JOAN JACOBS LEVIE, ESQ.

5310 North Roosevelt Avenue 559-439-3143
Fresno, California 93704 levielaw@gmail.com

To: Fresno City Planning Commission
Fresno City Council Members

This letter is to oppose the proposed Granville development at West San Jose and North Colonial
Avenues adjacent to both city and county properties. The original proposal as presented at a
neighborhood meeting in April 2016 was for a rental community comprised of 18 two-story
residences with a mere six foot setback from the fences separating the proposed project from
existing residences. No on-site visitor parking was included in the plan. In August, the
Granville design was allegedly changed to 16 units with a 10" setback

The neighborhood is upset about this proposal primarily due to traffic and privacy concerns. In
fact, the developer of the next door Sevilles complex, offered to buy the property from Granville
to keep the integrity of the neighborhood, but Mr. Assemi refused. Neighborhood residents
made several overtures to Granville but have not succeeded in meeting and conferring with Mr.
Assemi and Mr. Roberts on the project. To the best of my knowledge, the project has not been
submitted.

[ reside on the corner of Roosevelt and San Ramon avenues. I am troubled by the level of traffic
and safety on San Ramon between Palm and Maroa Avenues where people walk and ride bikes.
In fact, after the Fig Garden Financial Center was constructed, causing traffic to increase, my
son, a Gibson student at the time, was struck by a speeding motorcycle at our corner while riding
his bike home from school. After that incident, a single stop sign was erected at Roosevelt and
San Ramon. Since then, two complexes were built on San Jose. adding to the traffic. There is no
traffic signal at Palm and San Ramon or at Maroa and San Jose. Vehicles can and do travel from
Palm to Delmar Avenues to avoid traffic lights. Additional density in this quiet residential
neighborhood would require additional traffic lights. There are existing lights on Palm at Shaw,
San Jose. Barstow, Browning, and Bullard. a light at San Ramon will be required as well. The
air is bad enough in Fresno without increased stop-and-go traffic making it worse.

I am not opposed to infill development at this location. To the contrary, it makes sense when
done right without harming neighbors. 1f done properly with the right esthetics and respect for
neighbors it would be a welcome addition. To that end. the development should consist of no
more than 12 single-story. owner-occupied residences in keeping with the surrounding area.

Yours truly,

S/ Toowv Jacoly Levie

Joan Jacobs Levie, Esq.




March 3, 2017

Jodi Fitzpatrick, ASID CID CCRM

5326 N. Roosevelt Avenue, Fresno, CA 93704
559-994-6150

jodi@paxdomus.com

To Whom It May Concern,

This letter is written to express objections to the approval of the proposed project at 614 W. San
Jose on the northwest corner of San Jose and Colonial Avenues in the Fig Garden neighborhood,
APN:417-140-21, and identified within the City of Fresno’s Development and Resource
Management, DARM, department as Routed Packet C16062 and T6160. I'm a resident of the
neighborhood, a certified interior designer, real estate investor, and am completing an infill
project at 1479 W. Barstow, a carbon-neutral, completely solar-powered residence.

The first items concern the project application itself. The second deal with how the project in its
current form doesn’t support or conform to the vision of Fresno’s 2030 General Plan.

The Proposal:

1. Tax records list the property’s acreage at 1.03. Under the new development code, 12 units
would be allowed. Granville’s Operational Statement lists the project’s acreage as “1.13.”
Were the property to actually be 1.13 acres, this would allow the 13™ unit that this project
shows. On the Notice of Environmental Finding dated February 3, 2017, there are two
properties listed, this one and EA-16-140HSR. The project on San Jose has its acreage is
listed as “+ or — 1.13 acres.” EA-16-140-HSR’s acreage is listed as 26.94 acres. Period.
No plus or minus. The survey included with the application, prepared by Gary G.
Gianetta Civil Engineering and Land Surveying, lists in the specifications that the
property has “Gross Area = 1.13” and “Net Area = 1.03.” Almost every dimension
regarding the property and buildings have a “+ or -~ symbol next to them. I’ve had four
properties surveyed by two different engineers and all of them show precise dimensions.
That is the point of a legal land survey. When the neighborhood first met with the second
planner assigned to this project (there have been three), they were told that the acreage
was being figured from easement at the middle of the road. The developers and real estate
people of this group knew this to be erroneous. Given this previous attempt to inflate the
acreage, the neighborhood finds this discrepancy (1.13 acres versus 1.03) suspicious. It
requests that it be allowed to contract with a civil engineering firm to procure another
survey of the property, at its own expense.

2. The “Project Description” of the Operational Statement acknowledges that, “The Bullard
Community Plan Policy 4.1.3 states that Medium-Density Development, which was
previously designated as 10.37 to 18.15 units per acre, requires a direct access to a major
street, and cannot pass through single family neighborhoods prior to intersecting a major
street. The policy doesn’t apply to this proposed project because the project is being built
within the Medium Density designation as single family housing.” At the end of the
Operational Statement, the section “Project Management and Security,” states, “The




applicant currently owns and manages several hundred units in the City of Fresno with its
own staff. The applicant/owner will rent and manage the property with experienced
professional staff.” A PUD whose units are entirely owned and operated by one entity
(or closely-related entities) is a multifamily project by another name. The neighborhood
believes this is an intentional misrepresentation of the nature of the project.

3. The Operational Statement notes that “The PD Permit will request approval of reduced
lot sizes which range from 1,700 square feet to 4,200 square feet.” Under the new 2030
General Plan rezone, the project has “by right” to develop 12 units per acres on this
property. The neighborhood feels that due to the “highly-regarded nature” of the Fig
Garden and surrounding community (as defined by Chapter 3.6 of the General Plan), the
setbacks and minimum lot sizes stipulated by the development code should be adhered to
and these requests denied. If this means fewer units and/or smaller ones, the developer
should have taken this into consideration during its discovery and estimating period. It
should not be allowed favors and special treatment that enable it to squeeze more and/or
larger units onto the property at the expense of the existing community’s “sense of
place,” (as defined in Chapter 3.6 D-1 of the General Plan).

The 2030 General Plan Chapter 3.6 Buildings and Design

“Areas such as the Tower District, Huntington Boulevard, Wilson Island, Van Ness Boulevard in
the Fresno High Area, and Old Fig Garden possess architectural and urban design characteristics
that are highly valued by local residents and businesses. There are other areas in Fresno that are
not so well known, but are highly regarded by their neighborhood because of urban design
features.”

1. Objective D-1: “Provide and maintain an urban image that creates a “sense of place.”

a. The style of the proposed project is lovely for a Copper River/North Fresno
neighborhood. It would be at home in any upscale suburban community in the
southwestern United States. In that respect, since it could belong anywhere, it
lacks a “sense of place.” The buildings are two-story with 10-foot setbacks from
the adjacent properties. If this is allowed, the owners of those one-story properties
will lose the privacy and sunlight they originally purchased, including the right to
make their own solar power. The proposed project’s ceiling heights are 9 feet with
8-foot doors, as opposed to 8-foot ceilings and 7-foot doors. This scaled
difference, combined with the elevated building pads now required by code, make
the buildings out of scale with the surrounding architecture. The adjacent
properties have 20° setbacks. The proposed project has 10’ front setbacks. A two-
story project on a corner that juts 10’ farther out than its neighbors will dominate
this neighborhood, and destroy its sense of place.

b. “The California ranch home movement produced notable homes in Old Fig
Garden.” (General Plan 3-61). This neighborhood is approaching 60 years old.
The General Plan notes a historic property as 50 or more years. The homes are
classic ranch style and midcentury modern homes, several by noted midcentury
architect, Robert Stevens. They are all one-story, with 35-foot setbacks which
preserves the historic atmosphere of the neighborhood.



2. Objective D-3: “Create unified plans for Green Streets, using distinctive features
reflecting Fresno’s landscape heritage.”

a. Two historic deodar cedar trees (the famous Christmas Trees of Christmas Tree

Lane) had stood in a City of Fresno easement on the south frontage of 614 W. San
Jose for nearly 100 years. Other deodar cedars line San Jose between Colonial
Avenue and Maroa Avenue. The neighborhood requested repeatedly for the
developers to retain the two trees and incorporate them in the project’s
landscaping. City preservationist, Karana Hattersly-Drayton, recommended this.

. The developer cut them down several weeks ago, before this project was

approved. It employed an unlicensed subcontractor with a crew of 4-5, who
carries no workers compensation insurance and provided no traffic barriers to
protect pedestrians and vehicles in the nei ghborhood. Since this action was taken
in a City of Fresno easement, the developer put the city in jeopardy of a lawsuit
should any injury have occurred. The developer was in the process of cutting
down one tree when they were interrupted by the neighborhood. The
neighborhood was told were by the developer’s superintendent on site that the
developer planned to keep the other tree. The neighborhood informed planning,
who said they would handle this immediately. Apparently, the developer was
fined. The developer returned a week later and removed the last tree, employing
the same unlicensed and uninsured subcontractor.

. There is a great contrast in standards and behavior between this proposed project

and its developer and the project and development to its immediate east. The
Sevilles, a 16-unit condominium project on two acres was completed in 2003 by
Valley Pacific Builders. It’s a model of sensitive and integrated infill building. At
the time, city planning required Valley Pacific Builders to keep the two deodar
cedars in front of their property. They went to the expense of designing and
building a sidewalk that winds among the trees, making for a very attractive
frontage for the neighborhood to enjoy. The project was so profitable for this
developer that it built a second one a few miles away.

This proposed project fails in every way to support the vision of the General Plan of a vibrant,
architecturally-sophisticated metropolis that Fresno has said it wants, and has spent a huge
amount of resources in preparing for. Hundreds of thousands of taxpayer dollars were spent on
the 2030 General Plan document, as well as thousands of staff hours. If city planning, the
Planning Commission and the City Council support this poorly-designed project, and others like
it, they are squandering those funds.

Yes, infill building and affordable housing are two of the city’s major goals. However,
affordable housing and good design are not mutually exclusive. The city needs to raise the bar to
the architectural level that the plan intended. In meetings with this proposed project’s developer,

it repeate

d time and again that it had to make a certain profit, therefore our requests were

unreasonable. A neighborhood should not suffer an irreparable negative alteration to fita
development company’s business plan, one that was designed around lower cost tract building.
A smaller company such as Valley Pacific Builders was financially successful with their high
quality project. If this development company’s overhead is too high to allow it to create a well-
designed infill plan profitably, then maybe it should not attempt infill building projects.




The General Plan supposes a sophisticated development community as found in metropolises
that are less provincial than Fresno. The planning department and city government have a
responsibility to know what’s in the General Plan and insure that it works in action as it was
designed to on paper by insisting on good quality projects. As of now, there seems to be a
disconnect there. As a taxpayer and a third-generation Fresnan, I will continue to pursue this
outcome.

Respectfully,
Jodi Fitzpatrick, ASID CID CCRM




October 23, 2016
TO: CITY OF FRESNO PLANNING DEPARTMENT
WHOM ELSE IT MAY CONCERN

RE: PROPOSED ASSEMI PLANNED UNIT DEVLOPMENT ON THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF WEST SAN JOSE
AVENUE/COLONIAL DRIVE

AS RESIDENTS OF THE SEVILLE GATED COMMUNITY (562-592 WEST SAN JOSE AVENUE), BORDERING THE
EAST SIDE OF THE PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT, WE HAVE GREAT CONCERN FOR THE SCOPE & DENSITY OF
THE PROJECT. THE DEVELOPER CURRENTLY PROPOSES 2-STORY BUILDINGS WHICH ARE CONTRARY TO
THE CHARACTER OF THE EXISTING NEIGHBORHOOD ( SINGLE STORY HOUSES AND CONDOS NORTH &
EAST OF THE LOCATION). THE PROPOSED DENSITY OF SIXTEEN (16) UNITS INCREASES THE VEHICLE &
PEDESTRIAN TRAFFIC ON THE STREETS LEADING INTO AND OUT OF THE DEVELOPMENT WHICH WILL
CAUSE A POOR CONDITION TO BECOME MORE AGGRAVATED. YOU DO NOT NEED TO BE A TRAFFIC
ENGINEER TO RECOGNIZE THE EXISTING TRAFFIC FLOW ON WEST SAN JOSE AVENUE CAUSED BY
DRIVERS DESIRING TO PROCEED EAST OUT OF THE NEIGHBORHOOD FROM PALM VIA SAN RAMON &
COLONIAL IS ALREADY HEAVY. IN ADDITION, THOSE RESIDENTS LIVING ON WEST SAN JOSE,AND THE
NEIGHBORHOODS TO THE NORTH, WHILE TRYING TO AVOID CONGESTED SHAW AVENUE, OFTEN USE
COLONIAL TO SAN RAMON TO PALM TO PROCEED WEST & NORTH FROM THE NEIGHBORHOOD,
CAUSING ADDITIONAL STRESS TO THE OVERBURDENED INTERSECTION OF NORTH PALM & SAN RAMON
THE EXISTING, SHARP "L" SHAPED CURVE AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE LIMITED WIDTH STREETS OF
SAN JOSE/ COLONIAL EVEN NOW PROVIDES A CONCERN FOR VEHICLES & PEDESTRIANS

PLEASE UNDERSTAND OUR CONCERNS DO NOT ARISE OUT OF A NOT-IN-MY-BACK-YARD (NIMBY) VIEW
OF THE DEVELOPMENT. WE UNDERSTAND THE NEED TO "INFILL' AND WOULD PROMOTE A USE FOR
THIS PROPERTY THAT IS LESS DENSE AND MORE COMPATIABLE TO THE NEIGHBORHOOD. WE WANT TO
SEE THE SITE DEVELOPED BECAUSE IT IS NOW AN UNATTRACTIVE , VACANT LOT THAT IS A POTENTIAL
NUISANCE.

OUR TRAFFIC SAFETY CONCERNS CAN BE IDENTIFIED, ANALYZED, AND QUANTIFIED. TRAFFIC COUNTS
CAN BE DONE TO CONFIRM VOLUME. FUTURE IMPACTS BROUGHT BY THIS DEVELOPMENT CAN AND
MUST BE PROJECTED, AND RESTRICTIONS OR MITIGATION REQUIREMENTS CAN AND MUST BE
IMPOSED ON THE DEVELOPER BEFORE HE IS ALLOWED TO PROCEED.

WE RESPECTFULLY REQUEST THESE ISSUES BE STUDIED AND ADDRESSED BEFORE THIS PROPOSED
DEVELOPMENT PROCEEDS FORWARD. IF SO, WE REMAIN CONFIDENT IN OUR BELIEF THAT IT SHOULD
BE DOWNSIZED. ANY CONSIDERATION YOU GIVE IN THAT REGARD WILL BE GREATLY APPRECIATED.

SINCERELY,
JOHN & JANET GOMES

562 WEST SAN JOSE AVENUE , FRESNO, CALIFORNIA 93704-2316
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Proposed Granaville project and San Jose and Colonial Avenues.

Cyndi Parkinson <¢yndiparkinsen@att.net> Today at 2:27 PM
To Jodi Fitzpatrick

When | moved into the area twelve years ago, | moved here because of the county feel. The areais a
mixture of City and County properties. This is a sixty year old neighborhood and has a similar feel of Old
Fig Garden. The neighborhood is made up of City and County properties, primarily single family homes,
singie story condo complexes and one older single story gated apariment complex.

The first owner of the Seville Condo's bought at the height of the market 2004/2005. The remaining
original owners have over $400,000.00 invested in our individual homes. These upscale condo’s will
loose even more value if apartments are built on this site. I'm hoping Grandville can build similar building
that are single story and are not taking away the privacy of the residence next door to property. 1 would
like to see single story structures. Owner occupied to insure they will be well maintained. Even building
small cottages, would fit the area, like the ones just down the street.

I'm sure Grandville is aware of the petition that was signed by the residents in the area, showing a
strongly concerned in regards to this project.

We already have traffic problems in the area and placing this size project on a one acre parcel is only
going to increase the traffic problem. There is a bottle neck problem at the comer of San Jose and
Colonial Avenues, Colonial Ave. is a narrow street and dangerous. This is a walking neighborhood, which
can be seen each and everyday, we do not have sidewalks in most of the area, leaving people to walk on
the side of the roads.

I'm hoping that Grandville can come up with something different for a change and be more creative when
it comes to infill in older Fresno neighborhoods. and not just build apartments or tract homes.
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November 18, 2016

To: Jeffrey T. Roberts
Granville Homes

From: Georgette Andreis
Mike Urrutia

This letter is being written in reponse to the proposed Granville apartment project
at San Ramon and Colonial Avenues in Fresno.

it appears that the developers of this project have shown no respect for the residents
who would be affected if this plan proceeds.

The current plan imposes on the privacy of the adjacent residents and severely impacts
the value of their residences. The plan also ignores the inherent problems of a transient
population and disregards the consequences of increased traffic and parking problems.
In addition the proposed project would disrupt the serene and secure nature of the
neighborhood as it is now.

We perceive the project as a multifaceted disruption to our way of life and to that of all
of our neighbors as well. The proposed apartments do nothing to complement this
unique owner-owned residential area.



We are the property owners in the existing neighborhood of San Jose and Colonial Avenues,
93704. We’re writing to object to the proposed development by Granville Homes on an
approximately one-acre parcel on the northeast corner of these two streets as it was presented to
us in an informational meeting on April 26, 2016 at the Bullard High School cafeteria.

We objected to the proposal for the following reasons:
1. Density
a. 18 3BD/2BA/2GAR approximately 1800 square-foot apartments.
i. The new General Plan states 12-units per acre.
ii. Most homes existing homes are 1800-2100 square-feet, but on 1/3-1/2
acre lots.
2. Height
a. Two-story in a one-story neighborhood.
b. 20-foot roof PLATE vs. 12-foot roof PEAK.
3. Setbacks
a. Six foot rear/side, 8-foot front.
b. Versus 35-foot front setbacks.
4. Onsite Visitor Parking
a. None.
5. Traffic
a. Neighborhood has only two exits, onto major arteries.
b. There is already a bottleneck at peak hours.
c. A Gunner/Andros multifamily project across from the Granville proposed site was
cancelled several years ago due to a negative EIR finding on this issue.

Our objections were shared verbally and in writing with a City Planner early in May. Although
requested, neither the City of Fresno Planning nor Granville Homes updated us on the project.
After an inquiry on July 26, we learned it was assigned to different Planner without our
knowledge. Another inquiry on August 1 discovered that the proposal had changed to:

16-unit PUD vs. 18-unit Multifamily

10-foot rear/side setback vs. 6-foot

Our objections still stand on all issues except the setback. We request that the proposal be
withdrawn and reworked until it integrates more harmoniously with our existing neighborhood.
1. One story.
2. Density conforms to the code — 12 units per acre.
3. Onsite visitor parking.
4. CC&R’s to state that all residences be Owner Occupied.
5. EIR report produced to study the traffic issue.

The point of the new General Plan was to increase density in a way that would enhance our
existing neighborhoods. “Density” implies that the elements of a thing become smaller as they
become more numerous. To take the scale and size of newer homes on the outskirts of town and
insert them into a neighborhood with a different historical scale and aesthetic negatively affects
the property values of the existing homes. In a middle-class neighborhood, these property values
are often the bulk of the homeowner’s net worth. Is this fair to the taxpayers of Central Fresno?



Reject Proposed Granville Project at San Jose and Colonial Avenues, Fresno, 93704
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Reject Proposed Granville Project at San Jose and Colonial Avenues, Fresno, 93704
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Reject Proposed Granville Project at San Jose and Colonial Avenues, Fresno, 93704
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Reject Proposed Granville Project at San Jose and Colonial Avenues, Fresno, 93704
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Reject Proposed Granville Project at San Jose and Colonial Avenues, Fresno, 93704
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