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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning Comrnission approval on the
Penryn Townhomes development as currently desipned. Based on the testimony at the Planning
Commission hearing and the written comments from the residents to the Planning Cominission,
the development is unacceptable for the following reasons:

1. THE DEVELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED
3. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS
FOR THE DISABLED

4, THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING
PLANNER IS NOT BEING ADDRESSED
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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DFVELOPMENT APPROVAYL

We appeal to the Bo ard of Supervisers for reversal of the Planning Commission appreval on the Perryn
Tewrhomes deveionment as cumrently designed Based on the testimony at the Planiung Conimission heaning
ard the written comments from the Penryn residents 1o the Planning Commission, the clcw]-::pmem 15
unacceptable for the following reasons:

1. YIDLATION OF COMMUNITY PLAN:

County zoning ordinance states (17.02.050);

"0 Conflicting Provisions.

I Other Code Provisioms. I confiicts ocour berween different requirementy of this
chap.’?r or belween this chapter and other provisions of the Placer County Code o
hetween the Placer County Code and any applicable siate law, the most restrictive shall
apply.

2 Cammuniny Plan Standards. When confiicts cocur between {I:epra*'ifrom nf tais
chapter and standards adopted by ordinance in any epplicable community plans,
mcluding those areas within the jurisdiction of the Tanoe Regional Pionning Agency
(TRPA) the provisions of the community plans shall apply.

3 Spacific Pla s When conflicts pecwr betwaan the provisions of this chapter and
standards cropied as part of any spectfic plaw, the provisions of the specific plan vhall
apply.

HEPCP Penryn Parkway Community Plan

Page 5, Gereral Community Geal {2 MANAGE THE DEVELOPMIENT OF LAND 50
THATITIS TREATED AS A LIMITED RESQURCE RATHER THAN A PRODUCT TO BE
MAXIMIZED FOR ECONOMIT GAIN'

Paze 14, Note e. No dwelling units are assumed for the commercial designations
even though multifamily residential 1 permitted within the implzmenting zoning
districl.

2. DENSITY AND FUNCTIONALLY ¥FLAWED:

HBPCP Penryn Parkway Community Plan

FPage &1 policv d, Development shall be of a refatively low density, low profile type,
and the signing and hghting provided skall reflect such a pelicy,
specifically, buitding height i3 te be restucted 1o 2 maximum of
twio-stories. The area's histotical nature (1.2 Japaness hentage,
gold rush cra, Enghish settlement should ke reflected as much as
oossible (n the design of new butldings to be censtructed wathin the
Penryn Parloway area
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Pege 18 policy s Loty oz subdivision Wate The Plan states subdivision lots “shall
be ol adequale size and appropriate in shape for the range of prinary and accesgory uses
which are tynical {or the arez witheat:

1. Creating a feeting of avercrowding andior inftingemeant on privacy,
1. Creating measurable ervironmental impacts without appropriate
mitigaticr,
1. Creating the need for variarces to evdinance requirements such as
setbacks, lot size iminumnuems, Leight maximuens, length-to-width ratos,
2ic.,

v, Violating the goals and policies of this Pian,” [Pg. 18, policy 5.

This developmeit, with ns zere Yot lines and high density, violatey
this. This same statement i alsc virtually repeated on page 78,
policy 22, of the Design Elemen

Fage 25, iiem ¢ Only one high-density wea was intended, the pre-existing mebile
home park off Auburn-Felsom road

Note The haghest density 1a the “low density™ range (s onc éu pa
Aacre {23 d v peracre] (HBPCP page 25, itzin ¢ and weuld
allow a maximum of 6 d u. [2.2] acres, the net buildabie arsa per
the sampie densily comrputation for P in the zoning ardinance,
times 2.5 dow. per acre = 5.5 don 24574 = 61257 before any
density honuses fora P.I0, which cannel excesd 50%; vtk 50%
density bonus the maximarm d.u stil] would ke 9.

Jsing the example for calealanng density 1n a P.D.in the zoning
ordinance (17.54 0600 the densiy approved by the Planming
Commission for this develepmentis 9.4 doe. per acre (3.2-9975
for rpad = 245 butldable area, 243574 =943

it 13 doubtful this develepment qualifies for Factoring the
maximum density bonus fora P02 of 30% as | and thas project
may not be allewsed that as it1s a full "market vatue”™ development
ratner than a very low/low/mederate incoms {refercnce statzments
from the Courty and the developer. Nowv 2, 2007 telzcon with
Piacer County Chief Asnistant CEQ Rich Celwell), the maximum
du.is 3.2 (245 acres/ 4 acres per dux 150 [50% density benus])
for the whole project.

P.D. allowed density 15 requered to factor in the “sigmificance of

the beniehil to the commuonny "17.54 100 (AN 1)(d}] The

community sees this development as proposed ag a detriment not

a benefit! Within a fow howrs, one hundred and fourteen

community people {over 5% of the populztion) sizned a patition
supporhing appeal of the Planning Conuncssion appraval of this

project 1o the Board of Supervisors Vimeally evervons in the 7/_/,




community 15 opposed to putting this high density developiment in
tne rural Penrva ares,

3. COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THE RISABLED:

Penryn Townhomes Plan Is in violation of the Americans with Disabilities Act - Fair Hlousing Act
(i covering afl rental, condo or townhome units).

El f"l‘
rhed " NO PARKING), road widih driveway widih (11 feel), driveway length (5 fecit and

pathways of decomposed granite (rather than concrase) .

Project dhscriminates againgt the Disabled due 1o parking restrictions {entive plan z'.c ”red
Cié

1. Disabled County residents would be without access o “Flacer Dial-A-
2ide” Frogram doc te size and width of velnele and § foot wheelchair
boarding ramp. State Vehicle Safery pohey will not aliow disablzd ndes to
ke “dropped-off” on a County street. There are VO handicapped spaces
availahle anvwhere witlin the Penrye Tewshomes protect.

2. Parking spaces {or vans used for personal transpot of disabled or
wheel-bound passengers are required 1o be a rninimum cf 18 fect long by
5:1 feetwide plus a 5 foot access aisle, ar § teel wide plesan 8 fool access
tsle for Uvan accessitle” spaces. Due to approved garagze and driveway
lcng,ths_. Vars will not allow for the sate exit :}hcmclc, AND vall block
the entrance of the residence from the garage (regquinng wheel-bound
persons to travel a great distanes to circle the mualti-plax building, and
endure an elovation gain of as much as 23 feet, irying to do all thiscna
path of loose, and often muddy maenaly, Addinonelly, side-entry
disahility vans cannot be used thronghout project die towidth
requirsrnents exceeding 16 feet for safe entrance and departure of wheel
chalr hifis This project discnminates against our wheel bound citizens and

vaterans by not allowing for their “special needs”

Penryvn Townhomes is in violation of the Californiit State Archirect Access Design Manual
(will fail disability inspection for paving/no sidewalky and slope to enfrance exceeding 23 foot rise!)

1. Beeause the Penrvn Tovwnhomes project does not have sidewalks or any
pavieg to the street-side entrance of the resmidences, all visiting wheel chair
access indrvduals wall be requied fcircemvent the entire rnudtl-urit
structure ws order to enfer residence.
2. Slope on the single, back-side unpaved erirance of the building 15 1m
excess of a 25 foot rise, making wheeled entry impassibic for non-
motonized chans. This fact ALONE makes the Penzyn Towrhomes project
arnl 1::Sp63tmn farlure as per the Caltormia State Archiect Access Design
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Manuzel Additionally, elderly restdents will find great difficulty making
the climb for entrance to some of these buildings, especily on the loose
and unsiable decomposed granite pathwavs.

Penrvn Townhomes provides an un-safe emvironment for enrance of fire and ambulance service {due
to the strong likelihood that inappropriate parking, deliver service velicles or landscape maintenance
equipment will Block uccess to the Penryn Townhomes project).

1. Members of the Penryn Fire Board believe that this project will be
difficult to serve for fire protection due to the razrow roads, hmited
parking and no paving {rom the street 1o the building entrances. A single
vehicle parked 1a the “wrong piace” would essentially block tire enging
access to Pearvn Townhomes,

2. Without street-front paving to these residences, clderly or wheel-based
disahility ndividuals have but one exat from these buildings {10 the rea:
and non-strest side) This limitation could provide for a “fire rap”
situation whers residents would not be able 1o depart stroctures. For
oxarple, lets 7 through 16 ouly have one entrance/egress route {o the
street!

1, Perryr Fire sees that if this project is approved 1 1ts carrent plan,
Perryn Townhomizs will be “a chranic area of viowtions”™. Taw
enforcenent witl have 1o be diligent and allow ot personnel o tcket aay
and all “red zone” packing violalons. Pateng enforcement 15 a manpower
reguest that, at the cwrent thne, ne ¢ne can fund and no one s wihng to
encure.

4. There are too many dwellings for the size of the property. Raduction of
the density by several Townhome units coutd casily resolve the problems,
allownng standard 20 feet driveways, a street wide enaugh to have safe
parking on at least one side, sidewalks in front of the houses and »
recreational area.

4, CCMULATIVE IMPACT OF PENRYN GROWTH [S NOT ADDRESSED:

Placer County Planning Department failed (o properly evaluate the cumulative impact of the
projected Penrvn Growth. (Penrpn poputation witl grow 30% with curvent profect list, without
Bickford Ranch). '

1. Based on the 2000 census, the popuiation of Pearyn is around 2,200
Tae current project st for Penrvn ineludes 271 new units with an
County expectad 2.6% new 1esidents per unit {the planning figure wsed
in the Plan} which will bning neaely 1,000 new residents ta the area, a
0% increase 1n Penryn's popalation over the course of just a faw
vears The 2000 census of Penuwn satos that thers are 2,200 residents
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in Penrvn The cutrent praject list for Penryniincludes 371 new units
with an County expected 2 6% now restdents per urut whach will bring
near 1,000 new residents to the area, deabling Penryn's papulation
aver the course of just & fow years

Each of these developments has been viewed in isofation. The effecis
of past prejects, the ceffects of ather current projecis and the effects of
probable future projects ars cumutatvely considerable but not being
treated that way as reqoeirad by the CEQA {Title 14, 13604031},

[se of Mitigated Negative Declaration (finding that all impacts less
than significan: with mitgation} 18 mappropriate in dight of population

-

growth and requirements to provide basic services fo the people ot
Penryn. Negative Declaration has been too easily applied to Perryn
Townhones and other proposed pro‘ects.

Areas that will be DIRECTLY unpacted oy the cumulate Penrvi
growth and veguire full and hozest analyis to imclide, but aze not
inmited to- Traffie, Sheriff, Fire, Air Quality and Schoels. These
curnulative prorects also act i remave futere commercial developmen?
opporimiles, critizal to the service of the communily

The affected public have overwhelming expressed concerns of very
adverse environmental effects from this project, yet they have mo
evidence the County has given thase ©CnceIms se1ields consideration
{Tule 14, 150640

CONCLUSION: Penrvn Townhomes has propesed too many dwellings for the size of the
property (It is not 3.2 acres but rather 2.4 usable acres to build). Reduction of the density
by several Townhome units {to stay within the Plan directed maximum density of 2.5
dwelling units per acre of net buildable area) and redesigring this “flawed” project ptan,
could easily resolve many of the problems. Placer County Planning must adhere to the
Community Plan, must reduce density, must reqguire a safe environment with state
required access for the handicapped / elderly and must evaluate the cumulative impact of
the Penryn Townhomes and associated projects.

"lntoduction;, B Gereral Comrmuensty Geals, pg 4-3
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APPFAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL

We anpeal 10 the Board of Supervisors {or reversa! of the Planning Cornsaission approva on the
Paneyn Townhomes deve!cpmem zs currently designed Based o the testimony at the Planning
Commissicn hearing and the wniten comments from the resideats to the Manmng Commissior,
the develepment is unaccepiatle for the foliowing reasers:

i. THE DEVELGPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

" 2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED
3. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUILIC SAFETY AND ACCESS
FOR THE DISABLED

4. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING
PLANNID IS NOT BEING ADDRESSED
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APPEAL OF P VRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMV™NT APPRUY AL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning Commission approval on the Penryn
Townhomes development as currently designed. Based on the testimony at the Planning Comumission hearing and
{he written comments from the residents to the Planning Commission, the development is unacceptable for the
following reasons: '

I. THE DEVELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS
2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED
1. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THE

DISABLED |
4. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED IS NOT

BEING ADDRESSED

The following residents support the aboyve appeal:
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APPEAL OF " "RYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOYV ™ 'N1 AFFKUYV AL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning Commission approval on the Penryn
Townhomes development as currently designed. Based on the testimony at the Planning Commission hearing and
the written comments from the residents to the Planning Commission, the development is unacceptable for the
following reasons:

1. THE DEVELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN 1S TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED

3. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THE
DISABLED

4, THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM TIIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED IS NOT
BEING ADDRESSED

The foliowing residents support the above appeal:
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APPEAL OF P 'RYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPM "N AFFRKUY AL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning Commission appreval on the Penryn
Townhomes development as currently designed. ased on the testimony at the Planmng Comimission hearing and
the written comments from the residents to the Planning Commission, the development 15 unacceptable for the

following reasens:

1. THE DEVELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS
2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED
3. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THE

DISABLED
4, THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED IS NOT

BEING ADDRESSED

The following residents support the above appeal:

NAME SIGNATURE ADDRESS
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APPEAL OF P" 'RYN TOWNHUMES DEVILUEY NI AFURAZY AL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning Commission approval on the Penryn
Townhomes development as currently designed. Based on the testimony at the Planning Commission hearing and
the written comments from the residents to the Planning Commission, the development is unacceptable for the
following reasons;

1. THE DEVELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED

3. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THE
DISABLED

4. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED IS NOT
BEING ADDRESSED

The following residents support the above appeal:
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APPEAL OFTF RYNTOWNHOMES DEVELOPT "NT APPROVAL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning Commission approval on the Penryn
Townhomes development as currently designed. Based on the testimony at the Planning Commission hearing and
the written comments from the residents 1o the Planning Commission, the development is unacceptable for the

following reasons:

. THE DEVELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS
2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED
3. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THE

DISABLED
4, THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED IS NOT

BEING ADDRESSED

The fellowing residents support the above appeal:
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APPEAL OF I TRYN TOWNHOMES PEVELOPT NT APPROVAL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Flanning Commission approval on the Penryn
Townhomes development as currenily designed. Bascd on the testimony at the Planning Commission hearing and
the written comments from the residents 1o the Planning Commission, the development is unacceptablc for the
following reasons:

1. THE DEVELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

2. THE DEVELGOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED

3. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THE
DISABLED

4. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED IS NOT
BEING ADDRESSED

The following residents support the above appeal:
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APPEAL OF ] RYN TOWNHOMES DEVELQP? NT APPROVAL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning Cemmission approval on the Penryn
Townhomes development as currently designed. Based on the testimony at the Planning Commission hearing and
the writien comments from the residents to the Planning Commission, the development is unacceptable for the
following rcasons:

1. THE DEVELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIHONALLY FLAWED :

3. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THE
DISABLED

4. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED IS NOT
BEING ADDRESSED

The following residents support the above appeal:;
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