TO:

Placer County Piamming Coramission,
Planning Departroent, Fax 530-745-3080
Board of Supervisors; Fax 530-882-400%9

Foresthill depends on the approval of Appendix E, the Forest Ranch retirement
community project. Qur town and our community have been slowly changing over the
past 13 years. With the loss of the timber industry and local jobs, we have scena
decrease in young families and a subsequent decrease in school enreollment. Businesses
can no longer provide the basic services that they once provided.  The tax base is
nadequate to support municipal services. Volunteerism and a sense of ¢ivic community
have likewise declined. Gas pnices have reduced the amount of tounsm that was once
thought to proside a partial economic substituce for the closing of the mills.

P'ast zoning has not taken into account the health and survival of our historical business
district. As a consequence, almost all the population growah has been to the West of the
Foresthill business district. We feel that this was improper planning. Good planning, we
beheve, requires that the histoncal busiress disinet be located i the center of the
population. We feel that this can be rectified by plarning for the majority of new growth
to the North and East of the existing core business district.

Before the explosive population growth to the West of our historic town, the historic
husiness district provided a movie theatre, a pool hall. a soda fountan/mercanitie stove, a
clothing store, a skating rink, and many other small businesses {hat provided services to
the local population. Now the historical districtis in a state of decay, which can be.
evidenced by a quick walk around towi. The Foresthill Chamber of Comunerce s
commitied to turning ths decay areund and providing the conditions tor which a viable
econemic plan is possible.

[n coming to our decision to endorse the Forest Ranch refirement community project. the
Chamber looked at the experience of other rural towns. Further, we have reviewed the
comments of the Epvironmental Impact Report (EIR) as 10 the possible negative
consequences of having this project. We have found no major negative consequences to
the Forest Ranch Project that cannot be adequately mitigared. The proposed reurement
communily is the only realistic option that allows Foresthill to meet the poals and
obectives outlined in the Foresthull Divide Community Plan. The income base witl help
sustain businesses, which, in turn, will lead 1o a reinvigoration of the historic downtown
district, creating local jobs which will auract the vounger famities necessary to keep our
community and our schools vital,

Future traffic patterns were extensively studied in the environmemal unpact report.
Civen the nature of retirement communtities, Little extra traffic can be expected during the
peak bours. However, even that Intle extra traffic will be mitgated by required
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conttibutions of the Forest Ranch developers to the traffic fund, ensuring no deterioration
in the level of service provided on Foresthill Read.

Change will come to Forcsthill whether or not the Forest Ranch refirement community is
adopted. Without the retirement community, Foresthill will evolve into just another
bedroom community. We know from the experience of others that a retirement
commumity of the size proposed will help ensure that Foresthult can retain its small town,
rural character.

The chamber would ask that you consider our cormments regarding the benetits of the
retirernent community to the vitality of the Foresthill commumity and vote to include the
Forest Ranch community project in the Forestlnll Divide Comimuomity Plan with the
{ollowing requirements.

1, Forest Ranch will provide on their property a waste water treatment plan that will
include the capacity to handle the Historic & Business distriet. The phasing of the
project should include the construction of a properly sized pipeline from the wasle
water treatment facality to the edge of the project properly, probably near Yankee
Jim’s road. during the first phase. The overall plan should include a achematic of
distribution down the miain street of Foresthill rd [rom the now elementary school
to the hieh schnol with appropriate sizing to handle all proposed zontng for the
Historic and Business District. Existing facilities/customers arc not required 1o

connect uniil such time as their septic system fatls or at their option decide 1o

connect. Al newly construgted businesses will be requived to utifize the new

svstem,

To promote tourism. a minimum of nine holes of the public golf course be

constructed in the first phase. Forest Ranch has agreed o allow for frec use by the

high school golf team and coach for training as part of a hich school training
program. Such use will vceur during mutually agreed upon tmes during non-

."-’

peak periods. Expectations are that it would be used three times a week,
3. To further cnsurg that downtown has all priority en commercial development
additional wording be added to the project description prolibiting commercial
- development within the commercial reserve unless the chamber is unable to find a
suitable site in the historic business disteict within a reasonable period of time,
Forcst Ranch shares the community’s gaal of revitalizing the downiown and
acrecs such additional wording s appropriate.

The EIR appropriately calls for the 1ssue of additional water storage to be addressed prior
to the recording of the first tentative map. We have reguested Forest Ranch to formally
address this issue in a cooperative manor with the PUD immediataly.

Approval of appendix E onlv atlows the Developer the opportunity to prove he can
supply Foresthill with the goods he has promised. The deveroper will be required w
provide a project specific EIR and a propased subdivision that mitigates Water, Sewer,
Fire, Road, and any other outlying 155ues that will come out durtng the actual
development stage. This developer has heard all the concerns and stll feels he has the



ability to provide. So, we the chamber ask the planning commission to please include
appendix L subject o the above listed qualifications. This will insure that whoever s the
ultimale developer of the project will be required to comply with this provision. Let's see
if we can do something great for Foresthill.

Thank You;
Sean Salveson, President
Foresthill Divide Chamber of Commerce
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Kathi Heckert

From: Loren Clark

Sent:  Wednesday, August 27, 2008 8:19 PM
To: Stephen

Ce: Kathi Heckerl; Crystal Jacohsen
Subject: RE: Foresihill Community Plan

Mr. Hunt: Thank yau for your correspondence. Please note that thera is no assumption that Foresthill coutd
buildout to 62,000 persons as a part of the community plan updale. There has been a considerable amount of
information hat has been distributed that suggests this is possible. All of our projeclions, which are
representative of a worse case scenario, show that there ts over 170 years of potential residential growth for the
Flan's zoned land helding capacity of approximately 21,000 persons.

The figure of 62,000 represents a buildout calculation that is not a part of the plan's assumptions. For such a
buildoul to ocour, every single property would have to develop al the maximum potential of its community plan
land use designation. There is no abilily (o build at this density because of the environmental condifions on the
Foresthill Divide and most importantly, the lack of sewer, water and roadway infrastructure to accommodate this
density. Consequently, there is na consideration of this density and no analysis that supports its feasibility. There
are no plans lo develop he infrastrusture necessary to accommadate this level of growth and no such efforts are
being contemplated at any point of fime in the future.

For g 20 year planning horizon, assuming & worse case scenario, it is predicted that the pkan area will grow from a
papulation of 5,987 persons in 2005 1o 9,620 persons at 2030 This 5 a very oplimistic projection based upon a
2% sustained growth rate. These are the figures that are being uséd 10 develop the necessary infrastructure to
suppent growth an the Foresthill Divide and these are the figures we utilized in the analysis of the project in the
EIR. There is no service provider who is analyzing or eonsidering a buildout of 52,000 persons and informalion
thal is baing distributed that suggests this is the consequence of this planning effort is not factually representing
the impacls associated with this plan. In the end, because of market conditions and infrastructure constrainis, the
proposed land use dragram and the existing land use diagram will yield a simitar amount of growlh but at a rate
that is slower than that which was predicted in 1381, individua! properties may vield differences because of zone
changes but the overall amount of growth will not change in the 20 year time frame.

| hope that this provides some background oo this guestion. |t has been raised by many concernad residents.
We will provide a copy of your carrespondance to the Planning Commission. Thank you again.

From: Stephen [mailta:yankeejim@ftcnet.net]
Sent; Wednesday, August 27, 2008 2:31 PM

To: Loren Clark
Subject: Foresthill Community Plan

Dear Leren

We will not be able to attend the Planning Commission meeting on August 28th at 1:00 due to the fact that we
have ciher senous appointments at that ime. We understand that the Revised Foresthill Community Plan is on
the agenda for the Planning Commission's consideration. You will be considering whether or not to send the
recommendation/approval on the Revised Foresthill Divide Community Plan policy document and its
Environmentat Impact Report (EIR) with the Final EIR o the Board of Supervisors for its certification. We

are wriling ihes letier to inform you of our nesghbaorhood epposition to Whis plan as proposed. Cur primary
oppasitions lie with Fire, Density, Water and Traffic bul especially regarding the changes in land use designation
that would lead to significant ehanges in aur community and impact the fire safety and limited access nature of
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our already endangered community by drastically increasing the polential population of the Foresthill Divide.
Somehow the fact and example of the recent Paradise fire situation and the South Lake Tahoe fire have
conveniently been ignored in prefarence 1o the wishes of other interests, Perhaps some polifical muscle is being
applied for profit from land development and we all know the county itself is looking for additional revenue sources
to support itself and rekingle il's past frantic pace of spending growlh,

To lay the foundation for a potential build out population here on the Foresthill Divide of gver 60,000 is
irresponsible and of questionatle mative, Every one whe lives in the forest is scared to death of fire and it

is generally accepled as commeon knowledge that the incidence of fire increases with population growth. Every fire
professional | have spoken wilh jusl ralls their eyes in disbelef that this densily is even being considerad, but we
all suspect that there is pressure being applied by the Slate, the lending institutions and those others who aiso
want to develope, get rich and leave.

Our family has had a presence here on the divide for more than 150 years. Usually we just quielly waich the
workings of community government, but now we feel that we must speak up in opposition and disappointment as
to how this revised plan is being ramrodded down our throats with the "brush off” that our concerns have already
been addresses. They have nol.

We urge you to be a voice of reasen by not approving this dangerous and overly ambitious plan,
Respectfully,

Stephen P Hunt
Lynne P Hunt

Beverly P Daken
21821 powerling Road
P.0.Box 845
Foresthill, Ca 85631

82872008
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Kathi Heckert

From: Loren Clark

Sent; Wednesday, August 27, 2008 12:21 PM

To: Kathi Heckert

Subject: FW: Foresthill forum planning commission 11

....and my response for the file

From: Laren Clark -

Sent: Wednesday, August 27, 2008 12:20 PM

To: John R.Murphy'

Cc: Michael Jahnson

Subject: RE: Foresthill forum planning commission 1111

Wr. Murphy: Thank you for your correspondence. Please note thal there is no assumption that Foresthill could
buildout to 62,000 persons as a part of the community plan update. There has been & considerable amount of
information that has been distributed that suggests this is possible, All of our projections, which are
representative of a worse case scenario, show that there iz over 170 years of poiential residential growth for the
Plan's zoned land holding capacity of approximately 21,000 persons,

The fegure of 62,000 represents a buildoul calculation that is not a part of the plan’s assumptions. Far such a
buildout 1o occur, every single property would have lo develop at the maximum potential of its community pian
designation. There is no ability to build at this density because of the environmental conditions on the Foresthill
Divide and most importantly, the lack of sewer, water and roadway infrastructure 1o accommodate this density.
Consequently, thereé is nd consideration of this densily and no analysis that supports its feasibility.

For a 20 year planning horizon, gassuming a worse case scenarna, it s predicled that the plan area will grow from a
population of 3,987 persons in 2005 to 5,620 persons at 2030, This is a very opiimislic prajection based upon a
2% sustained growth rate. These figures are being used to develep the necessary infrastructure to support
growth an the Foresthitl Divide.

! hope thal this provides some background on this question. It has been raised by many concermned residents.

From: John R.Murphy [mailto: mib&suddeniink nat]
Sent: Tussday, August 26, 2008 3:33 PM

Ta: Loren Clark; ciacabse@placer.ca.gov; Michael Johnson; Placer County Board of Supervisars
Subject: Foresthill forum planning commission 1)

Hello people:

How come there is such a big change in population.

In 2004 it was voted by the Foresthill forum and the pecple of Foresthill, to have
about 2100 pop. here.

Now you people show 62,000 pop. which is surely assnine, for this area. !!!

Which has a iwo lane road in and out. 1

Please explain that.

Foresthill resident. Sinerely, John R. Murphy

82712008
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From: Marilyn Jasper [mjasper@accessbee.com)

Sont: Thursday, August 28, 2008 9:34 AM
To: . Piacer County Boarg of Supervisors
Ce: Leren Clark; Crystal Jacobsen; Michae! Johnson: frog@saveforesthill. com

Subject: Comment-FDGP Update and EIR
Attachments: SC PG Comments-BOS+PC-Aug 28 0B.tif

- Greetings,
Attached are comments for consideration by the Planning Department, Planning Commission, and the

Board of Supervisors regarding the Foresthill Divide Community Plan Update and Enviro Impast Report.
Pleage let me know if thay need to be mailed and/or faxed,

Thank you. :
Marnilyn Jasper, Sierra Club Placer Group

paTESRIRS | Oy

O Board of Supordisors - 5
= County Executive Office
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SIERRA PLACER GROUP

C LUB | P.O. BOX 7167, AUBURN, CA 95604

[AUNDBLT 1R9]

August 28, 2008

Board of Supervisors and
Planning Commission
Placer County

175 Fulweiler Ave
Aubum, CA 95603

Gentlemen:

RE: Foresthill Divide Community Plan (FDCP) and Precise Zoning Draft Environmentat Fmpact
Report (DEIR)

Thank you for the opportunity te comment on the FDCP DEIR. Although we have already
submitted comments on this DEIR, we urge the county to NOT recornmend approval for the updated
FDCP or certification of the EIR. '

New State Lepislatiop—AB 2447

AB 2447 has been introduced and will protect thousands of Californians from being trepped in
wild fires due to ill-conceived plapning of projects and developments in high fire zones. AB 2447
does not stop development in forested areas, but mandates prosections to protect unsuspecting home
buyers from Joss of life and property who may be caught in unsafe developments.

To proceed with any approvals of the FDCP update while AB 2447 is being considered is
premature and could lead to unthinkable tragedy. We urge Placer County to wait unsil all the state
agencies weigh in and all decisiorns on AB 2447 have been completed. Even if the legislation does not
pass, at the very least, new information will most likely emerge that will benefit the FDCP and bring
new, now obscure, changes to the table for consideration. If the county has waited over 25 years to
update, then what's the rush when a few more months may save many lives and billions of dollars in
losses and reduce the risk of disastrous exposure and vulnerability?

The Sierra Club urges the Placer County Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisoss
to NOT make or approve any Generat Plan updates, especially on a scale as larpe as wheat is proposed
in this FDCP, until the AB 2447 process is completed. To rush blindly ahead, to not take advamtage of
all the input surrounding that bill, leaves a perception that the county is trying to “aveid” AB 2447
protections and mandates, which, if true, borders on irresponsible, especially when lives and properties
are st stake. We urge Placer County to efror on the side of caution.

Thank you for considering our views,
RECEIVED ' Marityn Jasper, Chair
A6 29 2008
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under averyone's radar! Please see further down for the website, for current zoning,
and canstruction hills, along with the one that is referenced in the article, which is AB

2447
Senate Approves Wildfire Protection Legislation

ROSEVILLE (AP}~ The California Senate has approved legislation barring county supervisors from approving subdlvisions in high
wildfire areas unless they certify there i adequale fire protection for the mew homes,

Ths bill by Assernslyman Dave Joniss of Sacraments would fequire superviaors to gel comment from a frafighling agency about
fire prolaction bafore apgroving a subdlwision.

The Democrets plll would alss requine a1 1easl twe RotosEs foads for firefightars in aubdhvigions with mare than 20 jota.
Friday's 21-17 vota sant the bill back Lo the Assembly to considar anvendmants.
(& 2008 The Associated Press Al Righla Reserved This material may nol be published, broadoast, rewntlen, or rediatributed.)

The link Dedow is to the Blate’s wabsite for cutmant and pest bl going/gone through the approvel process. Pieasza take a look to cee
how this cieany would apply to Forest Ranchifll
i-hinfpostqueny 7oill number=ab 2447 §segs=CURBhousa=B&authn

nrtp:wwae leginfo.ca_ gov jones

CURRENT BILL STATUE

MEASURE . AB. No, 2447

AUTHOR(S} : Jonaes (Principal coauthar: Nava) (Coauthor. Portantino).
TOFIC : Subdivision maps: denial of approval,

HOUSE LOCATION . SEN

+L AST AMENDED DATE ; 08/20/2008

TYPE OF BiLL :
Aclive
Nan-Lirgency
Non-Appropnations
Maejority Vote Required
Non-State-Manasated Local Program
Fiscal
Nonh-Tax Levy
LAST HIST. ACT. DATE: 08/22/2008
LAST HIST. ACTION : Read third time, passed, and to Assambly. (Ayes 21,
Noes 17.)
COMM. LOCATION . 5EN APPROPRIATIONS
COMM. ACTION DATE : 08/Q7/2008
COMM, ACTION : Do pass as amended.
COMM, VOTE SUMMARY : Ayes: 08 Moes 06 PASS

TITLE : An act to add Section 66474.02 1o the Govemment Code,
relaling to subdivisions.”

A attachmants

Planning Commaaion Agendas §-26-08. pdf
l’:‘ 400K

- Pletat County Plannihg Dem Wobaite re 62,948 Buindout pdf
170K

A
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FRIENDS OF THE NORTH FORK

7143 Gardenvine Ave.
Citrus Heights, California 96621 -~
Plense dyscad

August 27, 2008 .
3 Pyeyigred ferg

4 12: 12 tol2y
Placer County Planning Commission virg.
Placer County Community Development Rescurces Agency
3091 Center Drive
Auburn, California 95603
By Fax to (530) 745-3080

Re:  Foresthill Divide Community Plan and FEIR
Narth Fork American River and other proposed trails

Dear Commissioners:

The proposed North Fork Trail is shown in Figure 111-6 along the North Fork
American River Up to Ponderosa Way. Friends of the North Fork opposes this
trail that would open up the remote this extremely remete canyon, destroy its
wilderness character, and bring in the general public on a 6-foot wide trail with
conflicting uses. The Board proposes to open this area without anticipating many
public service necessities. The NFT plan and FEIR were accepted and approved
by the Board of Supervisors on Tuesday August 26, 2008.

The attached Jetter from the State Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
was ieft out of the NFT FEIR by the Board of Supervisors., Each of the safety
factors described in the letter should be part of the EIR analysis for all proposed
trails in Figure 11-8, inciuding the NFT.

313

The EIR should also address the impact of the NFT on Ponderosa Way, which
the NFT DEIR says would be hazardous for users. An August 23, 2008 picture of
the Ponderosa Way Bridge is enclosed..

Sincerely,

o bt

Michael Garabedian, President
816.719-72496

S0
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DEPARTMENT OF FORESTRY AND FIRE PROTECTTON

13720 Linootn Way
Auburn, GA, 95603
Wabaite: i fire o o
{530 BR0H 11 M2

RECEIVED
September 23, 2007 SEP, 2 § 1007 :{"‘fﬁ""

Andy Fishet

Placer County
Department of Faciity Services
11478 C Avenua
Aubum, CA 95603

STATE GLEARINGHOUSE | &

RE: Response 1o the Draft Envirorsnental impact Report (DEIR) for the North Fork American River Trall

Project, SCH #2005112042.

Cal Fira has neviewed the DEIR for the North Fork American River Trail Project and is providing the
" following Fire and Emasgency Services — Parcaived Hazand Mitigation Requirements

1) Perform maintenance and or nprovemants 1o the Long Point Fue! Break Trall and the Fuel
Break Trail, This would include but would not be fmited to:

. m«mwmmmM&ammmﬂmWMMamm
Type 3" fire apparatus o safely travel, '
- lmemmuamﬂﬂtmahvwwmmhmMnnﬁm

. mmmmmcrmﬁmmm.

- Improva o construct firehghter safety 2enes whers needed,

- Maintakn or mprove the exdsting constructad fuel bresiks, hamasmaredred!yrelahdnﬂw
proposed tren aigrment, i a quaiity thet equals their initial construcbon.

- The mitigation for other types of emengences {i.e. mmwm}hﬂnmdm
proposed trail should ba met ¥ the above: crifetia ane Tolowed,

2) Widen @ B00-1000 foot segment of the Lake Clerneriing Trial from below the Foresthill Bridge to
Clark's Holo, as referenced in section 3.4.8 of the Project Dasaription, o a width of 10 foet 1o
aceommedate accest by emergency vohicias,

We look forward to further discussing our recommaendations arxd providing any carifcaion as
necessary. i you have any quastions, plaase contact Fire Captain Speciniist Mike Gallagher at (530)

Matthew Raischiman

Unit Forester
Nevada-Yuba-Ptacer Lingt
(530} B8G-0111 X-125

ee Allen Robertson, CAYL FIRE-Sacramento CA
Staie Clearinghouse-Sacramento CA

CONSERVATION IS WIRE-KEEP CALIFORNIA GREEN AND GOLDEN
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Foresthill Residents for respOnsible Growth, Inc.
' P. O. Box 568, Foresthill, CA 95631
(530 367-4803

August 26, 2008

Maywan Krach

Environmental Coordination Services

Placer County Community Development Rescurce Agency
3091 County Center Drive, Ste. 180

Auburn, Ca 95603

Dear Ms. Krach,
After reviewing the Public Comments responses in the Final Environmental

Impact Repert (FEIR) to fire and evacuation issues, we feel that the County
misunderstands the extreme wildfire hazards that face the community of

Foresthill. Those hazards will magnify as the area becomes more populated W|th:' i
increased density. We do not feel that wildfires and the problems posed with . - |7
inadequate evacuation routes can simply be addressed by adding the following. "

paragraph to the Draft EIR:

Emergency evacuation within the FDCP area would be
accomplished in stages correlated to the location and intensity of:
wildfire occurrence. Exit routes from the Feresthill Divide would

be determined by the appropriate public safety agency in the
event of a wildfire incident. Although primary eqress from the
Foresthill Civide would be by way of Foresthill Road, several less
traveled routes exist along Yankee Jims Road, lowa Hill Rd, Old
Foresthill Road, Mosquitc Ridge Road, and Ponderosa Wav that
could be used for evacuation routes. =

The Spring Garden Road area south to the Foresthill Read and areas
west of the intersection of both roads will not have adequate exits for
evacuation if there is incremental development over the years by adding
structures to existing heighborhoods. We are including the attached
document, Microsimulation of Neighborhood Evacuations in the Urban-
Wildland Interface, for your consideration and review. This document
analyzes in detail evacuation scenarios and discusses the transportation
networks needed to satisfy the safely element provisions required for
land use planning.

CPagelof3 ) .




Because fires burn fast and furious in the wildland urban inteiface as
evidenced by the Angora fire, 1.e. 242 houses destroyed in twelve hours,
it was imperative that a complete review and discussion should have
been made avallable in the Draft EIR.

Additional fire safety and evacuation adequacy impact analysis consistent with
the methods dgescribed in the report attached must be conducted to ensure an
adequate discussion in the EIR per CEQA. Given the critical importance of the
health and safety impacts of inadequate fire evacuation routes in Foresthill; the
brief analysis presented in the DEIR and FEIR are not adequate. Without
adequate analysis, a determination of impact cannot be reached, nor
appropriate mitigation measures. We note the following CEQA references.

CEQA References
1. The EIR should provide a sufficient degree of analysis to allow
decisionmakers to make an intelligent judgment. {CEQA Guidelings, sec.
15151.) .

2. "A prejudicial abuse of discretion occurs if the failure to include relevant

information precludes informed decisionmaking and informed public par‘ticipalion-,_'_';:j .: "
thereby thwarting the statutory goals of the EIR process." (Kings County Farm = “7- - -
Bureau et al. v. City of Hanford (5th Dist. 1890) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 712 [270 - |

Cal.Rptr. 650].)

3. The environmental effects that must be considered in an EIR inciude, direct -
and indirect effects, short and long-term effects, physical changes in an area,

potential health and safety problems, changes in ecological systems, changes in :3."__-'?_-
population distribution and concentration, changes in land use, effects on public - -

services, and effects on natural resources including water, scenic beauty, etc.
{CEQA Guidelines, sec. 15126.2, subd. {a).}

4. When approving projects that are general in nature (e.g. general plan
amendment), agencies must develop and approve whatever gengral mltlgah@n
measures are feasible, and cannot merely defer the obligation to develop:
mitigation measures until a specific project is proposed. {Citizens for Qualrtv
Growth v. City of Mount Shasta (3 Dist. 1988) 198 Cal.App.3d 433, 442" {243
Cal.Rptr. 727]).

5. An agency must produce rigorous analysis and concrete substantial evidence ..

to support a determination that the project's impacts are insignificant, (Kings- .. -
County Farm Bureay et al. v. City of Hanford (5th Dist, 1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692'
[270 Cal.Rptr. 850].)

6. Where a "sophisticaied technical analysis" is "not feasible” the lead agendy is-
still bound to conduct "some reascnable, albeit less exacting, analysis.” szep_s_._' I

Page 2of3




to Preserve Ojai v. Gounty of Ventura (2d Dist. 1985} 176 Cal.App.3d 421, 432

[222 Cal.Rptr. 247]

cc  Feresthill Forum
Placer County Planning Commission
Placer County Board of Supervisors

Pagedof3.’



Envirgnment and Flarning A4 1002, volume 34, pages 2211 - 2229

[FOE1010156/2 14750

Microsimulation of neighberhood evacuations in the
urban - wildland interface

Thoamas J Cova, Justin P Johnson

Center for vateral and Technolagical Hazards (O, Department of Geography,
Uiniversity of Ultah, Sait Lake Ciey, UT B4l12, UISA; ¢-mail; coviwrennutihaela,
uslin s el boedu

Peceved 8 December 2000; 0 revised form 23 lone 20037

Abstracl. Residential development o firc.prone wildlands is occurring al an unprecedenied rare.
Communiey-bascd evacuation planoing o many areas is an emerping need, Fa this paper we present
a method for using microscopic traffic simulation to develop and test seighborhood evacuation
plans in the wrban - wildland interface, The metbnd atlows anp analyst 16 map the subneighborlhood
variation in houschold evacuation travel times under various scenarios. A custom scenario gencralor
manages househald trip generation. departure timing, and desrination cheice. Trallie simulation, rovie
choice, and dyoamic visualezation are handled by a commergial svitem. We preseat a gase study fora
controversial fire-prone canyon community cast of Salt Lake City, Utah. G15 was uscd to map the
spatial eifects of a proposed second access road on howschold evacuation times Our results indicaie
that the second road will reduce some household travel times much maore than others, bur all
evacyation 1ravel times will hégome maore consistent.

1 Introduction

Residennal development in re-prone wildlands is occurring at an unprecedeneed rate
(GACG, 1993 1599). Fire managers refer to the area where urban growth eacroaches oo
fire-prone wildlands as the weban — wildland interface {or wildlund — urbaw incerface)
{Cortner and Gardner, 1990; Davis, 1990; Bwert, 1993; Greenberg and Bradbey, 1997).
Given thiz wend, wildiire-induced evacuations and property loss are likely w increase
in freguency and magnitude into the foreszeable future. The nature of much of this
development is incremental, where structures are added o existing neighborhoads over
decades. In other cases, new hillside and canvon comniunities wmay appear i a matter
of vears. Residenls and planners are begmiing 1o recognize that ransportation net-
warks in many neighborbhoods were ot designed to serve the clevated travel demarud
during an urgent wildfhire cvacuation (Sen Francisco Chronicle 1991) Adding 1o this
problem, network improvements generatly lag behind residential densilication, leading
1o i gradual dechine in neighborhood egress over time. In short, a grand experniment in
developing low-sgress communities in historicaliy fire-prone wildlands 15 currently
underway.

An cmerging need in many fire-prone dreas is community-based cvacuauon plan-
ning. Evacuatien planming increascs public safety, by educating residents and local
planners on oplions and potential problers, o advance of ag event {Jobnson and
Ziegler, 1986; Perry, 19833 The neighborhood scale is most appropriate in this context
because wildfires generally induce small-scale evacuadiors. Tor this reason, wildfice
evacuatons are manzeed locally, although farge urban hirestorims may invoelve man
agencies tOES, 19923 At the opposite end of the process scale are wass evacuations that
ipvolve endire urban areas. Simulation modelmg and spatial decision support swsteims
for managing mass evacuations nave advanced significantly over the last twenty vears in
the context uf many hazards (Hobeika e1 al, 1994; Pidd co al, 997 Shefth e al, 1982:
Southworth, 1994 Seuwthworth and Chin. 187 Tufeckl and Eisko, 1921 but simulating
neighborhood-seals evacuations undar the threat of wiidfire has not been a focus.
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Neighborhood-evacuation analysis requires a relatively fine level of geographic
detail. At this process scale, ynportant questions can arise regarding the relative egress
of individual structures or street segments. Microscopic traffic sinudation (or micro-
shnwdogony is the most detailed level of transportation simulation moedeling. For this
reason, it represents’ a promising strategy for meeling the scale requiremetts of
this problem domain. Microsimulators modal the movement and interaction of indi-
vidual vehicles in a transportation network., They are increasingly used to address
problems sach as intersection design (Hossain, 1999) and traffic management sysiem
evaliation (Yang and Koutsopoulos, 1996} Microsimalation in transportation model-
ing can be distinguished from macrosimulation, where wafhic iz modeled as agerepate
Acws {Southworth and Chin, 1987), and mesosimulalion, where vehicles are grouped
into platoons simutated as scparate entitiss (de Silva and Celese, 2000},

In this paper we present a method for using microsimulation to design and test
neighborhond-evacuation plans in the urban  wildland interface. A cantral goal was to
develop a method that can be appiied by community planners and consultants without
requiring a jarpe-scale software-development campaign. For this reason, we developed
the method 1o work with existing, off-the-shell microsimulation software We begin the
paper with a review of microsimulation apprezaches in regional evaceation modeling,
and then describe the proposed method. In the next section we present & case study
for a controversial community in a fire-prane canyon east of Salt Lake Ciry, Utah
and ralse a vumber of issues on how 10 made] and plan neighborhoed evacuations
in fire-prone areas, Finally, the paper conctudes with a discussion of the resubts and
fimitations of the approach.

1 Backpround
Southwarth (1991} defines regional evacuation modeling as a five-step process, similar
ter the four-siep urban eransportation modeling svstem {hMever and Miller, 1954). The
main steps inciude trip generaton, departure timing, destination choice, route chaoce,
and evacuation plan set-up and analysis procedures. Mode choice may also be an
impartant step when maore than one travel maode 15 available. The concern in trip
generanion 1s estimating the number of vehicles that will enter a transportalion network
at various source locations. This may require the costly proposition of gathering dazta
on davtime population Nuetuations, The focus in the departure-timing $lep 15 €51mat-
ing the rate at which thess velieles will enter the aetwork. The destination choice step
assipns each evacuating vehicle to an emergency planning zone exit or shelter, The
concern in the route choice step is modeling en route driver decisionmaking. In
the plan sat-up and analvsis step a sct of performance measures are developed and
tasted, often with the aid of visualization, w develop and svaluate an evacuanion plan.
There are faw examples of microsimulanon in regional evacuation analysis. Hisioer-
ically, arpuments for its use have not feen able 1o offset the added computational
turden in medeling the movement and interaction of a large riunber of zutonomous
vehicles. Jo recent yvears, this limitation has been gready reduced (16 not eliminated) by
increases In computatioral power and advancemenis in software enginesring. The
carlicst apphration of micrasimelation in evacuation modeling relied on railoring
the general-purpose microsimutator NETSIM#® 10 manage an evacuation {Peat,
Marwick, Mitchell and Company, 1973 Rathu and Santago, 1990 Moeller a1 al
(1951) developed the CLEAR {caleulated logeal evacuaton and responsz) model for
the Nuclear Regulatory Commission thar simolated vehicle moverment only along
primary arteries, thereby reduckng the compuatational burdes. Tweedic et oal (1986)
doveloped a probabilistic method (or caleulatng evacuation times that iavolved pre-
selecting major svacuation routes for raffie situlation. Stern and Sinvany-Stern (1989)
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presented a behavioral-based microsimulation model, based on the SLAM h
shimlation languare for smudl-city evacuations, thatl included pedestrian flows (see
also Sinuany-Stern and Stern, 1993).

As Sourhworthy (19910 notes, the focus i most microsimulation studies s trafMic
delavs at interscetions because this is where the majority of delayvs occur. Route choice
is generally either myopic {drivers select the least congested link at each intersection)
or restricted, as a result of emergency managers controlling the flow at cach e
section. They have been used primarily in geographically limited urban nztwork studics
{for example, primary roads only), or in relatively small urban and urban - rural area
studies. Despite its limited use o régional evacuation analysis, microsimulation has
seen rapud growth 0 lransportation studies in recent years. Current ofl-the-shelfl desk-
top microsinlators are capable of modeling and viswalizing thousands of vehicles in
complex wrban road networks with many features that would be useful in modeling
gracuations. :

3 Methods
Evacuation analysis and planning at & neighborhood scake raise 2 number of inter-
esting questions. Foremaost is the nature ol the spatial variation in expected evacuatian
umes for households within a neighbarhood. For example, in congested scenarios,
evacuees starting deep in a densely populated canyon with a limited number of exits
will tuke sigmficantly longer 1o clear the canyon than those at the catyvan mouth. This
s impoctant @ characterizing and commumcaiing wildfire evacuation vulnerability at
a disaggregate (household) level. To date, evacuation researchers have emphasized
agorepate network performance metrics such as network clearing time or average velicfe
delay rather than disaggregate metnics such as howsehold evecuation travel time.
Disaperegate metrics hold the potential to be very telling because they can be mappsd
10 examing evacuation scenarios and management oplions i a spanial light. Far
example, although it is routing to idenufy the bocation of potential traffic bottlenecks
in an evacuation, little attention has been paid 10 Wentifying which evacuees will
experience these delavs. The methed presented hereln allows an analyst 10 reveal
this subueighborhoed spatial variation m evacuaton travel times and, thus, human
vulnerabsline

As noted, a new generation of desklop microtraffic simulaters has emerged that
include many features thar would be uselul in evacoation modeling and planning,
Although these systems a2re not specifically designed for modeiing evacuations, a regional
gvacuation can be viewed as a specizl case of urban transpertation. Example differcnces
inclide the motivation behind trip making, the clevated level of travel demand on the
network, traffic management straregies, and the potential loss of critical inks w a
hazard., Many of these pew systenis inclede sophisticared intersection design and
coding capabiliiies, public transportation resting features, 30 dyvnamic visualization,
and the ability 1o maodel thowsands of Interacting vehicles i complex urban networks
to lane-lavel detail. There are 2 number of competing microsimulators (SMARTEST,
1999, and we selected Paramics™ {Quadstone, 2002) as representative of this genera-
ton (Cemeron and Duncan, 1998), Paranues™ has exceptional 3D dynamic visualization
capabilitzes that would be useful 1n viewing evacualion scenarios. Alse, 1t has recently
ganed accepiance in the Unired States by state Depariments of Transponation such
as the Califernia Depariment of Transporation. This shoutd not overshadow the fact
that the methead we deseribe [ this paper can be used with any simulator that acceplts
a traffic scenario in the form of text fles. which is standard practice,

Augmenting a microsimulator to model an evacualion requiics & preprocessing
step to generale a realistic scenaric and a pOSIProcessing siep (o assess any relevant
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Figure 1. A diagram ¢f the micrgamuolation evacuation method.

evacuation metrics. This approach was used i the original work with WETSIM
(Peat et al, 1873 Figure | 1s a conceptual diagram of the proposed method. A
preprocessor receives a set of input parameters that defing the characteristics of an
evacuation scenario. This program iranslates the scenario into a specific case ol
grigin- destination (O wave! flow for input into a general-puipose microsimulator.
QD demand s expressed as a temporal profile that defines the rate of demand from
each origin zone to destination zobe within a specified tme interval In additon w
defining an evacualion seenario in the preprocessing siep. there are also direct inputs
o the mucrosimulation software, most notably the one-time coding of the road
netwotk for a given study arza. Other direct parameters o the microsimulaler serve
to define characteristics such as vehicle types and speeds. The next few szctions
review the steps in the proposed method,

31 Network coding

Al the most detailed network data-modeling level, each structure is represented by an
origin zone. To perform a study at this level, spaual nformation 1§ required on all
toads 2nd residential structures (or parcels) within a study area. This information has
a nuinhber of spurces. For example, many local planning apencies maintain up-to-date
digital spatial data regarding the Jocauon of structures or parcels for tax purposes. If
this information i3 not available, air photographs are a source of spatial information
avallahle at very large map scales. In the United States, U5 Geological Survey dipital
ortiaphoto quads (DOGs) 2re a valuable resource in this rerard (one-meter resolution
rectified to Lniversal Transverse Mercator) However, in many rapidly devcloping
areas. Neldwork may also be necessary 1o identify all curcent siructures. Given a souroe
of this information, Paramics™ allows a graphic image to be input from wlich a vector-
based network can be dircctly digitized, The nelwork coding functiona.ity is sinular to a
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network-based GIS (for exmwnple, ArcEdit™). Link speed and other network attributes
must be entered manually, Coding a network is 2 time-conswmning step; proportional o
the number of structures fthat s, crigin zones), links, and intersections in the study
areq. Wonetheless, the graphical interactive input wols are 2 quannun lezp over the
text file network coding of Arst-generation traflic-simulation software.

3.2 Trip gencration

The concern in Lrip peneration is estimating the aumber of departing vehicles from
each origin zone [n the context of this research, each origin zone represents a separate
household. As the number of households in a neighborhood wath ¢ 1, 2, .. # originat-
ing wehicles is a discrete count, we can make a statisticat assumption that the aggregate
distribution of originating vehiclzs in & acighborhood follows 2 Peisson distribution
(figure 2, stcp 13 The Poissan distribudion is rost appropriate in this case because

Step 1 Trip gencration (the aggregate disteibosion of originating velaeles in a peighborbood)
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= to k househabds

= zfoafrfefr]ee]: o

12 1 4 5 B n
012354558 V113456 houscholds
swmier of velicles number af vohizley
Puassan Healization
Slep 2. Dropacture wnung (the disscibutzon of vehicle departare)
i} i 2 3 4 i

LE I

s | s 25]13 1

D-5 &=10 M-I1516-2021-24

percenl @ugregaie trips
per Lime jnlerval (3 minutes)

T L B R Y PR = T - R R Y W
:F—ﬁ'l"'ll""nf"\t' :-—-—NNF"’.M?
= [ R R I A A
—EZa AR FTZILOaEAR
taime inlereal ime Inerva,
[minules) [muinures)
Poissan | Realizanen

Step 3 Dresunanon choice (malnx of vehieles deparung each bousebaold
and the exits they =l byl
deiljnuton
ineighborheod exzs)

1 2 3 4
\ 3 ] H cligest
1 ALEILMmeE
2 U f R
3 3 '
4| 2 i
Crfms

thousthondsy 5

4
.

n |

Figure 2. Thr threo-step evacuation scenano-generation method.
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some homes will have few or no evacuating vehicley at a given thne of day, most will
have some, and a few will have many. A house may have no evacuating vehicles
hecause the residents are conducting activities alsewhere al the thine of the evacuation
ot they opted to shelter-in-place during an emergency, Households with many vehicles
may have large families, renters, or guests.

The mean and variance of a Poisson distribution are equal. In this context, this
refers to the mean number of vehicles departing from each houschold and the variance
in the number of vehicles. The main factors that affect the mean are the number of
avaitable vehicles at each household and their subsequent wse by household members,
This parameter Muctuates throvghont the diurnal cvele as residents conduct activities
away from home and return, At midday in a residential neighborhood, there may be as
few as (1.5 vehicles, on average, departing from each houschiold, because most rastdents are
at work or conducting activities clzew here. This is equivalent Lo saving that every other
house will generate §ovehicle, on average, during an evacuation. However residential
neighborhoaods also empley many transicnt people such as house clegners, ConractoTs,
gardeners, delivery people, and uuility workers who will also play a role in a daytime
evacuation (Drrabek, 19%6). The mean can be adiusied; lower 10 assess the effect of fewer
vehicles per housshold and higher for times when most residents are at home.

The Poisson distribution can be used to simulate (Ross, 198%) a reafizarion of
originating vehicles within a neighborhood, The steps in this process are as follows:

I. select the next household #;

2. use the mean number of vehicles per household in & Poisson random oumber
generator 16 obtain 4 randem integer v that represents the number of vehicle trips
from the houschold (Kruse and Ryba, 1999, page 670,

3. aszign the mnbar of departing vehicles v to household b

4, if there are more households, go ta step 1,

5. done.

This process can be repsated any number of times for a given scenario (o assess the
sensitivity of all evacuation-analysis metrics. The benefit of this approach is that it does
aat place (oo mnuch weight on a single distribution of wips. Houschold occupancy,
vehicle ownership, and neighborhood dermographics will vary signilicantly across all
time scales in a communily. Tn this way the goal is to test the longer term pesformance
aof a neiphborhood conlgueration (resideniial and road nctwork), across a range of
scenarios, rather than atemp to produce an accurate estimate of the evacuation
time [or a partcular scenario. We do not know where evervene will be in a community
during an evacuation, 0 statisucal simulation of the scenarie is appealing becanse i
incarporates this uncertainty. This approach also avolds privacy violations, which are a
significant concern at this level of peographic dewail. For example, it should no be
necessary o know individual househeld demographics, how many vehicles a house-
hold owns, or when a houschold’s occupants are home or oot This method assumes
stationarity in the mean number of evacuaiing vehicles per houschold throughout the
aeighborhood, In some stedy arcas, there may be enclaves witinn the neighborhood
with a much lugher or loswer average number of evacuating vehicles per household.
However, for small areas this assumption s nol oo egregious.

1.3 Dreparture Liming

The concern in the deparbitre-timing step s modeling the rare at which vehicles will
enter the network following an evacuation order or recopninon of a threat, A tempotal
profile of travel demand niust be generated. This can be performed at an agpregate
level whare the percentapge of evacaating vehicles entoring the network in discrete timhe
steps Is specified. Time ‘zoro’ can be viewed either as the Lime an evacuation order s
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issued or when the communily porceives the hazard as 2 threat. In the context of this
research, we are ool concerned with decision time, or the time between incidence
detection and the decision 1o order an evacuation {Urbanik et al, 1980). Depariure
ting, in our context, refers 1o the point in tine when a vehicle leaves a houschold;
it includes both notificelion time and houschold preparation time. For examnpic, if
a vehicle is assigned a departure time of 25 minutes, then 25 minutes were required
to notify the household and for the ocoupants to prepare to evacuate.

The dufusion of emergency warning has been studied for many hazards (Rogers,
198%; Rogers and Sorensen. [99]; Sorensen, 1988; 1991}, Stern and Sinuany-Stern (1989)
proposed modeling (s process for nuclear power plant evacuations in a hehuvioral-
based fashion using decision trees that include many factors such as the location of the
head of household and available cotnmunication modes {for example, television, radig,
neighbor), Despite the many theorctical and empirical advancements in this area,
Southworth (19913 notes that 1his is stil] the weakest link in the evacuation modeling
process. In the context of modeling wildlire-induced cvacuations al the neighborhood
scale, the process is further complicated by the Tact that this particulat topic has not
been studied. Thus, the only option at this tme 15 to rely on planper judgment abgug
how evacuces might respond in an emergeney.

In this method, there are ¢ discrete vehicle (rips from all households that must be
assigned a departure time. The distribution of these evenis 1n an actual emergency can
take many forms depending on myriad idiographic factors. In general, it is likely thal
lew evacuees will dopart at the onset off an emergency, as most will be preparing 1o
leave or stll receiving warning, This rate should increase 1o a peak and then gradually
taper off. The most commeoen appreach 0 this preblem is o maodel the cumulative
distribution of these trips {rather than a probability density funcuon) with a lagistic
curve (Souathworth, 19913 Within the context of this method, we dectded to use the
Poisson distribution to represent the probability density function of departure events.
The Pmssen distribution is commonly wsed in quening theory te modsl random
arrivals because it describes the probabifity of » evenls accurring within a given time
pecind, given that the time begween arrivals 15 a random nombar that is independent of
the time of the previous serivals (Mever and Miller, 1984). Here, we simply roverse the
conuman use of this distribution to model a random deparrure process.

It is alse sunple (o simulate a Poisson distribution to be used in Paramics™ as a
traffic demand profile. For each discrete time period (0-5 miinutes, 6 - 10 minules,
11— 15 minutas, ..}, the percentage of cvacuatng vehicles from the neighborhood
must ke estimated. In a Poisson distribution, this can be specified with a single
parameter. -the mean vehicle departure time (1n S-minute increments) after an order
10 evacuale or recognition of a threat. In cases where the neighborbood mobilizes
relatively quickly, this mean will be low and the distnibution will he skewed. In cases
where the response to an order §s wvery slow (high preparation time), the mean
cdeparture e Wil be relatvely high and the distribution will lake on a Gaussian
shape. Similar to the trip-generation swep, the Poissen disttibution is used as a
statistical methoed to simulate departure timing realizatons 2 wmes for & pgiven
meat—ro incorporate a dimension of uncertainty (figure 2, step 23

3.4 Destination choice

The concern in the destination choice step 18 assigning each evacuating vehicls to a
neighborhood exit or shelter. The most straightforward approach is a closest-assignment
assimnplion-- where vehicizs are assigned to their closest exit or shelter by using the
network distance. In some neighborhood contexts Uus may be a very good estimate of
where people will travel, whercas in others it may not. Anather approsch is 1o use traffic
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countng data Lo assess neighborhood-exil wse and assume that destunation choice can
be approximated with this information. In other words, the assignment of vehieles 1o
exits can be a modified version of closest assignment — where the allocation of vehicles
to exits is Aadjusted to represent the actual use of exits in the neighborhood. A thurd
approach 15 to establish boundaries manually as if the residents are following a set
evacuation destination chotce plan, The alternative to a determunistic approach s a
probabilistic approach where the likelihood that a driver chooses a particular destination
is a function of distance and other factors {Southworth, 1991). In this research, we optled
for the closest-assiznment method because it is straightforward 1o implement; and,
as Scuthworth (1791) notes, it 15 a good assumplon 1o small urban systems or rural
evacualions—which is our focus (figure 2, step 3} A move comprehensive study
would cvaluate the effects of various destination-choice heuristics on cvacuation Limes,
" However, all approaches must rely 1o a larpe degree onb planner judgment,

3.5 Rouie choice

The concern in the route-cheice step is modeling en route driver decisionmaking. The
strategy adoptad here is to take advantage of existing off-the-shelf microsimulation
soltware. This imeans that route chowse 18 handled by the commercial microsimulator,
and 1 sone cases will not be ameaable to alternative modeling stratepies unless source
cods or route-choics oplions are available. Thus, 1t 15 important to understand the
raute-choice strategy emploved by an existing system to assess whether the approach
is suitable for experimental purpeses. In our case, Paramics™ relizs on & myopic route-
choice strategy, and 15 generally considered appropriate in urban —rural and rural
evacuation analysis (Soutliworth, 19913, Next, we briefly describe the microsimulation
route-chaice methed employed by Paramics®.

Vehicles in Paramics™ use a ronte-cholce heuristic based on individuzl decisions at
mntersections. Bach vehicle is assigned a destination, bul a voute is nol assigned al the
origin zone. Tables are constructed and stored at cach intersection when the network is
loaded. Fach table holds, for a given set of vehicle tvpes and driver familiarivy settings,
the ravel costs o destinations indexed by exit number, Table | depicts an example
raute-choice table at a four-leg interscetion, for deivers familiar with the newwork, using

Table 1. Travel cosis to each desunation (A -F) using links at an intersection

Link Cesnnation

A B [ B} E E
] id T 34 92 4h 41
b &0 0% 1% 15 9% 67
3 23 B 10 a4 43 34
< |2 37 43 (% us a7

a given vohicle tvpe when the network bas six zonal destinations A-F,

The rows of the matrix are indexed by the four departing links, and the six columns -
1eferance the destination zoves. The table entries can be used to identify whick link will
result in ¢e Jewst travel cost for reaching the given destination. For example, a vehicle
with destination 2 would use the table to identify link 2 as the least-cost departing oplion
at this intersection. Using the tables at each node. a vehicle takes the least-cost aption Lo
its destination, The decision of which Bnk to take at an intersection is generally inade two
links ahead of time, s0 a vehicke can ‘look ahead’ because the raved cost vahucs in the table
above are adjusted dynamically according to congestion. That i3, vehicles currently
traversing the link are used o updaie the table. These costs are also slightly peniurbed
1o avoid deerministic route choice. Ik other words, if the costs of two links leaviag an
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mterscetion are close, one wehicle might take ooc altcrnatie, and the next vehicle
might (ake the other. Deiver-familiacity parameters are available in Paramics® to
adjust the depree to which a driver can look abead in making rowte decisions, The
overall clfect s traffic behavior that 1s near in appearance o real traffic,

4 Case study: Emigration Canyon, Utah
Emigration Canyon s a rapidly developing arca immediately east of Salt Lake Ciy,
Ltah. The arimary vegelation in the canyon is Gamble Oak {Quercus pambelln), which
is capable of supporting flames with a height ranging from 30 to 100 {eet moving at 8
to i0 mules per hour in high winds, The main road follows the canyon Ooor, but our
study focuses on an offshoot planned urban development called Emigration Oaks
(figure 3). Emigration Oaks has been the source of an onpgoing debate about the
propased construction of a second access road 1o improve emergency access, The
controversy slems from the fact that the road will increase through-traffic and poten-
tially compromise cooiogical resources such as the crock, Without the second access
road. approximately 230 homes along a §-mile long dendritic road network will rely on
ong exit {250 homes per network exin. For comparison purposes, the neighborhood ai
the arigin of the Qakland — Berkeley Fire in 1991 that resulted in significant evacuation
probtems and 25 fatalities (ORS, 1992) had approsimately 300 homes and 4 exiting
roads {73 homes per gxiting lane)—although some exits were blocked by the fire

In the last few years, residents in Emigration Oaks have become increasingly
concerned about possible cvacuation problems as new homes are constucted. In
addition to the limited access, ceilular phones de not work well in the canvon, and
there 18 no installed notibcation system. This makes notifving the residents an egually
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Fipure X The Emigrasion Oaks neighboriood in Emigraticn Canyan (250 homes, 1 exat),
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challenging problem. The evacuation order during a regional five will likely be 1ssued
using a mabile siven and door-to-door notification. Currently, the community has no
formal evacuation plan, but efforts are being made toward this end, of which this study
s part. At this point, residents and emergescy managers have many guestiens. For
example, how Jong might it take to clear the neighborhiood under various vehicle-use
and departure-timing scenarios? What sort of trafiic congesiion might occur and
where? What effect will the second access road have on '1llewatmg potential congestion
and reducing evacuation limes?

To code the rransportation network and household structures, a US Geological
Survey digital orthophoto quad (DOQ) was acquired from the Siate of Tah Auto-
mated Geographic Reference Center. The DOGQ predatcd much of the residestial
development, and we acquired a CAI» drawing of the plantied fingl development
from the Salt Lake County Planning Office. Coding the road network and the 230
residential structures required 20 to 25 hours of digitizing time.

4.1 Experimental design

The principal independent variables were the mean nwmber of evacuating vehicles per
houschold and the mean vehicle departure time. An evacuation scenario in this context
was comprised of a combination of these two variables. For example, a given sccnario
might be one in which [ew residents are at home at the time of the event {few vehicles
per household) and evaceees have a low preparation time (guick response}l Each
scenario was run m o times (realizations) belore assessing any metrics to account {or
varialions in the trip distribution, as well as the stochastic natwre of traffic fiow, in
Paramics™ The depandant variables included both aggrezate and disaggregate evacua-
tiom metrics. The principsl ageregate melrics were mean evacualion tme and mean
vehicle avel time. The disaggregate metrics were the mean and standard deviation of
the household-evacuation travel times. Disagzregate metrics are amenable o visual-
ization in a map-based form to analyze spatial patterns. Each combination of mean
vehicles per houschold and mean departure time was pecformed with and without the
proposed second access road, which doubled the number of scenarios.

Far cach scenario, encugh realizations were generaled {OD matrix.generations) (o
suarantee that at least 30 (n) wips were made {rom each houschold for the given
scenario. This 18 necessary (o ensure the statistical rehability of a household™s mean
and ztandard deviation travel tme. In some scenarie realizations, a housz may not
produce any trips because the Poisson reahzation did oot assign it any departing
vehicles (that is, no one was home or they sheltered-in-place) Thus, the lower the
mean oumber of cvacuating vehicles per household in a neighborhood, the fewer
vehicles vach houschold generates, and the more simulation runs it takes o ensure a
sample of at least 30 vehicle trips ftom each houschald, For the two-exit case, destina-
tion cholce was implementad by wsing a closest-exit assumpiion. Finally, aggregate
clearing lime of the neighborhood was defined as the time when the last vehicle
reached the main canvon road using either exit.

4.2 Resills

Figures 4 and 5 depict the acgrepate tmetrics, mean evacuation tme, aud mean vehicle
iravel time. as a function of the two independent varizbles, Each pojnt in the figures
represents the mean of 30 simulei[ions for the given scepario. The first mndependent
variable, the mean pumber of vehicles per household, ranged from 0.5 velocles
per howschold 1o 30—at ncrements of 0.3 The sccond independent vaniable, the
mean househiobd departure Hme, ranged from 5 minutes (extrernely urgenl svacuation)
10 25 munwies in S-minute juerements. Figure 4 shows that the sooner the evacuses
depart, on average, the less wme 1t will take to clear the caure neighborhood repardless
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of how much rtraffic congestion the scenario might generate. In other words, the
s-eolumn order is preserved for cach x-axis value. This yneans that there 15 no case
where a2 more gradual depacture raie maght alleviate conpestion and resuitl in a guicker
agpresare evacuation. Also. in peneral, as the mean number of vehicles per household
increases, 50 does the evacuation time. This did not hold in all cases, and we atiribute
this to the sensitivity of this metric to the departure time of the last vehicle.

In genzral, varving the mean nember of vehicles per househotd had less effect on the
toral evacuation time than does the departare rate. This 15 10 say that the most important
factor In clearinig the neighboriiood quickly 15 the mean vehicle departure rae—with
vehicles per household having much less eflect. It was surprising thal, given an extremely
short mean vehicle departure rate of 5 manutes and very low household vehicle use of
0.3 per home {almost no one at howe), the average time o clear the canyon of all
residents was still approximately 25 minues. Thus, 23 minutes stands as an estimale of a
best-case evacuation time for the canven, Under @ more realistic scenario of o mean
departure rate of 20 minutes following warning and a mean of 2 vehicles per household,
the averape time o ¢lear the canyon was nearly an hour, This is Gnportant because a
large wildlre traveling al 8 - 10 mules per hour in high winds could consume this
communily 1o 30 nunates. Thus, sheltering-in-place would be advised unless emergency
managers have at keast an hour to conduct the evacuaton. If there 1s not enough time,
evacuees stand the chance of being overcome by (he fire in traffic, and vehicles provide
much less protection from a large-scale fire than o4 structure.

Figure 5 {see over) depicts the mean vehicle iravel tme for the simuiaticon scenarios.
This plot shows that the mean number of vehicles per home has dittle eiffect If
the mean houwsehold departure rate is relatively slow {hat is, 20 or 25 minutes)
but kas a very significant effect if the mean departure rate s very quick {for exampls,
3 or 10 minmes). In short, althouph the tota! time 1o evacuate the neighborhood was
ruch less with a quicksr departure rate (Ngure 43, the time thatl evacuees spent in thelr
cars because of copgestion was much greater (figure 33 This was not evident in the
total-evacuaton-tme plots. This is imporant because the wotal-evacuation-tine metric
alone would nplv that the evacualion scenario was quicker and. hus, safer, but the
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mean vehicie travel Lime is mucn higher, leading o a greater aggregate vehicle exposure
o wildhire,

The disagpregate metrics werg caleulated for each household and mapped wsing GI5.
(TS has increasingly been applied in evacuation analysis (Cova and Chuech, 1997, de
Silva and Eglese, 2000, Gatrell and Vincent, 199]), Figure & depicts the msan svacuation
houschold ravel himes under the assumpoion that the mean number of vehicles oripinat-
ing from zach household {2,) was 2.5 and the mean depariure time per vehucle following
an gvacuation order {4; ) was 10 minuies. 'This scenario can be charvacterized as an urgent
svacuation where evacueces lgave almost immediately following warning (or recognition
of a threat), with high vehicle-use per houschold similar to that of the 1991 Oakland Fire
evacuation {OES, 1992). For this seenario the map shows that households in the back of
the canynn Can expecl a mean evacuation travel time approximately 13 munutes longer
than houschalds close 10 the exit. Although tlus general pattern is intuitive for a netwaork
this simple, the imethnd allows ar analyst to quantify the difference in mean evacuation
times batween hovseholds in the back of the canyon from those 1n the fronr Also, there
arc pockels where the evacuation time is not a linear function of the distance to the exit,
Far exarnple, a household at location | in figure 6 (s oot vary far from the exit but must
merge with trallic that may be backed up on the main road. Houwseholds in this
neighbarhiood have a much greater evacuation travel tme than expected. Also, the
map depicts mean household evacuation travel times, and in one case the evacuation
travel time for a houschold at location 2 was 21 minwees, This is three o four omes
as long as it would take to leave the neighborhond from the same home if the netwaotk
weare empty of traflic. Figure 7 depicts the standard deviation in kousehold evacuation

Stzndard deviabion evacuation
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Figure 7. Standard deviation in houscheld evacuation travel tmes for the same seenario ss fgore b
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Fizure B. Mean houschold evacuation travel times —[(gr an urpert scenario with high househalsd-
vehicle use-—including the second access toad.

times within the neighborhood for the same scenario. Note that, for mest homes, the
standard deviation in houschold evacuation travel times (or this scenario 1s abour 2 to 4
minutes.

Figure B depieas the mean bhouschold evacuation travel times (or the same scenario
(4 — 2.3 minutes. A; -~ [0 minutes) but with the addirion of the proposed second
aceess road. This map shows that homes in the back of the canyon will have a
substanUally Tower mean evacuation travel (ime than in the one-cxit case, Adter the
construction of the second read, homes equidistant from each exit will have the bighest
mean gvacuation fravel umes, Figure 9 shows the standard deviation in househald
evacuation travel time for the neighborhood given the second access road. The stan-
dard dewiation in tlese travel times has decreased substantially for the nelghborhood,
on the whole, piven the second access road, This unpies that for this scenario all
homes will have more consistent travel mes with the second aceess road. Ths s
because the seccond access yoad alleviates much of the traffic conpestion associated
with trving to get everyone oul using a singie exit, Yiewed another way, two 2xis
rectuce the average aumber of komes per extt from 250 to 125

Figures 10 and 11 (ser overd show the effect of the new road on the distrioution of
houschold evaguauon tes for 2 house al the cureent ¢xit tlower canvond and onc at
the back of the development (upper canvon). The scenaria i this case was a rmhean
aumber of vebictes per honsehold af 2.5 and a mean departire time of 10 minutes. It ig
clear from these figures ihar the shift (decrease) in the distribution of houschold
evacuation times ader an urgent evacuation scenario s much greater for a hone in

“
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the back of the canyon than one al the canven entrance, when the second access road
is taken into account. The occasional higher evacuation tme for a household at the
entrance of the development occurs when a household delays departure and encounters
a prolonged queue on the main road.
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5 Discussion and limitations
The results in the prior secuon demonstrate that shorter household preparation Umics
and, thus, departore times always result 1o a quicker apgregate evacuation for the study
arga. However, very urgent ¢vacuations can result n significant traffic congestion and
a sharp increase in mean vehicle wave] times, pacticutar)y if there are a lot of peaple at
homme duning the cvacustion and household vehicle use 15 relatively high. This 15 very
important In assessing human vuinerabdity (Cutter, 19926) because vebicles provide
much less protection than a structure during a wildfire. Therefore, a scenario where
cvacuees si1 i dense traffic for longer periods imcreases aggrezate wildfire exposure.
Although it might take longer to evacuate the entize neighborhood with a slightly slower
departure rate, evacuees would be able (o drive out in roughly the same tine they would
b accustomed to under normal conditions. This reduces exposuce at the sane time that
it halps alteviate panic, which is very rare in evacuations, bul can cccur n cases of
limied egress (Quarantell, 1950 —a sigruficant concern o this nelghborhood.
Disaggregate cvacuation modeling and mapping at the household fevel has net
leen explored in regional evacuation research. One of the main henefits of this level
of geographic detadl is rhat an analvsl can exaning evacuaiion scenarios, as well as the
effects of various cvacuation nmprovement sirategics, in a spanal light {Jor example,
construction of a second access road) By mapping the results of repeated evacuation
simulations al the household Jevel, we were able 1o map the relative evacuation vulner-
ability of houschoids within a neighborhood under various what it scenarios. This
allows questions to be posed about who rupght be trapped in a bottleneck during an
arpent cvacuation rather than simply the locations of the bottlenecks 1 an arza o be
cvacuated. Although the network in our case study is topologically simple. the method
could be applied 0 a more complex netwerk that may exhibit nonlinear effects in
gvacuation travel times because of intersection spillovers und queuves that restrict turns.
The statsticat simulation appreach 1o evalusting neighborhood evacuation char
acleristics 13 novel and has a number of strengths. Simulating vebicle use and
departiee timung distributions across 4 range of evacuvation scenarios teads to maore
general results than striving to characterize an exact distribution of residents, vehicle
ownership, and preparation fime for a speciflic pomt m tinme. Neighborhoods change
OVET mEny yedrs, and it s more important to gei a general sense of the outcoms of a
range of sceqarios than o predict with any accuracy the outcome of one. Lt 15 also less

bl
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expensive Lo perform stastical simubations of the dominant characteristics that aflect
an cvacuation than to collect data on imdividaal households within a neighborhood.
Furthermore, statistical sumulation protects privacy, o significant ssue at the most
detailed level of analvss,

One of the main advagtages of using off-the-shell microsimutation software is
leveraging visualization capahilitics that would not otherwise be accessible except to
software engineers, The slatic dot maps o figures 6 to 9 reveal the variation in house-
hold evacuation times within an area, bat dvpatnic visvalizadan is more elfective in
conveying what traffic, in an evacuation scgnario, might look like Paramics™ and
many other contemporary microsimuiators have very sophisticaled visualization capa-
bilities. This can be invaleable in getling emcrgency managers, urban planners, and
residents Lo acknowledge potential evacuation probloms and to consider increasing the
amaount of commuputy-based emheraency planning.

The mam Lintation of the propused method of using off-the-shelf microsimulation
sofiware is the inability to control fundamental aspects of the simudation meodel
including the route-chojee, car-following, and lape-changing models. Some vendors
scll access o these models via source code, for a much higher price, but we opted to
use the ‘canned’ version for this initial research project 1o keep the costs within reach
for homeowners’ associations, local emergency planners, and transportation cansdl-
tanis. Another alternative is (o mounl a soltware develepment campaigi, but this
creates a sigmificant harricr-to-sotry in getting microsimulation tools used by the pariies
who need this technology the most

Microsimulation 1s very valuable but has its limitations, [t is important to note that
there are many levels of validation required that are especially out of reach for
evacualion researchers. For example, there are no available data to aid in calibraung
a carfollowing model during an emergeney evacuation. The models used in this
rescarch were calibrated using data from deiving behavior under normal condstions.
The actual car-following behavior of evacuees in a fire might be very differeat. Also,
this behavier would vary depending on the urgency of the evacuation and many other
factors. One approach to this ssue would be to test the sensitivity of the results inan
evacuation study by recalibrating the component models in a microsinulatorn, If the
aggrepate resiles of many simulations were not very sensitive io changes or recabibration
of the underlying car-following, lane-changing, and roule-choice models. the resulis
would gain better accepiance in emergency planning. 1 the results are very sensitive 1o
these models and their parameters, then the problem becomes one of gathering relevant
data on rowe-cheice, car-following, and lane-changing behavior during emergency
evacuations. This chatlenge 1 complicated by the faet that this behavior weould vary
by hazard tyvpe, urgency. esacuation scale, and many other factors,

6 Couoclusion
We have presenied a prelliminary method for using an ofi-the-sheli microscopic trallic
simulator 1w desipn and test evacuation plans for neighborhoods in firceprone wild-
lands. A cenlral goal was w devclop a methodeloey that lakes advantage of the
tremendous value of sinulation in evacuation planmng without maunung a large-scale
software engineering campaign. Microsimuiation is the finest Jevel of geographic detall
i transportation modeling and thus represents the most appropniaie and telling fevel at
which to simulate netghborhood-seale evacuations. The strategy of using a commercial
simuldlion sVsiem reqUires 4 CLstom evacuauon-52enano generalor, 30 the approach is
not colpletely off-the-shell

Hupid urbanization in historically fire-prone regions s precipiating the need for
more sophisticated approaches to emergency planaing. Many of these areas were not

DA
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onginally designed to support the dense developmenits that are emerging Residents
nced o increase their awareness; they should consider simple questions such as how an
egvacuation order will be issued and what contingency plans can be put in place.
Twenty-five years of evacuaiion research for other kazards and recent computations!
advances can help unprove the amount of evacuation planning in fire-pronc areas.
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From: Stephen lyankeejim@ficnat net]

Sent:  Wednesday, August 27, 2008 2:36 PM
To. Placer County Board of Sﬁnewisars
Subject: Foresthill Community Plan

Board of Supenvisors |

We will not be able to attend the Planning Commission meeting on August 28th at 1:0Q due o the fact that we
have other Sericus appointments at that ime. We understand that the Ravised Faresthilk Communlty Planis oh
the agenda for the Planning Commission’s consideration. The Planning Commission wilt be considering whether
or not to send the recommandationfapproval on the Revised Foresthill Divide Commun'ty Plan palicy document
and its Environmental Impact Report (EIRY with the Final EIR to the Board of Supaervisors for its certification. We
are writing this lefter to inform you of our neighborhood oppesition o this plan as proposed. Cur primary
oppositions lie with Fire, Density, Water and Traffic but especially regarding the changes in tantd use designation
that would lead to significant changes In our community and impact the firg safety and limited access nature of
our already endangered community by drastically increasing the potanilal popuiation of the Foresthill Divide.
Somehow the factand example ofthe recent Paradise fire situation and the South Lake Tahoe fire have
conveniently been ignored In preference to the wishes of other interests. Perhaps some polfitical muscle is being
applied for profit from land deveioptment and we all know the county itself is leoking for additional revenus sources
lo suppott itae!f and rekindle if's past frantic pace of spending growih.

To iay the foundation for a potential buld out population here on the Foresthll Divide of over 50,000 is

- irresponsible and of questionable motive. Every one who lives In the forest is scared to death of fire and it
i5 geherally accepted as common knowledge that the incidence of fire increases with population growth. Every fire
professional | have spoken with just rolis thelr eyes in disbelief that this density is even being considered, but we
all suspect that there 15 pressure being applled by the State, the lending Institutions and those others who also
want to develope, get fich and leave,

Cur family has had a presence here on the divide for more than 150 years. Usually we just quietly watch the
workings of community government, but now we feel that wa must speak up in opposition and disappointment as
to how this revised planis being ramrodded down our {hroats with the "brush off” that our concems have already
besn addresses. They have not,

We urge you to be a voice of reason by not approving this dangemus and overly ambitious plan.

Respactfully,

Stephen P Hynt
Lynne P Hunt

Beverly P Daken,
21821 powerline Road
P.0.Box 845
Foresthill, Ca 95631

“oionuiadie
oareS23log REBREA P 1p
T3 Board of Supendsors « '
T County Exﬂ:l.?ﬁr:n;oor:ﬁc:: HECEWED AUG 23 2
&= County Counse} AUG 2 g 2008
£ Mike Boyle CLEAK OF THE - SusDi SunpDd A Dl AweDa_
- Planning Zoey) | BOARD OF SUPERVISORS e R e
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August 29, 2008

Placer County Planning Comumnission
3091 County Center Dr
Auburn, CA 95603

Dear Comumissioner Johnsen, Denio, Brentnall, Farinha,

We attended the Planning Commission meeting on Thursday, Avgust 28, 2008 and were
very pleased with vour hovest discussion of appendix, “E” of the Foresthili Divide
Community Plan. We were glad to see that YOU recognized that the Ryans have NOT
submitted a writtcn PLAN concerning their, “vision™ for Foresthill.

We agree with vour vote in favor ¢f the “study area™ designation for the Ryan property as
this will motivate thema to get something down on paper which they can present to the
community of Foresthill and the County. [t will also force them to deal with the issuc of
water supply. As vou know, the Ryans have never provided Foresthill Public Utifity
District with a needs analysis showing what their water needs would be, Now they have
no excuse not 1o,

Thank vou apain for your well thought oul discussion and vote.

We will see if the Board of Supervisors will be wise enough to follow your lead?

r

Singerely — !
LS

— — b e - -
DN e

Roy & Tamia West
www.rwest@ftenet.net

cc: Placer County Board of Supervisors ' DA‘rEC{lC&Q%
Michael Johnson, Planning Utrector _ (7 Board of Sunendsors - 5
2 County Executive Dffice
~= County Counse!
[l Mike Boyle
=3 Flanning Sovse

. -

IR RD
BOARY OLSL PERVIRC
v

ECE Y s

& (R}l

Al 1Y e At

SEP 02 2008

Sup 2 e : .
CLERK OF THE . 7
BoARD OF SUPERVISORS \_g




BUG . 2972538 10+210 153983040509 CLERX OF TEE BORRD THE £IT/A05

RECEIVER T} Board of bdpamsom M }h C | V‘ 'E‘ .
' —1 County Executlve Cffice %:‘iﬁ?\. LSUDNLBYISORS
AUG 29 2008 5+ Cournty Counsal Cr o
CLERK OF THE O Miks Boyle
ISORS , .
BOARD: 'DF SUPERV L _#Mm —~3 uﬂﬁ.bl{:ﬂ}g_._}*__-:-_?-.—_-—_-q
From:  Laura Wall [flwal1 @ftcnat.net]

Sent:  Wodnesday, August 27, 2008 944 PM

S S DY Al Aiderd
To: Loven Clar Crystal Jacousen; Michael Johnson; Placer CourL.

ty ﬁ%m? Sﬂbﬁﬁ%ﬂ}r@; Aiei,: 0 __

Subject: Foresthill community plan
Goed motning,

1 am a resident of Foresthill, 'm unsure if i'm sending this information to the corract body, but as | did not have
any e-mall information for any of the members of the Foresthill Forum, nor can | attend the B/28 meeting for
nublic comment, this is the best | could do, If my ¢cormments need to be forwarded to a different department,
please {eel free to do so.

{ feel completely betrayad by the Foresthilt Forum, who | thought were supposed to be looking cut for the
interests of ALL members of the Foresthill communlity, | have been regularly attending meetings regarding the
community plan when they were held in Foresthill in the evening hours. | have not spoken publically to this
point as it seemed other residents had been voicing my same concerns, Given that this process has ta%en such 3
long time, | was sure that when any decislons were made, thera would be adeguate notice of them and
adequate time 1o respond, That doesn't appear to be the case.

At the 8/12 planning commlssion meeting, there appeared to be many more proponents of the Forest Ranch
project tham normal. Even with that big push, the room appeared to be evenly spht with just as many in favor of
the full Forest Ranch project as there were opposing it. By the time any recommendations or decislons were
being discussed, it was 10:00pm. The decisions were held until the Foresthili Forurn meeting the next week. As
those meetings are held during the day {any many of us on the divide work off the hill}, {'ve never been able to
attend. Imagine my surprise when the Forum, against the recommendations ¢f the planning commission, voted
to inciude the entire appendix E for the Forest Ranch project in full.

| Ive in the historic downtown district, and | support the businesses In Foresthill. But perhaps the Forum thinks
they arz supparting only the local businesses or the chamber of coimmerce. Every resigent in this town should
have an equal voice, and my voice is ot lessened because 'm not a local business person. In any election, when
you go into the voting booth, one person gets one vote. it doesn't mattar what they do for a living or how much
money thay make, America is based on that premise.

| 2m tired of the argument that the only (.wav this town will survive is if we approve a project that will rearly
double the number of homes that exist in the entire community. If the business plan for pur entire community
hinges on whether or not Forest Ranch gets built, then perhaps the fack of a real and therough business plan
says more about why businesses are failing hera, 1am not against change or growth. 1 am against approving a
praject that will both overwhelm the town and the citizens and forever change the character of the town.

| have lived in Sacramento county. When | bought my fiest house, It was In Placer county, here in Foresthill. |
searched high and low throughout the county, in Nevada county, and in El Dorado county before ! gdecided 1o
move here. Did | move here as one argument 3t the 8/12 meeting suggested because § couldn’t afford to live in
Rocklin or Rosevilie? Absolutely not. In fact, the opposite was true. Housing was CHEAPER in Rocklin or
Roseville or Lincaln. t moved here because | DIDN'T WANT to live in those communities, Choose any town in
the Sacramento valley area. What da vou have? Subdivision after subdivision, New houses that are all the
same On postage stamp size lots where you could literally lean out your bathroom window and slap vour
neighbor in his bathroom. All those subdivisions are in towns wherte traffic was horrible, where in some cases

RIFRIMNR
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AUG, 29 2003 10:10 1533208004085 CLERK OF THE BOQARD
there already are retirement communities, where no one knew each gther, | wanted my OWN house that
wasn’t a mirror image of my next door neighbor’s house, where 1 could have some breathing room from my
neighbor’s Yand, but where you weren't afraid to chat with them aver the fence. When 1 moved here, lwas
charmed by the postal worker who knew my beox number without me teling her who | was or by an animal
service provider who took the extra effort to take my dog homa. Notbecause 1 was some important local
business person, but simply because 1 WAS a local.

If the entire Forast Ranch project is built, Foresthill will tugn into any of those cities I've already azmed.

" Nameless, faceless, and certainiy not ﬁnique. Progress in the narme of destroying the fabric of the community Is
not progress. 1'm not some idiot who fears change for the sake of change. | kave a business and finance
background, ahd 1 have made many of my own changes in ife. Just because | wasn’t a penniless immigrant does
not mean that | have not had to work Just as hard to mantain 2 living and a home o one salary, What will
happen if the Forest Ranch project in full is approved? Then | will sadly move to another community who isn't
looking to sell out and watch all of the warnings about not encugh water or infrastructure or sewage ¢apacity or

- firg evacuation mechanisms of environmental protections come to fruition. What will the town do then-when it
can’t support itself? That's when all the blame will start.. Right now, the planning commission has eontinued 1o
ring atl the alarm bells. Please don’t let the votes of 4 people behingd the community's back undo all the hard
work that has been done in assessing the catastrophic nature of this full project, -

Laura Wall

B/28/2008

D
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Josh L. Wilson, Jr.
21000 Spring Garden Road
Foresthill, CA 95631
530.367.2800

wilsonra fienet.met
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28 August 2008 ‘]
AUG
Mr, Larry Sevison, Chair 28 2008
Placer County Planning Comemission o
3091 County Center Drive PLANNING J&Er

Auburn, Ca 95603

Planning Commisstoners:

In Re: Today's Hearing: Itern 6 Foresthill Divide Community Plan; t:00 PM
Transportation and Circulation Element, reference pp. 2 (304) and 4 (306),
Powerline/Pateat Roads

By way of introducticn, I am a loag time resident having been involved in Foresthill in a
variety of ways since (959, with a permanent residence since 1970, T was chair of the
1981 Foresthill General Plan Committee, having worked closely with both Planning staff
and a widely representative committee, including an all day town meeting workshop, that
successfully brought the FGP to the Board of Supervisors in a little more than two years.
[ am a member of the Eccnomic Development Commission of the Chamber of

Commerce, and a trustee of the Feresthill Union Elementary School District Board of
Education.

1 would have been present at vour heanng in Feresthill on 12 August. However, that is
our regularly scheduled Board meeting. I respectfully request that the Commission check
the political calendar in the {uture in setting hearinps so as not to conflict with the several
public agencies”, including the school’s, regularly scheduled meetings.

With reference to the following, p. 4 (300): A: this time staff recommends that the Commission
consider incinding the future dedication of Pateni and Powerline Roods as an Emergency Vehicle Access
ratte amly, rarher than a through circdlation route, No fmprovements would be included in the Capital
Irmprovement Program, and righi-of way would be obtained through dedications with individual projects,

In so far as this pertains to Powerline Road, ] respectfully reguest that this
recommendation be denied, or at the very least be set aside until further research and
consultation with affected property owners, for the following reasons:

1. The deed to my property, 132 acres, and those of my unmediate *Powerline™
neighbors, disclose no right-of-way access, save for the PUC access for
PG&E.

2. My private dnve, about ¥ mile long would be designated as an Emergency
Yehicle Access route, which was created at my expense.

(b0
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Before the Placer County Planning Commission, Larry Sevison, Chair, 28 August 2008,
page 2

3. Including this text in the 2008 Toresthill Divide Community Plan makes
possible policy creep paramount to eminent domain without due process and
without compensation, viz, “No improvements would be included in the
Capital Improvement Program,....”

Background: In nearly 40 years of my occupancy, there has been no public access
through our property, QOur eastern property line is about a half mile to Spring Garden
Road, and | installed a gate to prevent weekend “boony crashers”™ and hunters from
accessing our forest, which they scem to assume is public. Our immediate neighbors,
Hunt, Recd, Clifford, as well as other Powerline residents access “Powerline Road”
through Thomas Street. In addition to our boundary and driveway gates, there are
numerous private gates cast of my line,

Any designation of access through our 132 acres would seriously compromise our
preperty rights, investment and privacy. Such access would be at teast ¥4 mile long and
claim our private driveway,

Therefore, I respectfully request that the above recommendation be denied.

Thank you.

Curdlall} ,

Josh L Wilson, J %?
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Foresthill Commenity Plan

Crystal Jacobsean

Wednesday, August 27, 2008 548 AM
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Loren Clark

Fity, Foresthill Community Plan
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My nushand and I are rather shocked by the current proucsa! ko alzow a =ypothetical
Duild out of over 62,000 residences. We participated in the comzunity plan progess during
the 93's, fi:sled out surveys, atlended meelings and felf we had ample apportunity foo
inout. The resvlting plan with a 20 yeav build out of aporos. 12,000 seamed moch more
reasnnaztle,

We don't beliceve the local infrastructure @an support what is proposed in the cuzrent
at Lva mlan for cur Ccomeunity. Alzo, we fall to undesrstand why FPorest Ranch snouls be
2 near_y 4 nimes what is was crigirally prowmised for thet ﬂGFEL’“W“‘L' )

I am a local bnsi:ezs porson With oan offies in the older historis vart of tewn and a
cnamner mamber. would like vou o knew that my ovarall congern for the future of our
Tomrunily overrides any oerscnal garn I omight have should thecs be 2,030 more houses up
the rom town!
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Brigit- S.
Barnes &
~Assgciates,

Inc.

A Law Corporation

Brgn 5. Bames, Esq.
Susan M. Vecgtie, Esq,

Loand Uive ond
Emvironmental

FParglegal

Jagnalvn Jarviz

Legal Assistants
Hareen Patrignani
Jenna Porter

3242 Perrpn Road
Siedre 204

" Leaomiy, CA4 BRES0
Fhone (9]86) 640-9553
FAX (916) rO0-9354
Hehsire, ’
fordlgwhrbernes con

August 27, 2002

Vie Email gud Farsimile

Crystal Jacohsen Principal Planner
Placer County Planning Departinent
3091 County Center Diive

Aubum, CA 95603

Email: Clacebset@placer.ca gov
Facsimule: 330-745-3080

Katht Heckert, Planning Commission (lerk
Placer County Planning Commission

1091 County Center Drive

Email: kherckertiplacer.ca gov
Facsimile: 530-745-3080

Re:  Foresthi!l Divide Commmunity Plan
August 28, 2008 Hearing
Request for Clarification for Butler parcels

Pcar Me Jacobsen and Ms, Heckert:

This letter 13 infended to request the Planning Commission to permit the Planning
Department to conform the zoning line as shown on the Foresthill Divide Commumity Plan
V.and Use Diggram applicable to'the demarcabon line hetween APN: 073.241.026 and 073-
261-025 to follow the line shown on the artached previously submined pascel map for the
property.

There appears to be a discrepancy between the angte of the zoning mep compared to the
previousty proposed parcel map, and we would appreciate the opportumty to confim that
the previously submitted demarcation hoe properly wentifies the area carrying the PD 0,44
designation vs. FOR BX designation. [ have highlighted an earlier proposed parcel map to
indicate for vou where the land use line appears 1o diverge from the previously surveyed map
lines. Thank vou,

Sincerely,

Butler Foresthill'Plarnine Conmissuon-1.02

Ageet Prezervation - Cammercial Rezl Estate . Euvironmeantal

General Bugmess . Feal Estate Fipancing - Litigatien &q
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Foresthill Residents for respOnsible Growth, Inc.
P. O. Box 568, Forcsthill, CA 95631

{5307 367-4803 R i’.'.'.‘
VED

Al & 5 2008
August 25, 2008 QDJ%Q

Anthony J. LaBouff, County Counsel
Placer Caunty Counsel

175 Fulweiler Ave.

Auburn, CA 95603

Re Possible Brown Act Violation — Foresthill Forum {MAC) Meeting on 8/18/08

Dear Mr. LaBouff,

We are exiremely concerned that the Planning Department and the County
Executive's Office have mishandled the processing of the Revised Foresthil!
Divide Community Plan. Our previous letter to you discussed the possible
violation of the Placer County Zoning Ordinance and whelher or not our local
MAC (the Foresthill Forumj} received adequate notification, and the appropriate
documents, for their recommendation to the Planning Commission on the
Community Plan policy docurnent.

Again we find another possible viclation on the part of our Faresthill E
Forum...albeit inadvertently, as our Community Plan moves through the system:

On August 4, 2008, the Foresthill Forum {a Municipal Advisory Council} met for. B
its regular menthly meeting. The agenda called for an Action ltem to hear public - ...

comments, have discussion and then consider making a recommendation to the -
Planning Commission on the “Draft Community Plan (i.e. policy decument), Land
Use Diagram and Precise Zoning™...not the Final Environmental Impact Report

(FEIR). After some discussion the Forum decided that they were not prepared: ttﬁ:

make a recommendation so another meeting date was set on August 18 2008
for further discussion of the Community Flan poiicy document. :

At the August 18, 2008, Special Meeting of the Foresthill Forum, the Chairran,
Larry Jordon, indicated that "the purpose of this meeting is so that the board * ~
members can primarily talk among themselves {(and) get some things done. We
do appreciate peopte in the audience cause there's going 1o be a lot of questions
that we may or may not have and so we are going lo ask questions if we getto
that point”.  Although not intending to say so, the assurmption in the audience was’
that the Forum did not want guestions asked or comments made unless
requested by the Forum. During the first three hours there was only one person.
who addressed the MAC and that was only because that person arrived late and
did not hear the instructions at the beginning of the meeting.

- Pagelof3



At the lunch break it was brought to the attention of Lisa Bueschler by two
individuals in attendance that there was a possible Brown Act violation, She
explained that she had tried to reach County Counsel's office and the County
Executive’s office to get clarification. She then said that she was not going to
stop the process. Both Chairman Jordan and maybe Loren Clark, a Placer
County Senior Planner, were told of the possible violation but they decided to
continue moving forward. Chairman Jordan did give a brief explanation after the
lunch break that he has never discouraged new and pertinent information...but
did not want to rehash oid information.

The Municipal Advisory Gouncil Handbook stales that MACs “provide
recommendations on a variety of topics. They are tasked with gathering inpuf,
making recommendations based on that information and relaying it to the
appropriate DECISION-MAKING BODY". The County Executive’'s Office,
through the Adminsstrative Aides, is charged with the responsibility of assisting

and supporting all MACs in fulilling their responsibilities. Because the MACs are |

a legistative body they are required to follow the Brown Act Requirements. The
following are excerpts from the MAC handbook:

"All hoards, councils, commissions, committees, created by charter,
resolution or formal action of a legislative body 7s a tegisfative body

itself covered by the requirements of the Brown Act. Even though a
MAC is advisory anly and its members are unpaid, because the Board
of Supervisors created each MAC by passing a resalution, the MAC
and MAC members, must abide by the Brown Act requirements.”

"Basic compliance with the 8rown Ack requires:”
"3 Public input on any subject on the agenda.”

"4. tach agenda item must be sufficiently descriptive to inform the
public as to the nature of the subject matter.” '

"There are very limited provisions for closed sessions under the
Brown Act. They are primarily related to personnel, labor relations,
litigation, and real estate negotiations. Municipal Advisory Councils in
Placer County do not have closed session.”

Additionally, CA Government Code Section 54954 3(a) clearly states that “every . < - - .. .'

notice for a special meeting shall provide an opportunity for members of the
public to directly address the legislative body concerning any item that has beén

described in‘the nolice for the meeting before or during consideration of that. -~

item.”
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An amendment of a community plan requires public participation at all levels of
government and our MAC is suppose to be a "consistent and inviting.. .forum
for...public comments”. Qur MAC’s input is suppose to be “a valuable
component of information the Board (of Supervisors) and decision-making bodies
consider in their deliberative process”. We feel that not only has our MAC lacked
the appropriate direction from the County in making its recommendation but the
County has also misguided and misinformed our MAC as fo the true character of
the Community Plan pelicy document presented for their consideration. The
policy document presented to the Forum members was not the Foresthill Forum
Petition plan that many residenis expected...but instead a significantly higher
density plan. Two of the Forum members did not realize that their vote was
approving a significantly higher density plan. They thought some where, some
how the community was going fo get the Foresthili Forum Petition plan.

A community plan amendment is a very cumbersome and complicated project,
especially when the land mass doubles and a higher density plan replaces an
existing one with substantially iess density. The project’s issues are further
compounded by County officials who want a "rush fo judgment” dacision to get it
finished and off the books.

We want due process and justice if our quality of life is about to change. We — «
have been continually amazed at the County's numerous errors and omissions:in..
- pracessing this plan amendment. For your review we are attaching OVDs for
both the August 4, 2008, and August 18, 2008, Foresthiil Forum meetings.

: gy

.

—_—

29 Year Foresthill Resident

oo Placer County Planning Department
Foresthill Public Utility District
Foresthill Forum
Placer County Board of Supervisors
Placer County Planning Commission
Placer Group Sierra Club
State of California Attorney General
Placer County Grand Jury
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PLANNING DEPT

Loren Clark,

Asst Director Natural Resources and Special Projects
3091 County Center Or

Auburn, $a 85803

Subject: Fublic Comment

On August 18, 2008, | attended the Foresthill Forum Special Meeting on the Foresthill
Divide Community Plan. This was a continuation of their August 4, 2008, meeting. The Special
Meeting Agenda timited public comment to any matter NOT listed on the agenda The Forum
made ng additions, deletions, or revisions to the Agenda. The aclion iter was limited to the
Forasthill Divide Community Plan and implementation of Precise Zoning Also to be considered
was the Draft Community Plan, Land Use Diagram, and Precise Zoning.

Once the meeting began the chair made i clear there would nat be any public comment
during the proseedings. The only comment allowed would be to answer a Forum member's

guestions. The Forum procesded on a page by page "workshop style” formalt without public
comment.

When Lisa Buescher, Supervisor Kranz's Freld Assistant, arrived and became aware cf
the Foruem's public comment stance, she offered to get County Counsef's opinion.

My concerns are: How do } get my intended comments to the Forum to be a part of the
public record now that the Forum sessicn is closed? May 1 send my written commaents 1o you for
nclusion in the public record? And, did the Forum act in violation of the Brown Act? If they did,
this could jeapardize any decisions made.

PO Box 830
Foresthill Ca 55631

Co Supervisor Kranz
Foresthill Forum
County Counsel



PLACER COUNTY _
DATE RECEIVED S

August 26, 2008 AUG 2 7 2008

Placer County Planning Commission PLANNING
3631 County Center Dr, Suite 140 COMMISSION
Auburn. CA 95603

Chairman Sevison and Commissioners

My name is Duane Frink. My residence is located on Granite Chief Place, Foresthill. My
mailing address is PO Box 830, Foresthill, 85631,

My wife and | selected the Foresthill Community as a place to build our home and as a
wonderful place to live and spend our elder years. We moved from rural Auburn and have
watlched with great interest the saga of the Foresthill Divide Community Pian (FODCP}.

ftis hme to close this convoluted process after a decade plus of twists and turns and give
Foresthilt residents a Community Plan that will provide a guide far the next plarning period.

You as a Commission have an opportunity to direct the Planning Staff lo adjust this
FCOFR as you forge your recommendations for the Board of Supervisor's action.

My areas of concern include population, transportation, fire, sewer, water, forest and
Appendix E.

POPULATION

in general no matter how one views the issue, the larger the population, the greater the
problems. The trend in this “planning” effort is to set a larger and larger population targel, Please
direct staff to use the 1981 Plan population build-cut target. There have been no substantive
changes since that time that warrant a larger population. The economy has declined, jobs have
dechned. The area has emerged as a "bedroom community”. Infrastructure forecasts strongly
suggest a farger population will senously stress or exceead the infrastructure capactlies.

TRANSPORTATION

The only quality road in and out the Faresthill Divide area is Foresthill Road. The
transpertation policy discussion indicates with a population of 12,000, a reasonable level of
service tould be maintained. Owver that number of 12,000 the level of road service detericrates.
The FDCP policy sets the Level of Service at D. A lat of time and money have been spent to
achieve a good quality road. To amm for a future lower level of service is unacceplable

Please direct staff to set Level C as a policy target for the Foresthill Road and o

» include a diteclion to establish a "commiter service”™ (vans of bus) at areas of commuter
congestion to improve level of service, reduce emissions, and conserve energy.

« Direct staff to show how "the pedestrian friendly” downtown could e achieved.

The FDCP indicates that County Road standards stop at Mosquite Ridge Road,
This area is between the “mixed use” and “historic” areas. Today this "pedestrian
area” is unsafe. It does need fixing and therefore needs o be in the FODCH.

« Direct staff {p include the requirement that “older” roads on and off the divide between
Placer Gounty and El Dorado County and Interstate 80 be included as a policy objective
for Divide access so funding could be developed and work preforrmed on the foads,

FIRE
Fire is clearly a potential threat. There is much work being done at a property owner
level. From a planning perspective ! think we fall short. Large blocks of forest fand should be left

l . 15



as forest [and without human intrusion. As more human development ocours in the "forest’ the
more difficult it becomes for fire management, A way to reduce this polential is to curb intrusion.

Filrase direct staff to reduce people intrusion "development of houses, retreats, and
resorts” into large blocks of forest land. A lower population goal would be the result and this
would also help reduce future strain on the present road network. Once a more diversified road
access systern providing ingress and egress on and off the divide is in place, then one might ook
at higher population goals,

SEWER

Sewage disposal is a very big issue. The likeiihood of a sewage disposal systermn on the
Divide is remote. The task of doing so would require many doliars and a lengthy approval
process. Lower density and larger lot size provide a planning solution. We do not need another
Colfax or Auburn Lake Trails. Please direct staff to lower land use densities to a level where
seplic disposal is the safe and healthy opticn. Fifteen units per acre is too high.

WATER

The Forasthill PUD is the primary water provider for the Foresthill Divide. It serves only a
portion of the Plan area. The PUD Waler System Master Plan is included in the Final
Environmental Impact Report. Basically & reliable water supply is assured teday. Based upon the
1981Plan pepulation build-out estimates, there wouid be a water short fall of 950 acre feet for
build-out. The PUD has no way of knowing what the Board of Supervisors may estabfish as a
build-scut population for the 2008 Revised Foresthill Divide Community Plan. The larger increase
over the 1581 builld-out population, the greater the water shart fall will he, Please direct staff to
use the 19871 build-out population for the current plan.

FOREST

Many ideas are assaciated with forest: jobs, recreation, open space, carbon
sequastering, timber products, wild iife habitat, and mare. Forests are beneficial and have high
valuge. This Plan is short in noting these benefits. It is appropriate the Commission has directed
the siaff to include a Forest Soils Map. In this vein | recommend staff be directed to establish a
policy which encourages sustained forest product yield, reduces fire hazard by removal of excess
bio mass, encourages conversion of bio mass to energy or similar beneficial uses, promoles and
encourages waler shed management,

APPENDIX E
The infrastructure analyses conclusions contained in the various planning documents do
not support this concept 1o be included as an optien for the Foresthill Divide Community Plan,
The proposers of the concept of the Forest Ranch should not have a step-up over any other land
owners in the plan area. They should be allowed to pursue their economic interests separately
from the FDCP

Please direct staff to separate Appendix E from the Foresthill Divide Community Ptan and
direct them to treat the proposal separately as any other proposal for development on the
Foresthii! Divide.

Sincerely, ,_\L
ARGARL T\ A <
Duane Frink
Cc John Marin, Agency Director Community Development Resources

Michael Johnson, Planning Direclor
Bruce Kranz, Supervisar District V
Loren Clark. Assistant Planning Director of the Planning staff

[ ]
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PLACER COUN i Y

DATE RECEIVELD

August 23, 2008 ALG 2 6 2608
. . . PLANNING
Placer County Planning Commission COMMISSION

3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 93603

Dear Larry Sevison, Larry Farinha, Ken Denia, Richard Johnson, Gerald Brentnali, Mike
stafford:

We attended the Placer County Planning Commission meeting on August 12, 2008 in
Foresthill. We would like to address the subject of the Foresthill Divide Community Plan
{I'DCP) as it pertains to the input from the community of Foresthill and the Placer
County Planning Department Staff. As vou know there have been many meetings of
various groups such as the Foresthill Forum, and the Foresthill Plan Team, nof to mention
special planning commission meetings held in Foresthill.

Many documents have been produced; some from official capacity such as The Foresthill
Forum recommendation of November 2004 and the Foresthill Forum petition of 2003
signed by Rex Bloomfield, Bruce Kranz, George Grant, Forum members and over 300
Foresthill citizens. There 15 also a “grass roots™ petition started by us with over 1,000
signatures of citizens of Foresthull specifically stating that they want the Forest Ranch
properly zoning to stay al 334 +/- unils. Furthermore if you read the letiers from the
public responding to the DEIR and FDCP, vou will sec that the vast majority ranpe from
apainst Ferest Ranch, 1o VEHEMENTLY AGAINST Forest Ranch.

There 15 a memorandum dated June 14, 2004 {rom the County of Placer Planming
Departiment to the Placer County Planning Commission which recommends againse
including the project known as Forest Ranch into the community plan, This
memorandum was generated by Planning Depaniment Staff under Director Fred Yeager,
Since thal tme, there have been major staff changes i the Planning Department
including a new Director, Michae! Johnson and new Assistant Director, Loren Clark.

On August 4, 2008 at The Foresthill Forum meeting, the Planning Department gave a
presentation with an overview of the FDXCP. Their recommendation regarding the FDCP
was to REJECT appendix “E {inclusion of Forest Ranch Project at 2200 +/- units) in
favor of eppendix “B™ (keeps Forest Ranch zoning at 330 +~ units).

On August 21, 2008, the Foresthill Public Uility District (¢PUD) held a special meeting
at the behest of the Foresthill Chamber of Commerce and Don and Doug Ryan of Forest
Ranch Assaclates. The premise of the meeting was to have a chance for enyincers
representing the Ryans to meet with engingers who developed the FPULD Master Plan 1o
discuss the FPUD Master Plan as it relates 1o “Forest Ranch”™ As vou may know, the
Ryan Iamily filed a lawsnit against TPL:D several months ago elayming thar the FPUD
Master Plan was biased against their project.

When the meeting started it hecame obvious that the Ryan Famity did not produce their
gngineers as promised,

T



The FPULD directors were visibly upset with the fact that the Ryans did not bring their
engineers; After all the point of the meeling was to discuss the validity of the data in the
Master Plan. 1n fact, to his credit, Chairman Greg Wells of the FPUD scolded the Ryans
for not honoring therr end ol the agreement. After a presentation by the FPUD engineers
explaining the Master Plan, the Ryans began their usual routing of muddying up the
subject of water availability with what they arc “promising” 1o do for the benefit of
Foresthill restdents. They olfered up everything from building lakes to building a
wastcwater treatment plant. The one thing they did not offer and have NEVER offered s
a NEEDS ANALYSIS for their proposed project and the appropriate cash deposits to
FPUTY in ovder to move forward, They keep demanding a letter from FPUD puaranteeing
enough water for their “entire project”, but they REFUSE to provide FPUD with the data
they would need to analyze the proposed project. Quite honestly, Foresthill residents are
sick of this. The FPUD reports they have already expended over $30,000 of OUR
RATEPAYER MONEY just deahng with the Ryan property which s NOT EVEN IN
THE FPUD district boundartes! The one nice thing about this mecting was that the
Ryans did not have it stacked with ali their family and svpporters WHO DO NOT EVEN
LIVE IN FORESTHILL like they did at the Planning Commission meeting on August 12,
2008,

Teo further add insult to injury, on August 18, 2008, the Foresthill Forum held a special
meeting (o discuss the FDCP. At this meeting chairman Larry Jordan informed the other
MAC members that this was a special meeting for just the Forum members to discuss the
Plan. There was concern by members of the Forum and members of the audience that the
meeting format was a violation of the Brown Act; in other words, an illegal meeting.
Chairman Jordan insisted that he had talked with County Counsel and they said to go
ahead with the meeting. The only person that was allowed public comment was none
other than DOUG RYAN. George Grant did come up 1o the podium uninvited and told
the Forum members to vole FOR appendix “I7. It seems reasonable to conclude that
there are 2 FEW supporters of the so called Forest Ranch project who have been unduty
influcnced by the promises of the developer. But we assure you, the VAST MATORITY

Given that 4 years have passcd and there 15 a nearly complete new staff in the Planning
Department who came {0 the saroe concluston as the previous staff with presumably more
information; and given the overwhelming desire of the citizens of Feresthill to keep the
aforcmentioned property at it's current zoning, the Placer County Planning Commission
and Board of Supervisors need to approve appendix “B” and rgject appendix “E7.

Sincerely,

. w TA e
ey U eda LU
Roy & Tamra West

25543 Toresthill Rd., Faresthill, CA 95631
Mail: P.O. Box 292, Auburn, CA 95604-0292
Cer Placer County Board of Supervisors

Mike Johnson, Planning Director
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Placer County Planning Commission
3091 County Center Dr, PLANNJMG DEPT
Auburm, CA 93603 ’

Dear  Mike Stafford, Gerald Brentnall, Richard Johnsor, Ken Denio, Larry Fannha,
Larry Scvison:

We are resident’s of Foresthill and have been for the past 38 vears. We signed a petition
along with 1,000 of our fellow neighbors stating that we DO NOT want Forest Ranch to

be re-zoned for 2,200 homes, we want them to be kept at 333 — which is exactly what the
petition said. It also sald that we are not interested in being forced to cannect io a sewer

marntenance district or wastewater treatment plant.

We understand that Larry Farinha, District 5 Planning Commussioner is COMPLETELY
behind (the Ryan's and their so called “vision” for Foresthill - please note that he does not
speak for us or our 1,000 fellow neighbors, he speaks tor the Ryan’s!!!

Please vote NO on appendix “E” and YES on appendix “B” of the Foresthill Divide
Community Plan and LISTEN TO THE VOICE OF THE PEOQPLE!T

‘Thank }c::u . . _:
\:%' ‘”j’ e I:"-"f’ll";"" B PO

”’”fx:u&mxnlﬁadl.kcr e

25511 Foresthil} Rd.
Foresthill, CA 95631

Ce: Placer County Board of Supervisors
Foresthill Forum,

g

rf

i
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Sunoay, August 28, FULS T1:35 Al Steve and Barbara Howder 530-367.4217 pO3

Dear Planming Commesziow/Board af Supervizors:

Last Thursday, the comrmunity leamned from the Foresthill PUD"s engineering firm,
Feo:Logic, that the Faresthill PUT has sufficient water rights and sufficienty water
availaliliry to supply the entirely of e Foresthill Comoganily at build gut plus de
entirety of the Forest Ranch retirement community.

Ther: hays been some constzmation on the part of the PUD thad Forest Ranch bas not
submitted a plan, but, in faimess, it dogs not make sense for Forest Ranch to submit such
& plan until the policy guestion about whether the retirement community should be a part
of the comununily plag subject 0w spevific plan & spproved.

Both as a member of farum voting in the majorine 1o sopport the retivsment communiny
argject, business owner and a citizen of Foresthill, [ recommend you vets in favor of
Appendix T on Augost 28%.

Sineerely,

Cyiithia Wardleigh P . .:,.:’.

s ‘ c.f;?f-rdwd[ o
/’) .:’:/}Zj’ it
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SINCLAIR « WILSON

Atterncys at Law Facsimile Transmission Cover Sheet
23313 Profossional Drive Telephone: (H6) 783-5281
Rosewille, Ca 2506] Facsimale: {916; 753-5?.31
Date: Atigust 22, 2008
To: Placer County Planning Commission
Fax No.: (530) 745-3080
Telephone No.: (330} 745-3000
From: RANDALL R. WILSON

SINCLAIR « WILSON

Re: Foresthill Divide Community lan
Document(s) Being Faxed: Letter
No. of Pages {incl. cover): 12
General Comments: Please call me if you have any questions.

ll!IllllllltiIllltl1|uin||I-Illlllllllillulllllilll-lllll-l-undillcilllllllnnullllllu
v . Onginal will nor follow

e Originat will follow by:

Regular mail Expiess Mail
v E-mail Federa] Express
Other:

CONFIRENTIAL CONMMUNICATION, ATTORSEY.CLIENT FRIVILEGE

IT wou fail o receive wl ol the pages, ar oxponence any protem i r2ociving this meserial, pleose <l TERYL ar (94063 7815221
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SINCLAIR « WIiLSON

Altorneyr Ar Law

F-417

Ranpall B WhLsoN
wEsinclaiowilsoncom
www s irclirwi{son.com

August 22, 2008

Placer County lemng Comm:ssion
11414 B Avenue
Auburmn, CA 95603

Re: Foresthill Divide Community Plan

Dear Commissioners:

Daring the Planning Commission hearing that was held in Foresthill on August 12,
2008, there was some discussion of the property which is designated as “Canyon Mixed-
Use” within the Foresthill Divide Community Plan ("FDCP). As the makeup of the
Planning Cemmission has changed somewhat since this matter was last heard by the
Planning Commission, and as the zoning associated with the Canyon Mixed-Use area

has been specifically

addressed by the Planning Commijssion, [ will take this
opportunity to review the history of this area, and the proposed zoning designatior.

The FDCP, as presented by the plan team in 2003, discussed the Canyon M;xec Use area
at pages 3-39 and 3-40, stating, in pertinent part, that:

“The Canyon Mixed-Use area has possibly the most potential for new
development that can take advantage of the mixed-use cancept. The
avallability of vacant land within this area, the exiraordinary views from
the parcels within this area and the strategic location of this Mixed-Use
area in relation to other areas of significant activity combine to increase iis
desirability for new developmient. The unique topography of many of the
parcels within this area would be attractive for multi-level commercial and
residential nses {such as small crafts shops, artists’ studios, etc) in the
future.  The larger parcels in this mixed-Use area could provide
opportunities for transient lodging, restaurants and other facilities to serve
the increasing tourist populanion that frequents the Divide. There may
also be opportunities for larger comirercial/residential complexes where
the commercial uses are constructed at the level of Foresthill Road with

2R PRGEEIAIAMAL PRIVE ROSTVILLE CA 95567 TELRRIITNE 167520 FANSIG7EY212
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August 22, 2008
Page2

apartment units below. Iz that instarce, both levels could take advantage
of the views from these properties, and some businesses could have
employees very close at hand.”

The FDCP, as presented by the plan team, provided, at page 3-35, that “residential
densities in the Mixed-Use areas should not exceed fifteen (15) dwelling units per
acre...”

The FDCP was submitted by the plan team to the Foresthill Forum in September of
2003, The Forum approved the FDCP, with certain suggested revisions, as evidenced
by Brian Connelly's letter of October § 2003 {copy enclosed). Of the requested
revisions, the only one relevant to zoning is “that the residential zoning in the
downtown area shown as RM-DL6 be reduced from six units per acre to four units per
acre”. This revision has no effect upon the area designated Canyon Mixed-Use,

The FDCP, as presentad by the plan team, provided for down-zoning of significant
portions of the Foresthill Divide. In response to the concermns of the community, a
petition was circulated and ultimately approved by the Board of Supervisors, which
required the Foresthill Forum to reexamine the FDCT. The Foresthill Forum again
reviewed the FODCP and heard requests by various landowners. At the conclusion of
those proceedings, the Forum suggested significant revisions to the FDCP, as set forth
in Brian Connelly’s letter of November 23, 2004 (copy enclosed). As indicated by Mr.
Conrelly’s correspondence, the Foresthill Forum did not suggest any revisions to the
Canyon Mixed-Use area.

Following approval of the FDCP by the Toresthill Forum, the Placer County Planning
Department produced a revised zoning map, which was displayed at a Planning
Commission hearing. Apparently through inadvertence, and without direction from
the plan team, the Foresthill Forum or the Planning Cornmission, the Planning
Department reduced the residential density shown on the zoning map with respect to
the Canyon Mixed-Use area from fifteen (15} dwelling units to four {(4) dwelling vnits
per acre. [ addressed this probiem at the Plarcung Commission hearing held on June 23,
2005, and understood the Planning Commission had directed the Flanning Department
to revise the zoning map to conform to the original plan team recommendations,

%
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August 22, 2008
Page 3

At the hearing held on August 12, 2008, it appeared some people were concerned that
residential density with respect to the property designated Canyon Mixed-Use was
being increased from four {4) to fifteen (15) dwelling units per acre, which is clearly not
the case. Given the express intent of the plan team to encourage development in the
Canyon Mixed-Use area, the approval of this zoning designation by the Foresthill
Forum and the previous action taken by the Planning Commission, I respectfully
request the residential density provided for in the FDCF remain at fifteen (15) dweﬂing
units per acre.

Sincerely,

SINCLAIR - WILSON

_—
By
RANDALL R, WILSON

RRW:tlw
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"

S8 COUNTY oF PLACER
A8 FORESTHILL FORUM

F.Q.BOX 207 + FORESTHILL CALIFGRNIA 3585

Cctober 8, 2003

Fred Yeager

Mike Wells

Placer County Planning Departraent
11414 “B” Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Foresthill Forum/Foresthill Divide Commmunity Plan

Dear Mr. Yegger and Mr, Wells:

As you mey recall at the Foresthill Forum meeting hald en Ocetober 6, 2003, the Foresthull
Forum voted in favar of the Foresihill Divide Community Plan with the following conditions:

1. that the Plan delete any refarence to Transfer Davelopment Rights;

2. that the residential zoning in the downtown atea shown as RM-DLE be reduced
from 9ix unitse per acre ta four units per acre;

3. that the entite Plan be editorialized to include the most recent statistical data
available and that the acropyms, symbols and abbreviations designated are
consistent throughout the Plan,

4. that the Plan designate an appropriate area for & gun shooting renge.

1 have provided copies of all correspondence T have received as Chairperson of the
Foresthill Forum pertaining to concerns of ¢itizens and/or property awners regarding the

proposed Plan

I have advised those who attended the four public meetings set up by the Forum to
discuss the Plan to provide your Department (with a copy to Supervisor Bloomfield) of their

." concerns or issues regarding the Plan. Furthermore, as you indicated at the above-referenced

meetings, avy individuals who have copcernsg or issues regarding the Plan should amand the
uptoming meetings set up by your Department, as well as those to be set up by the Boardi of

Supervisors.

%
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Foresthi]l Divide Community Plap
October §, 2003
Pape 2

As you well know, this is truly a “process™ with respect to establishing a Foresthill Divide
Conmumuity Plan.  Hopefully, the issues and/or concerns raised in these future meetings can
accommodate those affected and/or mitigate ary adverse impacts.

Finally, please provide me with a copy of any substaotive chenges to the Plan

Thank you for your cooperation and agsistance in this matter. Pleass contact me if you
have any guestions.

Sincercly,

Brian P. Connelly, Chairperson
The Foresthill Forum

tc; Supervisor Rex Bloomfield

2o
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' COUNTY OF PLACER

A B FORESTHILL FORUM

P.G, BAX 207 - FORESTHIL CALIFORNA 3

November 23, 2004

Placer County Planning Conmission
11414 B Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: Forasthill Divide Community Plan

Attri: Noe Q. Feirros, Chalrmnen
Dear Chairman Fierros and Plarning Comrmissioners:

As you know, the Foresthill Forum (“Forum™) voted to approve the Foresthill Divide Conumunity
Plan (“FDCP™ in 2003, Certain issues subscquently arose that were of cancern 1o the Forum.
and 1o the residents of Foresthill. Those corcerns led to circulation of 2 Petition. an unsiened
copy of which is enclosed herewith as Exhibit A,

The ebove-described Petition was signed by Supervisor Bleomfield, Supervisor-Elect Kranz, a
number of community leaders, and over five hundred (500} residents of Foresthill. In response to
our concerns, the Placer County Board of Supervisors voted to return the FDCP 10 the Forum for

further review.

Pursuant to the direction of the Placer County Board of Supervisors, the Forum has reviewed the
Foresthil} Divide Community Plan and hes received input from interested parties. Based upon
the information gained through this process, the Forum hereby submits the following
recommendations: '

1. Zopipe, The Forum has detemmined that the proposed tezoning of private Jand lozated ™~
vutside the Downtown Area is unfiecessary. The Forum therefore recommends that the zoning
of all private land located outside the Downtawn Area rerain consistent with the 1981 Foresthill
General Plan, subject to any zoning changes that have been approved by the Placer County Board
of Supervisors subsequent to the adoption of the 1981 Foresthill General Plan, and any additional
changes addressed herein. A map depicting the Downtown Area g attached hereto as Exhibit B.

By a copy of this letter to Placer County Planning Director, Fred Yeager, we hereby requast that

« " alist of the parcels lying outside the Downlown Area, identificd by assessor’s patcel number, be

" provided to you by the Placer County Planning Department prior to your next hearing on the
Foresthill Diivide Community Plan.

2. Planned Development. The Forum, and many of the people of Foresthill, are of the view that
Planned Development (PD) zoning is & vieble and necessary planning option given the unique
topograply of the Foresthill Divide. The Forum thereforza recommends that gll PD zoning

outside the Downtown Area be retained in its present form. g?




T-147  PooOs/MNE F-427
4 i W ASWUIILISHUY AT N8 ProVISIOnS of the FLDCP regarding the Forest
Ranch (Pomfret Bstate} property, which would allow development of approximarely 553 single-
family residential ynits on approximately 1.200 acres, be incarporeted into the final plan.

4. Raintree Residential Subdivision. The Forum recommends regarding the Rainwee

residential subdivision, a maximum of thirty four (34) single family residences on
approximately 308 acres which is [ocated just west of the current Hillerest Mobile Home Park off
of Foresthill Road, to be incorportated into the final plan,

5. Downtown Area. The Fonun recormnends that the FDCP be adopted as it relates to the
Dowmtown Area, subject to sny changes addressed herein.

6. Additignal Revisions, The Forum recent!ly conducted & series of hearings with regard 10 the
Foresthill Divide Community Plan, which included presentations by each of the landawners
whose interests were affected by the FDCP, With regard to those [endowners, the Forum
recommends the FDCP be revised as set forth in a letter dated October 25, 2004 from Michael
Wells, Placer County Planning Department, and as referenced in the summary table eaclosed and
as get forth in Exhibit C.

If the Forum can be of any further assistance with repard to this manter, please do oot hesitate to’
contact me.

Supervisor Elect, Bruce Kranz
Planning Directar, Fred Yeeger
Senior Planner, Michael Wells
Placer County Board of Supervisers
Foresthil] Forum Members

58



ng-22-2008

03:20PM  FROM- T-18T P 02¢/Di2 F-437

' PETITION |
FORESTHILL DIVIDE COMMUNITY PLAN

We support a Foresthill Divide Community Plan that complies with the
following requirements: '

1. The zoning of all private land located outside the downtown area remains
consistent with the 1981 Foresthill General Flan, subject to any zening
changes that have been approved by the Placer County Board of Supervisors
subsequent to the adoption of the 1981 Foresthill General Plan;

2. The recommendations of the Foresthill Divide Community Plan Team with
respect to the downtown area are incorporated into the final plan, subject to
the revisions previously approved by the Foresthill Forum;

3. The recommendations of the Foresthill Divide Community Plan Team with
respect to the Forest Ranch (Pomfret Estate) property are incorporated into
the final plan; and

4, Any revisions to the Foresthill Dividde Community Plap that are inconsistent
with the requirements set forth above are presented to the Foresthill Forum.

/s/ Rex BloomField {s/ Bruce Kranz

/s/ Brian Connelly a“s;l:_arrv_mrdan L
{8/ Sharon Page _ {3/ Tarry Moblev

[/ JTohn Worton fs/ Ken Drone

Isf Ceoroe Crant Jof Randy Wiilenan
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Placer Union G—ﬁ'gﬁ School District

Mr. Dave HORSEY DISTRICT OFFICE CHANA HIGH ScHooL
AR FTayT SUrmEy T e NT .

A TIDRAL S Fme ey F.0. 80x 5048 CoLfFax HigH SekooL
MR DOUGIAS MARGUAND 13000 NEW AIRFORT Roan DEL Owe HIGK SchsoL
ATEISTANT % ubrf R w™F M OEMT AUBURH, CALLFORNIA 95505- -

AS WL I TRATINE SEAVICES So48 FORRSTHILL HigH SEHSO0L
ME. GRESE RaMsETH " Ma ot HIGH SoHooL
CHAKETCM OF TECHMGLAST & wurw s k11 ca e FLACER HIGH SCHooL
AfeCEzuLHT .

MR, GREGS ROBERTS 530-8R6-4400 PLACER SCHanl FOR ADULTS
DIRECTEN oF ComdTa st e ~ FAX: B30EBG5-4435

MAMACE MENT Anl Fallun T Pn_.--.un]:

CR. LOREHA SPITZER M. BarT C'BRIEN

CAECtom or Puk. Sewv.ced SLUPERIMTEMDENT

August 2(} 2008 E @ E I] w E r'\i

Supervisor Bruce Kranz |
Placer County Board of Supersisors, Distact 5 AUG 2 1 2008 I
175 Fulweiler Avenue

Auburn CA 95603 PLANNING DEPT.

superisor jim Holmes

Placer County Board of Supervisors, Distnet 3
175 Fulwetler Avenue

Auburn CA 956073

Dear Supervizors Kranz and Helmes:

On Monday, Aupust 18, the Foresthill Fonum voted apzinst the Placer Union High School
District and Foresthill Uruon Elemensary School Distncts’ request to have the property
adjacent to Foresthill High School rezoned. T uaderstand shat this vore is just admisory, bur I
wanted to share sotne information on why we made the tequest for a ope-acre zomng. Owvert
the last two and 2 half years, I have been worlang with Crystal Jacobsen, Loren Clatk, and
Michael Johnson at the Planmng Deparement to have the zoning of the surplus property be
both cormpanble wiith the neighbonng one-acre parcels along Timberluind Diove, as well as 1o
give funue boards of ihe two districts the most flexibity, should they denide o sell a
potton of the property ar to develop a secion for emplores housing.

In rthe catly 19905, the two schoot distacts partnered to purchase 110 acres of the old mall
site. Forty of these acres are owned by the Placer Urndop High School Distner and ace the
current site of Foresthill High School Twenty acres, along Foresthill Road, belong to the
elemenraty school distnet zad were proposed as 2 future elemensary school site. The two
districts have jotnt otle to the remamng Hfo acres. Back 1 the early E_JDS, there was
discussion abour developing the fifty 2ctes 10 help pav for the construction of the school.
Later in that decade, there was discussion of cteanng a forest reserve adjacent 1o the schoo!l
site.

My reason for tequesting the tezore is that ie's ia the best interest of the school districts to
have the property dowo-zoned to a one-acre minimum—so, should disenicts need o sell this
property; ther would reap the most econemic zdvanizge. [ supalate, however, that nesther
distrct hes considered selling dus property. Again, w's about providing Bexibubity 1o (ature
elected wrmstees.

r . - _ . _ . . . - - T . . 5
ﬁLE Frager Unim: "lirlzaﬁ School Distrize s comunitred 10 srudent fem'r‘.::‘.ﬁ E?'.f}')rﬂ"rl.dll]ﬂ Teid 'ILMJ excellemie A surparTe entranmmenl %



The reason for this fotter s to ask for your support when the Plannng Commission hears
the Foresthill General Plan on August 28, The school distiiets are not 1a the business of
developing propercy o providing open space for commumaes. The Foresthill community,
based on the August 18 vote, clearly likes the idea of the school distncts providing seventy
acres of open space on the central divide, However, [ feel it s my respoasibility to leave
fubare suptt:i.ntt:ﬂdents and school boards the most valuable asset that [ can, especially since
it 1s consisteot with the zoning of the adjacent property. Consequendy, [ am asking for your
support. '

If vou would please call me to discuss this matter prot o the mecting on August 28, I would
he very appreciative. My number is 530-880-4405.

Thank vou.

Bart O’Brien

Sllperimendent

TBChae

cer o Jim Roberts, Supenntendeat——Foresthid] Union Elementary School
nichael Johnson, Placer County Planpung Department
Loren Clark, Placer County Pianming Department
Crystal Jacobsen, Placer County Planning Drepartment
FPUHED Boazd of Trustees
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The sections labeled "50 acres” and the ‘]
“Elementary School 20 Acres” are the .
areas the school districts want to be [

;oned one acre.
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August 19 2008
Mr. Larry Sevisan PMNN;N G DEPT
Placer County Planning Commissioner
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 95603
Dear Wr. Sevison:

COMMENTS ON THE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING - AUGUST 12 2008

| attended the four-hour meeting of the Placer County Planning Commission on August 12
and was struck by the fact that the Ryans' strategy of “divide and conquer” is working
brilliantly. As passionate words were expressed, the emotions in the room were palpable
and my thought was that in microcosm we have the “brother against brother” experience of
the Civil War. Because a little community like this, at least in some respects, was like a
family and here we see the opposing sides on the issue of Forest Ranch begin to tear that
fabric apart. | don’t know about you, but | find it sad.

It is also sad and pathetic that there are some people in our community that are so
desperate for this project to be their savior that it could almost be said to have religious
overtanes. Watching the Ryans in their attempt t¢ get approval of this massive project that
will totally alter the face of this community Is kind of like watching “Amateur Hour®. They
have a problem getting water? Fine, they wiil build a lake. Can you imagine the issues
inherent in that with nrumerous govemmental agencies invalved with public health and
safety, not to mention environmental issues? Need to have sewer treatment? Fine, they
will build small treatment plants for each 250 homes. The enly problem is that Placer
County does not allow plants like that anywhere in the County. What a pity to have to pin
your hopes on this poorly conceived praject that will have a major effect on every man,
woman and child on this Divide. Ate the people who are so ardently for it concemed about
the effect on the thousands or just on themsetves? '

The Chamber of Commerce tries to come across as an official organization representing the
town; whereas it seems that a few of them are for it and many are against it as mentioned
by one member that night (they can, in fact, be rightfully called a “special interest group™),
That night, there were also several individuals for the project who expressed their views,
some who live here and several who do not. One person said that 1000 signatures on a
petition against the project do not constitute a majority since we have 6000 people in our
community. Does that mean we can assume that the majority of the remainder is for it? If
this had been a scientifically administered pall, resuits like these would have statistically
shown an overwhelming majority against the project. Obviously, no one can really come to
aty firm conclusion on what the “silent majority” thinks since we don't have the data. itis
incredible to me that those opposed to this size of project are being asked to prove the
negative; in other words we must be able to prove that the majority of residents are against
this project instead of these in faver being required to show approval. Is this because the
Ryans’ propaganda campaign has been so effective? if so, it doesnt speak well for county
officials if they can be bought by the few and give little consideration to the many that will
be adversely affected.

T



Comparatively speaking, few residents in this community seem interested enough to
participate in this discussion. | saw an editorial in the Giendale {CA) News-Press a couple of
weeks ago talking about runaway development that stated “Public opposition is difficult to
avercome gven for welbheeled developers who are politically connected. Public apathy, on
the other hand, is a green light to overdevelop and a convenient excuse to public officials
who need to be prodded to do their job." | suspect that the maijority of residents don’t want
a project of this magnitude here, but if we do not speak up now, we can pay for it tater with
the increased traffic congestion on Foresthill Read just to name one effect that we will all
have to live with.

The Planning Department commented that there may be a middle ground ot compromise
solution. 1 won't try to put words into their mouths since | do not really understand it, but
essentizfly it would take the Ryan property and designate it as a “study area” thereby
relieving the Ryans from starting completely over at square one. The District 5 Pianning
Commiissioner rejected that and made a strong pitch for keeping Gption E in the
Community Plan (that's the 1700 additional dwelling units over and above the 533 already
approved for that land in Option B). You can be sure that the lobbying effort is going full
bore-and ne doubt campaign coffers are being replenished. Supervisor Kranz has indicated
that he may not vote for Option E because the infrastructure numbers just don't support it
But the Ryans don't need his vote - - if they get the vote of the Supenvisors from Roseville,
Lincoln, etc, that will be enough. And what do they know or care about our community?
They will not have to Hve with whatever consequences will ensue from this project if i ever
goes forwand.

The Ryans have stated it is not “economically feasible” to build 533 dwelling units. What
that really means is that they can't make as much money when they self this investmmert to
a home builder such as Shea, Lennar, ete. if it only has approval for the smaller number. If
they were to build their 533 dwelling units, it would begin to provide for some of the things
that the business community believes can be attributed to additional population. It would
also give the potentiat for other smaller developers over time to bring their ideas and
investments here for a wider diversity of housing units instead of one large investor cutting
off all future growth possibilities. The Planning Comrnission should take a hand look at that
issue before recommending inclusion of Option E.

I don't hold it against the Ryans to try to maximize their profit, but to do it here in a small
community by trading on the fears of seme and creating the discord now running through
this town is unconscionable. They don't live here and consequently don't give a damn what
they leave behind as they make their exit,

Sincerely,

,-///’ o
it o Yl
Ronald L. Flodine

P.O. Box 50
Foresthill, CA 95631
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in February of this year, | spoke before the Planning Commission regarding the Revised
Draft Envirormental Impact Report for the Faresthill Divide Community Plan {(tke “Plan™)
and concentrated on the issue of fire evacuations in the event of catastrophic wildfires. |
felt that this issue was inadequately addressed, especially if the proposed Forest Ranch
Froject (the “Project™), with it's attendant significant poputation increase, is included as a
component of the Plan. As the months go by and residents continue to await approval of
the Plan to repiace the twenty-seven year old version approved in 1981, 1 am convinced
that a substantial portion of the delay is due to the decision to include the Project in the
document. No matter that it is included as an “option”, there is still encugh controversy
over this huge Project to cause our Plan to be held hostage while various issues conceming
it are addressed. {think it is time to separate the two and give us our Flan.

County Interface on Forest Ranch Projact

As | have watched events unfold in this drama {I'm tempted to catll it 2 “fiasco”), | have been
struck by the seemingly easy time of it that the investor/devetoper of the Peoject has had.
My thoughts on this are infiuenced by the experience of another developer and his project
in a desert town in Southern California where the developer was required to build new
roads, widen existing ones and generally ease traffic congestion as well as address myriad
other issues. These matters were on full display in front of the town's Planning Commission
and the Town Council. Numerous spen meetings were held to discuss ali these iterns
before a vote was finally taken. And ali of this was done for a development of a few
hundred homes in a town of 75,000, | hope the analogy is apparent: here we have a
Project of 2,213 homes in a community of approximately 5,800 that will increase the
pepulation by 80% orso and have a major impact en every man, woman and child living
there and that degree of scrutiny of the investor's plan seem 1o be lacking, at [east in the
public arena.

The main reason for the difference as | see it is that this developraent was done in an
incorporated town that had its own elected government officials directly responsible to that
town’s residents and not at the County tevel. [ want to be very clear here: | am ot
suggesting that your Board will not act responsibly in this matter. | am sure you realize that
there are significant consegquences to whichever way you vote on this Project. But we are
all human and we all tend to pay closer attention to matters that have a direct impact on us
personally. No Board member, or Plannhing Commissionar, or managerment-level employes
of the Planning Department fives in Foresthill and therefore will not be affected by this
decision. A recent TTME magazine article on Nelson Mandela touched on this. To
paraphrase what he said - - people act in their own interest. Kis simply a fact of human
nature, not a flaw or a defect. Let me stress that | am not eriticizing your motivation or your



intent to act conscienticusly in carrying out your duties as an elected public official after
carefully reviewing all pertinent data.

Majority Opinicns and Special Interest Groups

Let me address a subject that will no doubt cause some individuais to be angry with me.
There are two groups in Foresthill that have expressed the most vocal interest in the Project
over the tast few years - - the Chamber of Commerce and the Foresthill Residents for
Responsible Growth {FROG). Each of these groups (| am not a2 member of either one) has
about 30 members more or less. The Chamber members sce this Project as a way to
increase business in their stores or other enterprises and are generally supportive of it. On
the other hand, FROG, while believing in modest growth over time, believes that this Project
is too big. Meither of these groups has been elacted or appointed as an official voice
speaking for the residents; they are in fact what could be called "special interest groups”™.
There is absolutely nothing wrong with that, and their views need to be heard, respected
and taken into consideration, but | think that fact needs ta be borne in mind as you make
your decision on this Project.

50 what do the majority of residents of the Foresthil! Divide think of this huge Project
leoming over us? From my perspective, it seems that no official attempt has been made to
find out. | was in a meeting of the Foresthill Forum in August 2006, when the subject of a
survey was mentioned. As part of that discussion oh the survey, Mike Johnsen, Planning
Director for the Placer County Planining Department, stated that they did not see a need for
another survey given that one was conducted in Octeber 1996, and subsequent to that
time, the cammunity had adequate oppertunity to address the Commission verbally and in
letters, thereby updating the 10-year-old (now 12} survey as part of the process for approval
of the Pilan.

I helieve this is ludicrous. The majority of the verbal comments and letters received were by
landowners concermned with the potential adverse effects of zoning and density faws
affecting their own praperty. Thesc were and are legitimate concerns; however, they do not
address the community’'s feelings about the Project. To assume that everyone who sees
negative aspects to bringing a Project of this size to Foresthill will have made those feelings
known to the Planning Commission makes no sense at all.

When the survey was conducted, there were rumors of a possible development of perhaps
560 dwelling units on the old Porntret Estate, but the thought of 2 2 213 development was
not contemplated. Some of the questions in the survey give a little indication of what was
on people’s minds concerning development. Recognizing that § will no doubt be accused of
only highlighting the results that bolster my cwn positicn, | will still give you a few:

*  “Would you like to see more commercial services provided in the Foresthill area®”
Yes 611 No 816

+ Asked to rank 1 - 5, varicus statements conceming traffic and circulation - - the
following statement was given an average of 4 “Agree™. “An afternative route from
the Foresthill Divide across the North Fork American River canyon (e.£ Yankee Jim's
Road, Pondercsa Way, etc.) should be straightened and paved if major new housing
developments are approved and built.”

4



o "Should there be higher density housing provided for clder citizens and for ydunger
hauseholds which are new to the housing market?”
Yes 418 Nc 603

How do you use this infermation from 12 years ago? [don't have the answer to that
gquestion and since the residents of Foresthilt have not been “officially” asked specifically
about the Project’s 2,213 dwelling units, we can't know with certainty how they would
respond. However, in 2 nonofficial, and some would say unscientific, petition done fast
year, 1,000 people signed a statement that they donr't want a development of that
magnitude on the Divide. It's obviously up to you whether you wish to pay attention to it

I would like to expand on the 1996 survey statement regarding an alternative route off the
Divide if “major new housing developments are approved and built”. This has not been
required of the investors of this Project and there is no way it car he construed as anything
but a “major housing development”. What people in Foresthill where trying to say 12 years
ago is that there is currently ene main road off the Bivide. There are in fact, two other
paved roads off the Divide. { took che of those taads a year ago and wrote my impressions
of that experience:

T togk a drive the otirer day an Route 10, the road through. Sugar Pine Reservoir to fowa Hill and on fo Colfax and
80 | started from the Foresthill Post Gffice and kept track of the mileage on my odemeter. The total mileagde
from there to the an+ramp of I-80 West in Colfax is a fittle over 32 miles. At about Mile 19, the road begins to
narrow appreciably being “squeered " by trees on efther side. At Mife 27, the road begding its steep descent inlo
the canyon of the North Fork of the American River beceming a series of swilchbacks with blind corners. There
are places where the read seems ko be no wider than about seven feet With no guardrails to pretect from the
drop of hundreds of feet to the canyen below and & rock face on the ather side, if iy pecessary v proceed at
speeds o greater than 10-15 mph, In fact, there are signs posted at some hairpin curves cautioming 5 mph.

| subsequently took the other road, Mosguito Ridge, with similar terrain in places. In any
emergency situation, primarily catastrophic wildfires, no other road is a feasible alternative.
Adding 8¢% more people without doing something about this is, in my view, grossly
negligent and perhaps even criminal.

Wildfires

As we have seen in California for rmany years, current policies are not sufficient to protect
homeowners in case of catastrophic wildfires. | understand that many of the houses
throughout the state probably shouldn't be situated where they are in the first ptace
{perhaps my own as well), but wheo is to blame for that? Local and state agencies dive
permits to developers for large tracts of homes without regard to the potential adverse
consequences, They see the bottom line of impact fees and increased property taxes as an
overriding reason for approval. One reason for this thinking, according to a Wall Street
Journal editerial of October 27, 2007 regarding the California fires, is that local and state
governments know that if tragedy strikes, the federal government will eventually Bail therm
out.

To guote some pas of the above-mentioned editorial “The nationaf media have focused on
the federal response, eager ta compare it to the Hurricane Katrina fiasce of two years ago.
However, focal officials also deserve scrutiny. A good first step would be to require state
and local governments to foot more of the costs of Aghting these Ares. The U5 Forest
Service, which is part of the Department of Agricutture, is tasked with cambating fires in
national forests. But most of the agencies time and resources are spent protecting private
property in what is knawn as the ‘wildland urban interface’. Local officials centinue to allow
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people to build in these areas because they know that jf a threatening firestorm does occur,
the feds will pick up the tab.” It goes on to say “Since 1992, the Forest Service's fire
expenditures have growh by 450%, and well over haif of that has been spent protecting
private property next to public fand.”

Bringing this discussion into our own county, as the Planning Commission and the Board of
Supervisars look at tha feasibility of new develfopments on the Foresthill Divide, they shoutd
pay careful attention to the fire risks and give thought as to how to pay for fighting the fires
that will inevitably come. Perhaps we, on the one hand, shouldn't be $0 quick to btame the
Forest Service for not providing services we would like to see if we are advocating
additicnal developments that wilt continue to put constraints on their budget by requiring
mare and more funds be used for fire expenditures in the ever increasing “wildland urban
interface” areas.

| know this has been a very long letter and | appreciate your patience. As| believe you can
tell, t am very concerned that the size of the Forest Rach Project will totally averwhelm our
smalt community, It's just teo much of an increase all in one development. | am not naive,
not am | a ne-growth advocate; alt communities need to grow to survive, but this is just too
big. | am aware that the investor currently has the approvals and permits necessary to
build 500-600 homes right now. | have heard no complaints from any Foresthill residents
about this possible development but he has opted not to pumsue this course of action.

Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,

Hanald L. Fladine
P.Q. Box 50
Foresthitl, CA 95631

Tiodingificnet not

cc:  Placer County 3eard of Supervisoers
FPlacer County Planning Comissichers
Foresthill Forum
Nevada-Yuba-Placey Ranger Unit (Cal Cire)
Sierra Club:
Assisvant Planning Director - Loren Clark
Planning Dircctor - Michael Johnson
Faoresthill Public Utility District Board of Directors
Foresthill Fire Dept. - Kurt Snyder
United States Dept. of Agriculture - Attn: Chris Fischer
Assemblyman Ted Gaines
Assernblyman Rick Keene
Scnator Sam Aanestad
Senator Dawve Co¥
U.5. Senator Barbara Boxer
U.5. Senator Dianne Felnsteoin
U.5. Representative John Doolittle

/0l



-
T

-

' -ﬁ-t.ounw ‘Executive Offica SR e B
August 23, 2008 ] County Counssl
Placer County Planning Comimiss gikenioyl-a MG 2% 2008
3091 County Center Drive anning30s0

Dear Mike Stafford, Richard Johnson, Gerald Brentnalt, Ken BefB® arey Sevisif Bind® *——
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Larry Farinha;

On August 4, 2008, Placer County Assistant Planning Divector, Loren Clark, and Planner
Crystal Jagobsen, addressed the Foresthiil Municipal Advisory Committee (MAC), and
the public in regards 1o the Foresthill Divide Community Plan (FDCP).

During this presentation Mr. Clark stated that the county planning staff would be
recommending to the Planning Commission a negative vote on Appendix “E” of the
FDCP; the section regarding the expauﬂon of t'he Forest Ranch development concept
from 533 homes to2,200 hotnes.

This is now the second Placer County Planning Department staff to urge 8 negative vote
on the expansion.

On Auvgust 18, 2008, the Placer County Planning Comymission met in Foresthill, with
Planning Director Michacl Johnson, Assistant Director Loren Clark and Crystal Jacobsen
also in attendance. Again, Mr, Johnson stated that the counry planning staff urged a
negative vote on Appendix “E”, denying the expansion to 2,200 homes,

District #5 Planning Commissioner Larry Farinha, appointed by Supervisor Kranz to
replace Michelle Qllar-Burris, who Mr, Kranz was {orced to remove by the other
Supervisors due to alleged land use improprieties, immediately stated that he thonght the
Forest Ranch concept of 2,200 homes was a great idea. Thus, Me. Kranz appoints
another Planning Commissioner, who like himself, believes in large, ill planned housing
developments in the rural arcas of his district which will bring large amounts of carmpaign
funds.

M. Farinha’s statement was greeted with tousing applause from the Ryan Family {Forest
Ranch Developers), and the approximate one third in attendance who do not reside in
Forestiill, ot Placer County for that matter, but, appeared to be oifered free room and ™ ™~
board if they would show up and support the Forest Ranch concept.

Doug Ryan of Forest Ranch Developers, then addressed the Planning Commission stating
that he saw no problem in building a sewage treatment plant, a reserveir to supply water,
ot anything ¢lse that the Planning Commuissioncrs would want if they would just approve
his project. All Commissioners, except Mr. Farinha, stated that they have not seen any
plan submitted by the Ryans for the Forest Ranch project and would like to sec a plan
submitted. Mr. Ryan, as usual changed the subject,

On August 21 , 2008, thc Fore's-thill Public Utility Disirict. on the fequ&st of the Foresthill
Chamber of Commerce, held o public meeting 10.discuss the District’s Master Plan and to
have their engineer’s in attendance, to discuss water issues regarding the Ryvans Forest

RECEIVED
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" County Planning Department and the public to produce a plan. All requests have been

- ™

" Ranch concept. The Ryans were also notified of this mesting, weeks in advance, and

were requested 1o attend with their engineers, Placer County Planning Department
Assistant Direct Losen Clark was also in attendance.

The meeting commenced with Don Ryan informing everyone to proceed as he had just
received a call and their engineer would be a few minutes Jate as he was stuck in traffic,
Approximately fifteen minutes later in walked Doug Ryan and NO engineer. When
pressed as to where the Forest Ranch engineer was, Doug Ryan statcd that he had not
received sufficient notification to find an engineer and that Forest Ranch did not need an
engineer as he could answer any engincering questions.

Doug Ryan stated, like he did at the Planning Commission meeting, that Forest Ranch
was going to build a sewage treatrment plant, a reservotr, then added that Forest Ranch
had received a letter from the Department of Dams to build a dam for the reservoir on the
Forest Ranch land, with Doug Ryan concluding his statement that ke was considering
forming their own water district for the Forest Ranch Project. This statement brought
skepticisnt from notonly the Foresthill Public Utility district, but tha publie] whe this
time consisted of only Foresthill residents.

Deon Ryan closed the meeting stating that the Forest Ranch project would not require
much water as the hounses they intended to build would only require one hundred (100)
gallons of water per day. Actually, the current average consumption per houschold is 450
gallons a day. Don Ryan proceeded to chastise the Foresthill community for not living in
the “real world™ and that his families “vision” for Foresthill was it's only chance for
survival. This staternent was met with utter disbelief and ! found it ridiculous when one
considers that none of the Ryans, and most of their supporiers, do not live in Foresthill, or
even in Placer County.

I urge you the Planning Commissioners and the Foresthil]l community 1o view.the DVD's
made of these meetings. See for yourselves the disingenuous statements made by the
Forest Ranch people and the arrogance and condesceading attitudes displayed by the
Ryans to the residents of Foresttull.

The battom line is that there never has been & development plan for Forest Ranch, there is
no plan now, and thete never will be one in the future. The Ryans have been asked
repeatedly over the years, by not enly the Foresthill Public Utility District, but the Plager

met with evasion on the part of the Ryans,

Poes Foresthill need growth? You bet, but not from developers who scem to be
perpetuating a land scheme on the residents of Foresthill and Placer County,

Sincerely,

gﬁ\nt"&%iane' as?ericw&

6427 Longndge Dr., Foresthill, CA 95631

Ce: Placer County Board of Supervisors and Planning Director Michael Johnson
Auburn Journal and Auburn Sentinel
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Placer County Board of Supervisors

Bruce Kranz, Jim Hobmes, Robert Weypandt, Rocky Rockholin & Kirk Uhler
175 Fulweiler Ave.

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: FORESTHILL DIVIDE COMMUNITY PLAN
Dear Supervisors:
f am writing to vou to give you the following breakdown of events:

1) April 2007: Doug Rvan of Forest Ranch Associates circumvented the Foresthill
Public Utility District (FPUD) and requested that the Association of California Water
Agencies (ACWA) change California law/water code 10912(¢). This would have {orced
the FPUID 1o supply water to the proposed Forest Ranch development outside of the
FPUD district boundaries. ACWA justifiably denied the request afier review.

2} September 2007: Doug Ryan of Forest Ranch Associates circumvented the
Foresthal] Public Utility District {(I'PULY) and Placer County Planning Department and
requested that the Placer Local Agency Formation Committee (LAFCO) become the lead
agency overseeing the proposed Forest Ranch development. LAFCO justifiably denied
the request alter review.

3) February 2008. Don Ryan of Forest Ranch Associates initiated a civil lawsuit
against the Foresthill Public Utility District (FPUD) to stop FPURY s implementation of
its 2008 Master Plan. This lawswit is ongoing and could lead o rate increases on existing
ratepaycrs to otfset the expense of defending against lawsuit.

43 August 2008: Doug Ryan of Forest Ranch Associates addressed the Placer
County Planning Commission meeting held in Foresthill, stating that he (Forest Ranch)
would build anything the Comumission desires if they would just approve the
development. When Commissioner Johnson asked Doug Ryan where any plan for the
development was, Doug Eyan convemently changed the subject and 1gnored the quexlu‘m
This is on DVD for review.

3) August 2008: Foresthill Public Utility District (FPUD} conducted a public
mecting with the Foresthill Chamber of Cominerce to discuss the Chamber’s request that
the FPUD has sufficient water to supply the proposed Forest Ranch development per
Doug Ryan. At this meeting the FPUD adequately demonstrated the water rights 1ssues
regarding Forest Ranch and the communirty as a whole, including annexation procedures
and that the Rvans have failed to submit 2 water analysis plan [or their development upon
repeated requests by the FPUD over the years. Thisis on DVD for review.
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6) August 2008: at the Foresthill Public Utility Pristrict (FPUD) meeting with the
Chamber of Commerce, Doug Ryan of Forest Ranch Associates stated that he was
considering forming a scparate water district for Forest Ranch. This is on DV Jor
(AT

7) August 2008: at the FPUD meeting with the Chamber of Commerce, Don Ryan of
Forest Ranch Associates siated, “Residents of Foresthill need to live in the real world as
their (Ryan’s) vision for Foresthill is iis salvation”™ This is on DVD for review.

8} September 2008: the Ryans have cost the Foresthill Public Utility District
{FPUID), and thus its ratepayers over $50,000.00 mn water related issues on the non-
planned Forest Ranch development which is ontside of district boundanes. This
information is available ai the FPUD oftice.

9} Scptember 2008: In the Sacramento Bee article on the Winchester County Club
bankruptey i Meadow Vista, Kalhy Boyce, a Sacramento consultant for the Hanley
Wood Market Intelligence stated, “The country club’s biggest problem has heen its
remote location™. [T Meadow Vista is considercd remote for a housing development, then
where does that lcave Foresthill and the non-planned Forest Ranch development?

10y September 2008: Captain Rick Ward, arca comnander of the California FHighway
Patro] addressed the Foresthill Forom. Captam Ward advised that there 15 onfy one safe,
sane and viable ingress and egress for Foresthill in the event of a forest fire: Foresthill
Road. According to the Ryans® traftic figures, the Forest Ranch development will add
approximately 4 000 more cars per day on Foresthill Road. This is nothing more than a
fire evacuation catastrophe in waiting.

A California Supreme Court Ruling in Vineyard Area Citizens for Responsible Growth
vs, City of Rancho Cordova stated that EIR s must address long-term water sources. At
this time the Ryans have never submitted a water needs analysis, or even a project
development plan to either the Foresthill Publie Utlity District or the Placer County
Planning Department. Both agencles having repeatedly asked for one or both over the
years and have been repeatedly ignored.

Now a select group of six representatives of the Foresthill Chamber of Commerce are
actively soliciting the religious leaders of the Forestiill Community to support the Forest
Ranch development. This “gang of six” is attempting to scare the religious community
by stating, “Without Forest Ranch, Foresthill will die”. This “gang of six”™ is being
driven solely by greed and untold riches to be made promised by the Ryans. This is not
only a disingenuous attempt, but also a down right pathelic one on the pait of the
Chamber of Commerce and does a massive injustice to the Foresthill Community.

Twao separate Placer County Planning Department Directors and staff have reviewed the
non-planncd Forest Ranch development. Bath have come to the same conclusion that n
1s NOT & viable development. There 1s NO developmeni plan. There 1s NO water neceds



analysis. There is NOTHING on the pan of the Ryans and Forest Ranch other than
verbal speculation and unfulfilled promiscs. This is nothing more than a land
development scheme being perpetrated against the Foresthill Community and Placer

County.

[ urge you to vote NO on Appendix E and YES to either Appendix B or YES to the
“Muodified Appendix E” which designates the numbers of Appendix B and makes the
Ryan property a “Future study area™

Sincerely,

N s
'__\ é"'{rk“'" 'j{‘i: ‘E»t,:_'h_
John Laster
6427 Lonpridge
Foresthill, CA 95631

C¢: Michael Johnson, Placer County Planning Director, 3091 County Center Dr,
Auburn, CA 95603
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DONALD V. RYanN, D.D.S.

5304 M. €l Darado 5., Suite &
Stocklon, Galifornia 95207
1209) B57-8907 = Fax {208) 931-3208

. o
Aug 22,2008

Placer County Planping Commissioners
DeWint Center
Aubwr, Cahfornia

Gentlemen,

This next week you shall be reviewing the Foresthill Community Update, and specifically
Appendix E, of which [ 2gain ask vour support.

There seems to be the misunderstanding in the commumity that this is an approval of
additional density: that is not the case. Just to clanfy, Appendix E will allow Forest
Ranch to submit a specific plan for up to 2200 4/~ uvnits of which 1700 would be age
resiricted. Included in this number are the currently zoned 333 +/- units that have existed
on the property for over 25 years. This specific plan would be subject to all CEQA
review, cammumity mput, and finally your vote, Appendix E was endorsed by the
Foresthiil Forum on Avgust 21, 2008 and ooz week earlier by the Chamber of
Commerce,

Adoption of E will allow us to plan the fiture use of over 2500 acres of jand next door to
the existing downtown My family and I are deeply commitied to the planning process,
understanding that no other parcel wall ever exist which 1s so strategicaliyv located, and if
properly planrad, so beneficial o Foresthill and Placer County.

‘Thank you for vour consideration,

Since

1077



Crystul, Loren:

In line with the Planning Commission recommendation to modify Appendix E to reflect
agreements between the chamber and Forest Ranch, | suggest the following wording.
While the Commission directions only related to extending capacity so that wastewaler
collection and treatment could be extended to downtown, Forest Ranch has agreed to
other itemns which we would hike to see included in the appendix: 17 building of the first
9 holes of the golf course in the first phase - needed for waslewater disposal, 2)
permission for high school golf team and ¢oach to practice on course {ee-free, and 3)
additional wording to clanify the restrictive natore of the commercial reserve.

Thanks,

Douglas Ryan
Foirest Ranch

Suggested Appendix k£ Modifications

In the bullet points under commercial, office and professional reserve. add an additional
bullet.

¢  Such uses will require a minor use permit, which shall only be granted 1f the
Foresthill Chamber of Commerce 15 unable to locate a suitable location in the
Historic District Mixed Use Area within a reasonable period of time. Such uses
should be located near Foresthill Road.,

Add 1o the bottorn of recreational uses:

Phasing of a golf course shall include development of the first & holes within the [iest
development phase. The high school golf tzam and coach shall be allowed to use the
course fee-lree during non-peak pertods for traiming purposes up 1o three times a week.

Add 1o the end of infrastructure iImprovements:

The vaste water weatment facihity or facalities shall be sized w accommodare potcnual
flows froin the downtown historic district, Such facilivies shall become available as
demand tor service dictates. The waste water collection system design shall include a
proposed routing from the waste water treatment lacility to Forestlull Read, and include a
routing on Faresthill Read and‘or Main Street from the current Elementary School Site to
the High School site. The first phase of the project shall include construcuon of a
collection pipeling from the edge of the project property 1o an on-site waste water
treatment facility, Construction of off-site portions of the pipeline shall be started during
the second phase. Adoption of this appendin shall not require any current users to hook
up to the wastewater collectuon system uniil such time as thelr current septic svstem fatls
or requires a ingjor upgrade. Heookup fees for off-site users shatl be Jimited to the
incremental capital cost of wastewaier facility, pipeline development and {inancing,
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Loren Clark

From: Crouglas Ryan {douglas_i_ryan@yahoa com|
Sent. Saturday, August 02, 2008 2.36 P

To: Loren Clark

Subjuct: F\W recommendation

Attachments: Water Issues for Forum V2 doc

Loren,

F| -1 sent the following lo Michael Johrsan,

Dear Michael:

Loren informed me of Staff’s decision reparding a recommendation on the Forest Ranch retirement
community project. [ask that you reconsider and reverse the decision before the meeting Monday
night.

(iven the veluminous ameunt ofmfor;mnon it is not surprizing that Staff overlocked the information
that deals with each of the stems of concern.

1. Sewer Treatment Feasibility: The Saver’s report conemssionsd by the County indicared
that a Forest Ranch wastewater district was poth physically and financially feasible.  Loren
was unaware of the study. [ emailed hitm a soft copy. {M0was meluded in Forest Ranch’s
draft EIR).

2 Evacuation. The premise underlytng the reasoning is flawed. The Feresthilf strategy (or
handling wildfires 1s WOT to evacuate. Further, golf courses are used as safe area m the
event of a wildfire. Fvidence their use in Soulhem Calilarnia. As the golf course 1s on sit,
there would be ne traffic from the site to interfere with emergency equipment on Foresthill
Road. The polf course also serves.as a fire-break. Congregating people in a central safe arca
Like a golf course also faciliates a contralled exedus shauld one be necessary

The "Shelter 1n Place” concept was proven effective i fast year’s Southern Cabifornis
wildfires. Through the use of proper subdivision design, Class * A" roofs and vigilance to
prevent the accurnulation of Tatier marerials (“fuelz™), @ community can be made Nre-
resistant. This was the experience of five San Dicgo subdivisions. Fues came up to the
edge of the communities; cnbers flew in - rot a single house burned.

Water Supphy: 1 am surprised this 1s even an issue. The Foresthifl PETY has the night 1o
diven to storage gvery vear 2 %5 imes the amount needed for envirormental and copsumption
at build out. In four cwt of five vears there would be a surplus of water. lnabout half the
years, the PUD s full allotment can be diverted o storage,

T

If there 13 2 need Ior more storage, thare are many strategies for tncreasing storage on the
Divide The attuched pages regarding the water “135u2” should be sufficient to conclude that
additional water storage 15 N0 EVEN NECEISATY 10 ‘uh]“]"l\ the Forest Ranch retirement
COMUITIUNILY .

I d[‘}"rpﬂ'lf‘l e vour laokimg st this. Should you need documentaiion to prove any of the points contained

above o1 1 the attached pages, 1w l] be happy 0 provide it

Sincerely,

Douglas Rt an

04



Dear Counry:

In order to accept the conclusions of the water district regarding water supply thet there is
not enough water to supply the 1700 units requested by Forest Ranch, vou must find that
the following Foeresthill PUD assumption in the left column {s true:

Foresthill PUD

Fag_ts

# of additional
homes that can

Divide

savs 1t wili ever need. This amaunt of
physical water 15 available in roughly
half of the yeays.

Installing gates on the Dam would
increase capacity by 50%.

Forest Ranch oflered 1o pot a lake on
its property of whatever size might be
needed. Engineers confirmed
feasibility of a 2000 acre foot lake,
enough to supply all Forest Ranch
retirtement community residents during
a drought.

The PUTY pipeline from Sugar Pine
runs through the Forest Ranch
property.

Manager lied to the state
about wargr divered duiing
the mid 19703 drought

Assumptions be served af
current rates of
consumption

A) No additional water PUL has the right to store EFERY Essentally
slarage can be put on the YEAR 2.5 times the amount of water it j unlumited

37 Former PUD General he md 19705 drought is the worst

drought in recorded history

Bill Martinsen would have no motive
[ 19 L 10 the state,

| Milt Creek supplied a minumum of
¢ 46,000,000 gallons per year during this
f drought

Pa'ge 1

/1D



| Foresthill PUD
Assumptions

[]
4

# of additjonal
hames that can
be served at
current rates of
CORSUMPLCD

— - -

"C) Drvision of Water

to release water to satisty
nol-Cxistent prioy
downstream water rights

Rights would require PUTD

i 176 acre feet of prior downstreant

water rights MIGHT exist for which it
would be responsible.

Dvision of Water Rights extensively
researched the wssue and determined
there is no ewidence these water nghts
exist.

Division of Water Rights is the acency
that arbitrates water rights.

Division of Water Rights saysitis an
oxymoron to sav that you nezd to
release water for non-existent righis

") PUD will have to
Vsupply 250 industrial

pply 230 industria
'enterprises 1n Foresthii]

| additianal 47 acre feet

413

PLID Director at June 2008 forum
meeting said he did not believe that
there would ever be 250 industrial
utils and the engineer KNE W there
wonld never e 230 industnal units.

F Even ifwe were to assume a 1000%

increase m industial actevity in
Feresthll, water usage would oily be
4% of what is predicted i the report.

There 12 oo law which savs that PUD
has to make assumptions 1t knows wil]

never happen.

The 1992 Master Plan assurned no
indusinat in Foresthill,

Correeting tus error yields at lcast an

f—
h
)

Page 2




Assumptions

Facts

# of additional |
homes that can

be served at
current rates of
consumption

i E} Commercial

I establishinents will use
i 1420 gallons a day
t

Most water consumption by
commercial units 15 for loilet use.

to 1.3 gallens per flush, 1420 callons
represents 1092 flushes per day

Starting in 2014, toilets will be limited

Unknown, but
s:gnilicant

. F) New multifamily units

cwill use twice as much
i water as existing unttsy

PUD reports an increase in use of
84 500 gallon per day for multifamily
units.

¢ PUD reports a potential increase af
170 paadufamsly units.

| 84,500/ 70 15 497,

I

- Current usage per unit is 244 gallons
‘ per day.

| Water usage dechimed between the
vears 1990 and 2005 (See Colfax

Paradox SOLVED below)

=t

Lt

'_GJ Lach new single family

home would vse 31% more
waler than current hames.

CSame logic as above, but numbers ave
1 . . . .
'significantiy higher.

i Water usage declined between the
» vears 1990 and 2002 (Sec Colfax
| Paradox SOLVLD below)

Page 3
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| Foresthill PUD Facts # ol additional
' . nomes that can
Assumptions he served at
current rates of
L ) L CONSUIBPLON
| 1
H) District would spend PUTY report says it would cost 67
»40,000 for cach potential $2.910,000 w serve this area
customer in Yankee Jims
area. Wells cost There are a maximum potential of 67 1
substantially less. single family residential units in
assessors book 238 pages 3.4.9,& 4,
The Yankee Juns arza.
If exasting custoiner with wells do not
convert 1o PUD water. thet the cost to
| serve potential customers goes over |
. . P 8100000 B , )
l o f —_ ]
1} All properies wili be i some properties arc knewn to have , Unknown '
fully buili out ] ympairmients that woeuld preveot them | ]

from building out to the maximum
allowed by thewr zomng

—~

B All water efficiency
mandates currently in law
will Tl

Starting in 2012, all residential
irngaton contzollers sold in CA wili
have tn meet SMART standards. Tests
| have shown a 23-33% reduction in

L Walter use.

Startieg tn 2014, all new toilets in CA
will be 1.3 gallons per flush

When plumbirﬂ 15 retrefited @
existing tomes, they must cemply with
the Energy Act of 1992 which

| mandates maximum usage for tollets,

| Unknown, but
+sgruficant

|
( |

| ' showerheads, favcets, etc.

| i

FOREST RANCHIS ONLY
REQUESTING 1700 ADDNTIONAL
HOMES. No addmaonal stovage s

NCCCSSATY.

T A mimimuam of
|

y an additional
P 1933 homes 1
j could be served, |
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The Caffax Paradox SOLVED

The PUD maintains it needs to assume increased consumption in the future for single
and multifarmily residences because newer residents will be mare affluent and use
more water. They refer to this as consumption creep.

Colfax 1s sabject to the same demographic influences as Foresthill, so 1ts warer
consumption per household should have increased as well. BUT 1T DID NOT, IN
FACT IT WENT DOWN,

The mystery was recently solved. Turns out, the number of active households in
1990 was severely overstated, causing the average use per household to be unusually
low. When compared to current numbers, 1t gave the dlusion of increasing
consumpuorn, when the reality 15 otherwise.

How the mystery was solved

I Tt had heen known for some time that the 1590 US Census reported an
estimate of 1477 houses that used public water within the PUD s houndary.
This was based on a 10% sampling within the Dhstrict houndaries,

2. The 1992 Master Plan separted 1,645 housenolds using PUD within the
Phstnict Boundanes

3. Last Month, when geing through old papers, T discovered a letter written by
Kurt Reed dated March 13, 1991, [n that letler, he indigates that there are
1,482 customers, very close to the US Census Bureau estimate, breaking the
tie and contirming that the numbers reported in the 1997 repoit were wiong,

4. The Reed leter alao explains the schstanual drop in single-faimly residential
customers reported to the State i the year 1994,

The 1992 report was based on the number of mzters, not on the number of occupied
households. The years of the (ate 1980s and early 19905 veere unusual for Foresthill.
The jumber industry was shutting down, There were an aboormally high number of
houses for sale, for rent, ete. The census burean teports that in 1990, 15.5% of ail
hores ware vacant lor one reason or anotaer. In typical nmes, vacancies tymcaliv
ron abaul 3%, 1 2000, 1t stood ar 4.9%,

When these factors are all taken into account, waler consumption por single-famly
residental unit and per multi family residential unit cach declined by 59 +,

['a
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Loren Clark

From: douglas ryan {douglas_|_ryan@yahoo.com)
Senk: Sundzy, Auvgusi 03, 2008 9.18 P
To: Michael Johnson
Ce: Loren Clari; Crystzl Jacobsen
~ Subject; backup documentation

Attachments: Documentabon for forum meeting dac
Michael,
Altached is the supporting evidence to the email sent earficr, [f you have any questions, [ will be at the.
forum meeting Monday night. Also, you can check ont our website at www forestranch.info - that's
wnfo, not com.

Poug

PS. T ned printing this owt, but for some reason the copes from POF don't print, hut it 15 viewable
online. 'll have a paper copy at the meeting.
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[tem A. North Shurttail Creek Flows

Noter At Build-cut, District estimates need for slightly over 3,000 acre feet of water 10 supply
both its downstream requircments {environmentzl & rights) and customer requitcmernis.
(Approximately Green Linc) '

Note: During drought years, this requirement drops to as low as 3,500 acre feet of water as the
environmental release requirements are reduced. (Approximate Yellow Line)

Harth Erﬁrliall Croek
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Figurs 2.3
Annual Flow Data, Horth Shirttail Creek
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ftem B. Public Water Svsterm Statistics Signed by Bill Martinsen for years 1976, 1977, 1978

DOCIMENTATION IS NOT IN ELECTRONIC FORM



Item C. Ermails Fram [DWR

a1y l\.-.-u'tu::'.Z-Il.u.;'.‘..‘t%rl-u-__r: Orimer Decbesy PETAMET Mo aen®, et Mg 1

From. Kevin Long [RLONGE nalerbomds cu gov]
Sani Wednesday Boveber 240 2004 12 00 B
To dovelis_f vanfrviahos com

Subject BE FW waier siglts question

AL Ry

VoA dowisiren:y Diov pieht wliel chefes] not exast” v an oxvitaran, Ifa law il applopriation cove
exived bur o longay exists {i2 . Lias been abandoned or vewokzd), e water dees nothave w be
brpassal o refeaved trsanis R the dav ustiear diy evsion thn s s Jonger there,

Nate: A el to apprepriate wiarar av reven back ro e Stare atter ive comiuons rears of non-nse
rexcept far riparian rghis), See Warer Code Sections 1241 (For posr-10134 nghts) ¢ htip waw lzginfo oo,
zoviegi-bindisplaycodeTseciim=watt group=01001 020008 file=1240-1 213 ) andeor Smizh v Hawkng
0 Cal 123 farpoe- 19 L gl

283 Ihove resemchied one pecards aiul Voar SEReinenzey 13 COprecio

4 Covrect. The bypaess andior storage rélease requiraiizats vider Pennit 15375 are specilizd jnihs 2
WL I st to vou oo Nosenber 22, 2204 and e e Pennir

Sicerely.

besvue Lowg, PE

WO Enginear

SWEROB Dasisnt o Walsr Righta
(P16 3115196

cear . - . - s . . . A m i owi—m - me owm o ow

o Thanglas Ryan” sdonglas_j_symigdyahioocoms 1124 00 10 3IAN e
Dizar Ak I ong

Lde have darification questions velared 1w the specific eonunent by the meuber of the local pubhe unliy
Deaid. Ave the following statements cowect”

Lo There is no puovision iu Pernuiy 15375 ihas requives release for dovsirenm prior zlins which do
IO RN

2 Tie Warsr Boazed is waswarz of any recordad warer viglss 1

exsstence Pemwean the diversion site i Peanid 15574 and the ~North Fork
of the Amenncan Rivar,

e CiDotmment’ D2l 2 7% mys Guoes Dby BES20TAY S 0u s M ghest Mhamepen s (1 2000 1N DY 55 A0




e Cldocmieast Mgt U rwes Deser Desicop PES 00T L vaer® 2l O hoae e [
: 1 f i

FoThe Waater Boacd 16 wiiawware of Ay statetnenss af diversion o file batw zen the diversion site i1
2arniut 13373 and the North Fork of the Aamerican Biver,

+ Thery is no requireiment in Penil 15375 that cagiires the
spevific release of 156 avre feet of water.

Thank you, Taporeciate vour assisinnce.
Donigins Bvan

—=OLiginad Message---—-

Froty Kevin Long [ vaiko KLONWG fhwataiboards.ca, "m}
Sent!: Manday, November 320 2004 3 3iDM

Tor douglas__syand@vahoo.com

Sulject: Re FA7 water rights question

Dreaar A Ie. Ryan

Previewed the Water Rizhits Board's "Quder Approving Applicstion” datad Mareh 29, 1967 that was
iswved following A hensing on water ght Application 21945 held on 23 March 1966, and the warer siali
pennLt (Lo, ) .
15375) isstied pussnant to the Order. Permit 15375 has a face value of & 674 af divect diversion —
PEADG Al storage 2-4.(.'?:1 afa. Ry rzview found that e peomit contalns all the terms i the Order
spedifiad,

The Key penmii tenns relaiing to the bypass ol water are fzims 13 and 16,

Pennd Term 13 raquires resavolr inflows to be bapassad (relensed) bermwveen Felv 2 and Setober 310 and
10 the extent necessary 1o sausfir downstrean prim tights durtng e diversiog sasan.

Perant Tenn 16 requices complianes witl the Dept. of Tish & Gane Memoraudum of Aztean2at dared

IR aouny 1967, winel requires:

13 Bveass of 4 ofs or the natural few of Nonth Shisttail Canvou Creei, 12255 thas § ofy, from Febraary

1ro May 31 of epcly yeor

21 Bypass of 2 ofy oritie nanwal Aew of Nosth Shivttail Canvvon Creck. o less than 2 o, Sreon T 110

Tl 1oanul Wemeniber 1o Jasmary 33

By Mg bypass o releass oo storage of 0.8 ¢ofs at all tunes re szardless of the pturnl flew of Noth
Shicttall Caive Crae

Based ooy the Mewmorandun, the theoratical miinmim -3trea flow releases dwing o sevare drougl
worlbd be G35 cfe x 1983 x 36d 'y = 362 afa T Bl fish fhow avadabliline conduions. requived rebensas
would be 1A7E ¢ + alb reservony inflows Demaeen Juiy 2 and Qetober 31

4 =T IR

de O Dagrgnertte Munt Ite mne D ramer Deckiop BRI IOTWT 2 a2 Tep b Mapuesden v 12 20800 ok e B S




R = Dy B

e B Dorren® i 05 e Ow e 2 = PESLOF T o2 a0 >

Addinonal bypass sl o storage ralease raquiraiaents avay aid abovs giose oz the Fid & Gane
NMemerandun: of Agveame it are pel prasantin ke pymie and therefiore mof vaquired by the Sare Water
Recawess Centrel Beard,

T hepahis responds adegquately (o youi inguiry.

Tawerely.

Eevmn Zoug PE.

WRC Enzinesy

Liceqeig Uit

SWROB Dvision of Warer Righins
(0161 341-2346

e "Dprelas Rvan® <douglas | ryan@yvabeo.capr- 11719703 O1AGEM v
Drenr Warer Bighrs Divisic:

It is the opinion of a mewber of our lecal public wiliey board ot Application A2 1935 Pannit 17374
requites release of 176 acre Teer of water each vear even (D water rights betweern itz North Fork ot the
Amencan River and the daw do vt exist,. His foll coununents ane posted at frmpdaans foresthilipucd,
contegpaget . Qu reviewy of the pernl issued pursiant to e watey righds ocder dated Mach 29,
1967 fudicates thar such bypass requirenient does oot exist This figore of 176 acre foot of water came
oIt as a sl of witness testimony of petennal consumptive nse i Noztiy Shirttail Canvon Creex aned
Shurttald Canyon Creel between the dam site and the tWorth Feel of thie Aaertcan Bivar during the
feennng Leld pursuant to Application AZ1945. L there a specific raquirentent iu the Peoazut hat 176 aare
feer of water be refeased?

Sinesrely vours,

Droealas 1 B

ale - O Sheomment, 20 12000 L p s Do ner Teabiey BTN WTL 0w st Mrzh st Mue smen er (A T RN M MR 10E L1 A0



lem D, Report Assumes 250 Industeial Units At Build Out

Talle 3-3
Estimated Units - Current ancgt Builg-Qut!

Teotal Units at Buitd-owt

District Meter Categary Current Ynits'™!
Unconstrained Consirained
Fuag zsmial, sEvicses 175¢% =hoo 4 iC0
Yult-fare y Fen szl s2micss 350 2420+ e
Zermers i seryzes AT Tl ks
ndusinial, s2ovice s : men M 10"

JAl



Item E. Commerciat estabhshmoen's assumed to use 1420 gallons per dav, equivalent to over
toilet flushes when the new standards take hold in 2014,

Tabie 2-E
Recommended Water Demancd Facteors
Water Usar Annual Average Water Demand Factor, gpdfanith
Feeid 2ntisi 480
ulE-farily 3scicerial 350
Zorrmerzial : 3% i
trndustrisd ' 2580

[4 Doss rotinslode unsczoonted water. Residen: al snd rrutt-farily reziden i faolors
sted zein unils 2 gpr =0 Covrere sl and incussr al fxsiors arein Lrits of
gediccnnsesion. :

1,600



e B Multi Farnily Tinits to use 165,000 gallons ai build out, currently use 86,500 for an

merease of 84,500 galluns per day,

o fei. M =T
[alie 2-7

Water Demaned Estimates

Demands Current Build-Out 1992 Water Master Plan
Rezidensizl, opd 673220 2,025,227 122238
Muit-arily Secidential, gpd A0 ZCC 165,22 27T 400
Zorwnerzial gpd iZi.20c 23e0I2 TILTOD
In2dusirial, gpz 230 B2 ICC0 122100
Sverage Day Cemand (58000 gpe ™ 87578 <. A80.507 23 R
Produciion Current Buitd-Out

Unaeoountas Water (UAL gpd ™ T RLO 240050

Totz Aug. Day willA gps ™ 845,35C 2.758,570

Yax. Oay Demand, gpd Hi Ry ol 2475300

Zeak Sour, gpr- SRS 733

lal Baser on cerands calzsas=d Tom 30d vses and water devisnd f3cios

Future units of 500, currently 330 units, for an_increase of 170 units.

Talkle 2-3
Estimated Units — Current and Build.Qut®

L i Tetai Units at Buitd-out
District Meter Category Curent Uniis - -
. Unconstrzined Corsirained
Aesaznusl, s=rvipess Y] o200 £ &0
Mult-farr y Qes s=-val szeviess 330 Z.400% ol
Zommers 3. sen cec =7 R o WL
Indu=rizh, sermices 1 oen i 2e0

84 300:170 = 497 palions par dav that would be negded ro be used by new units 1n order for the

huild oul usases 1o be

reachad

Currcnt usaee is 244, New Units wauld have to use

Tabie -0
Water Use Comparison, gpdiumt

1592 Water Master Plan'™

Water User 2003 - 20054
Uncorrected! Comerted™
Rzsident 3 375 L 430
N2 family Resident s 2ee o 3
Comrrezial 15849 T 1422
lma st 3 7 218 155 200 155 - 20

Al CRpdseas om0

TR

st TR rrpter ATy

IR



Item G. Single Familv Uniis to use 2 (J"J 000 gallons at build out. Current usage 673,200 for an

lncrease Ufi 315,800

Tolve Z-Y

Ly

Water Demand Estimates

Dernarids Current Build-Qut 1392 Walar Mastler Plan
Seciden:ial, pod B73.250 7026000 1572380
Salli-farniy Rezidentizd gpd §0.507 165 202 17 460
Commerzial gpd 104.2C0 Rt SR ) ~ T Y00
Induesrisl, prd 220 62 200 22100
2yetage Day Cemard (2D00 gpd ™ 675,757 24905070 2337540
Produciion , Current Build-Out
Unzzecuntss Water (UAY, gpd ™ 7 200 245030
Teta Avg. Day wilis gpz ™ 283,370 2 ¥RAEEC
Mzz O yD—mand gpd 14 2.2¢0.000 ¢ 475200
Zeah Hour, gpre, c.Bit ¥ i

(&l Baselon cemrards calrya=d 7o znd u=es 3nd eater dehand facioms.

Future units of 4 500, curvently 1.781 unids, for an increase of 2,719 units.

Tatie 2
Estmmted Unlts -C unem anci Build-Qutt!

Tedal Units at Buikd-put

" District Mater Cal:'e-gﬂry Cusent Units™ - .
Unconsiramed Constrained

Res samial, s nices 1751 5,500 4870

Mubt-farr, ¢ Resczmial, szvisss - 330 Z 400" Roo

Coirmers i, sen See =7 e R Wi

Indusirial, s2viz=s 1 zea™ 25"

LR

131580042719 = 497 gallens per day per addittonal wmt, 31%% more than today’s 378.

Taliz 3-8
Water Use Companison, gpd/unit

1997 Water Master PMan'®

Water User 200 - 2005 :
Uncormected! - Correctedt™
Hesident a e 303 430
N etsmily R=sigent 5 5 Pt 24 330
Comrsoizl L oEh ll4 1427
[mz.st 3~ Ak [P0 155 20

AV Calreksras frmny 250073

SN = TR moater s

124



Item H. Cost Improvements ta Serve Yankee Jims Area

(See ltems n & o) 2,910,000/67 = $43,432 per potential new customer. Note' several arc
currently on wells, which are much cheaper to install, and much less costly on a monthly basis 1o
operaie.

o3 ' T a0t Ir0mene I S age

Tzle 2.7

Bustd-oud Transmisswon Pipeline Tnprovemems Cost Eslunate (2. bj

EYRE— Urat Gy o Cost et sach

L T kraneh raneemic s nm 3w i V0 crrrasged wan LF 2 4 tok Ao
o Che arizong ugin o Forssls - Rosz onthe sastaf

3]

! SRV Eznen e LT o nassiiiiea g £
Farastull Ip18

¥ 0t ANk s iTmn 15 XY a5 RN

reting Joad 5t Ty altrzpmps
through Haid Sose Onue

A CIT Ry s5.0n A ram che grising 1@ g e oar LT IC AL T L S h]
the s sty pfOig M EF Y o ke svsed 1 ma G
YEmiee irt i

m

3 RV enmnensleng TUTRRNEE 440 M Ex E B sitd

P LUTAS seert g - 2lang Mekans Pendeestd Yy L= Facn Bk i
et Spnng Tater '

H 2 ramer se o v aaong Moflear Fondemss yay L B2 570 03 ¥4z
finm -z end of =% 10" Tewaas he soulm o35 CaE
Tamp™ giea

r STrETeR s Sa oA am he end & Pepraroned L- FALY T A
IR TSIt Ay 24 che Siemiezaen TSV
[ Thess w3z 2 mi= cn Fad Focl Dove Ea * $15.000 LA
! =EV St Ea L e LM
T T TS Teul 17133
Tont e e Al Sooan
SupTatal B 13.373
_ Trg e g Ssmun, Legal o 25 =
Tadal . £11 585




he Colfax Paradox — Supposting Evidence

Fact 1. Census Bureau Esumates 11004 170+207 units wsing public water for a total of 1477,

HO23 SOURCE OF WATER - Universe: Housing Linits
Data Set 1990 Sumimary Tape File 3 {(STF 3) - Sample data

NOTE: For information on canfidentiality, sampling crror, nonsampling ciror, and defimnons, see
hitpdtactfinder. census pov/homeen/detanotes/expstf390 lum.

[BG 1, Tract 202, | BG 2, Tract 202, | BG 4, Tract 202, |
' |

: ! Placer County, | Placer County, | Placer County, |

California ; California California ]

Public system or private company| 1100) 70| 207
||lndiviauai well: '

| Driliec 277 7! 17

Dug“— 38{ "__‘_L_N{Q-i '___'__""'__E)

Some other source ' I ] G'ﬁ Oi 18

!

L5, Burean of the Census
1990 Census of Population and Housing

Fact 2. 1992 Report used 1331 single family and 315 multifamily units in 190, the same year as |
the census, as the number of units for a total of 1646,

DOCUMENTATION 185 NOT [N ELECTRONIC FORM

Page | of Colfax Paradox Documentation
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Fact 3. Kurt Reed Letter Dated March 13, 1991 contained the following information {Fax to
faded to be copied, but still very readable — Relevant portions transeribed here)

Total number of single family residences(*) 1436
Total number of apartments 56
Total number of residential meters 1482
{*3 Number of mohile homes included as single family residences 284

Tetal number of non-mebile home single family residences(1436-284) 1172

The 1992 report combined mobilz homes and apartments as multifamily residences, as did
the 2008 report.

1950 Census 13.5% vacancy

Total occupted vruts = 1198 + 146 + 229 = 1573
Total vacant units = 206 = 51 +32 = 289
Total units = 1573 + 289 = [ 862
Vacancy percentage = (2897 1373) = 15.52%

HOGZ QCCUPANCY STATUS - Universe: Housing upits
ata Set: 1990 Summary Tape Tale 1 {STFE 17 - [00-Percent data

NOTE: Fov informaunon on confidentiality, nonsampling error, and definiuens, sec
htipfifacttinder census. govihome’en/datanotesexpstf190 ktm.

|—'"——' = e —
! BG 1, Tract 202, Placer | BG 2, Tract 202, Placer (BG 4, Tract 202, Placer

| | Counly, California County, California

| County, California

Occupied 1198] 146| 229
Vacant - | 208, 51! 32

U8, Bureau of the Census
1990 Census of Population and Housing

Page 2 of Colfax Paradox Documentaten
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200t Census 4.9% vacancy

Total occupied units = 1622 + 159 + 290 = 2071
Total vacantunits = 69+ 8+24=101 ~
Total unilg = 2071+ 101 =217
Yacancy percentage = (10 /2178 = 4.65%

H3. OUCCLPANCY STATUS [51 - Universe: Housing units
Data Set: Census 2000 Surnmary File 1 (SF 1) 100-Percent Data

NOTE: For infonnation on confidentiality protection, nensampling error, definitions, and count corrections sce
http:ffactfinder.census govhome/en/datanotes/expsflu htm.

| Block Group 1, Census | Block Group 2, Census | Block Group 4, Census
Tract 202, Placer County,{Tract 202, Placer County,!Tract 202, Placer County,

| California California Califernia
Total ! 1,622 159 290
| : o
| Occupied| 1553 151) - 266
| Vacant ‘ 59 gl 24

S, (_"cnsﬁs Bureau
Census 2000

Page 3 of Colfax Paradox Documentation
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