
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

DATE:  March 13, 2018 

TO:  City Council 

FROM:  Marc Mondell, Economic & Community Development Director 
  Bret Finning, Planning Services Manager 

Nathan Anderson, Senior Planner 
  

RE: Additional Correspondence  
March 13, 2018 City Council Agenda Packet 
Agenda Item #22, Croftwood Unit 2 

 
 
Subsequent to the distribution of the agenda packet for the 3/13/18 City Council meeting, staff 
received additional correspondence regarding the project. This includes a second letter from 
Lozano Smith, on behalf of the Loomis Union School District. This letter generally reiterates his 
comments which are included as part of Attachment 3, and which have been addressed as part 
of Attachment 4 of the staff report. 
 
All additional correspondence is attached to this memorandum. 



 
 

 
March 9, 2018 

 
VIA EMAIL  
 
Mayor and Members of the City Council 
City of Rocklin 
3970 Rocklin Road 
Rocklin, CA  95677 
 
 RE: March 13, 2018 Agenda Item #22 Croftwood Unit #2 
  Comments from Crowne Point Residents (aka Croftwood Unit #1) 
 
Dear Mayor Broadway, Vice Mayor Patterson, Councilmembers Gayaldo, Janda and Yuill: 
 
 Since receiving notice that a new Tentative Subdivision Map, Oaktree Preservation Permit, 
Mitigated Negative Declaration of Environmental Impacts, and General Development Plan 
Amendment were being sought for the property known as Croftwood Unit #2, residents of Crowne 
Point (Croftwood Unit #1) have been working to educate ourselves on the complexities of land use 
laws, procedures and terminology, as well as the specific nuances contained in the historical and the 
latest plans proposing to develop the Croftwood Unit #2 property.  Given that no one in the 
Crowne Point community is an expert in this area of law, evaluating and responding to this proposal 
has required a great investment of time and disruption to the everyday enjoyment of our new and 
exceptional neighborhood.  We hope that the members of the City Council appreciate that while the 
applicant approaches the City Council as an expert on this subject matter with an attorney, engineers 
and certified land planners, the residents of Crowne Point approach the City Council as lay-persons.  
At all times trying to be reasonable and deferential to the right of the applicant to develop the 
Croftwood Unit #2 property, Crowne Point residents have been consistent: we have not sought the 
rejection of any and all development of Croftwood Unit #2; instead, our plea is for the development 
plan to be respectful of the history these two properties share, the original intent for combining 
them into a single cohesive neighborhood, the unique circumstances presented by this small, gated, 
private community, its distinct characteristics, and mutually deferential to the property rights and 
interests of the Crowne Point neighbors.  The current proposed Tentative Subdivision Map falls 
short in several respects, and there are significant legal and practical questions the applicant has yet 
to provide answers to, that make approval of this project as currently proposed unacceptable. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RE: March 13, 2018 Agenda Item #22 Croftwood Unit #2 
Comments from Crowne Point Residents (aka Croftwood Unit #1) 
 
 

 Before getting into our concerns and questions, we would first like to acknowledge and 
thank the applicant and its representatives for the three community listening sessions and several 
accommodations that have been made thus far: 
 

 A number of trees have been spared that were proposed for removal; 
 11 “buffer” lots have been increased to a size that is closer to the minimum lot size in the 

Crown Point community (though all 11 buffer lots would still be smaller than the 
smallest lot in Crowne Point, and not all of the lots that border Crowne Point homes 
have been labeled as “buffer lots”); 

 At the Planning Commission hearing it was agreed that the 11 buffer lots would be 
limited to no more than 50% two-story homes; 

 Lighting, street and sidewalk designs have been revised to mirror those in the Crowne 
Point community; and 

 Drainage concerns have been addressed. 
  
We are grateful for these concessions.  However, there is still room for compromise, and we have a 
couple of questions that arose for the first time during the Planning Commission hearing that as of 
now do not have answers. 
 
 The paramount concern of Crowne Point residents is and has always been the proposed lot 
sizes.  The original Croftwood Unit #1 map from 1991 and Croftwood Unit #2 map from 1995 
constituted a cohesive neighborhood – you’d never be able to tell that they were separate maps at 
one point.  The streets followed a similar design with curves and cul-de-sacs, and the lots were 
within the same minimum and maximum ranges.  The current plans reject this shared history. 
 

To a large degree the applicant’s plan is in fact a rezone disguised as a general development 
plan amendment.  The exceptions sought from the City’s standards set forth in Chapter 17.14 of the 
Municipal Code for the R1-7.5 Zone for minimum lot size and width, minimum setbacks, and 
maximum lot coverage are not narrowly tailored but sweepingly apply to 49 out of the proposed 60 lots, 
with half of the lots requiring an exemption from the minimum lot size.  The proposal is wholly 
incompatible with the Crowne Point neighborhood, and in fact 82% of the project is incompatible with city 
law. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



RE: March 13, 2018 Agenda Item #22 Croftwood Unit #2 
Comments from Crowne Point Residents (aka Croftwood Unit #1) 
 
 

 
Despite Crowne Point residents’ desire that Croftwood Unit #2 look exactly like Crowne 

Point, we accept this will never be the case.  But, to respect the zoning that applies to 
Croftwood Unit #2, to better integrate with Crowne Point, and to balance the interests of all 
interested parties, we recommend the following proposed changes to the applicant’s plans: 

 
 Maintain the 11 “buffer lots” in their current form (Lots #s 26, 27, 42, 43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 

48, 49, 50); 
 Add lots currently numbered 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25 as “buffer lots” to complete the 

border with Crowne Point – enlarge the lots along this border to a size comparable to 
current proposed “buffer lots”; 

 All other remaining lots must conform to the City’s general development standards for 
the applicable R1-7.5 Zone: 
 
Lot Area – minimum Corner 8,000 sq ft 

Interior 7,500 sq ft 
 

Lot Coverage – maximum 35%* 
 

Lot Width – minimum Corner 80 ft 
Interior 75 ft 
 

Setbacks – minimum Front 25 ft* 
Rear 25 ft 
Interior 7.5 ft 
Street 10 ft 

 
 *Allow exception to the maximum “lot coverage” for lots planned for single story 

residences and front setbacks, consistent with exceptions granted to Crowne Point to 
accommodate higher demand for single story homes;  

 Require that homes be “off set” to allow for privacy and for consistency with Crowne 
Point aesthetics; and 

 Maintain the compatible lighting, street width and sidewalk design. 
 
With these four modifications, Crowne Point residents whose views are represented by the 
undersigned ad hoc committee can support the Croftwood Unit #2 proposal.  We hope the 
applicant and the members of the City Council appreciate this concession.  It represents significant 
movement from our original position that Croftwood Unit #2 lots be at least the same minimum 
size as the minimum of Crowne Point.  We submit this is a fair compromise. 
 
  Having addressed our primary concern regarding the design of the project, we wish to 
revisit a couple of questions that were raised for the first time at the Planning Commission hearing.  
The first question pertains to Barton Road.  From the first community meeting with the applicant’s 
team through the third meeting, Crowne Point residents were advised that any use of the existing 
Barton Road access would not be permitted.  The only access to Croftwood Unit #2 will be the 



RE: March 13, 2018 Agenda Item #22 Croftwood Unit #2 
Comments from Crowne Point Residents (aka Croftwood Unit #1) 
 
 

Crowne Point private gate and roads.  At the Planning Commission hearing, however, it was 
revealed by the applicant’s attorney that because the property utilizes an existing driveway to Barton 
Road, and because one side of Barton Road is in fact within the City Limits of Rocklin, some access 
to Barton Road might be allowed, at least for construction traffic.  The City Attorney seemed 
skeptical.  Given that the two attorneys disagreed, we are unsure what the options really are.  The 
Planning Commission conditioned its recommendation for approval of the project in part on 
construction traffic being routed through the driveway that currently utilizes Barton Road.  If the 
legal issues of accessing Barton Road are not yet resolved, it would be prudent to continue this 
matter to a future hearing occurring after the answer is known. 
 
  The second issue that came to our attention at the Planning Commission hearing is that the 
vast majority of the restricted access open space in the Croftwood Unit #2 plans would become 
property of the Crowne Point Homeowners Association, which would be responsible for its 
maintenance.  The staff report states the following: 
 

Prior to or concurrently with the recordation of the Final Map, the project would 
incorporate into the homeowners association (HOA) for Croftwood Unit #1 
(Crowne Point) to form one comprehensive HOA. The HOA would be required to 
provide for the ownership and maintenance of the following portions of the project: 
 All streets within the boundary of the subdivision, including all sidewalks, street 
lights, utilities, and drainage improvements (not including the Lot D drainage ditch 
adjacent to tentative map lots 18-24 discussed above) 
 All areas identified as open space and wetlands conservation (Lots A and B). 
 Detention basin (Lot C) 
 All common areas, including pedestrian trails and overlooks 
 Public utility easement located between tentative map lot 60 and Lot B  

 
These conditions mirror the 1995 approval, however, the plan now being proposed is substantially 
different than the 1995 project.  Accordingly, this condition may conflict with the HOA’s 
Declaration of Covenants, Conditions and Restrictions (“HOA CC&Rs”), a binding contract, which 
cannot be undermined by any action of the City.  The HOA CC&Rs state that generally annexation 
requires an affirmative vote not less than 2/3s of the voting power of each class of membership.  
(CC&Rs, Section 15.03.)  However, with respect to the Croftwood Unit #2 property, annexation 
“shall not require the approval of either the Association, its Board or Members so long as the 
annexation is in substantial conformance with … the first Phase of the Crowne Point development.” (CC&Rs, 
Section 15.02, emphasis added.)  We contend that because the current proposed Tentative 
Subdivision Map is so dramatically different than the plan approved in 1995, it is not “in substantial 
conformance” with Crowne Point, and annexation cannot be mandated; a vote of the membership is 
required. 
 

Further, the applicant admitted at the Planning Commission hearing that no cost study has 
been done regarding the burden this will impose on the Crowne Point HOA, how it will impact 
dues, what the cost will be to maintain the wildlands and wetlands to ensure compliance with 
applicable federal laws and to mitigate fire risk to homeowners.  We have since learned that the 
common practice under these circumstances is for the developer to fund an endowment that 
provides the funding to maintain the restricted access open space, but beyond awareness of this 



RE: March 13, 2018 Agenda Item #22 Croftwood Unit #2 
Comments from Crowne Point Residents (aka Croftwood Unit #1) 
 
 

concept, we have been offered no information from the applicant concerning how the proposed 
open space acreage will impact our HOA’s finances.  At a minimum, we ask that any approval of 
this project in whatever ultimate form contain a condition that the developer fund an endowment. 
 

For the reasons expressed herein, it should be apparent to the City Council that this project 
isn’t ready for approval in its current form.  The Crowne Point residents request that the applicant 
submit a revised Tentative Subdivision Map that at least meets the City’s minimum development 
standards and incorporates the other modifications described above.  This would also allow the 
applicant additional time to resolve the unanswered legal issues. 

 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

Carolyn Petree Lisa Howard Randy Howard Karen Covey Ashlee Titus Bob Hoyer 
 

 
 
Enclosures 
 
CC:  City Clerk CityClerk@rocklin.ca.us 
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Nathan Anderson

From: Barbara Ivanusich
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 10:27 AM
To: Nathan Anderson
Subject: FW: Croftwood Unit #2
Attachments: 6 lot locations.jpg

 
 
From: Suzanne Krause [mailto:suzanneckrause@gmail.com]  
Sent: Thursday, March 08, 2018 3:17 PM 
To: City Clerk 
Subject: Croftwood Unit #2 
 
RE: CROFTWOOD UNIT #2 
TENTATIVE SUBDIVISI0N MAP, 5D2017-0002 
GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PLAN, PDG2017-0002 
 
 
Dear Council Members: 
 
I am writing to share my view on the new Croftwood 2 building of 63 homes.  While I did speak to this at the last meeting, I felt I was not clear enough, in 
fact, a little more emotional than I wanted to be.  So, here are my thoughts on this.  
 
1.  I have lived at 4430 Indian Creek Dr since 2001.  We moved here from Southern California and chose this particular lot because of the location and our 
desire to live in the “country style living” area.  An area that does not have sidewalks, street lights or very little pavement, not to mention lots and lots of trees 
and plants and of course the wildlife was also key in where we wanted to live and have lived for the past 17 years. What happens to all the wildlife? Why 
exchange grass for pavement.   
 
I would have to see a minimum of 12 cars on a city street, (each home usually has 2 cars, and more if there more family members living there with cars) 
enhancing the noise and pollution right in front of my home.  I didn’t mention the noise level of the people who would be living right in front of me.  I did not 
choose to live in this planned environment, if I had, then I would have chosen a busy community with homes, cars, lights, etc.  
 
2.  By looking at the plans, it looks like whoever designed the 6 houses (lots 55 thru 60)  on tiny lots must have NEVER actually looked at how that does not 
fit into the area or my view from my driveway. I will be approximately 41 feet from the front lawn of the proposed first house.  There will be street lights!!  If 
anything, the street lights should be put in at the far end of the last house in order to not interfere or should I say cut back on the interference of the intrusion 
of lights. 
 
3.  What I honestly cannot understand is this.  How come, I wasn’t informed of these 6 houses, 5 feet apart squeezed into 7500 square feet.  In other words, 
asked my opinion on how I felt about it.  Yes I know this is a foreign concept to many, build and ask permission later.   
 
4.  This will impact the quality of my life and affect the value of my home.  Is it fair to do that to a citizen of Rocklin who has been here for almost 20 
years?  The answer should be no.  The thought of all of this has created an very big issue of anxiety for me.  This is not the right thing to do.  
 
5.  It would appear that it’s all about money. Money, money, money.  Never mind the people, never mind how it would affect the neighborhood/area.   
 
6.  Also, I have heard that The Bureau of Reclamation or the Corps of Engineers said no to building a bridge over the creek. This would allow entrance over 
the creek.  Seriously, can you find a way to see how ridiculous this is.  
 
7.  The impact on our local schools is another concern. While I know that someone in your department mentioned that only 28 children would go to Placer 
Elementary.  Honestly, did you forget to count the babies, one, two, three and four year olds?  And what about the babies to come in the next few years?  
 
In closing, I ask that you truly/seriously consider the impact on the current neighbors and how this is affecting us. To be clear, I am discussing the proposed 6 
houses that would be built. I have attached a picture of my home so you can see the impact of the proposed homes. 
 
I thank you for your consideration and understanding. 
 
Suzanne Krause 
4430 Indian Creek Dr 
916-521-5165 
 

 












	Croftwood Unit 2 - Blue Memo - Additional Correspondence
	Crowne Point Resident Letter
	Krause Letter w Attachment
	Krause Letter
	6 lot locations

	Lozano Smith Letter

