSE etc. See
comment above.

15. There are several areas of the site that are accepting untreated off-site drainage. Include
these areas in the drainage study. Examples are called out on the redlines.

16. Address areas releasing untreated drainage off-site in the storm water report. See markups.

17. Include the design criteria for the 5’x10 Box culvert on Library drive in the Storm Water Report
to demonstrate adequate sizing.

18. A 12” SD with CBs are shown on Library Rd adjacent to the large culvert. Show how this SD
will connect to the rest of the SD system.

19. Include the design criteria for various detention basins in the Storm Water Report to
demonstrate adequate sizing. The WPSWMM shall include separate calculations as these
appear to be intended to both treat and detain stormwater.

20. Show proposed contours for the entire site.

21. Section details shall include approximate heights of retaining walls, details of how lots will
drain and approximate building locations. See redline mark-up.

22. The project appears to drain into existing wetland and/or creek areas. Please review and
address in drainage study. Project responsible to obtain any permit required by outside
agencies, such as CDFW, Army Corps etc.

=




23.

Grading plan included a few areas where grading does not appear to meet minimum slope
requirements. Review and update grading plan accordingly. See mark-up.

General Comments

24.
25.

26.

27.
28.
29.

30.
31.
32.
33.

34.
35.

Provide a legend either on each sheet or on an overall sheet.
Show clear limits of work. Typical comment, but note two examples:

a. Library Drive is shown as half existing and half proposed on the Alternative A Tentative
Map, but the linework does not clearly indicate where the existing and where new work
will begin.

b. Water quality basins 1-3 and Lot E Park are shown within the same boundary of the
Open Space/Recreation are. Will these improvements be developed at the same time
or will they be built with each phase? Review and clarify.

Label existing elevation contours. Existing elevations and tie in points are hard to identify and
verify on the plans. Add sufficient information to identify tie in locations and areas of cut and
fill.

Label and show the area of disturbed soil for each alternative.

Show the earthwork quantities for cut and fill.

There are existing homes shown on Street 4. Identify if these homes will be demolished as
part of the scope of work and if a Phase 1 is proposed. Are there an existing wells or septic
systems in this area to be removed? Label as needed.

Retaining walls shall be designed per Construction Standards Section 3-4 and Section 7
Grading Construction including details G-1 through G-7

Once a layout has been established all streets must include centerline bearing and stationing.
Clearly label all cul-de-sac dimensions per Standard detail H-25 and H-26

Alternative B-1 shows a residential alley. Verify the alley is a minimum of 20’ wide per Town
of Loomis standard drawing H-38.

Curb and gutter section shall be per standard drawing H2, all sections are 36”

Clearly label all radius and tangent measurement per Town of Loomis standard drawings.

Sincerely,
Laurie Loaiza, P.E., Q.S.D., Senior Engineer
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ALTERNATIVE A-1
TENTATIVE MAP

HIDDEN GROVE

TOWN OF LOOMIS, CALIFORNIA
DECEMBER 15, 2021

[/

LOCATION MAP
[

[

ING RD 1

SHEET INDEX

ALTERNATIVE A-1: SHEET 1 OF 10
ALTERNATIVE A-2: SHEET 2 OF 10
ALTERNATIVE B-1: SHEET 3 OF 10
ALTERNATIVE B-2: SHEET 4 OF 10
ALTERNATIVE C-1: SHEET 5 OF 10

ALTERNATIVE C-2: SHEET 6 OF 10
GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN: SHEET 7 OF 10

ALT. A-1 LOT AREA SUMMARY

PRELIMINARY WATER & SEWER PLAN: SHEET 8 OF 10 AC.x UNITA UNITB UNITC UNITD

MIN. 3,290.0 6,823.0 3,384.0 4,450.0
TREE MITIGATION PLAN EXHIBIT: SHEET 9 OF 10 MAX. 73710 158110 53710 18397.0
GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE EXHIBIT: 10 OF 10 AVERAGE | 3887.1 884846 37294 9,050.9

OWNER

CONTACT: RANDY SATER
OFFICE PHONE: (916) 484-3011
3500 AMERICAN RIVER DR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95864

APPLICANT/ SUBDIVIDER

STONEBRIDGE PROPERTIES, LLC.
CONTACT: MIKE ISLE, AICP
OFFICE PHONE: (916) 484-3011
3500 AMERICAN RIVER DR
SACRAMENTO, CA 95864

PLANNER/ENGINEER

WOOD RODGERS INC
3301 'C' STREET, BLDG. 100B
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816
CONTACT: TIM DENHAM/

MIKE MOTRONI PE 73891
PHONE: (916} 341-7760

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NO.

043-080-007, -008, -015, -044.
044-094-001, -004, -005, -006, 010.

AREA
61.7 £ ACRES GROSS

EXISTING USE
VACANT, RESIDENTIAL

NOTES:

PROJECT NOTES

PROPOSED USE

HIDDEN GROVE DEVELOPMENT CO., LLC. SEE LAND USE SUMMARY

EXISTING/ PROPOSED
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION
TC, RMH, RH, P, RM

EXISTING/ PROPOSED ZONING
CC, CG, RS-5, CO

PARK DISTRICT

TOWN OF LOOMIS PARKS & RECREATION DEPT.
3665 TAYLOR RD

LOOMIS, CA 95650

(916) 652-1840

FIRE PROTECTION

SOUTH PLACER FIRE DISTRICT
6900 EUREKA RD

GRANITE BAY, CA 95746
(916) 791-7059

SCHOOL DISTRICT

LOOMIS UNION SCHOOL DISTRICT
3290 HUMPHREY RD

LOOMIS, CA 95650

(916) 652-1800

PLACER UNION HIGH SCHOOL DISTRICT
13000 NEW AIRPORT RD

AUBURN, CA 95603

(530) 886-4400

SEWER

SOUTH PLACER MUNICIPAL UTILITY DISTRICT
5807 SPRINGVIEW DR
ROCKLIN, CA 95677

(916) 786-8553

STORM DRAINAGE

TOWN OF LOOMIS
3165 RIPPEY ROAD
LOOMIS, CA

(916) 430-4329

WATER

PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY

144 FERGUSON RD
AUBURN, CA 95604

(530) 823-4850

GAS & ELECTRIC

PG&E
151 N SUNRISE AVE, SUITE 513
ROSEVILLE, CA 95661

(800) 743-5000
SOLID WASTE

AUBURN PLACER DISPOSAL SERVICE
12305 SHALE RIDGE RD
AUBURN, CA 95602

(530) 885-3735

1) SUBDIVIDER(S) RESERVES THE RIGHT TO FILE MULTIPLE FINAL MAPS PURSUANT TO SECTION 66456.1 OF THE SUBDIVISION MAP ACT.
2) OWNER SHALL DEDICATE ALL EASEMENTS AND 1.O.D.'S NECESSARY TO PROVIDE ALL UTILITIES.
3) THIS IS AN APPLICATION FOR A DEVELOPMENT PERMIT.

4) THIS EXHIBIT IS FOR TENTATIVE SUBDIVISION MAP PURPOSES ONLY. ALL SITE CHARACTERISTICS ARE TO BE VERIFIED PRIOR TO FINAL MAP.
5) THE AERIAL TOPOGRAPHY SHOWN HEREON WAS PRODUCED BY WOOD RODGERS IN 2021.
6) P.U.E.'S ARE PROPOSED FOR DEDICATION AS SHOWN OR AS OTHERWISE APPROVED.

7)  TITLE INFORMATION SHOWN PER PRELIMINARY TITLE REPORT PREPARED BY STEWART TITLE OF SACRAMENTO AND DATED SEPTEMBER 17, 2021.
8) EXISTING AND PROPOSED TOPOGRAPHY AND GRADE TO BE PROVIDED IN THE GRADING AND DRAINAGE EXHIBIT.
9) BUILDING SETBACK LINES TO BE PROVIDED IN SEPARATE MASSING STANDARDS DOCUMENT.
10) LOCATION AND DESCRIPTION OF PROTECTED TREES TO BE PROVIDED IN SEPARATE TREE MITIGATION PLAN EXHIBIT.
17) MINIMUM LOT SIZES AND MASSING STANDARDS ARE DEFINED BY THE HIDDEN GROVE MASSING STANDARDS AND ARCHITECTURAL STYLES DOCUMENT.

LAND USE SUMMARY

* NOTE: THIS EXHIBIT ACCOMPANIES AN 5B 330 APPLICATION.
ALLACREAGES AND UNIT COUNTS ARE APPROXIMATE AND SUBJECT TO CHANGE WITH FINAL ENGINEERING.

GENERAL GENERAL
UNIT/ LOT LOT SIZE PLAN PLAN AREA AREA DWELLING NET
DESIGNATION LAND USE (TYP) DESIGNATION DENSITY (G) (N) UNITS DENSITY
UNITA/VILLAGE T MEDIUM-HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (47 x 75' TYP) RMH (6-10 DU/AC) 13.7 13.3 97 7.3
UNITB/VILLAGE2  MEDIUM DENSITYRESIDENTIAL  (65' x 105 TYP) RM (2-6 DU/AC) 10.2 9.5 35 37
UNITC/VILLAGE 3 MEDIUM-HIGH DENSITY RESIDENTIAL (47" x 72' TYP) RMH (6-10 DU/AC) 7.9 6.2 50 8.1
UNITD/VILLAGE 4  MEDIUM DENSITYRESIDENTIAL (60’ x 105' TYP) RM (2-6 DU/AC) 8.0 5.2 19 37
SUBTOTAL 39.8 34.2 201
UNITE/VILLAGE 5 HIGH DENSITY RESIDENT AL RH (10-15DU/AC) 6.9 59 89 15.0
SUBTOTAL 6.9 5.9 89
LOT A PARK PQP 1.5 1.5
LOTB OPEN SPACE/RECREATION PQP 8.1 7.2
LOTC OPEN SPACE/RECREATION PQP 43 3.2
LOTD TOWN CENTER COMMERCIAL CC (15DU/AC)(FAR .35-1.6) 1.1 1.0 8 8.0
LOTE PARK PQP 0.0 0.9
LOTF PARK PQP 0.0 0.2
LOTS G-K LANDSCAPE PQP 0.0 0.5
LOTS L-N OPEN SPACE BASIN PQP 1.4
LOTS 0§ BOYINGTON ROAD RESERVATION RM/RMH/P QP /RH 0.0 5.7
SUB-TOTAL 15.0 21.6 8
TOTAL 61.7 AC. 41.7 AC. 298 DU

RESIDENTIAL "FRONT-ON"
HOUSE (TYP.)

3+ 4 12'-4" ‘

TRAVEL LANE Tc/GlwaL P.UE. 1

R/W

comment letter.
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BASIN
0.7 + AC.(N)
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Verify that street radiuses
meet Town requirements ¢
N |
AN e EXISTING 100-YEAR | @ %
>/ \FLOODPLAIN gty U
</ ¢ ¢
A AS\ Work shown within the 100 Year ‘ g v Lo " | ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ o - ” | ”
/ \R\ roodeain see comment letter. 1 P.UE. WALKIC/G] TRAVEL LANE 1 ic/dl 1 I P.UE wWALKIC/G! TRAVEL LANE I
50 50
/ , \\ RIW LIBRARY DRIVE RIW RIW MINOR RESIDENTIAL
/ AU
N oS 5 DRAINAGE EASEMENT / \A N <
TOWN OF O TO COUNTY OF PLACER / S
AN 043-100-029 PER BOOK 2759, PAGE ) AN , AT 46; EVA ACCESS A LIBRARY DRIVE (STANDARD) 5 RESIDENTIAL {STANDARD)
\ ° ~ 50’ STREET SECTION ~ 50" STREET SECTION
AN | //)//\ 10 DRA'NL(AZ;E ' » SCALE: 1"=15' SCALE: 1"=15'
EASEMENTFQ COUNTY ' '
AN / / “OF PLACER PERBOGI
( 59, PACEZ54
AN / // \ __ _(EXCEPTION 19)
. s ) /
/ /\ 20" WIDE PIPELINE E\ EMENT T&7 7\ \Q\ /O U N |T B
PGAE PER BOOK 208, PAGE 32 OF
N // —~ DEEDS, & IQPLACER COUNFY, ) A
PARK ATERAGENCY PER BGOK Q)Eq VILLAGE 2
N JOHNSON L PAULS 1.5+ AC.(G) ORI BXCRRTIONZ) AT > =X >\ ~ ! !
\(TE)/JOHNSON LAURM 1.5+ AC.(N) 10' WIDE SEWER EAs\Eév\ENTJO)// Ik Lé}l/ (35) 65105 (TYP) L ACER e e
MAE (TE) 58,083 SF ROCKLIA-LOOMIS MUNICHPA ‘ ((o 10.2 + AC. (G) BOOK 3814, PG&E PAGE 108 REAS N |T D
N\ 043.100-027 UTILITY/DISTRICT PER BOOK 1140, Y AY (EXCEPTION 21 - TO BE ABANDONED NSCHANZ AND /
\O 3-100- PAGE 322 (EXCERTION 13) L\ L 9.5+ AC. (N) 15' WIDE PIPELINE EASEMENT TO . \SCHANZ(l)_lg]LLI{Y/ VH_LAGE 4
- R P PLACER COUNTY WATER AGENCY PER 043-030-
N » 7 / /) 7T N1 839%F 8,357 SF / >\ BOOK 3814, PG&E PAGE 103 AN
N S - [Clarify what is jpthe-OT B | &R . (EXCEPTION 20] - TO BE ABANDONED N (19) 60'x105" (TYP.)
AN this easerpentOSPiEN SPACE/ /'f 4 Verify that street radiuses % >\ U N |-|- C N 8.0+ AC. (G)
AN th a_20 PCWECREATION meet Town requirements BA 52+ AC (N)
Water lineand SOE 4 AC (G d ] y \ DAY ROSE M (TE) LT :
\ ~ P main? 72 _'__ AC%N)) ) 7.87¢&/SF N2 17 aB >\ N V| LLAG E 3 \ 043_050—001
~ 2% AC. . & - 8,414 SF - -
N A G%%{\ﬂi o re allowat]. 140 SF U E 1 @ N 4 A %'< L \ (50) 47'x72" (TYP.) FIRST CONGREGATIONAL’@( LOT |
LOOMIS VILLAGE RETAIL LLC ¥ UNIT E SURles ¢ o N & 2l 4 N . " 7.9+ AC. (G) S{URCH OF LOOMIS LAIEI)I?SJrCAA(\:PENLOT
043-100-025 LOT E SEMTRIS VEEING 100-YEAR | 730 _ > 8,653 SF 6892 5F A 043-080-04 1+ AC.(N)
AN - . g \ . S \ 6.2+ AC. (N \ N
VILLAGE 5 PARK (NALIQROSY  FLOODPLAN e 5 R o 2+ AC. (N) LOT
\ 0.9 £ AC.(N) LWETLAND SN o T - 3 45 30 b4 LANDSCAPE LOT
AN - > A — 9 S| \\ \\ BN
\\ < (89) MULTI-FAMILY (TYP.) 39,046 5 S will 5/ 12975]§F o e L9 3 sy \ & 00 £ AC(N]
N 6.9 = AC. (G) 0 ) 10848 SF | 1174355 44 3 \ 0 BD >\ N
N \ ~_ 59+ AC. (N) B Vet : q | 1 6.823sF ; 93%15F / \ o LOT L ad) -~
R T~ T~ / 374250 || % = , . . ‘ Y \ OPEN SPACE -
| R 240,186 SF / ) |\ 9 g 80 65 = N L 9231 SF @
FONGIATEN —~ 7 — o ) AP A z 7 / \ VY- > BASIN £ NG ~
n LY UAN - B / R el i & gesn—= ==DR|V E-= 1= WO 8 <5 — 0.4 AC.(N o
| KENNETgl meeapﬁﬁ\&@ r ~ /( / =230 /9’( \ =175 LBRARY 1404 — :0‘ 14 3 - 13,531248F ‘ " X \7/128 SF \(\
DONG W N s O e e s =0 , | 47 7| 47 | 47 | A7 | 47 | 47 ' R ’ B 195 7S
1043-100-937 N ~ 20' WIDE PIPELINE EASEMENT TO o = N N \(ﬂ)} o 10 311 [g123 13 5'37;23F N BK A\ 75]]9> o
\ ! ~ PG&E PER BOOK 208, PAGE 32 OF— o ) S 3 3 3 3 ® & @ @ @ 12 o\3 738 sF '
| L“\W‘ oo DEEDS & 10PLICER COUNTY i A ¢l : 99\3% - 1(’:06656 Sngéééé 3F§96233F3,6253F3,666 SH3.666 S3.666 S 4,416 SF = 5] X o
- RN R WATER AGENCY PER BOOK 1220, LOT C | |[4.178$F 3,666 SE3.666 SHA 666 SHS. ' ' W 08 B \ ’ -~
S _/I, | \\\ LOT O NGRS OPEN SPACE/ = a7 4]‘/‘ a7 | | a7 s90st || f Py B Bl \ |
/ N BOTING T ON ROAD % RECREATION TG [ st [R2o 21 |22 [v23 [M24 (825 268 27 | 5o gl % \
ROSANO PROPERTIESHLC ™ RESERVATION 0" WIDE SEWER EASEMENT TO 4.3+ AC.(G) 3884SH3,394 SH3,384 SH3,384 SH3,384 SK3,384 SH3,384 SK3,384 SF3,384 5F3,3§74 sm,as;g SF3,6§71ISF ] 3@@4@ N2
[ 043-100-038 N 1.0+ AC.(N) ROCKUN-LOOMIS MUNICIPAL 3.2 + AC..(N) g | ar | ar | a7 | 47 | a7 | 47 1 47 | 4 I
/ R / UTILITY DISTRICT PER/BOOK 1140, - ’ 10— — — —
/ \\\ A 3 PAGE 322 (EXCEPTION 13) 145,013 SF — -STREET T=750 ‘ ' | Q (W \J 2,453 SF
> . . T 1 & | & | & | & | & | & | 4 | 4| 4| v ‘ w.Q. BO o BASIN(#5 N \b\
) EXISTING 100-YEAR 7| 47| 47| 47| A 52| 498 | L_|BASIN #4) X\ 2 1 12,841 \ 13,421 SF K. ) \
FLOODPLAIN ~ N 2 ol a7ml 3gml 39%| 40%| 418 428 43%| 44%| 458 468) 478| 48=| 47 - 7 67K SF : 18,397 SF (N .| 200 BASIN \
~__ X308 315 32:| 33%] 348 35 (8368 378 388 398 405 4le > > 783 SH3.981 SH 4,296 SF \ . \ P\ w
646 ST3.776 SH5,778 13,778 SH3,778 SH3.778 SIB.778 S1{3.778 SH3,778 SH3,778 K378 Si3.778 S3.778 SH3.778 S3.778 SA3.778 35,772 A el e el | BP 246 A4 _-THe 57
o | o | | | gl |l ao |l || a4 | U 47 \ 44 55}/
68,799 SF > iy s
~_ 4 __/—/—'—— - - — - LOT R BOYINGTON ROAD OPE(N)TSFC\,AA\CE LAIEI%EéAPE EASEMENT
LOT P LOT Q BOYINGTON ROAD RESERVATION BASIN 0.0+ AC.(N)
BOYINGTON ROAD — BOYINGTON RO A D oo oo oo e } RESERVATION 1.6+ AC.(N) 0.3+ AC.(N)
RESERVATION RESERVATION 0.3+ AC.(N) O F AL P2 AL
1T+ AC.(N] 1.7+ AC.(N) INTERSTATE - 80
——————— 7 Work within the 100- BUILDING RELATIONSHIPS ONE PROJECT AT A TIME
year floodplain. See

Tel 916.341.7760
Fax 916.341.7767

ALTERNATIVE A-1 TENTATIVE MAP - HIDDEN GROVE
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provencher
Length Measurement
100'-6 3/4"

provencher
Highlight
N OF PROTECTED TREES TO BE PROVIDED IN SEPARATE TREE MITIGA

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Work shown within the 100 Year floodplain see comment letter. 

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Work within the 100- year floodplain.  See comment letter.

provencher
Cloud

provencher
Cloud

provencher
Text Box
Verify that street radiuses meet Town requirements

provencher
Text Box
Verify that street radiuses meet Town requirements

loaiza
Callout
Is this a new commercial area?  If so provide site, grading, drainage plans for the proposed area.  If not, clarify on plans 

loaiza
Text Box
Provide plans for this area

loaiza
Callout
Clarify what is in the this easement.  Is it both a 20" PCWA water line and some PG&E main?   Generally no structures are allowed in easements. Verify that proposed house/lot improvements will meet PG&E/PCWA requirements.    


LEGEND NOTE: PROPOSED CONTOURS A LT E R N ATlv E A_ ‘| SH EET |N DEX
RZ'T’;':;"GDR“::L onLy, o E ST G RADIN G & DORAIN AG F PLAN ALTERNATIVE A-1: SHEET 1 OF 10

ALTERNATIVE A-2: SHEET 2 OF 10

DRAIN MANHOLE O\- ALTERNATIVE B-1: SHEET 3 OF 10
DROP INLET ALTERNATIVE B-2: SHEET 4 OF 10

ALTERNATIVE C-1: SHEET 5 OF 10

WETLANDS BOUNDARY ALTERNATIVE C-2: SHEET 6 OF 10
TOWN O F I—OOMlsl CAI—' FO R N |A GRADING & DRAINAGE PLAN: SHEET 7 OF 10

DECEMBER 15, 2021 PRELIMINARY WATER & SEWER PLAN: SHEET 8 OF 10
TREE MITIGATION PLAN EXHIBIT: SHEET 9 OF 10
Show typical walk GENERAL PLAN COMPLIANCE EXHIBIT: 10 OF 10

width and curb and
gutter dimensions,
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RESIDENTIAL “GROUND building location. Typ
301 = _msrmc‘HS PAD 3:,_7 —T— EXISTING __ >/ St '
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X WALL
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Provide LID

C/G wALK  2° BERM

.

1.5

G}M ! [

Clarify the back of these existing lots are
draining directly to street 1. This area shall

l
' DRAIN ROCK . DRAIN ROCK
b . beincluded in the Storm Water Calculations. calcs/report per West ¥
t ' SECTION F Placer Stormwater. SECTION G
NOTTO SCALE Typ : ¥ NOTTO SCALE
R LoT
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‘ i a N SN UNIT E 3:1 _>\|_ EXISTING __ UNIT E _ EXISTING > PAD PAD "GROUND
S i SN . g N 24 SITE MAX 2.4 GROUND 2:1 SITE GROUND RESIDENTIAL

: PAD
SECTION | SECTION J SECTION K SECTION L SECTION M
~ NOTTO SCALE ~ NOTTO SCALE ~ NOTTO SCALE ~ NOTTO SCALE ~ NOTTO SCALE

Q

SECTION H
What are these lines? @ NOTTO SCALE

L — H=0.0"-0.2"

s H=0.9'-1.2' ( < 7, Vi va Y 1 \ o
3 N\ P+ 4020 4 . .
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NG lot will drain and approx
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flow?
X @SECTION N /@SECTION @) @SECTION P
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s
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Show tLe 100-year
floodp)'ain boundary
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\\ \ A /x’“" /402,
BOTTOM ELEV= 6 Ps 4 2

IS this r%%}ja\connecting to-an
existing roadR If not, barricades

must be included. 7
. \ 4

‘Include drainage
report to show
adequate sizing.
Show ex. €levations
to verify location‘and

N depth of culvert,
A
B e Show easeme?ﬁs
& %= on grading plan
A\
Vefify if SD will not \v—” \ A
conflict with-gas main Y- e , N\ > - | 10 o
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5'%10° BOX—¢ /S 2
/' CULVERT “ | . ' e ' :
) 2 u i ] /(/\\ ¢
7 1% A I_ ] \ ' = - 7 N\ P 4010
. | P4 : — — 24" ) jr— — T e 89 s v 1 é \ \*
- (— /; N - 2 LIBRARY Tizd .- DRIVE o 1.8% i@@ A
= : y= A\ § \ %gﬁib L‘Qg‘\p L‘ %‘\;l‘%%?v.‘é \

BOTTOM ELEV=
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P+398.0
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15
P= 397.0

Clarify where this
area drains. Storm
water shall be
redirected to avoid
untreated flow from
entering the Loomis
Village Retail Site.

2
o
s

0.5%

——

1.5%
— AT T AT AT &

E Where will the overland flow from this

BOTTOM ELEV=
. 385.5%

Storm water collected at this low B LR e J : —— = A — =&
—point must be redirected to avoid ~
runoff into Rosano Properties/I-80

Includedesign
calculations to sizing.

A drainage study will be required to
clarify the proposed drajnage along

Clarify-the plan for storm water run off in this |NTERSTATE 80 /- x Include mitigation

area, currently flowing into the-wetlands and plan for wetland.

,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

200 . B Where is the 36"
__—__=_______W____:__TT_ drain releasing to? X
= R BUILDING RELATIONSHIPS ONE PROJECT AT A TIME
3301 C St, Bldg. 100-B Tel 916.341.7760
400 S H EET 7 O F ] O Sacramento, C?A 95816 Faex 916.341.7767

PRELIMINARY GRADING AND DRAINAGE - LOOMIS SITE
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provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Will this area have a curb cut for overland flow?

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Clarify where this area drains.  Storm water shall be redirected to avoid untreated flow from entering the Loomis Village Retail Site.

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Storm water collected at this low point must be redirected to avoid runoff  into Rosano Properties/I-80

provencher
Pen
d

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Show typical walk width and curb and gutter dimensions, typ.

provencher
Callout
Is this road connecting to an existing road?  If not, barricades must be included.

provencher
Text Box
A drainage study will be required to clarify the proposed drainage  along Boyington Road. 

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Include drainage report to show adequate sizing. Show ex. elevations  to verify location and depth of culvert,

provencher
Text Box
Show the 100-year floodplain boundary

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Where is the 36" drain releasing to?  

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Clarify grading in this area meets Town minimum slope requirements. 

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Clarify the plan for storm water run off in this area, currently flowing into the wetlands and east towards I-80?

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Include design calculations to sizing.

provencher
Callout
What are these lines?

provencher
Arrow

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Include mitigation plan for wetland.

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Where will the overland flow from this low point go?

loaiza
Text Box
Include approximate height of retaining walls, details of how lot will drain and approx building location.   Typ

loaiza
Text Box
Include approximate height of retaining walls, details of how lot will drain and approx building location.   Typ

loaiza
Text Box
Provide LID calcs/report per West Placer Stormwater. Typ. 

loaiza
Arrow

loaiza
Arrow

loaiza
Callout
Show how this connects to SD system

provencher
Cloud+

provencher
Cloud+
Clarify the back of these existing lots are draining directly to street 1. This area shall be included in the Storm Water Calculations.

loaiza
Text Box
The grading in this area does not appear to account for an apartment complex/HDR.  Clarify.  

loaiza
Text Box
Show easements on grading plan

loaiza
Callout
Verify if SD will not conflict with gas main
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