Terry Bennett

From: gilbert cox {gilbert_c2002@yahea com]
Sent: VWednesday July 25, 2007 506 PM
To: Terry Bennett

Subiect; Pearyn Town homes Project

Regarding the 23 Penyyn town homes projact, I think its a bad £1C for the area and deoes
not reflscr the wishes of our community., It seems as though, larely, our comments in the
MACD meetings are falling on deaf ears in rvegards to high-density housing in a mostly rural
agricuitural-residential area. Although the Penryn corridor seems (o have alliowances for
mixed-use, mest of the project slated seem ta be for high-density housing and the planning
dept. $eems o b2 going with that line of thought., I understand about the mixed-use cf
the Penryn corridor bueg develogers have moved to the other side of freeway on Panryn R4,
and are preposing Morgan Orchards 68 town homes and the Fenryn Mini-Storage across tne
sLraet

{520units) zoned 4.6 minimum acres

rasidential-agricultural land next to my house on 5 acres. IC appears these projects are
meving forward,

I feel Yike there 1s an open door for all of these projecks to go through without
considerarion of the residents who moved hare Lo get away from high-densicy living and I
cam not alone in feeling this way. . _
Altheugh the planging dept. are the professionals in these projects, and we are learming
the developneit process ,we still have the wote in elections in Flacer Co. for elected
officiais and at that time are voice will ke heard.

Sincercly Gil Cox

Fussy? Opinionated? Impossible to please? Perfect. Join Yahoo!'s user panel and lay it on
ve. npewp:/isurveylink vahos comfgmrs/yahoo panel invite.asp?a-7
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lerry Bennett

From: Arettafrank@acl.com

Sent:  Thursday, July 26, 2007 10:03 AM
To: Terry Bennett

Subject: Planmng Commussioners

1y nare s Arietta Balestreri, and my hustand, Frank, and i resida at 268% Fenryn Road.

ha Penryn Townhomes oroject is counter Lo our community plan and does not fit within the guidetines of the Horseshoe
tar/Penryn Community Flan.

Ve are strongly opposed to this project taking place. The impact on the envirgnment wquld be too destructive to say the_ least.
Jne oely need travel on | 80 in any direction to experience the traffic. The more vegelation cut down, the mare we contritule 1o
lobal warming. There is no difference betyeen cutting down the rainforests and cleaning land in ouf vicinity

lease do not contribute to the demise of this beautiful country. We do not want to lpose our peaceful cammunity.
incerely,

wielia Balestreri
rank Balestrerni

et a sneak peek of the all-new ADL com.
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‘erry Bennett

rom: Delnofamily@ack com

ient:  Thursday, July 26, 2007 1.27 PM
lo: Terry Bennett

subject: Keeg Penryn Pristing!

Year Planning Commission:

Ve moved our family to Pretty Penryn from the big city to raise our children in the country in
000. In those 7 years, we have seen major development moving closer to our little quiet

»wn. We purchased a copy of the 1994 community plan and were happy to see that everyone
greed to keep the quiet and sleepy tone of this old fashioned country town. Lately we have
2en too much happen too fast and not in line with the promises made in that document.

lease keep the development to the incorporated areas of Rocklin and Roseville. We would
ave moved there if we wanted all the hustle and bustle and crowds.

Ve beg of you to keep Penryn Pristine and perfect as it was the day we moved here! THANK
ot

s: The Penryn outlets and signage entering Penryn is awful and quite cheesy, The first sign of
enryn from the freeway is out of place stores, high density condos and cheap signs with
>utlets™ Then "massage" signs and such. That whole entrance to our town is terrible and those
‘ores are not needed there. They are completely out of place. 1 go by there all the time and no
ne is in the parking lots!

e were also disappointed to see the 15t and only stoplight installed to our town!

hank you

he Detno Family

Jonna Stefan Katherine and Patrick

Nablo View Lane, PENRYN!

2t a sneak peek of the all-new AOL com
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‘erry Bennett

‘rom: Debbi Carr [debbicco@yahoo.com|

3ent;  Thursday, July 26, 2007 1:54 Ph

lo: Terry Bernett

subject: Penryn Townhomes-August Sth Planning hMeeting

ar Planning Department:

¢ husband and I live at 7610 Logan Lane. We have lived there 23 years. Recently we have been attending the Penryn
AC meetings (not knowing that it even existed until this year),

> are against the 23 Penivn Townhomes 1o be approved located on Penryn Rd. between Penryn Qutlets and existing
rSeTy.

ter listening to everything said at the MAC meeting we want the planning department to know that we are totally
1inst these type of homes being built in our community. As we review the comments from our neighbors, seme of
0 were on the original board for setting up the community plan for Penryn, we agree that TN THE SPIRIT” of what
: Penryn Plan says about Density and cotmnercial--for the benefit of the community--we agree with the "Spirit of the
ginal Plan”. '

a1t would be the benefit be to those who live in Penryn if this project was to be approved? The roads are already
et crowed--1 can hardly get out of Logan Lane onte Taylor roads at 6:435 1n the morning. [ now have STOP LIGHTS
iting onto the freeway and off. What would more houses and peaple do for those who already live here? The schools
s overcrowded, the roads nol wids enough or big enough. The shepping in nearby Loomis is already everburdened

th peaple people people. What is in it for Penryn?

: need some commercial prejects, parks,walking paths and playgreunds for our community.
zase do not pass the project on the 23 town hmﬁes to be built on Penryn Road.

ank vou for your consideration and for listening to our inpul.

werely,

:bbi and Bill Carr

10 Logan Lane
nyn, CA 93663

tke the Internet to Go: Yaheo!Go puts the Internet in your pocker: marl, news, photos & more.

17l

V- Falale B



Terry Bennett

From:  Mr. Bungles [drewrad@hotmail com)

Sent:  Thursday. July 26, 2007 3 40 Pid

To: Terry Bennett

Cc: drewradi@hotmal com

Subject: Altn. Planning Commissionars ~ Penryn Townhomes

ttn: Planning Comarissioners for Placer Co.

rom: Andrew Radakovitz, resident of Penryn .
PO Box 623, Penryn, Ca %5663

car Planning Commissioners,

would like this detter 1o be entered into the record and read at the August 9th, 2007 meeting for the Penryn

ownhomes Project located between the Penryn Outlets and the existing nursery right oif of Penryn Road and
:xt t0 the freeway: '

tst over 3 years ago, my wife and [ and our two boys{age 6 and 3} moved from Stanford Ranch in Rocklin to Penryn.
‘e were ired of the suburban sprawd and rows of rows of track homes and wanted a cheice, something different. We
wse Penryn because we absolutely fell in love with the landscape of the arca and wanted a small town to raise our
nldien with an accompanying small town school. Loomis, Perryn, Neweastle and Ophir all stand out in Placer
ounty as a natural historic element to the region. The pasture, the cows, the mandanin orchards and palm trecs along
nglish Colony Way are a welcome alternative to the emply fecling one gets by driving through Rocklin.

‘my wife and | would have known prior to meving here that Penryn's rural nature was going to be compromised by
svelopers, we would have never come here. We looked 1o the general plan as a concisely written documnent, capturing
@ intent of the comununity by people who lived here, As someone who attends MAC mectings regutarly and as a
sident of Penryn, [ can assure you that this development is not something [ would want in my community. And | also
't understand how language itself becomes bastardized of meaning to the point where commercial 1s akm to
:sidential. Either language itsell s a compact, a trust, or 1t is not language. [t is something altogether disingenuous.
-ommercial' comes to us from the root word of 'commerce’{verb), something to transact, a business or trade.
‘esidential’ comes to us etymiologically from the root word ‘reside’ or residence(noun), a place to call home. To link
e twa diametrically opposed words mto one, 15 dishonest sleight of hand. And the generat plan itself does not
rcommend high density development penod, end stop.

nd with all due respect, 1 don't care how many planners recommend these Penryn Townhomes. Fither they do not hve
ere OF they need to read our community plan. There's quite a lot of things I mysclf couid recommend in other
zighborhoods, however, if you were to, say, live in Rocklin, I would hope that whatever my recommendations were,
ey would lend themself to the tone and intent of the area. Let's not make a mistake A poorly planned, mismanaged,
ybrid community 10 to 15 years from now will leave us all feeling disconnected from the intent of this area. And ]
sspect you ali, which is why | am warning vou to tread carefully here. [t is impertant to retain the integrity of each
ymmunity. That is not to say that communttics don't accomodate change, but it 1s to say that Placer County residents
zserve a cholce of where to live, If 1 wanled 10 hive in Rockling, I would move to Rockling Ttis only 3 miles away, I
hose notto. Please, do not take away our cholce by forcing somethiag ontw a commurnity that has expressly and clearly
aled its desire in 1ts community vision plan. Some peeple want to live tn Rockhn, They don't tike Penryn. God bless
wem. Sone peeple are jusi the opposite. However, if we take wwvay Penryn's ability from being Penryn by erccting

igh density wack, then there's no choice. Penryn's gone.

| R



¥e are alrzady experiencing enough encroachment as it is with the Sierra College exit skyline being razed to zero to
mbrace Sam Walton's dream. 1 grew up in the area. [is sad to see. Rocklin gets the tax base. Loomis, one football
ield away, suffers the impact on infrastructore. Nice.

suppose we could keep carving up the land right up 1-80 all the way to Reno, NV. But, at some paint, [ would hope
7al the planning commissioners would address the concerns of the residents along the way. The residents of Penryn
ave spoken, very clearly, in the general plan. No high density development. Why would a

stommendation be made which is contradictory to what caused me to move o Penryn? Apgain, 1f [ wanted high
ensity, it 1s 3 short miles away. Itis called Rocklin. And add to that what they are doing in West Roseville out to
tddyment 'Farms’ and beyond, there is ample choice for people to live in the area of Placer Country without
amprormsing sacred farmland and historical quarries. Indeed, with Bicktord and Clover Valley on the way, we are
Iready getting pinched out due 10 derelict planning. If people want to live in Placer County and want a low cost
[ternative, they exist... everywhere, from apariments to condos to duplexes. Rocklin is 3 miles away. 3 miles. Why
retend its not? ' '

hank vou for hearing my cencerns and [ appreciate vour time,

Gdrew Radakovitz

H0)397-8546

lon't pot caughi with een on vour face. Play Chicktionary!

LnannT



Ferry Bennett

From: Scoft Jordan jscoltjordan@nchb net)
Sent;  Sunday. July 28, 2007 7:41 FM

To: Terry Bennett

Ce: Leah Rosasco, Placer County Planning
Subject; Penryr Parcmay

2ar Terry,

has come to my attention that you are preparing a packet of information that will be presented to the Placer
nunty Supervisors on August 9th regarding the Penryn Townhomes Project. | would like to add my
‘ntiments to the packet if it is possible.

strongly disagree with the Placer County Planer that stated at the Penryn Mac
eeting she recommends approval of the project for the following reasons.

It is not consistent with the existing property uses.

This project is in violation of Pen'ryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan due its density
1d lack of a mixed use component. (1 believe its page 25 or 29)

1f this project is allowed it would set another precedent for future devetopment of like
nd.

nis area was clearly designated for mixed use commercial and residential. A comment
as made by the presenter of the project the area was not conducive to that type of
avelopment. ] believe that if people were to go to old town Auburn, down town

ewcastle, Placerville, Truckee, Lake Tahoe they would see some of the same terrain that
as been successful as a mixed use area.

here are other projects on the horizon that | have some of the same concerns for. | do
ot believe our area has the capability to handle all the added stress on its current, or
urposed infrastructure.

nfortunately | will not be able to attend the Supervisors meeting on the 9th due to a
imily vacation planned months ago, so please feel free to contact me if you desire
irther dialog on this, or other projects in the Penryn area.

espectively,

cott Jordan
ordan Family Farms

16-663-9759

AT



Terry Bennett

From: Sasko, Michae! C [michael c.sasko@pfizer.com}
Sent:  Mcnday, July 30, 2007 10:15 AM

To: Terry Bennatt

Subject: For Flanning Commissioners, Please Forward

:ar Placer County Pianring Commissioners,

mownting to siiongly voice my QFPOSITION to the PENRYN TOWN HOME PROJECT.

-a former member of the Penryn MAC and as a concerned citizen, this project is a diract violation of lhe Penryn Horseshoe Bar
smmurtity Plan. - : '

e Pearyn Town Homes Projct is a high densily residential 3.1 acre site positioned in the now beauti'vl Penryn Parkway. | have
ached a parcet hsting to show HOW Different this project is ... from the it negtbonng 10 acre parcels

:ar that if your Commission approved the Pearyn Town Homes project, it would be the first piece of a puzzle of ill-designed, high
nsity housing massing all the commercial zones parcels in this area. This project, & prop—os_edgmw;,hgu_s_e& doas nat
our cemmunity and would be impossible (o integrate into any future development plans. 1Uis an example of "make a quick buck
d lgave” mentalily ail to commaon with loday's developers.

zase defend our Pepryn - Horseshoe Bar Community Plan and VOTE NO on the Penryn Town Homaes project at your
:eling on August Sth._Thank you

gards,

tichael Sasko

30 Pennyn Estatas Drive
nryn, Cabfernia

16) BC2-0638 phone

16) 552-3427 fax

chael ¢ sasko@plizer com

15
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Terry Bennett

From: Chuck-Muriel Davis [chamdavis@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, July 30 2307 B.02 AM
To: Terry Bennett, Michael Johnson; Leah Rosasco

Ce: Andrew Radakovitz, Michael Sasko, Fredandlinga Williams: Gary Cheris, Stefan Delng; Gordon Rebting, K Tanson;
Jim Holmes; Fiacer County Planning: Buth Alves

Subject: To Planring Comnssioners - Penryn Townhomes Project
ny 30, 2007

£: PENRYN TO_‘»:VI\IHDMES - PSUB - T20060767

22 Plenring Commissioners:

zase vote INO on this Penryn Townhomes project!

our MO vote will protect and preserve our Penryn community "as @ scenic,
anguil, rural-residential community” as stated in the goals of the

orseshoe BarPenrvyn Community Plan(HBPCP) ™ This project does not il
¢ goals and intent of the HBPCI for the Penrvn Road area.

he Penryn Parkway, the area en Penrvn Road where this Penryn Townhomes project 13

cated, was intended in the YIBPCP "o encourage a compact, commercial cove to serve the averall Penryn area,
ereby eliminating the need for scaliered '

smmercial sites within the outhy ing riral areas of Penryn. This would reduce the

Hential conflicts with locating commercial uses adjacent to residential areas,

T aliow ample vacant commercial property (o serve the Penryn areq

woughout the life of the Community Plen ™

1s0, the HBPCP states within the Land Use seclion, that _
Vo dwelling units are assumed for the commercial designations even though  multifamily residential is permitted
ithin the implementing zoning disivict.”

he Penryn Parkway is not intended (o have the high density that exists in this project. According to the HBPCP, high
znsity 15 in one location:

The DR designation is provided in only one location within the Plan area

represents the smallest land use designation and comprises 12 acres, or .07%

fthe Plan arca. This designation is located immediarely adjacent to

uburn-Folsom Road ar the fur southwest portion of the Plan area, and

weagnizes an existing older mobile home park "

s you can see by even thase few quotes, this project does not follow the geals and
-quirements of the HRPCP.

nother reason o reject this project and vote NO, is that the mitigated Negative Declaration (MNDY), s incorrect in
swveral places where items should have been
iarked : "Potenually Signrficant Iinpact’. I have listed some of these items:

ems [X-2, 7 : This project definately conflicts with the HBPCI policies and would
ter designated land use. These should not be "no impact” as marked.

e XII-1: This project weould result s a substantial increase in population, e5p.
msidering that a nearby 85 -ownhome/commercial project 1s under construction, i TE
his should not be marked 'no impact’.



ems X111-3,4: How can a possible increase of 46-69 students at Penryn Elementary
hool be considered 'no impact'? And, the increase in traftic would definately create
~impact on road maintenance on Penryn Rd & nearby roads.

ems XV-1,3,8; These traffic issues caused by this project will not be resolved by
llecting fees for an improvement fund, as proposed. Already, Penryn Rd, English
Jlory, and Tavlor Rd has increased in traffic load, accidents and near-miss accrdents
the last couple of years. Some of this traffic comes from the new residents in the
nceln area who drive through Penrvn. Can you imagine whatincrease in traffic
il occur once Bickford Ranch is completed? Lately, there is a backup at the left turn lanc at that new light at the [-80
térchange, so that it's difficult for people to turn left out of the outlets. If this project 13 allowed 10 go in, the traflic
il be a huge
1pact, just from people taking their children to & from school several tmes a day.
Is0, 1 think a 2008 traffic study is insufficient for this area, which has had such
vincrease in traffic recently.

nd one primary reasen for yvou to vote NO on this Penryn Townhomes project 15
2 fact that on July 241h, the Penryn MAC unanimously voted to recommend that
0 vote against this project. Many residents were at that meeting and agreed

ath the MAC's recommendation.

lease vote NO and reject this Penryn Townhomes project and prescrve our
wral residential and farming community.

ineerely,

luriel & Chuck Dawvis
30407

0. box 397

enryn, CA 95663

w Uranite Hill)
16-663-4123

ark yvourself in front of a world of choices in alternative vehicles.
izit the Yahoo! Anto Green Center.



Terry Bennett

From: Leah Rosasco
Sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 808 AM

To: Williams; bsantucc@placer ca.gov, kdenio@piacer ca gov forman@placer ca gov, mstatfor@piacer ca gav,
Isevison@placer.ca gav, ghrentna@placer.ca gov; Michagl Johason, eivald @piacer ¢a gov, Roy Schaefer; Ruth
Alves: Placer County Board of Supervisors

Ce: Teriy Bannett
Subject: RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T200680767 - SOUTH APN: 043-080-061-0C0

:lg,

rway of this e-mail | am forwarding your lettar on to the Planning Commission Cletk, Terey Bennett She will make sure your
215 n the file and presented to the Planring Commissicners

zase lat me know if | can be of any further assistance

1ank you,
:ah Resasco

ah Roiasco

nior Planner

scer County Plonning Department
9 County Center Drive

iburn, CA 95603

©-745-3051 (Phene)

©O-745-3080 (Fax)

o Wililams [mailte: penryncad@jps.net]

ik Saturday, July 28, 2007 1:43 AM :

» bsantucc@placer.ca.gov; kdeniof@placer.ca.gov; Jforman@placer.ca.gov; mstaffor@placer.ca.gov; sevison@placer.ca.gov,
rentra@placer.ca.gov; Michael Johnsen; Leah Rosasco; eivaldi@placer.ca.gov; Roy Schacfer; Ruth Alves; Placer County Board
supervisors

1bject: RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 - SOUTH APM: 043-060-061-000

= PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 — SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000

¢ name is Fred Williams. My wife and | have been residents of Penryn for 30 years  We STRONGLY QFPOSE the E'enr*,m _
wenhames project schedaled to be submilted to the Placer County Planning Commission al the August 8, 2007 meeting. This
sject s in violalion of Penryn Horseshoe Bar Commurnity Plan due its density and lack of a mixegd-use component. The Peann
&C has recommended rejeclion of this project. There was considerable vocal opposition frem residents both tirmes it was
=sented o Penryn MAC

€ ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 meeting and defend aur Community Plan against
ih-density development. We respectfully request that this lefter be read at your meetng and entered intg the minutes

ncerely,

ed Withams
nrynca@ips net

B ]



Terry Bennett

From: Leah Rosasco

Sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 8.08 AM
To: ary Cheris

Ce! Te vy Bannelt |

Subject: RE: Penryn Townhome Project

giln,

y way of this e-mail | am forwarding your letler on to the Planning Commission Clerk, Terry Bennett. She wili make sure your
tter izan the file and prasented to the Planning Commissicners  Additonally, b have copied Michagl Johnscn on Lris
srrestondencs

lase et me know i can pe of any further assistance

nank you,
2an Rosasco

aah Resoico

mior Planper

‘acer County Planning Department
3191 County Center Drive

uburn, CA 95603

0-745-3091 {(Phone)

1-745-3080 (Fax)

rom: Gary.Cheris [mailto:gcheris@gmail .com)
ent: Friday, July 27, 2007 11:26 PM

0: Leah Rosasco; Placer County Planning
ubject: Penryn Townhome Project

ear Mr. Michael Johnson,

strongly Oppose the Penryn Townhome projec! scheduled to go befoce the Planning Commussion at the August 9th meating.

1is project is in viotation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar Communily Plan dug its density and lack of & mixed use component. 1 ask 1hat
i reject the Pencyn Townhome project and defend our Gommunity Plan agains! high-density develgpment. We are presenity on
walion and will not be in town by August 3th to persanally ohject to the prajecl

ary & Debbig Cheris
705 Logan Lane
anryn, Ca 09663
18-315-3150

Leah Rosasco, County Planner



‘erry Bennett

rom:  {an Tederean [dtoderean@ozarkine. com)

sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 6:4% AM

[o: Terry Bennet

¢ Leah Rosasco; Michael Jehnson: Jim Halmes,; Placer County Planning

Subject: Penryn Townhomes project

sm: _ Dan Toderean

Penrvn Rasident

e 07-30-07

X PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
iichael Johnson, Planning Director
3691 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603

E: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PI3 - PSUB - T20060767 - SOUTH APN: G43-080-041- 000
£ar CorTunIssioners:

i WE are residents of Penryn. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Tawnhomes project scheduled 1o be submitted
. the Placer County Planning Comumission at the August 9, 2007 meeting. This projectis in violation of Penryn
orseshoe Bar Community Plan due its density and lack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC has

commended rejection of this project.

“We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9. 2007 meeting and defend our Community
ian against high-density development. We respectfully request that this letier be read at your mecting and entered into

£ minutes.

incercly,-

an Toderean

2 Suvpervisor im Helmes
175 Fubweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603
Planner Leah Rosasco

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 144
Auburn, CA 95603

1¥0



Terry Bennett

From: Tammy Toderean@kp.org
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 7:43 AM
To:  Terry Bennetl; Leah Rosasco; Michae) Johnseon, Jim Holmes, planning@glacer ca.go

strongly Opposs the Penryn Townhome project scheduled to go before the Planning Commission at the August ath
:eeting. This project is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan due its density and lack of a mixed use
smponent. |ask that you reject the Penryn Townhome project and defend our Community Plan against high-density

evelopment.
hank you,
ammy Toderean
16-660-0801

16-784-4233

181 Marcob Way
Jamis CA 85650

2TICE TO RECIFIENT: Ifyou are nol the intended recipient of s e-mal, you are profbiled hem shanng, cepy.ng, ar olhenwise usieg of disclosing its conlents 1N yau
we recered s & mail woror, pleasa notfy (he sencer immediately by reply ¢ mal and germanenlly delete g e-mail and any attackments wimoul reading, forwarding ar
wing thera, Thaohk you,

(91



‘erry Bennett

‘ram: Williams [penrynead@ips. nat]

>ent: Manday. July 30, 2007 5:52 PM

for Terry Benrett

Sub}eél: For Plarning Commissioners - Please Farward

Terry.

¢ of my neighbors hag trouble sending this to you 50 he asked me to forward it. | see now that he had a {ypo in your addrass
anks,

da Williams

- Qriginal Message —---

ym: Bl :

: therett@olacer ca.gov

nt: Merday, July 30, 2007 5:30 PM

bject. Penryn Townhomes

*NAME IS BILL SPURGEON. MY WIFE BETH AND | MOVED TO PENRYN 10 YEARS AGC TO AVOID THE SPRAWL OF
ANGE COUNTY AND THE HIGH DENSITY LIFE. BEFORE WE CHOSE PENRYN WE FOUND OUT ABCUT THE PENRYN
RKWAY AND ITS OBJECTION TO HIGH DENSITY. WE BOUGHT FIVE ACRES. EVERYONE AROUND US HAS TWO TO
/E ACRES. TO ALLOW A HIGH DENSITY DEVELOPMENT WOULD OPEN THE FLOOD GATES TO DEVELOPERS. THERE
ANQTHER DEVELOFER PROPOSING 150 TOWNHOMES ON 15 ACRES ACROSS PENRYN ROAD, BACKED UP TO

IME NEW 2.5 TO 3 ACRE PARCELS OF NEWLY BUILT ROMES.

: REQUEST THAT YOU REJECT THE PENRYN TOWNHOME PROJECT AND MAINTAIN THE PENRYN HORSESHOEBAR
AMUNITY PLAN AGAINST HIGH DENSITY DVELOPMENT

SINCERELY,

BILL AND BETH SPURGEON
7760 PENRYN ESTATES DR

[{ A



Tuesday, July 31, 2007

To:  Planning Commissioners

: _ . Ty
Planning Departiment CER CO D
3091 County Courts Drive PLAATE. RECEN
Auburn, CA 95603 N}G 0 70
From: Philip J. and Diane S. Barger b G
. LA o
;9(‘3; 5 ];Sf?;?g ;Jane gO.Mml‘JS‘;O )
Penryn, CA 95663

Subject: Penryn Townhome Project

We Strongly Oppose the Penryn Townhome project scheduled to ga before the Planning
Commission at the August 8th meeting. This praject is in violation of Penryn Horsashoe
Bar Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mixed use component. | ask that you
reject the Penryn Townhome project and defend cur Community Plan against high-densily
development.

[ worked with a group for developing input to the Penryn Community Plan in the carly
1990°s, A part of that plan was “that high-density housing not be buslt in commercial
areas and that the commuaity goals were to "maintain the plan area as a seenic, tranguzl,
rural-residential community”™. The Penryn MAC commitice and the citizens at the Jast
meeting opposed this project. Please honor our views,

Philip ¥Barger



PLACER COUNTY
DATE RECEIVED

AUG 01 2007

PLANNING Juiy 31, 2007

To: Placer County Planning Commission COMMISSION

Subject: Penryn Townhomes Planncd Develepment PSUB T20060767)

We strongly request you disnpprnv'e the proposed Penryn Townhemes development.

1. This development is in dircet conflict with the intent of the Horseshoe Bar/Perryn
Community Plan (HRPCP), for example:

d.

b.

The only high-density dwelling area 1z the HBPCP is the mobile home
park on Anburn-Folsom Road.

The Perwyn Parkway was mtended to be the commereial area, and while
some residential use was intended, it was meant to go along with the
commercial operations. In no way was high-density houstng intended.
Under Land Use in the HBPCP, no dwelling unity are shown for the
Parkway {Table 5) and the note, “No dwelling units are assumed for the
commercial designations even though multi-family residential s penmitted
within the iwmplementing zoning district™ is added for emphasis. The
Planning Department maintains these ace intormational only and therefore
don’t bear on what type of developments can go into the Penryn Parkway.
However, 1 talking with some of the Plan’s developers, they indicated
that preventing Petryn Townhomes-type developments was exactly why
those words were put into the Plan.

Penryn Townhomes also conflicts with the basic iatent of C1 zoning,
which is, providing for small businesses to serve the necds of local
residents in the immediate area.

With the 85 high-density dwellings being built at Bovington and Penryn
Roads, plus Penryn Townhomes and other projects-in-planning that we are
aware of there will be virteally 330 high-density dwellings put in the
Parkway area. These take away the planned compact commercial core for
the area whiie dramatically inceeasing demand for commercial services!
This high-density development will seriously damage the uniqua rurai
character of the Penryn community, a character the I!BPCP plan was
spectfically written to preserve.

2. The Penryn MAC voted unanimously to recommend disapproval of the Penryn
Townhomes development.

a.,

When the developer made an informational presentation about a ycar ago,
the MAC made it clear his project as proposed was in conflict with the
Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan and was not the type of
development the community wanted.

Since he brooght it back to the MAC virtually unchanged w concept, he
must feel be can just “push it theowgh™ ever the desires of the community.



¢. Atthe MAC meeting the developer claimed that with the terrain and rock
ouwcroppings, a commercial development isn’t viable on that property,
only high-density dwellings are. He should have looked at hus South
property line, where Penryn Plaza, with much more challenging terrain
and rock outcroppings, i deing Just fine with commercial businzsses.

3. The Mitigated Negative Declaration is woefully inadequate. For example, ©t
states the development {60+ people, 50+ cars and 218 estimated daily automobile
trips out (rom an area just shghtly bigaer than the typical single dwelling site in
the Perryn area) has no significant impact on:

a. Ambient noise

b. Schools

¢. Fire proteciion

d. Police protection
~e. Population growth

We have talked with many, many in the Penryn comrmunity about this proposed project
and they are unanimously against it. The project as presently planned 15 about
maximizing the developer’s profits by building high-density dwellings while he
darmages our community and moves on.

Please disapprove this project. The Planning Direclor has stated at past Pearyn MAC
meetings that developments must be in compliance with the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn
Conumnunity Plan. Planning Commission approval of the Penryn Townhomes and other
high-density dwelling developments in the Penryn Parkway will make the Community
Plan a farce.

Gordon and Judy Robbins

7941 Logan Lane,
Penryn, CA 95663



August 1, 2007 PLACER COUNTY

DATERECEIvED

AUG 0 1 2007
Subject: Penryn Townhomes Planned Development PSUB T20060767) . PLANNING
COMMISSION

To: Placer County Planning Commission

I ask that you not approve the Penryn Townhomes development. Twenty-Three dwelling
units on 3.2 acres are totally out of line with the rural character of our community.
Penryn Parkway was intended for local businesses to support area residents, not high
density housing. Ruilding 2 development like Penryn Townhomes is simply wrong.
Please disapprove the project.

' . - ‘ 1
/ ’{f;i{,-u:m%_ ﬁﬁ—ﬁ'ﬁ% L7
Kathryn Goodwin I

P Box 251
Penryn, CA 93663
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Terry Bennett

T —— - o . - ————n —

From: Leah Rosasco

Sent:  Wednesday. August 01, 2007 8.06 AM
Te: Temry Bennett

Subject: FW Penryn Townhome Project - NO-

Jraspendence for Penryn Townhames

23

MBI

om: Daniel Runte [mailto:Dank@dprinc.com;
wint: Wednesday, August 01, 2007 800 aM

1: Leah Rosasco

ibject: Penryn Tawnhborme Project - NO-

:ah,
3 you live in Penryn® | doutl it.

ease do not approve the Penryn Townhome Project. This is unbelievable and absolutely doas not fit wilh this community. At the
Jgust 3" meehng, yau need lo oppose this project. This project direclly contradicts and is i violation of the Penryn Horseshae
3 Communily Plan, The mixed use compcrent and density of the proposed project is everything this community does not want.
w2 intent has always been to not have mulli family residences We live here because that is \he way the people of Penryn want it.

s is 2 very big deal, we the people of Penryn do not want this project in our commumty The zoning and master plan for this
=a dees not aliow for this

1€ biggest protlem is the votes by the commission and planning department are from people who do not live in this area. They
rem not to care if 1 does not affect them directly. 1 thes was Lo be buit next to your house, weuld you vole for 17 ) doubl it.

easa take this request senicusly as the people of Penryn live here because itis open and because it does not nave this type of
welopmenls,

15 your job [o histen to the community and vote the way the pecple of your community want it to be 1 doubt you will find one
srsonn favar of this project thal lives in Penryn unless they have some financiat meeniive associated with it

£ase vie no
noereiy,

an Runte
175 Butler Road Penryn

I¥7



Merry Bennett

From: GARY HESS (joanhessd @sbeglobal net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 01, 2007 1020 AN
To: Terry Bennett

Subject: Penryn townhomes

2ase give the proposed townhomes additional consideration. Those of us who chose to live in Penrvn did so because
the small town feel here. I, for one, sure don't want to lose il to developers, and I'm sure [ speak for the majoriy of
rynites. '

ianks,

an Hess

31 Brashear Lane

nryn, CA 95063-9011

%4



[erry Bennett

From: teahRosasco

Sent:  Weadnesday, August 01, 2007 1124 AM
Ta: Terry Bennelt

Subject: FW. Penryn townhomes

rrespondance for Fenryn Townhomes ..

2sh

b, BO9

om: GARY HESS {mailto:joanhessd@sbeglabal.net] -
At Wednesday, August 01, 2007 10:27 AM

11 Leah Rosasco

Ibject: Penryn townhomes

loubt you'll find more than a handful of Penrynites who approve of the Penyyn townhomes project. 1, for one, am
posed to any undertaking which will take away from our spacious, rural atmosphere, and high density housing will do
3t that,

1ank you,

an Hess

51 Brashear Lane

nryn, CA 95663-9611

194
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Perryn Towahome Project Page 1 8212007

Aungust 2, 2607

Michazl Johnson, Director of Planing Leah Rosascn, County Planner
3091 County Center Dirive 3091 County Center Drive
Aubum, CA 93603 Auburn, CA 95603

PH: 5330-743-3000  Jrosasco@iplacer ca goy
planningf@placer.ca. gov : PH: 530-743-3091

FAX: 530-745-3080
RE: Reject Penryn Townhome Pt‘i)ject - Aagust gt Meeting

Dear Direcior Johnson and County Planner Rosasco:

As long-time resideats of Penrve we join with our neighbors and community
‘members to express ‘sfrong oppasition’ to the Penryn Townhome projectas it is
currently proposed. My husband and [ have resided in the community of Penryn for 27
years, (Mictasl and Chery! Sclunit, 7911 logan Lanc, Penryn)

Whie we arz not oppoesed to new developrents int the commumty, we believe
that Placer County Planming Commissioners should be dedicated to protecting the
delicatz balance of aur County environmental standards premoted in the general plan and
smart development approved by those who live, work and own homes and businesses in
the community of Penryn. The Penrvn Townhoms project as it is cumeatly proposed is
contrary 1o commumty standards. Moreover, this project appears to be in breach of the
Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan due 1o its deasity and fack of a mixed use
component.

Clearly, proper placning identifies community issues by projecting future
demands for services, and thus avoids possible problems  The Horseshoe Bar
Comumunity Plan estabiished goals and polices for directing and managing growth. The
Penryn Townhome profect as currentiy proposed significantly changes future demands
for services. The Horseshoe Bar/Penryn community Plan states:

“The Harseshoe Bar/Penryn Community [Plan is the oflactal statement of Placer
County setting fodk goals, policias, assumptions, guidelines and implementation
measures that will guide the development of the area ¢ at least the vear 2010, The
Plan will provide overall direction to the decision-making process on individual
projects located within the study area™

And,

"Horzeshoe Community Plan at pape 7.

aComPlan.pdf

10
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Penryn Townhome Project Page 2 . - 8i22067

“Protect and preserve the unique character of the community. In the rural areas,
mainsain the identity of the plan area as a scenic, tranquil, rural-residential
community compatble with the area’s physical constraints and atural features.”

Thiz project contradicts the “goals, policies, assumptions, guidelines and
implementation measures”™ envisioned in the community plan. Approval of this project
challeniges the very integrity of the decision-making and policy-making process.

Therefcre, we ask that you reject the Penryn Townhome project as curmently
proposed ensuring that the Horseshoe Bar Comumunity P.an is respected and that an
excessivelv high-density development is not permitted. We ask that you crter our letier
of opposition into the record and give our comiments your serious consideration.

Chery] Schmit &‘}4 5

916-663-3207

7911 Logan Lene
Penryn, Ca. 95063
Schmit@@hughes net
And Michael Schmit

CC: Honorable Jim Holmes
Fax: 530-889-3009 bos@placer.ca.gov

? Larseshoe Bar Community Plan, pagas 11-13 F. Genera: Corununity Geals
' 1d., from foot nete 1.

]
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August | . 2007

Placer County Planning Commuission
% NMichael Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20080767 - SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000
- Hearing August 9, 2007

We, as residents of Penryn, strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes project to be heard by lhe
Planning Commissian at the August 8" meeting. This project is in violation of the Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mixed use component. The Penryn
MAC has recommended rejection of this project,

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend our Community Plan against

high-densily development. We respectfully request that Lhis letter be read at your meeting and
entered info the minulas.

Sincerely,
Zfzyfﬁ/ Q‘Z_ﬂ&%.ﬁl
Address: 2 AR G E% @f_g_-__

Fenryn, CA 95883
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Terry Bennett - Planning Commission al "2 [*-{;
309! County Center Drive, Suite 140 o '
Auburn, CA 95603 LANMNG DEPTY

e - am
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PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 - SOUTH
APN: 043-080-061-000

Acres; 3.2

Community

Plan: 08/0%/2007

Horseshoe Bar/Penryn CP
MAC Area: PENRYN AREA ADVISORY COUNCIL
Applicant: PENRYN 3.2 INVESTORS LLC
Target Date: July 9, 2007
Status: Mitigated Negative Deciaration publlc review ends Ficir
Lead: LEAH ROSASCO
To members of the Placer County Planning commission.
I strongly oppose this petitioner’s project.
1. Itimtroduces muixed zoning, of the worst kind.

2. They are using the zoning inappropriately for their project.

3. They are projecting a density of 7.1 home per acres, in an area predominately
rural in nature.

The mixed use consists of Commercial/High Density Residential/Commercial ali side by
side. These types of developments do not work well over time,

We, the community ask for better use and planning for our community. The MAC is
opposed as well.

Thank you for your consideration.
Personal Note, The family has lived here since 19001
Bruce Dunow 032-132-019-000
CC: Tim Holmes, Leah Rosasco, Planner.
3 s
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Plazer Courty Flanning Commiszion
% Michael Jehnson, Planning Director
A1 County Centar Drive

Auturn, CA 83603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 -~ SOUTH APN: 043-060-051-0¢0
- Heanng August 9, 2007

We. as residents of Periryn, stranaly oppose the Penryn Towohames praject o te heard by the
Plann.ng Corant.ssior. at the Augusl 9" rreeling. This praject s in viglatian of the Horseshoe
BarPeriyn Community Plan dus 10 115 density and lack of a-mixed use camponent. The Fanryn
MAC tas recarmmendad rejection of tnis project.

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhemes preject and defend sur Community Pian aganst
tigh-tens.ty davelapraent, We respectivily requsst thal lhis leter be read sl your nigeting ans
enlered into the minutes.

Siicerely,

%f’-?.r;,uf/ dfﬁf/wuﬁ.ﬂ/*’*
7S f(ﬁ/ ek fﬁé"///t

o "ILJO;’

/
“Addroas: g ‘{5—[;_1 ‘f/‘r l::!;” J,r f /jj’)ﬁ’/"l ,", %Z// A}r L’Ira’

Fearyn, A 32063
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Terry Bennett

From: Signe Adcock {signeadeock@sheglobal.net)
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2007 517 PR
Te:  Terry Bennelt

i Terry,

l¥ name is Signe Adcock and I have the pleasure of living in Perrvn. [ am writing to you to let you know how awful [
¢l about the propased construction of more condos on Boyington and Penryn Roads. ,
Feel these plans do not it in with the small community we have and love. [ moved from Roseville, where T have fived
1 of my life, 3 years ago to Penryn. The reason we moved was 10 have room to move and ta live in a small town like
oseville used to be. Please do not change Penrva in this way with new construction of condos thai will impact our
ymmunity 10 the worst way with too many people and more traffic. _

hank you for reading my opinion and please keep our thoughts in mind when voting on these propose project.

hank you, Sipne Adcock ' '

45



‘erry Bennett

rom: Evelyn Canis

Sent; Thursday, August 02, 2007 8:16 PM
Ta; Terry Bennett

Subiject: FW. Penryn townhomes

om: GARY HESS [mailto:joanhessdi@@sbeglobal . net)
int: Wednesday, August 01, 2007 10:24 AM

¥ Placer County Planning

ibject: Penryn townhomes

ease reject the Penryn townhomes project. This is the high-density development we Penrynites loathe and fear. We
't want to 1ose our rural home 10 traffic and congestion and crowding,

1ank you,

«an Hess 2351 Brashear Lane

qnryn, CA 95663-961 1
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TO: PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Michael Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUR - T20060767 - SOUTH APN: 043-060-06 1-060

Dear Commissioners:

T/ WT. are residents of Penryn. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomies
project scheduled to be submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission at

the August 9, 2607 meeting. This project is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar
Community Plan due its density and lack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC
has recommended rejection of this project.

I/ We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 meeing
and defend our Community Plan against high-density development. We respectfully
request that this letter be read at your meeting and entered into the minutes.

Sincerel

ce: Supervisor Jim Holmes
175 Fulwetler Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603
Planner Leah Rosasco ' T e
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140 i ;1 U e e
Auburn, CA 95603 ST R
P MSog gy 1)
ey q
I:}i_\___,ﬂ.fl_ 5 \’ } 7



August 4, 2007

Placer County Planning Commissicn
% Michael Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, C4 95603

RE: PENRYN TOWNROMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 — SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000
- Hearing August 9, 2007

\We. as residents of Penryn, strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes project fo be heard by the
Planning Commission at the August 8" meeting. This projectis in violation of lhe Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn Community Plan due to its density and Yack of a mixed use companent. Tiie Penryn
MAC has reccmmended rgjection of ihis project.

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend our Community Ptan against
high-density development. We respecliully request that this letter be read at your meeling and
enterad into the minutés.

Slncerely

2ié”,—§”/ /\ ;}] ',./C?_ iLCﬁdﬁ?f‘L. ?
ﬁa *a( % %?é.»‘?/’]‘zf 4_/_5. [ :
Address: {"Q ?7 /Q,{f ?Lgﬁf"f—» EA/’

Penryr, CA 95663
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August 4, 2007

Placer County Planning Commussion

Leah fQDSfo*CDJ Planpex o Ff,"m’ym 'ﬂ‘wa%pwu’,_s
3091 County Center Dnive _
Aubumn, CA 95603

Re: Penryn Townhomes PD-PSUB-T20060767 — South APN: 043-060-061-000 -
Hearing August 9, 2007

We, as residents of Penryn, STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes project,
scheduled 1o be submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission at the August 9,

2007 hearing. This project is in violation of the Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan

due 10 jts density and lack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC has
rccommended rejection of this project. There was considerable vocal opposition from
residents both times it was presented to Penryn MAC.

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 meeting
and defend our Community Plan against high-density developmen!. We respectfully
request that this lelter be ead at your meeting and entered into the minutes.

Regards, )
daiay gl NECE Y e
Andrea Cermak {Iirh?:' ~ J ! Iilf
Jeffrey Perkins LIIJ AUG 05 o7 1
7505 Penryn Estates Drive _ W
"1 \.‘ 5 12
Penryn, CA 95663 PLANNING DEET



August 4, 2007

Placer County Flanning Commission
%a Michael Johnson, Plannmg Director
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 93603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB- T20060767 - SOUTH APN: (43-060-061-
000 — Hearing August 9, 2007

We, a5 residents and homeowners in Penryn, strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes
projeck (o be heard by the Planning Commission at the August 9, 2007 meeting. This
project is in violation of the Horseshoe Bar/ Penryn Community Plan due to its density
and lack of a nuxed-use component. The Penryn MAC has recommended rejection of
this project and we heartily concuir, Preserve the rural nature of the Penryn community,
As homeowners the rural environment was the reason we purchased our property and
chose to rase our chuldren here. Developers should not be allowed to circumvent 2
community plan and alter the quality of life for the people of Penryn by pushmg through
their own agenda. '

We agk that vou reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend our Community Plan
against high-density development. We respectfully ask that this letrer be read at your
mieeting and entered mnto the minutes.

Sincerely,

Joseph and Lisa Pelieta
6440 Butler Road / P.O. Box 489
Penryn, CA 95663

AOD



August | 2007

Placer County Pianning Commission
% Michazl| Johnsen, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 ~ SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000
- Hearing sugust 9, 2007

We, as residents of Pearyn, strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes project to be heard by the
Planning Commission at the August 9" meeting. This project is in violation of the Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn Communily Plan due (o its density and lack of a mixed use companent. The Panryn
MAC has recommended rejection of (his project,

We ask lhat you reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend cur Community Plan against
high-density development. We respectfully request that this letter be read at your meeting and
entered into the minutes,

Sincerely,

éfﬁfé/f{ )/ /;ﬂ/fiwn

W&éraéﬁ (. /;»}_fig D23 LA
Address: m 3;‘&2‘5'5 157 6@4@(&3}\ UJQJ7

Penryn, CA 05663
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August 4, 2007 R ]E.ﬁ
Placer County Planning Commission i AUG DS T
Michael Johnsen Planning Die

| ea:h:r
3091 County Center Drive b
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Penryn Townhomes PD-PSUB-T20060767 — South APN: 043-060-061-000 -
Hearing August 9, 2007 |

We, as residents of Penryn, STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes project,
scheduled to be submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission at the August %,
2007 hearing. This project is in violation of the Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Pian
due to its density and lack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC has
recammended rejection of this project. There was considerable vocal opposition from
residents both times it was presented to Penryn MAC.

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 meeting
and defend our Community Plan against high-density development. We respectfully
request that this letter be read at your meeting and entered into the minutes.

chards

Andrca Cermak /ﬂ

Jeffrey Perkins
7505 Penryn Estates Drive
Penryn, CA 95663

AOA



Page 1 of 1

Leah Rosasco

From: Lisa Pelletti [Ipeletti@ hotmail. com)

Sent: Saturday, August 04, 2007 12:37 PM

To: Flacer County Planning: Leah Rosasco; Placer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: corcerned residents of Penryn

Attachments: Opposition letter to Penryn Orchard Develepment dac
To all concernad,

Please view, consider, and share the attached letter in regard to the Penryn Towohome project. We ask that
each committee member be given a copy and that the letter by read and entered into the mirutes at the August
35,2007 meeting. Thank you.

Sincerely,
Joseph and Lisa Pelletti

Find 2 local pizza place, movie theater, and more. . then map the best route! Find It

A
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TO: PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Michael Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 93603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 — SOUTH APN: 043-060-861-000
Dear Commissioners:

]/ WE are residents of Penryn. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes
nroject scheduled to ba submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission at

the August 9, 2007 meeting. This project 15 in violation of Penryn Horseshoc Bar
Community Plan duc its density and lack of a mixed-use component. “The Penryn MAC
has recommended rejection of this project.

1/ We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 meetng

and defend our Community Plan against high-density development. We respectfully
request that this letter be read at your meeting ard entered into the minutes.

cc: Supervisor Jun Holmes
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Planner Leah Rosasco
3091 Coupty Center Drive. Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603

A04



August 4, 2007 | 1 S
Placer County Planning Comunission

3091 County Center Drive -
Auburn, CA 95603

Gexry Brentnall
Re: Penryn Townhomes PD-PSUB-T20060767 — South APN: 043-060-061-000 —
Hearing August 9, 2007 :

We, as residents of Penryn, STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes project,
scheduled to be submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission at the August 9,
2007 hearing. This project is in violation of the Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan
due to its density and lack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC has
recommended rejection of this project. There was considerable vocal opposition from
restdents both times it was presented to Pennyn MAC.

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 meeting
and defend our Community Plan against high-density development. We respectfully
request that this letter be read at your meeting and entered into the minutes.

Regards,

M&W

' Andrea Cermak

Jeffrev Perkins

7505 Penryn Estates Drive
Penryn, CA 95663

A



August _&, 2007

Placer County Planning Commission
% Michagl Johnson, Planning Direclor
3091 County Cenler Drive

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 ~ SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000
- - Hearing August 9, 2007

We, as residents of Penryn, strongly oppose the Penryn Tawnnomes project to be heard by the
Planning Commission at the August 9" meeting. This project is in violation of the Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mixed use componenl. The Penryn
MAC has recommended rejection of this project.

YWe ask thal you reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend cur Community Plan against
high-density developmeni. We respecifully request Lhat this letter be read at your meeting and
entered into the minutes,

Sincere!y,' _ e _ o
f’l______:_\,,,ﬂ,& _ S LOPPA L
l)bi?k);gpﬂ_( 2,2V TA L

. e | - AL A SLY e
Address: <= AN\ \(,\),u \or ____\g\c:u;a ‘ (LS oA AD

Penryn, CA 856563
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August [z 2007

Placer County Planning Commission
% Michael Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 85603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T2OOBEJT6T SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000
- Hearing August &, 2007

We, as residents of Penryn, strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes project to be heard by the
Planning Commission al the August 8" meeting. This project is in violation of the Herseshoe
BariPenryn Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mixed use component, The Penryn
MAC has recommended rejection of this project.

We ask that vou reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend aur Communily Plan against
high-density develapment, We respectfully request (hat this letler be read at your meeling and
entered inta the minutes.

Smcere[y , ' D E @ E “ w E P

K an L,LL&,{ Sk AUG 08 2007

UALe e Ldesouierady PLANMING DEPT.

Address: (ST AJEZIL.L;;Q { s,

Penryn, CA 95863
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Date: /?/é //)’7

TO: PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Michael Johnson, Flanning Dhrector
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95003

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 ~ SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-004

Dear Commissioners:

[/ WT are residents of Penryn. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes
project scheduled to be submitted to the Placer County Planning Comrmssion at

the August ¢, 2007 meeting. This project is in violation of Penryn tHorseshoe Bar
Community Plan due its density and lack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC
has recommended rejection of this project.

1/ We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 mcciing
and defend our Community Plan against kigh-density development. We respectfully

request that this letter be read at your meetng and entered into the minutes.

Sincerely, _

ce: Supervisor Jim Holmes

175 Fulweiler Avenue Fﬂtww M,«WM '
Auburm, CA 95603 ' . iy g
[y fiff, Ui KBTERKO
Planner Leah Rosasco §i
osaseo So Sisley k-
3091 County Center Drive, Suile 140 { tl? -
Auburp, CA 95603 pé!\}‘gl'if‘j (n ‘7’3&965

A0
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TO: PLACER COUNTY PLANNING CO‘vI'\-’IlSSIO\I
Michae! Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603

RE: PEKRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 - SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-800

Dear Commissioners:

I/ WE are residents of Penryn. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes
project scheduled 1o be submitted 1o the Placer County Planning Commission al

the August 9, 2007 meeting. This project is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar
Community Plan due its density and lack of a mixed-use companent. The Penryn MAC
has recommended rejection of this project.

[/ We ask that vou reject the Penryn Townhowmes project at your August 9, 2007 meeting
and defend our Community Plan against high-density development. We respectfuily

request that this letter be read at your mecting and entered into the mmutes.

Sincerely,

/é/y w«o‘/ _,j/ %ﬂm | ) .

]

-’. .
.?2:1.'\.-;/.:' J _":A r}ﬂ-/,

ce: Supervisor Jim Holmes
175 Fulweiler Avenug
Auburn, CA 95603

Planner Leah Rosasco
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603

A0



‘erry Bennett

‘rom:  Leah Rosasco

Sant: Monday, August 06, 2007 8.21 AM
fo: Karin | Denpngerf@xp.org

2c Taerry Bennett

Subject: RE: Oppese Penryn Townhomes

11

3,
IS carrespondence will be added o the file for this project.

ank you,
at Rasasco

ah Rosaseo

miar Planner

acer County Planning Departmeant
481 County Center Drive
iburm, CA 95603
0-745-3091 (Phone)
0-745-3080 (Fax}

om: Karin, LDentinger@kp.org [mailto:Karin.1.Dentinger@kp.org)
ant; Thursday, August 02, 2007 4:53 PM

1: Leah Rosasco .

1bject: Dppose Penryn Townhomes

¥ ait cencernad,

y family and 1 are fzaily new residents of Penryn. One of the main reasons we chose o live in Penryn is that the area remained
.ountry -like”,

12 proposal o add nurmerous lownhomes would change Penryn inte what already exisls in near-by towns ar_1d cies
terafore, | strongly oppose to the Pearyn Townhome project and urge each and everyone of you to reject his plan during the
zaring to

> held on Aug 9, 2007,

ease say no o high-densily development $0 thal we can preserve our charming little town.

nank you.

ann |. Dentinger

360 & 7564 O Pear Hill Lane
znryn, Ca, 95663

olherwise using o diseladng i3 contents 1 you

: b ¢ went of Ines e-mal you are grohibied from sharng, copying, of
ITICE TC RECIFIENT: I yau are ngl ke ntended radp o C 0 o b or

e decened Wis genaln errar, please notdy the sender immadiately by reply e-mal and parmarently delale hs gamsl and gy alachimenis wis
iy themn, Thank yau

U0



rry Bennett ' M

om:  Patty Meifer [patty@ffoum org)
nt. Monday, August 08, 2007 B.51 AM

by Terry Bennett
ubject: Please provide a copy to the Planning Commission - Penryn Town Homes

7 Planning Commessionears,

Vwriting you to express my concesn that the Placer County Planning Cepartment and specitically the planners for the Penryn
a arz not considenng the spirit of the Harseshoe BariPenryn Community Plan when reviewwng and making recommendations to

elopers for projects in the Pearyn area. _ _ .
: Penryn Town Home devetoprment, on Lhe agenda for the Planning Commissign on August 9™ is the first and largest higher
:sity residential develapment to he proposed for tne Penryn Parkway As such itis bound to set a precedent for future

‘elepment.

ough the commercral zoning of the Penryn Parkway allows high density residential developrment, that property is ;learﬁy
ineg in the Penryn Commuaily Plan &s beng slated for small scate commercial projects to serve the local community.

fast count, there are ne less Ihan B high densily residential prajects being proposed for the Penryn Parkway, including the 130
t renta! condominium project - The Qrehard at Penryn. These projects are cieary not iadine with the spirit and wording of the

“nryn Community Plan for the Parkway.

e Penryn MAC, al the urging of dozens of residents, has unanimausty recommende_d agarnst the _F’erw,-n Town hornel project.
i0, iIncluded in the motion is a statemen! reaffirming that the Penryn Parkway is nolintended for high density resrdential

velopmenis

& planner an the Penryn Town rome project, Leah Rosasco, did not seem o have prior history or experience with the Penryn
rkway and was not peesent at fhe informahion hearing for this project where the community comments ail revelved around the

ippropratenass of this project far the Parkway frea.

seems ‘o me that the Panryn Parcway s being sacrificed to developer profits without regard to our residents or consideration of
at1s bast for the communtty '

rase consider sanding the Penryn Town Home projsct back to the planning department for additional review. The project dees
t contain any commercial elements. which is the use for which the Penryn Parkway was se! asige for in the Penryn Community
. The project is tocated between two commercial properties and is right next to the Penryn Business Park very close to the X
eway entrance The project is aiso close to ather large rural parcels 2.3 acre in size wheie new homes are currently baing Euilt.
ese single family homes on acreage were suppored by the Penryn MAC and the commurity as an alternative to the high

nsity rezidental developrments that had been proposed therg in the past.

ere are other alternatves fac this property that will it inte the Pearya Community Plan mL_lch be_tte.'._ Flease heip our GOy
asking the Planpring Depantment and the developer to explore those oplions and build [his project in the spintwith our

snmurnity Plan in mind,

wceraly,
iy MNeifer

Hh 218/224-6553
e 9168/6683-4931

A



MICHAEL C. SASKO
miciael c.saskofptizer com
Phone: {016} 652-6332 7530 Penryn Estates Dirive
Fax:{916) 632-3427 Pearyn, CA 936683

Gerry Brenmall
Planaing Commissioner

3091 Couniv Center Drive D [E G E .J b E \a

Aubum, California 95603 J'U AUG 07
i i 2507

f

Dear Commisstaner Brentnall, PLANN;NG DEPT

My name is Mike Sasko and [ a recently retired after 6 years on the Penryn MAC due to increased travel
requirements {or work, On Thursday August 9™ vou wiil hear a presentation on the Penryn Townhomes
I'roject, a 23 unit, smg!e family, 1 and 2 story attached houstng project on 3.2 acres in Penrvn. This project 15
the first of several planned cluster developments in our area o include Penryn Heights and the Condos at
Penryn. Cach of these pose a stgnificant threat to our community.

| thercfore ask thal you VOTE NO on cioster development in the C-1 commercial zoned arcas of Penryn. These
projects are a direct violation of the Penryn - Horseshoe Conumunity Plan which calls for us o “profect anid
preserve the unigue character of the conmunify” and thal “ne dwelling units are assumed for the
commercial designations even though multifamily residentind is permitied within the implementing roning
district”. We the cilizens of Penryn ask that development be consislent with QUR PLAN for mixed use
(commiercial and residential) for all projects on the Penryn Parkway. Penryn Townhomes represents the first
project attempring to creale lngh density, cluster housing in cur arca. Please don't allow this to happen.

Thank you Crerry for all you service to our County over the vears. We have met in my close association with the
Republican Congress and [ alwayvs appreciate your interest in keeping our communities alive and well. [ ask
you again for your support to stop eluster housing in Penryn. [T this prnject is approved, many more will follow
and this “rirg of duplexes surrmunding a granite outcropping” will be the first of many disjointed cluster
development in our area. Thanks for vou service and thanks for vour suppart. 'l see yon there on Thursday as
we work together to stop cluster housing in Penryn.

Sincerely,

A P
aichael C. Sasko
Penryn MAC

AIA



Terry Bennett

From: Leah Rosaseo

Sent: Wwednesday August 08, 2007 811 AM
To: Terry Bannet!

Subject: FW. Penryn Townhomes

More correspondence for Penryn Townhomes. I'd just put this in the file with any cthers

that came in after the malloub,
Thanks!

Leah
Ext . 3091
————— Criginal Message-----
rom: Pet Gazstbe [mailoo:editordgnetgazette.cral
Zent: Wednesday, August 08, 2407 9:07 AM
To: Lealh Rosasco
Subject: Penryn Townhomss

August T, 2007

FPlacer County FPlanring Commission

c/w Michael Johnscn, Planning Direchbor
309l County Center Drive

Auburn CTA  4S603

RE: FPonryn Townhomesz PO - PSUB - T2008G767 - South APN: 243-060-081-000 Hearing August
G, Z0d7
We, as residents of Penryn. strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes project_t? t; hea?d by

" tne Planning Commission at the August Fth meeting. This projechk 18 1n viclabion of the

Yorseshee Bar/Penryn Community Plan due to its density and kack of
The Penryn MACZ has recommended rejecsticn of this project. :

We ask that you rejeszt the Penryn Townhomes project and defernd cur

a4 mixed use component.

Communlty Plan againsr

high-density develapmeny . We respectfully reguest that thig letter ke read atb your

mesting and entered into the minukes.
Sincerely,
Johnita Wemken & Michaesl Martin

7535 Ridgeview Lane
Penryn, CA S5a63



‘erry Bennett

*rom: Leah Rosasco

Sent: Thursday, August G4, 2007 7:45 AM

Tao: Terry Bennett

Subject: FW. Tert Subdivision MaprUse Permit Penryn Townhomes

‘mpartance: High
nr/n Townhomes cormespandance ..

L
an

0]

om: Pine Broak Village {mailto: phvillage@attgtobal net)

:int: Wednesday, August 08, 2007 4,45 PM

1t Leah Rosasco

ibject: Tent, Subdivision Map/Use Permit Penn,rn Fownhomes
':p-::-rtanl:e High

= PSUB TZCIGE- 67

1ank you for advising me that the scheduled hearing on August 3, 2007 wali be delayed because of failure lo property post the
cperty. | would appraciate notihcation when the heanng will be held

my opinion it is a shame that Placer County is nat pursuing the original planning to develop Ihis in other than residential. The
opertigs along Penryn Road near the freeway are ideally located for the develeprment of small pusinesses (hat can_beneful frarm
1gy freeway access. | am advised by brokers who service this area that there is shortage of flex-space for which this ready
'eess 10 Lhe Interstale 80 would bedeal. Approving residential properties may enhance the value of the property howeverit
gates dissension at such time as commercial developments want to come inlo the area  For this reasan, | am oppesed to the
anting of residential usage on APN (43-060-061. :

gva Cimaroli, Co-owner, representing Pinebrook Village L. P.. APN Q43-060-032-310
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From: STERAL Vs LSIAN Y
7740 LOEAN L

PPELAY N -A

Daer S~ -07

TO: PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Michacl Johnson, Planning Dircctor

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
CAuburn, CA 95603 '

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20460767 ~ SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000

Dear Commissioncrs:

1/ WE are residents of Penryn. 'We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes
project scheduled 1o be submiited to the Placer County Planning Commission at

the August 9, 2007 meeting, This project is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar
Community Plan due its density and lack of a mixed-use component, The Penryn MAC
has recommended rejection of this project.

1/ We ask that vou reject the Pencyn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 meeting

and defend our Community Plan against high-density development, We respectfulily
request that this letter be read at your meeting and entered it the minutes.

o

ce: Supervisor Jim Holmes
175 Fuhweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Planner Leah Rosasco

3691 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Aubum, CA 95603

Y



Terry Bennett

From; chuisking@viedu org

Sant: Tuesday, August 14, 2007 6.02 Al
To: Terry Bennett

Subject: Penryr Develdpmant

Hello,

I hawe been a resident of Placer County all of my life. I kave lived in varisus cities
throughout the county and chose Penryn to scttle. I ehese this community because of Che
lack of apartments, duplexes, and townhomes. . . o
Penryn is a section of the county for low density housing. FPlease den’t ryuin this nice
comnunity for the sake of a dollar. There are othey plases in Aubura, Roseville, and
Rocklin thnat would welcome vour developments with open arms. We only have one way cut of
Penryn that is not impacted with traffic and you want to destroy that. Soa't allow this an
Our commenity., There are only three areas of Placer County, south of Auburn;Newcastie,.
Ophir, and Penryn, in my cpinion., that still have a high guality of life. Please keep It
that way. ’

Thank you for your time,
Cindy Huisking

Al
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August __, 2007

Placer County Planning Coemmission

% Michael Johnscn, Planning Director”
3C91 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUR - T20060767 — SOUTH APN 043-0€0-061-0C0
- Hearing August 9, 2007

We, as residents of Penryn, strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes prqject to be heard by the
Planning Commission al the August §" meeting. This project is in vialation of the Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mixed use component. The Penryn
MAC has recommended rejection of this project.

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend our Community Plan against

high-densily davelepment, We respectfully request thal this Teller be read at your meeling and
_._enlered into the minutes, '

, Smce?_l i (Ll g [f ¢ s
7 2750 7/@5 % /Z(/
Address: @/ Z( i1 [//f jZ[//\)

Penryn, CA f45663

I fiitene v Churs Locdics

AlT



‘erry Benne

B —

‘rom:  Chaces Gragg [c.gragg@sbeglobal net]
jent:  Tuesday, August 21, 2007 9:32 AM

o Placer Courly Board of Supervisors
€0 Terry Bennett; Michael Johnson
subiject: Penryn Comunity Plan

:ase roule this email to Jim [Telmes with copies to all Supervisors. Thanks
, Holmes,

nryn residents are now painfully aware of the numerous housing projects that are being considered for the
ilncorporated area of Penryn, including, '

nryn Condos - (150 rental condos) located near the Lutheran church off of Penryn Road and Highway 80.
nryn Heights - Mulriple rental duplexes near the Valencia Club at Taylor Read and English Colony.
aryn Tewnhomes - 23 umit single family townhomes (rentals) off of Penryn road.

s onslaught of afferdable housing is obviously being "dumped" ¢n the Unincorporated arca of Penryn for obvious
ssons. In violation of the Perryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan, this dumping by the Placer County Planning
yonmission and the Placer County BOS (if approved) have a significant negative impact on the area and property

lues. Having been indepthly involved several years back in the fiasco of Bickford Ranch and the Placer County
anning Comrmission and BOS all ignoring the findings of the EIR under the guise of the now infamous statement, "but
¢ benefits outweigh the negative impacts”, | and my ncighbors are all to familiar with the "tax Issucs” and developer
voritism™ used by Placer County in assessing projects of this nature.  The so called Penryn Ouilets are a perfect
ample of the substandard building code being applied by builders in this area. Be it known that we will not stand idly
- and have our arca used as the garbage dump for Placer County. '

an we count on your support in defending the beautiful arca of Penryn and protecting our property valucs?

hartes 1. Gragg

138 Ridgevicw Lane
:nryn, CA 93663
19-663-1803
graggi@sbeglobal net

Al
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Kathi Heckert

From: Delnofamily@aol.com

Sent:  Thursday, September 13, 2007 10:13 AM .
To; Kathi Hecken

Subject: Panryn

Please add my name to the list about anything happening in Penryn!!
We are a nice family that moved to the country to raise the kids. We found Perfect

Penryn, however, are VERY disappointed about all of the development you are

allowing to ruin our quaint townl
Please put me on your list so | can keep mformed as to what is going on.

Thank you
Donna Delno

See what's new at AQOL com and Make AOL Your Homepage.

Al



Judy Bennett
8725 La Tierra Court
Penryn, CA 95663

Sepiember 14, 2007

Placer County Planning Commission
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95803

RE: Penryn Townhomes

I am writing in support of the Penryn Townhomes project proposing 23 single
famnily attached one and two-story townhomes to be located on Penryn Road
near |-80.

According to our Community Pian, the townhomes are an appropriate use for the
desirable site, which the develgpers have expressed a commiiment to preserve
as much as possible. 1tis appreciated that the townbornes are located close to
freeway access and will not impact traffic along Penryn’s rural roadways. The
architectural design presented for review is appealing on the site, and it is
understoed thare will be a homeowners’ association formed to maintain the 1.71
acres of common area included as part of the development pian.

As a Penryn resident who enjoys the rurat nature of our community, | continue 1o

urge careful, thaughtful planning of this area, and believe this project qualifies as
an appropriate addition to the Penryn community.

Judy Bennett
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Kathi Heckert

From: ea_gibsonfyjuno.com
Sent: Friday, September t4, 2007 2:20 PM
To:  Kathi Hackert

Hi, _

Please add me to the mailing list of both the Penryn Townhouscs and the Penryn Heights project.
Thanks.

Derise Gibson

PO, Box 636

Penryn; Ca 95663



Page 1 of |

Kathi Heckert

From: Terry Bennelt

Sent: Tuesday, September 18, 2007 §:06 AM
To: Kathi Hacken

Subject: FW: Placer County Planning Commission

From: Mygokings@wmconnect com [mailto:Mygokings@wmecannect.com]
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2007 §:46 PM

Ta: Terry Bennatt

Subject: Placer County Planning Commission

Friday, September 14, 2007
Placer County Planniing Commisslongrs;

The developerd who are $eeking your favorable decidion regarding
their Penryn Town Homes project don't glve a vats ass about
Penrywn residents and you Rnow it.

Developerd trashed Rodeville and Rocklin for the $ole purpode of
lining thetr own pocketd and you know it.

Ownce 2gain, developers are trijing to trash Penryn (and Loonmlis)
awnd you ke ows Lt |
Your Job is to protect mag (from them) and You Rinow it Do lour

joo!
Reaards,

lda Mae Lasiek
Pavwam

ARR
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Kathi Heckert

From:  Chuck-Muriel Davis [chamdavis@yahoo.com|
Sent: Monday, Oclober 41, 2007 710 AM

T Terry Bennelt; Kathi Heckert
Cc: Jim Halmes: Michael Johnsen; Leah Rasasco; Michael Sasko; Phii Barger, Gordon Robibins: Cheryt
Schmit

Subject: Penryn Townhomas- lelter 1o Commissioners- Ot 11th Hearing
TO: Planning Comimissioners
RE: Penryn Townhomes - PSUB T20060767 -- Oct. 11, 2007 Hearng
We request that you DISAPPROVE of ihis Penrvn Townhomes project.

This project does not it within the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan (HBPCP},

In addition, the planning department reported in 18 staff report, for the August 9, 2007 hearing, that two
requirements are being waived, but neither of these requirements, nor the fact that they are being
waived, were reported in the Negative Declaration of 6:7/07. It is disconcerting that two critical 1ssues
were NOT in this public document!

I. Unit Briveways only 3 to 10 feet long., .20 feets_ the reguirement,

The 8907 staff report, py 5, reported:

The Engineering and Surveying Department has concerns with the proximity of the garage to the
interior circulation ruad as theve (s not a 20 foot space hetween the fuce of the garage door and the
edge of pavement to allow Jor driveway parking.

But, in the NegDec, i€ 15 reporied:

MM XV.5 Parking in front of driveways and parallel parking along the internal loop road Is prohibiled.
“No parking " signs shall be provided along the on-site internal lnop road.

Discussion - Ifem XV-5: The proposed project will not result in insufficient parking capacity
on-site or off-site as the project meets the minimum parking standards sef forth for multi-famiy
residential Planned Developments as sef forth in the Placer County Zoning Ordinance.

There is no wention in the Neglee that the drivesways for this proposed developrent will be 5 10 1) feet long, nor that a 20
foot driveway requirerment was warved. Docs prokibiting "parking in front of driveways” mean that cars wilk not be alluwed
W the driveways? This 8 anreadistic and could possbly create a safety bazard. Visitors could end up parking aut on Penovn
Kd. How can the 20 foot reguirement be waived?

2. No Active Recreation area . hut one is required fue a prajget thes size.

On Pg 3 of the 8907 stafT report:

The propased project does not include active recreation facilities onsite, which are tipically reguired
for Planned Developmenis that inchude more than 20 units, however Section [7.34.J00 (D) (4} of the
Zoning Ordinance allows for the payment of an in-lien fee for vecreation facifities, provided the
Planning Commission is able 1o make the finding that constructing such fcilities onsite is not feasible.

But, in Ihe NegDec, it is reported.
Discussion- ltem XIV-1:
The propaved project will ror iely resnlt in the increased use of an exiziing neighborkood park such that substantal

AA
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deterioraiion would occur as the proposed profect includes the construction of recreational open space WitA passive
recroational facilities on-sire,

Why is this requirement of an "active recreation” facility being waived and why was this requirermeni not mentioned in the
NegDee?  If there (s no room for an active receeation area, then the project should be reduced or changed 1o provide the
reguirement.

of the HBIPCP for Penryn Parkw;

3. Pearyn Townhomes is counter tothe tniant

The Pearyr Parkway "is meant to provide a mixed-use area, including multiplefaraily residential professional affice. and

commercial uses.” There are already 83 townhomes being built en Bovington Rd. [{the Parkway s filled with muiu-
farmily housiog, where will the other nixed-use developments planned toe the Parkway go?

According o the HBPCP, Medwm Density Residental (which "alfows 2 o 4 units per acre, and primarily includes existing
L] . . .

small-lof sngle-family subdivisions” Y may be  logated adjacent fo the Penrpn Parkway and is preseady undeveloped. This

may present an opportunity o provide future riti-family affordable housing for the area’s residents. This is especeally true

duz to the site’s location adiacent 1o the Penryn Parbvay comnigreial ares . The Penryn Townhomes project exceeds this
2-3 unitsfaere for MDR.

According to the HBPCT: * The Parkway iy infended to provide services to both local residents and travelers along I-80. The
intent behind designating a concise, identifiable area on the Plan map is 1o encourage o compaci, commerctal core [0 serve
the overall Penryn area. thereby eliminating the need for scattered commercial sites within the outlying ruval aveas of
Fenryenr. "

The Penryn Parkway is planned to be & urique and beaunful srca of mixed used businesses, eg specialty retal, nurserics,
ete, that will meet the needs of the Incal residents as well as visttors. This s eng of many quetes from the HBPCP thar
depicts the intent for the Penryn Parkway: “The area's historical nature (v o, Jopanese heviiage, gold rush era, English
settlemont) should he reflecied as much as possitie w the design of new buildings to be canstructed within the Penryn
Parkeay areg.

Please dizapprove the Penrvn Townhomes project and protes? the unique and historieal Peuryn érea.

Smeerely,

Chuck & Muriel Travis
107107

916-663-4123

w0 box 397

Fenryn, (A 956613

Got a hittle couch potato?
Check out fun summer activinies {or kids.

A2



MICHAEL C. SASKO

tnichacl.csasko@pfizer.com

Phone; {916) 652-6532 73530 Penryn Estates Drive
Fax: (916) 632-3327 Penrvn, CA 95663

Larry Sevison

Planning Commissioner
3091 County Center Dirive
Auburn, California 95603

Dear Commissioner Sevison.

My name 1s Mike Saske and 1 a recently retired afler 6 years on the Penrvn MAC due o increased travel
requiremernts for work, On Thursday October 11 vou will hear a presentation on the Penryn Townhomes
Project, a 23 unit, single family, 1 and 2 story attached housing project on 3.2 acres in Penrysn This project is
the first of several ptanned cluster devclopments in our arca to include Penryn Heights and the Condos at
Penryn. Laach of these pose u significant thraat to our community.

A thercfore ask that you VOTE N on eluster development in the C-1 commercial zoned areas of Penryn. These

projects are a direct violation ol the Penrvn — Horseshoe Community Plan which calls for us 1o “protect and
preserve the wunigue character of the community” and thal “no dwelling units are assumed for the
commerciul designations even though multifomily residentiol iv permitted within the implementing zoning
district”. We the citizens of Penryn ask thut developraent be consistent with OUR PLAN lor mixed use
(commercial and residential) for all projects on the Penryn Parkway,  Penryn Townhomes represenis the firs
project atlempting to create high density, cluster housing in our area. Last week County Planning allowed
driveway length to be shortened from 207 down 1o a 5 miniguem. Pleasc don’Callow this o happen.

Thank you Mr. Sevison for all you service 1o our County over the years. T always appreciate your mterest in
keeping our communities alive and well. T ask vou again for vour support to stop cluster housing in Penryn, I
ih_is project is approved, many more will follow and this “ring of duplexes surrounding a granite sulcropping”
will be the first of many disjointed cluster development in our area. Thanks for you service and thanks for vour
support. I'H sce vou there on Thursday as we work together to stop cluster housing in Penryn.

Sincerely,

<A PLas S\i’(';’. /{}4'}&;4 IE‘C/ !‘?x‘ 'r{‘c /C
Michael C. Sasko
Penryn MAC
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PLACER COUNTY
DATE RECEIVED

fuly 31, 2007 AUG 01 2007

To: Placer County Planming Commission PLANNING
COMMISSION

Subject: Penryn Townhomes Planned Development PSUB T20060707)

I ask that vou not approve the Penryn Towrnhomes development. Twenty-Three dwelling
units on 3.2 acres are totally out of line with the rural character of our community.
Penryn Parkway was intended for local businesses to support area residents, not high
density housing, Building a development like Penryn Townhomes i3 simply wrong.
Please disapprove the project.

s ’ ! . L. . A
e ‘ T -:'_ R S A L.{ -l
A

Robert L. Christenset
P.C. Box 251

1420 Sisley Road,
Penryn, CA 93663
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Date: 77 "_f;ﬁ{,’f-’/é/_:‘d?“

TO: PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Michael Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive, Surte 140
Auburn, CA 935603

PLACER ,
AT R

AUG 01 g007

FLANNING
COMMISSION

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 ~ SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000

Dear Commissioners:

1/ WE are residents of Penryn. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes
project scheduled to be submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission at

the August 9, 2007 mecting. This project is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar
Community Plan duc its density and lack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC

has recommended rejection of this project.

I/ We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 meeting
and defend our Community Plan against high-density development. We respectfully
request that this letier be read at your meeling and entered inte the minutes.

Smeerely,

P
o /
u’é Zéfffgéfﬂﬁ,s T At iy e

ce: Supervisor Jim Holmes
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Planiner Leah Rosasco :
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603

Y
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Leah Rosasceo

From: Sazko, Michael G [michael c.sasko@pfizer.com|
Sent: Thursday. November 15, 2007 3:21 PM

To: Leah Rosasco

Ce: Michael Johnson

Subject: RE: Penryn Townhomeas Appeal

Attachments: Penryn Townhomes Appeal lo BOS doc
Hellg Leak and Mr.. Johnson,

As promises and completed early, here are some of the supporting details for the appeal of Penryn Tawnhomes
pr(}JeCi

| am certain that I, along with other citizens listed on ihe Appeal. will have further iniormabion ¢ share a3 we gel
closer W he January hearing date.

Please confirrn receipt of document and provide best guess of our Day with af the BOS. Thanks.

Regards,

Michael Sasko
Penryn

{916) 802-0638 phane
{8916) G5£2-3427 fax
michael c.sasko@pfizer.com

THIS AESSAGE (3 INTEMDED Qi Y FOE THE USE OF THE IKDIVIDLA (S} OR EWMT.TYIES TO WHGMIT IS ADDRESSER AND MAY
CORTAIN N EGRMATICN THAT iS5 PROVILEGED, CONFILENTIAL AND 2XEM=T FROM DISCUOSURE LNDEIR APPLICABLE LAY 15 THT
RIADER OF THIS MESSAGE 1S NOT T4HE INTEMDEDR RECITENT, OR THE EMELOYER DR AGENT RESPOINSMLE FOR GFLIVERING THE
LES5AGE 10 THE WTFNDFED RECIRIENT, ¥OU ARE HEREEY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSSRINATION, QISTRIGUTION DR CORPYING OF THIS
COMMUNICATION 15 STRICTLY PROHIGITED F vOuU HavE RECEIWED TH.S CORBUNICATION "N ERROA. PLTASE NOTFY THD SENDER
[5) MEDIATELY

From: Leah Rosasco [maifto:LRosasco@placer.ca.gov]
Sent: Tuesday, Getober 30, 2007 7:43 PM

To: Sasks, Michael C

Cc: Michae! Johnsan

Subject: RE: Penryn Townhomes Appeal

Michraer,

You are correcl. Thank you for letting me know you need mare Lime. This seclion sels forlh the requirements for
submitting an appeal, including the requirement Lhat the appellant provide any information requested by the
Planning Director. As you know, the Plannirg Director has requested adgitonal spedific information and you do
have unlil Monday, Movermnber 18" to provide Lhis information. Wa will put this appeal on-hald until the 30-day
penad is ovear.

Flease letime know if you have any additional questions.

Thank you,
Lean

A
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Leah Rosasco

Senior Planner

Placer County Planning Departrment
3001 Caunty Centar Drive

Auburn, CA 595603

530-745-3091 (Pheone)
530-745-3080 (Fax)

From: Sasko, Michael C [mailto:michael.c.sasko@pfizer.cam)
Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2007 4:25 PM

To: Leah Rosasco

Ce: Michael Johnson

Subject: RE: Penryn Townhomes Appeal

Hello Leah,

As mentioned, ['am fraveling this weck and have just lcarned that [am to be i Washingron, D.C. next
week. According to the County policy on appeals, T should have up to 30 days to complate the detanls,
Due to my ¢razy work travel, I would Like 1o use the majority of this time for preparation before
submitting an email to you. This will also give me more time to consult with an ADA antomey and
associated non-profit organizations. Below 15 a quote from the Couty ordinances regarding appeals:

A notice of appeal shall be in writing, shall speaify the decision or portion of the decision being
appeated, shall include a detailed state of the factual andfor legal grounds upor which the appeal 1s heing
taken and shall include other mibrmation required by the planning director. and may include any
explanatory matenals the appellant may wish to furmsh withis thirty (30) days of the date of filing the
appeal, the appellant shall provide w the Planning Department alb written matenals which the applicant
desires the appellate body to consider at the appeal heaning, incleding, f applicable, any propose:d
changes W the project, '

Pleasce give me your thoughts ASAP. If I figure it right, my 30 days to furnish details will be up about
the 17th of November, just over 2 weeks,
Thanks, and please let me know 1f iny calculations are correct.

Regards,

Michael Sasko

Custocmer Business Unit, Pfizer Inc.
San Francisco, California

{916) 802-0638 phone

(916) 652-3427 fax

michael.c sasko@pfizer com’

THIS MESSAGE 15 INTENDED OHNLY FOR THE USE OF THE WDIVIDUALS QR gNTITY[IES) TS WHOM T 15 ADNDRESSED AND ey SONTAIN
INEORMATION THAT IS5 PRIVILEGE D CORFIDENTIAL ANG EXAEMPT FROM CISCLOSURE UMDER APFLICABLE LAY, IF THE READER OF THIS
MESSAGE 15 MO THE (NIENDED HECPIENT, OR THE ERIPLOYEE OR ACENT RESTPOINEBLE FOR DELIMERIMNG THE MESSATLE TO THE
INTEMDED RECIFIENT, v ARE HEREEY NOTIFIED THAT ANY DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBLTISN G CORYING GF THIS CORMUNICATION (3
EVRICTLY FROHIBITED W YO HAYVE RECENED TEIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, FLEASE MOTHY 1HE SEMDERIS] IMMEDIRTELY

A30
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From: Leah Rosasco [maitto:LRosasco@placer.ca.gov)
Sent: Monday, October 29, 2007 11:23 AM

Tao: Sasko, Michael C

Cc: Michael Johnson

Subject: Penryn Townhomes Appeal

idichael,

| am following-up on a voice mail 1 left for you last week. Michael Johason, the Planning Director, has requested
that I lel you know that the reasons stated for the appeat do not provide encugh specificity. Reasons slated are
1) Vinlation of the comrmunily plan; 2) Density and functionally flawed, 3} Compromises public safety and access
for disabled; and 4) Curmulative impacts. We can address cumulative impacts, bul witheut more specific reasons,
such as what section ar pelicy of the community plan the proposed projecl violales, how is it functionally flawed,
how does it compromise public safety, we will not be able to address the cther three concerns  Providing this
additiona! information will help (o strengthen your appeal before the Board of Supervisors.

| plan to begin warking on my slalf report for this appeal this week . if there is any additional informaticn you can
provide | will be sure to incorparale it inlo my slaff report. Please let me know il you have any questions.

Thank you,
Leah

Leah Rososco

Senior Planngr

Placer County Rlanning Department
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 95603

530-745-2091 (Phone)
S30-T45-3080 (Fax}

A3l
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From: Patty Neifer [mailto:patty@ffbum.org) AGENDA ITEM
Sent: Monday, January 21, 2008 10:41 AM pare: 215/08
To: Ruth Alves ey
Cc: 'Bishop, Mike (PMP, TSG/Service Delivery-ITY'; 'Sue Settars' m” Tourhomes
Subject: Penryn Townhomes Toue: _LLO

" Regarding the Penryn Town Homes Project Proposal:
The following is stated in the staff report for Penryn Townhomes,

"The Penryn Municipa! Advisory Council reviewed this proposal at its July 24,
2007 meeting and voted unanimously (4-0) to recommend denial of the project.
The MAC'S decision was based on the assertion that multi-family residential uses
are not allowed in commercial zone districts located within the Penryn

Parkway area of the Horseshoe Bar/Pentyn Community Plan.”

T would like to request that the statement by the author of the report, which
assumes that the votes were based on the assertion that multi-family restdential
uses are not allowed in the commercial zones of the Penryn Parkway, be
removed from the report.

I personally am very familiar with the residential uses allowed within the Penryn
Parkway. Furthermore, the uses have been reviewed and clarified by planning
and county staff with pur present MAC members on several occasions.

My decision to recommend against the project was based on the project’s lack of
benefit to the community, disregard for the direction for development of the area
outlined in the Penryn Community Ptan, various faults in the planned proposal,
including it's density, traffic and open space issues, it's proximity to surrounding
residences, inappropriate location of the project, the opposition of community
members to the project, and varlous other issues.

Please forward this e-mail to the planning staff, planning commissioners, Placer
County Supervisors, Penryn Mac members and any other relevant individuals.

Sincerely, '
Patty Neifer PATE, fZ'QﬁELM
Penryn MAC Member and Penryn Resident BJ Board of Supervisors -5

& County Executive Office
% County Counsef

R Mike Boyle
RECEIVED & Planning 3080
JAN 2 2 2008
ananb BF SRR Visoms

ASA
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HAND DELIVERED  Appeal of the PENRYN TOWNHOMES Development slo%

Penrdn Tawn
Concerns/Issues with Penryn Townhomes: ' A P&U LEOOaM

Project is too dense for our rural Penryn community and too dense according 1o the
community plan; the Planntng Department is emsinterpreting the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn

e

AGENTIA Ifﬂir E
Board of Supervisors Hearing: January 87, 2008 Y1am DATE:

'
L
| A e e ottt AR

Community Plan
Increase in traffic would be too high for the area; the traffic study used was vears old.
Driveways are not the standard 20 ft length; the Planning Commission agreed with Staft to

. waive the required standard length driveways, disregarding the supgestion of the Engineering

Department
Increase 1n poputation drastically impacts the Penryn community: (1) Penryn school, which
has impacted grades, and (2) the fire department, which will have to menitor the project. The
other existing projects, the Orchard townhomes on Boyington Rd ard Bickford Ranch, which
will increase the Penryn population, were not considered.
This development is not safe:
o No sidewalks for residents, chiidren, seniors, or visitors to get to homes
o Paths between units are decomposed graniie; a hazard to seniors with walkers, injured
people using crutches, the disabled, etc,
o No place for services vehicles to park e.g defivery trucks, landscaping, rug cleaning
SErvices, e1c
o Children must walk in the street to get to a bus stop on busy Penryn Rd.
o Children have no place to play, again, the Planmng Depariment waived the
requirement for an active recreation area.
o The design does not meet the requirements of the disabled and vehicles for disabied
people.

Request for the Board of Sup_ervisors:

Reverse the Planning Commission approval of this project. The planning commission
voted 3 to 2 for approval; and one of the commissioners who voted for approval indicated
after the hearing that he did not have fime to read the matenial. Another commissioner who
voted for approval said this project would be good for sentors; but obviously, he did not
review the design.  The only public notice for this project, the Mitipated Negative
Declaration (MND), did not mention the 2 waived required conditions {see above}. This
information should have been made avaitable in the MNE by the planning department.
Require this development to be re-visited by Planning to reduce the density to meet the
requirements of the community plan. This property is only 3.0731 acres; but, afier
subtracting the road and right-of-way, there are barely 2 acres of land for homes. This area s
deemed “relatively low density” by the community plan, not high density. (Exhibits A & B)
A lower density will provide standard driveways for the umits.

Require Planning to reconsider mixed-use development f-:}r this é:)mpertg as specified n

the community plan for the Penryn Parkway. (Exhibit B)
' E Bourd 0f SUpevisors -

Muriel & Chuck Davis b Counly mxenuive thce
January 3, 2008 K Couny Counced

PO Box 397 ) K Wire Boyle

Penryn, CA 95663 K Planing _
916-663-4123 chamdavisiivahoo com )
Page 1 of 2 ' Davis January 3, 2008

AZD



Appeal of the PENRYN TOWNHOMES Development
Board of Supervisors Hearing: January 8", 2008 11am

These pictures show 2 cars that are parked so close 10 the garage door that a person cannot walk
in front of the cars. The 2002 Explorer measured 15°6”. The 2006 Camry measured 15°9™.

The black post is 8 feet from the garage deor. The concrete slab is the standard 20 fi driveway
length. These pictures show how far cars will stick out into the street when illegally parked.

Of the 23 driveways, | is 10 feet long, 3 are @ feet, 17 are 5-9 feet, and 2 are 5 feet long.

Page 2 of 2 Davis Fanuary 3, 2008 -

434



k. Rural Residential (RR)

The largest land use designation in the Plan area is Rural Residential and comprises approxmmately 7,525
acres of 45% of the Plan area. Parcel sizes range from 2.3 to 4.6 acre minimums and is intended to provide
for "country living" inciuding hobby farms, animal husbandry, and other rural pursts.

New development within this land use designation should maintain and promote the rural, agricultural
character of the area. Large lot, single-family residential subdivisions should not create a suburban effect.

Where land mn this designation has been identified for Plarmed Umit Developments (PUD) by the
implementing zoning, every effort shall be used to design the project to protect existing natural resources.
These resources may include native trees and vepetation, stream comidors, wetlands, topography, and of
particular concern, the Folsom Lake watershed. Specifically where PUD's are proposed, structures should
not be permitted within this watershed to preserve the Lake's water quality and scenic views afforded by

this unigqua resource.

PUDs should not be considered unless they accomplish the goals contained throughout the Plan's text. It -
must be recognized that the maximum density permitted by the zoning is not likely due to competing goals
and policies of the Plan to retain open space, protect natural resources, minimum lot sizes, setbacks, etc.
Adherence to the County’s Rural Design Guidelines will guide new I'BSldEt]ilal development to be
compatible with the surrounding rural areas and native landscaping.

c. Low Density Residential (LDR}

The Low Density Residential designation compnses 492 acres or 3% of the Plan area. Parcel sizes range
from 0.4 to 2.3 acres and allows for more suburban densities than the previous rural designations.

The majority of the LDR areas are located in the sputheast portion of the Plan along Auburn-Folsom Road
and overlooking Folsom Lake. Another area 15 located on the northwest side of 1-80 just south of the
Penryn Parkway. The majority of land located within this designation has been subdivided into Planned
Unit Developments with "executive” type homes, public water, and sewer facilities.

,%_ d. Medium Pensity Residential (MDR) _ 1\

A small portion of the Plan area is designated for MDR uses, compnsing 51 acres or .31% of the Plan area.
This designation allows 2 t0 4 units per acre, and primarily ncludes existing small-lot single-family

subdivisions.

'All MDR designations are lIocated within the Penryn area of the Plan, The MDR areas located on either side
of the railroad in downtown Penryn have been developed wiih several historic houses dating back to the
early 1960's. The remaimng MDR area is located adracent to the Penrym Parkoway and is presently
undeveloped. This may present an opportunity to previde future multi-family affordable housing for the
area's residents. This is especially true due to the site’s location adjacent to the Penryn Parkway commercial
area, and the potential for a Planned Unii Development, per the implementing zoning.

e. High Density Residential (HDR)

The HDR designation is provided in only one location within the Plan area. It represents the smallest land
use designation and comprises 12 acres, or .07% of the Plan area. This designation is located immediately
adjacent to Auburn-Folsom Road at the far southwest portion of the Plan area, and recognizes an exishng

older mebile home park.

Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan Rev. 12/05
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The Penryn Parkway area was originaily adopted by the Board of Supervisors in 1988 a5 an
amendment to the Loomis Basin General Plan. This area 15 designated "Penrym Parloway” on the Land
Use Diagram {Exhibit A). The purpose of this section is to define the intent and provide special
development policies for this unique area of the Community Plan.

The Parkway is approved as a highway commercial area due to the availability of necessary

infragtructure (i.e. sewer, water roadways) and proximity to 1-80 which ailowed the potential for

expanded commercial and professional office uses. The Parkway is intended to provide services to both
. local residents and travelers along 1-80.

/ " 7 The intent hehind designating a concise, identifiable area on the Plan map is to encourage a compact,

' commercial core to serve the overall Pemryn ares, thereby eliminatmg the need for scattered
commercial sites within the outlying rural areas of Penryn. This would reduce the potential conflicts
with locating commercial uses adjacent to residential areas, and allow ample vacant commercial
property to serve the Penryn area throughout the life of the Community Plan.

Application of the Community Plan with respect to this area will allow for the development review
mechanisms which will ensure that new development is consistent with the policies and intent of the
overall Plan. Conscientious design review regarding the location and appearance of buildings, parking,
signs, and landscaping will be necessary to ensure the mtcgratmn of commercial uses, and
compatibility with swrounding rural residential uses.

The implementing Zening {(-DR “Development Reserve") for the northern portion of Penryn Parkway
.} includes the requirements for a Specific Plan prior to allowing any commercial development. A
~ Specific Plan is a detailed development plan for a particular project which includes the layout of
buildings, circulation patterns, and performance criteria for build-out of the sile. The Penryn Parkway
area includes large, undivided acreage that lends itself to targer scale, comprehensive planning. A
Specific Plan prepared pursuant to Gevernment Code Section 65451 will result in a detailed site plan
for the proposed project. The Specific Plan will mclude particular development standards that are
tailored to ensure that the proposed project is consistent with the Penryn Parkway Development
Policies.

The development standards will define design-level criteria, meluding setbacks, landscaping, parking,
signage, design theme, and building materials, etc., that the project must satisfy in order to be approved
by the appropriate decision-maker. By atlowing the area to develop in thus way, greater flexibility is
permitted. Tn addition, when a specific project has been defined, greater specificity can be required
relative to uses of property and especially relative to compatibibty of adjoining rural uses Anyone
parcel in the Penryn Parkway area with the -DR "Development Reserve" zoning district may praceed
on its own merits with a Specific Plan independent of neighboring propertes.

The majority of implementing zoning for the southern half of the Parkway does not require preparation
of a specific plan due to the existing parcelization of properties. However, a conditional use permit and
design review approval are required to ensure that the Plan's development policies are still maintained.

‘g enryn Parkway Development Pohﬂ ,24

a, The boundaries identified for the Penryn Parkway arsa reflect the maximum amount of land

; which can logically be developed given the constraints and existing land use pattern present at

this location, 2s well as anticipated need for commercial uses throughout buildout of the
Community Plan.

EEEENEN

Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan Rev. ]2!02{%0
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b. A landscaped comidor shonld be established along Penryn Road and Taylor Road, including
separated pedestrian path andfor sidewalk and an on strect bikeway. An equestrian trail should
also be provided through this area (not necessarily within the road nght-of-way) to connect areas
to the north and south (see Fipure A). Landscaping will enhance comunercial development in the
area, as well as screen and shade parking areas and buffer adjoining uses. Landscaping for
development projects should comply with the Placer County Landscape Guidelines and Placer
County Design Guidelines; however, additional landscaping may be required as part of the
project's conditions to adequately mitigate aesthetic and noise concerns.

c. A special district such as a County Service Area (C.5.A) or Landscape and Lighting District
should be established to provide uniform maintenance of the Parkway areas. Provisions for the
extension of the pedestrian path, bicycle path, and equestnan trail outside the Penryn Parloway
area, should also be considered. Along Bovingion Road, similar trails should be provided to
connect to King Road. The locations of two County parks and 2 high schoal at each end of the
Parkway comdor offer an excellent opportunity to provide the public with better access to these
facilities. With the completion of these, and other trails planned i the region, a very efficient
system of pathways will be created. :

d. Development shall be of a relatively low density, low profile type, and the signing and lighting \/
provided shall reflect such a pelicy; specifically, butlding height is to be restricted to a maximum
of two-stories. The area's historical nature {i.e. Japanese hentage, geld rush era, English
settlement) should be reflected as much as possible in the design of new buildings to be
constructed within the Penryn Parkway area.

e. The Penryn Parkway is intended as a highway-service oriented retail area which also allows for
multiple-family residential uses. The types of commercial activity that will meet the local V
residents' needs as well as visitors include specialty retail, neighborhood grocenes, wall-in {no
drive-thru) restaurants, plant nursenies, professional offices, business parks to accommodate non-
polluting, low iniensity retail service operations, churches, financial inshtutions, senior
independent living centers, multiple- family residential uses, and other relatively low impact uses.

~ £ Uses to be discouraged include any type of ouldoor szles or storage, manufacturing eperations not
fully contained within an enclosed building, track stops or terminals, large department stores or L
. home improvement centers, R. V. parks, campgrounds, and mobile home parks.

g As the Penryn Parkway area develops, conditions that must be taken inte consideration include
visual impacts, buffering adjoining residential uses, air and noise pollution and added traffic;
especially where Taylor Road intersects with English Colony, Rock Springs, and Penryn Roads,
which may require mitigation to insure public safety and contro] of traffic congestion.

h Where possible, shared driveways, parking lot connectiens, and eliminatien of multiple
encroachments for 2 single project should be required as a part of the project approval process in
arder to reduce traffic congestion/conflicts. Such a policy will also increase the effectiveness of
the "parkway concepi” inplementation program.

v i Where multiple-famsly residential is proposed, structures shall be clustered together in such a way \/
L as to preserve the maximurn ameunt possible of undeveloped open space on-site.

j.  Smgle famuly residennal subdivisions are permutted if appropriately zoned, without the
requirement for a Specific Plan. Conversely, a Specific Plan is required for any other type of uses

Horseshoz Bar/Penryn Community Plan Rev. 12/05
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