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Re: Minar Use Permit Appeal, Mitigated I\fggatwe Daclaration, {St. Joseph Mareltoc Church)
Additional Materials

In accordance with the orovisions of Placer County Code 17.60.110 {C¥1), this letter and
additional materials ave included in this submission.

- Agcording to the Traffic Impact Analysis conducted by KD Anderson & Associates,
Inc. on June 22, 2008 there are significant errors and omussions

«  Traffic counts were made in December 2005, This data is sfale, being four years
old and not reflecting current trafiic lead(s). This iz in stark contrast to traffic data
compiled for el Oro Estates Craft EIR which includes data that is as recent as
one year. Traffic on Aubum-Folsom Road has dramatically increased in the [ast
two years, The complelion of the new bridge connecting Aubum-Folsom Road to
Folsom (bypass for the Folsom Dam Road} is a major conteioulor to narth and
south traffic on Auburp-Folsem Road. By 2010 or 2011 when the proposed project
would be completed, the situation will be worse, The traffic data should be
updated and used for the recent analysis rather being based on the old dafa.

+  Traffic counts and Leve! of Service {LOS) already appear o violate LOS C (Table
2). Based on Analysis data and personal experience at the intersection of
Auburn-Foisem and Cavitt-Stallman Roads, | believe LOS D or E s appropriate
due 1o capacity, unsiable flow, and typizal gueue time of one to twa minuies,
especially when lurning lefl onto Aubuin-Folsom Road from Cavitt-Stalfman Road.
Therefore, thera is a high probability of LOS F along the profect site and at the
intersaction of Auburn-I'olsam Road and Cavilt-Stallman Read. Reference 4,
Table 8-1 highlights this condition for an uin-signahzed intersection.

»  The Analysis failed to includz e fraffic fron the nerth church lecalion. It only
considered the traffic from the Granite Bay Junior High School location. As stated
by the project pianner, there are twe separate church locations--a north and a
south that would be consclidated at the proposed site. Thus, there is new traffic in
a south direction on Auburn-Folsem Road to the proposed site as well as new
traffic in a north direction on Aubwrn-Folsom Raoad to the proposed site.

»  Widening Auburn-Faisom Road to four lanes south of the Douglas Blvd
mtersection serves no practical purpose with respect to the project. My assertion
is that it will cause further congestion and gueue times along the portion of
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Auburn-Folsom Road narth of PBouglas Boulevard because the road narrows to
two fanes just north of Douglas Blvd.

« Genaraticn of an additional 2,100 daily trips is incansistent with the physical
characteristics of Auburn-Folsom Road at and around the project site. The
narrow lanes on Auburn-Folsom Road leave litle room for bicyclists to safely mix
with tiaffic (see attached photos). Auburn-Folsom Road is a major bicycle route
from Auburn to the American River at Greenback Lane and Auburn-Folsorm Road,

« In particular, see Reference 4 page 8-13 "Existing Bicycle System” and Table 8-5
discusses the classifications ot Granite Bay On-Road Bikeways. Neither Cavitt-
Stallman Road, Laird Road or Barton Road have any designated bikeway(s).
Auburn-Folsom Road has dual direction hikeways ot in mos! areas, they fail to
meet any of the listed CALTRANS clagsifications. Furthermore, the project’s
projected traffic would violate the Granite Bay Community Plan in the Circulation
Arga Goal 1, andits Pohioies 1. 2, 5, 7 (increases ioad on Auburn-Folsom Road),
9,11, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19 (Cavitt-Staliman Road is extremely dangarous after
recent re-paving due to severe drop-off along the edges of each lane as well as a
rajor blind spot [hill] west of the proposed Cavitt-Stallman entrance to the
project), and 24 {see §8-5). Also violated 13 Goal 2 and its, Policies 14 and 17,
Also violated i Gaal 3 and ils Poiicy 7 {as stated in Reference 4, "Existing Transit
System,” Dial-A-Ride woulkd appear i be the only availabie public transil provider.
However, it serves six days a week and excludes Sundays. Goal 4 and s
Folictes 3 through & are also not followed.

No details are provided or seen how the project will comphy with the Arnericans with
Disabilities Act {ADA} Tile 1. With respect ta Titie I, 1t would seem that the county
wollld have to construct disability access from the project site to at least Douglas
Blvd, {Reference 4, §8-6)

What was the ralionale far starting such a farge project at the limited access on the
Cavitt-Staliman and Auburn-Folsam Roads proposed iocation rather than the existing
Marello property on Wells Ave (City of Loomig}? There is existing infrastructurs,
facilities and access north and south on Barton Road such that there would be
minimal or no bicycle issues {see altached pictures).

CECQA issues from THE DETERMINATION OF THRESHOLDS OF
ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE IN THE APRPLICATION OF THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, OQwen H. Seiver arnd Thomas H. Hatfield, March
2001

« a) Confiict with adopled environimental plans and goals of the community where it
is located

- ) Cause an increase in traffic that is subsiantalin refation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the stract system

- @) Increase substantially the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas
» 1] Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife ar plants
+ u) Disrupt or divide the physical grrangemeitt of an established community

« ) Converis prime agricultural land 1o non-agricuttural use or impat the
agricuttural productivity of prime agnciltural land
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«  Unconvinced that the Planning Commissian considered off-site as well as on-site
effects, indirect as well as direct effects and cumulative effects based on defined
thresholds—if factual and quantitative or is missing, this and other factors led to
poor policy decision making and implementation (to wit, Seiver and Hatheld,
2001y

"CEQA does authorize and encourage the adoption of lecal thresholds to
detarmine the environmental significance of an impact. Thresheids of significance
are used (o determine whether a projec! may have a significan! environmental
effect. The “threshold of sigrificance” for a given environmental effect is that leva!
at which the lead agency finds the effects of the project to be significant ®
Thresholds mus! ba dynamic and flexible. For exampie, an activity that may not
be significant in an urban area may he significant in a rural gng, {2mphasis added)
Both direct and indirect consequences must be considered by the lead agency.
Direct consequances are those refated o a project, such as soil erosion, air
pollution and water pollution. indirect consequences are these caused by long
term effects such as popuiation growth leading to increased traffic
congestion.'[emphasis added]

“The CEQA process hegins wilh the determination of whether or not ar activity is
a “praject.” According to the Califorma Supreme Caourt, the term "project” includes
not only government-intiated actions bt also any private projecis reguiring a
permit or a leaze issued by the government.? The CEQA Guidelines, certified and
adopted by the Secretary of Resources and reviewed ny the Office of Planning
and Research, specifically states that CEQA does nol apply to any activity where
it can be determined “with certainty” [emphasts added] that there is no
possibility that the activity may have a significant effect on the environment.”

"CEQA reguires lhat lead agencies acls [sig) so as o minimnize environmental
damage and balance competing pubilic objectives.™ To accomplish this, each lead
agency is required {0 adopl objectives, criteria and specific procedures for CEQA
review corsistent with CEQA and the guidefines for the evaluation of projects and
preparation of environmential documents. With the remcvat of the list of
“significant effects” from the old Appendix GG and the replacement with the
checklist, it now becarmes cribical to examine the agency’s critena {gualitative,
guantitative and performance based)] in eslablishing thresholds. In other words,
iead agencies may now have an increased role in determining thresholds of
significance. We must also consider consistency in the decision making process,
and the lavel of understanding by the ageanrcy, Studias have shown thal
inconsistent perceptions of a policy can lead to poor policy 'mplementation " If
the perceptions relative to the entire'* CEQA process by the pubiic, the
Legislalure, the Clearinghouse and the lead agencies are inconsistent, it becomes
difficult to maintain a level of efficiency in carrying aut the intent of CEQA"

Based on the requirement {o arddress cumulative impacts as delineated in CEOA, Hhis
proiect cannot go forward without a more delailed review by the Planning
Commissicn because the US Army Corp of Engineers Form 404 permit application
includes a schoo! at the site--1o be built at some time in the future. Since this is an
indefinite impact at an indefintte future time, theare is no quantitative method of
assessing the environmental impacts in the long term. A comprehensive £EIR now
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which includes the school might resalve this issue.
«  Gray v. County of Madera (Oct 24_2008)  Cal App.dth

* [T]he County does have the burden te show thal substantial evidence exisis fo
support ils environmenial conclusions

*  The Court found that the draft EIR failed to adequaiely analyze the project
cumulative impacts. [With respect the Marello Churen project, the county
hypassed the EIR process)

*  The Court did uphold the County's lmiting of prebable future cumulative projects
{0 those for which an applicaticn had been filed with the County and for sefting the
date of the Notice of Preparation’s release as the cut-off date for the search of
probable future projects. [A school is a probable future project: See Corps e-matl,
Reference S wherein the school was nol included in this permitling process due to
lack of funds 1 construct if or other structures at one time; to wit, "as funding
becomes availatie”)

+  Project Mitigated Use Permit violataes CEQA 21083(a), (b)(1}, (2), (3)
»  No evidence of established guidelines were found or disclosad

+  Probable fuiure pro;ecis and its impacts were nol discussed ¢r evaluated due to
the schaool being removed from the county permit application but the church
intends to nclude a school in the future by including 1t in the 404 Perawt
application. [Corps -e-mail, Reference 4]

< The environmental effects of a project will cause substantial adverse effects on
ruman beings, either directly or indirectly

Conclusion: The Planning Commission has not provided any proof of certainty that the
proposed project wauld not have a significant effect on the environment. Suggest rejection of
the project because the Planning Commission and staff did not consider the individual and
cumulative impacts on this rural area, the traffic analysis was flavwed and the CEQA process
was inadequately followed. As stated in the prior Plarning Commission hearing presentation,
the praject is inappropriate for the proposed sile. However, another cption might be to relocate
the project to the existing Marello site on Wells Road as one with much less environmenial and
traffic impact and no destruction of wetlands and agricullural areas as well as praserving the
rural nature of the proposed siie and surrounding areas ainng Auburn-Foleom Road and Cavitt-
Statiman Road.

Many of the issues raized in this cover leller and tha subssquent arguments and issues are
reinfarced by counsel (see Altch G)

We, like most other residents of rural Placer County, moved Lo this area with fuil confidence that
our Board of Supervisors and ather publi; officials would do evarything necessary 1o protect the
rural nature of the area. Aithough we support the St. Joseph Morello Proiect, it is sirnply
inappropriate and overly intrusive in this proposed lecaticn, and will deprive many of us of the
rurail lifestyle we chose. We are confident that the Board of Supervisors will acknowledge that
fact. and agree that the appraval process in this case is fatally flawed.

Thank you very much for your consideration of our appeal of the Planning Commassion’s
decision. We sincerely hope thal your Board will overruie the Planning Commission's approva!
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of an MUF, and that this matter can be reselved without the need for further action of ary sort.

VIR, /L/_ﬂ&//

- Gary Gaugler, Ph.D.

Alch:

1. Photos of proposed project sita
along Aubure-Folsom Road (18 pgs)
2. Protos of existing Mare!lo site (10
ogs)

2. Document: Placer Counly Code
Vielations, December 2008 (12 pgs}
4 Article: "Child's hit-run death in
North Sac spurs school safety warn-
ings.” Sacramentc Bee, 1 Dec 2005
(2 pgs)

5 E-mail from Corps of Engineers
regarding inclusion of a school in the
404 Permit applicalion

G Letter from REobert Hunt, Aunt and
Jeppson, Attorneys at Law, Dec 14,
2009 (5 pgs)

Reaefargnces:

1. Prior materials submitied to Ffan-
ning Commission (satellite pictures.
raticnate for objection ta the project)
2. THE DETERMINATION OF
THRESHOIL DS OF ENVIRON-
MENTAL SIGNIFICANCE W THE
APPLICATION OF THE
CALIFORNIA EMNVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT, Owen H. Seiver
and Thomas H. Hatfiegld, March
2001, CSU, Northrnidge

3. Traffic Impact Analysis, KD
Anderson & Associates, Inc..
June 22, 20049

4. De! Cro Estates Chaft EIR,
Decembear 2008,

L

X TESYRLOD qzll






ot Tt

Bl B
e



















ELTIN

- A

by ngaT

\




I







F




e

|









|













2

I



I












bFa
..u.l_wﬁa...
ez

NS



|1



B0



Ty






P.-Jh’.',l-"- 3

oy
Dug 2w&Td

Placer Cownny Code Violations

by Public Review of Subsequent Mitizated Negative Declasation - Por Scetion 18.16.070
{Subsequent ncgative declarauons) of the Placer County Code, VI a provieus]y adonted
negative declaradion @5 revised to nclude an expanded project description or ather
substantial new infoermation pursuant 1o Seetion 15162 of the CEGA Guidelines, the
subsequent negative declaration must comply with the novce and review (Seciion

I8 16,030 provisions of this chapler, (Cred, 5119:83 {past}, 2001

A mitignted negmive deeloraiion (MNT) for the project was prepared and eiveubated for
pulthe review, Fallowing recaipt of commertts on the MND, the County prepared 4
revised MIND} whieh ineluded a new projeet deseription diseussion that had byen
signtlicantly expanded {an entively new paragraph that describes the anticipaled weekday,
cveniie and ancillary scuvites and functions of the proposed vse was acded) LHowever,
asstipulated i Section 18.16.070 of the Placer Cotney Code, the expanded project
description should hivee resulted in the preparmtion of o subsequent MNL und tha
subsequent MIND should have been properly noticed Tor public review per the notics and
review provisions (Scection 16.16.030% of the Placer County Code.

2) Hewphn anel Setboeks: Per Secton F7.44.010 1 (Siie Development Stendards), the
rax i peritted beight i the Residential Agricultural {IRA) District i 56 feat
maximum, with footnotes to Section 17 340720 (Height limits and exceptions). Section
17.54.020 13 | notes that houses of worship may be erocterd 0 a maximum height of fifty
{30) feet; provided, dhat ali required sethacka shalt be inercesed by one fom tor each aneg
fout of heiglit tiat the building exceeds the normal height imit established by the zore.

The project includes a churel: building 50 feel in height, with two mutching bell towers
cach with a heigho of 37.5 feet (plus architectural features of an additionad 10 feet). The
placement of the charch building is propased 30 el rom e western property
Bounduiy: per Section 17,44.010 E (Site Development Standards}, the required rear
scthack o the A zone s 30 feer vinimum, Given tiad the chvreh building s propesed w
30 el @i, which exceeds the allineable height of 36 leet by 14 feet, the rear sethack tor
the project would need 1o be o mininien of 44 feet (30 feet as required by zoming plus
additional toot for every fool of hetght that the building exveeds the normal height Inn:t
estublished by the zone), The 44 {oot setback regquirctent (s considered 1o by
corseTyalive, s it does nat ke into aceount the fact shnt the progect will kave el wawers
al 375 fectsund architectural feutwres of an additivnul 10 Teet (67,3 {oor exceeds the 36
lool height Timet by 51,5 feet, which would equits 1ooa regquired rear selback of 035 fect).
Reanrdless, the projeet as currently proposed violales the rear seiback requizement
Deciause of the beight exceedunes wnd the project must be made w compty sith the
Approprate stlback reguirements.

Ineonststeney with Crariie Bay Conmmuonity Plan (GICE




The GRBCP includes ton General Community Gouls and Peiicies that are general in nature
amd basie o the entive Plan, One of the stated ten goals is ~To provide onty those
conupercial. professional, and institutonal services and facilities which are required teo
mweel the Tregquentdy recurring negds of resiclents ol e eotimupity and which e sealed

e meet only the local resident’s nueeds™ lespdnis added), Presunably having o level of

unnornee o5 one ol only ten major goals, Yns poruciaar goa! recognizes the need
provide the GBCP residems with needed services and [acilities, but only at ¢ scale and
size o mect only the logat resident’™s necds, While we cun neeept thal chiurchies showd no

be lunited in membcership based on geographic boundarics, the development of a house of

worship it is over 41,000 square fecl in sige 15 clearsy aon just lmited (o meeting the
needs of the residents of the community and is far bevond the scale needed 10 miezt only
the Toeal resident’s needs.

The GOCT Land Use Glement’s fivst sted goal 15 “Preservation of the unigue character

of the Granie Bay arca, which is exempliied by ihe general vural environmeny, mix of

and wses and densitivs, asd high quality of development, is a mujor goal of the plan.”
The development of the project site as currently zoned would resuli in several rarud
residences. a development consisient with the “major goal™ of the Plan of preserving the
unigue charwewer of the Graniie Bay arce tha! o exempliffed by the general susa
civitpnmend, The development of o house ol worsihip that s aver 41,000 square feel
size impacty and dismpts the general rurad eovivonment snd umgue chrcter of the arca.
CIEAU N an invensisieny with a "majur goai’”™ of the GBCP.

Fo Jurter the GBUP's nugor goal of preserving the unique charucter of the Grante Bay
area, the CBPC Lund Uise Tlement includes the following policies:

[ 5. Buildings shall be of a size and scale eonducive w emaimaining the rusl
residentiul atmosphere of Granite Bay. The architecturul scule ol non-pesidential
buikdings, as differentiawd from sive, shall be more similay to that of residential buildings
thas that of monumental buildings.

10, Non-resicentinl boildings shail gencrnlly be of smull or maderate stze wnd. where
aroups of buildings are used. counected by plazas, terraces. porshes, arcades, ganopies or
maadi, woprovide a pleasant envirerpnent as well as safety oand shelwr w pedesinans.

The proposed project is inconsistent with these policies; the development of o house of

worship thatis over 41,000 sguare fewt m size would reselt 1o bege project (no small or
nmogerate sized] that s not m an architectural scale that i3 conducive o matpaining the
rural aunosphere and 15 more similar 16 a momnamental bulding thon residential buildings

The GBCE Land Use Ulement aiso containg “Specific Policies of hmensity of Use™,
including policy 3 - “lotensily of use ol individual perecls and buildings shall be
wavernad by consideroions of) healih and salvty: impact on adgoining properies doe w
neise. llhie, nieht lighting, or ether distardieg conditions: wd protection of natural lamd
churacterisivg.”
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The propased project’s spee and scale will mmpact adjoiming properues due 10 noise.
trallie. night Lighting, particularly when compared o whaei adjoming properiies would
have been subject to i the properties wore developed per their land use desipnration and
701N,

The GRCP Land Use Element also conuons “Specilic Policies Ffor Publie and Private
Instittions”™, wcluding policies 2 and 3. respectively: “The ineasity of use ot an
instintional sie shall be lnited to thut which is compatible with adjuining uses and in
keeping with the rund charaeter of Grinwe Bay: e instittion should net penerute
excessive notse or adlic.”, and “hstitational butldings shall be of a sive and scale
compatibic with the rural atminsphoene of the Comammoy,™

Thiz proposed projece’s sive and seale is not comipatible with adjoining wses and 1s not in
kexping with the rural character and aheosphere of Granite Bay, The instilution wilt
HENCREC oxeessive noise and traffic. and libough not considered by the Planning
Cormmumisaion o be dosignificont impael i the project’s eovironmertal analysis, the level
of noise and raflic from the project is e bevond whan can be normally anticiputed tur a
property with residentialfaericulirad zorieg,

I summary. the size and seale of the proposed project are imconsistent with the poals and
palicies of the Grurite Bay Cammunity Pla. The proposed proqeet eesults o a much
more e and environmentalty dimaging development ol the project siie, 48 conputed
o 1t the site wore Lo be developed ander existing Jand use designations and zaning. The
Crheamite Bay Conmmunite Plan did o contemplale o development of this size and
spoecilaally included poals and policies 1o prevent development on o scale as being
proposed front occurring, The projeet’s siafl report supports s reasoening by
appreliensively noting the following on pase 4 “Tlowses of worship™ are generally
considered compatible with rura) residential land uses. The proposed project gppers w
be s scale with what was comemplaed Ly the Graoie Bay Commuoniry Plan.” (crphasis
eoctefeaf).

Calilornig Fvivonmeatal Qualily Act (UL Vielations,

The revased Mitigated Negative Declarmion (VM) iy ladequate in mudtiple arcas. ane
that there is substantiol evidence thar the projecl will result in signieant environmental
eflegis sech thal oo Environmental mpact feport (IR must be prepared.

The Calitarnia Fnvirenmemal Quality Act (CEQAY requires o lead spency 1o prepare and
EIR whenever a “Reir argument”™ can be made that the project masy bave a significam
adverse effeel on the envizonmenm. Per CLOQA Guidedines seciion 1307350 10 during the
negative declaration process there s substantial evidence i light of the whole record,
belore the land npeney thar the projeet. g revised, may have o signiicant erlect on the
environmenl which connol be mitigated or avoided. the Tead seency shall prepare o drail
IR cnd cortify o Bnal IR prior o approving the peaject, 11 shall circalate e deafl EIR
Tor conseltation and review pursuant o Svclions 15080 and 13087, and advise reviewers
r writiae thet o proposed negative dectaration had previcusly been crreulaied for the

e
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project.” The “fuir argument” hreshold estoblished i CEQA Jor requiring the
proparsbicn e an EHR iy an extremel Tow threshaokl

The MNID has failed 190 comply with the legal requirements of the Calilfomia
Environmental Quatiy  Act (Publle Hesowees Code section 21000 er seg.) s
demonstrared by the following specilic conments:

I The Proposed Project Wikl Resull i o Signilicant Acstheue [npact

The MND addresses the projects aesthetie impaets by noting compliunee with the
Granite Bay Conwsunity Plan Seenie Corridor desivn stancards, Rural Design Goidolines
and clementy of e projeet U will result in landscaping. setback bufiors. ond down
shielded lighiing, Fhe development of two large buildings wwling 41,300 square leet.
with building heights of 30 and SG teec (67 feet wath bell towers and architectural
[eatures) will have a substantial adyverse impaet oo a seenie vista. Such development will
also substatially aler the reral character of the area mosuch o way that was nnot
anticipated or addressed i the Granite Bay Community Plan EIR (“GROCP TIRTY smee
that covironmental analysis wssunmied cosrent Tond ose and zoning ol the project sie is
Rural Estatcs and 4.6 acre wimimum buildine sites, Bezause of e proposced project’s
tensiy, seule, size of development und s anwunt ol BEahiing, it will substantially
degrade the visaal charncter and quality of the stic ard s surroundings amd nowill create
o new sourze of sahstintiad lipht ard clize. agano e such o way that was not anticipated
o nddressed i e GROP EIR, Lighting concerns wlso include the project™s aifect on the
night sky that is aftorded by the rural character of the aren. Boeyvond the direet gignilicam
nmpact, e project alse contribines significuntly W & cumuistively considerable uestheric
oL,

While Phacer County has chosen 1o prepure o MND iy thiz projecic they have also ehosen
@ prepare an EIR for thw Amazing Facts Muusery projeet on Siern College Boulevard.
Notwithstanding the 1net that the Amaang Faets projectis larger and perhaps has more of
asceniv view i g singular dircetion beciwse el the siwes clovidion, there is relatively no
difference between the two projects in the senge that beth involve the develapment of
large houses of wership that were pever antcipated o the GROT IR Why then 15 an
IR being prepared tor one of the projects e in part address a cumulatively considerubly
signifigust aesthetie impaet, wher o MNED s bemg prepared Tar the other? The County's
wtlvsis 10 1he S daseph Murello Church MNLY docs ot support the Jess than sigmheant
avsthetic tpact coneiusions that were made,

2. The Proposed Propect Will Result ina Significant Cumulatively Considerabte Aar
Cnliny fmpoet

The original MND's wir quatity analysis coneluded thar the project will nae condlier wit
the Placer County Adr Quality Mamagement Plan 1o attun Tedeval and e ambvent air
qualizy standicds. The 1991 Placer Coumty Air Qualiy Avainment Plan and subsequent
updates, including the reeent Sagramentn Regional S-hour Ozone Attaianest and
Reazanuble Fuycher Frogress Man did oot accoumt for the development of the project site
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with the intensity thae wili result with the proposed project. and as such. the prajeet’s air
guadily emissions were not anticipazed i oany prior envirommental review and have aot
been adegnately addressed i the MNDD The prajecr’s waftic analysis indicates o (he
project will result b upproximately 2,100 daily Sunday nps and wverage weeksday duly
tips of approximately 349 {1 the 12,8 acre project st wene 10 be developed acoueding ue
carrent Lnd use desipnations and 2o, automobla ip generation and the assuciated
velicular endssions roin that tvpe of developroent would be sipniheaindy Tess (128 aores
s 0073 joross 1o net conversion] = %6 acres; 90 aoes with 4.6 were bulding sie
mininums zaning would allow for 2-2 reslenal aniis: 3 residenual unils geikerae 9.3
by swockday trps per unit and .78 Sueday trips per ot wsing 1TE Trp Generation
Manaal rates, Tor 0otold of 283 dady weelday wips and 3634 Suoday trips) In
conclusion, the nuniber of tring that e proposed praject will generate is nearly 20 tmes

ligher thoe e mnmber of weekday s and nearly 80O 1anes higher tian the menber of

Sunchay Gips (hal would rasutt (0 the protect site were developed secording o cwrent land
ase degignmions and zaning. The mmber of wawomahile trips and the resulant polluoe
cmigsions crealed by e proposed project have nal heen adequacely addressed in the
MNTY and will resube i a significant air quahiny ivipecy

12van the mast basic of air guality madeling toals ynvelve a project site’s underlving land
tse e zoning (o profect alr quabiny impacty ltom properiy or properlics that have not vet
beer developed. The facl that the preposed project 15 an allewed use by the paricular
zoing district subjeet to the sstonee of a Minor Use Permit (MLIP) does not eelicve the
County from reviewidg potetial eovirommeatol ipeets, parivolanly those related o mr
qualive, [ the Cowmty philosuphy of “it"s apn sllowed wse 3 that zone subjeet 1ooa AMUPT
is carried ot 1o the extreme, one Is el e wander how many MUPs can be granted
betore it i eecoonied it emvirommente Smpeets that have not been previously
abdressed vr diselosed are being created throual the isseance ol o MLUIP(s).

The sevised MND's air guality analvsis siil eonclades than the projeel will not conlliel
witly the iibility 1o meel the region’s air guaiiny altinment stdards beeause the project-
relited emissions are below the DistricCs thresholds. Winile the project’s conissions may
ned exeeed thae 12striel’s threshoids. the projeet will sl result in signifeant tong-lem dir
quatlity impae s and cumudative pacts e Sacramenio Valley Al Busin,

A lead wpence muost g that @ project may Love a sigoilicant offect op te coviroment
and must prepare an BIR 0 de project’s potential environmental impaets, ahhough
dividactly Timated, are cumulatively considerable, (PPvbh, Resourees Cude, Scation
210830, CROA Oudelines Secuon 13063(cY sce Son Beroding Volley Anduban
Sovien v, Meirepeliton Wearer District (1999 71 Cal.Aprea™ 382, 3087 The Fiflh Disiet
Caurt ol Appeal lus Tound that *i]he relevant question 1o be addressed 1n the EIR 15 nal
the relazive suneunt of precursors emitied by the project when compared with preexisting
cmisstons, but whether any additionad amosen of precursor ennssions shoufd he
comsidered significant im lght of the xeriom native of e wzone problems i this air
freawivr. " { Ky oty Faem Bureee v Cine of Hegord 103 220 Cal App S 692787,
emiphasis added.). The Filth District conelwled that the more severe the cxisiing
environmenta! prublems are, the Jevwer e theeshodd for finding thar o profect’s




cumlative impocts are sigaifieans. (Fd, emphasis addedy. The VNI fails o analvze this

e dand sinnly dismisses the potentinlly sieaileant crnlative impacts o air gueliy
by sty vhan daily cmisston thresholds would s be execeded, This contradicts the
ruliog e Kimgs Conaye which stated thay the more severe e existing eovironmenta]
prabems, thc lowwer Ahe thresholid Tor Nnding o propeer’s cumulptive impagts are
sigrificint,

b sheadd be nated thar Places County has prepared EERS o several other kirge Touses of

worship prejecis tha are either new duilt or are heing proposed. aad than 11503:, Arojeces
cach reguired s KNG The EIRs Tor those prorects recognized thet the propased uses were
el mare mtense than previgosly studicd or assumed lor the subject properties, and as
such, each ol thase EWs identified thar e project would resule in o cwemalasively
gomsiderable air quality it Specifically. the EIR prepared Gor e Bavside church
inciucded the following analysisfdiscussion:

“Prejeet-coneried emitasions, tapether with endssions e existing mid Totare projeers,
watld sonlibue woexisting mul ;:lrujcuutl execcidances of Calllomia and and National
AAGS tar COUPMIO, and 33 o the Sacrmmento Valley Aar Thasing as well as Placer
County. o toihe existing nomadtimment designation, aad the oew federal standards.
cominuing growth in western Plyeer County comsibues 1o a 5ig|‘.ilic'mi andd Lii'*ﬂ'.'[!id[l.hl('
cimulanve Tpacl. Maggation measiees presented below would reduee the preges
cardyihation 1o regiannl pollutant cmissians, However, e project woukd hawe b Juhlw
projec emissions 10 1o achivve o Jess than signilieant cumiative mmpaed.”

similarly, the EIR prepored Tor the Amazing Facts Mindsines project indiudes the
fallowrng analvaisidiseussion:

“Phicer County 3w classifiod as o severs nonaliinmem grea tor the lederal ozone
standacds, In order o improve air quality and attain healith-bascd standards, eductions in
crissions ary pecissiey within the nonstaiument aress The gronvih in vehiele wsaue and
Buginess aclivity within the nonatlimment arca wonld contribute o cumdative wegiona
arr gualioy impacts, Additionslly. boplementeion ol the proposed proaject may either
deiay ataimaent of the sandads o regquire the adoptiog of sddiivnel conrels oe
existiag atd Jetere air pellution seurccs fo oflse projecs-reloed eimssion increases, e
Placer Counte Goneral Plan imeludes policics aiard 0 reducing ozone precirser i
pastivulie enussions associated with cumulative develapment in Plager Conary. Tesg
polivies wre of particalar inportaisce sie the portivn ol Placer County serrovading the
praposcd projeet <ite s currentiy desionated a5 boing o nonndtaiment for the sute gnd
federad T-howr veeng stndaed and the saoe PSR stuncid . The preposed projeet sauld
resull e oon facrease i restonal criera aie pollwanl cnessions. The anereases, s
compared o e lederal andd siate standards, are identifived in Sceticn 7.0 of this Deali
IR, Thoueh mivgiion measeres neladed in dus Drofe EHO would reduee prosect-relsied
eliilssions, these mitigaion measuwres would nol reduce cimssons Loelow the significance
Whresholds. Fven with feasible mitigtion measures, ihe 111t1|1mud progedt’s ncremental
cantribution (o regionsl orier pellunm: emissions s cansidered cumulistively
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congiderahle and thos a signibfieant awd unavaidalie impact, Nooleastble mitigation s
wegilable 1o completety mitigate this impael.”

Both of ihe FIR documanis noted above peeognizal thir beeause o e existing air
guality coudibons and nor-attainment staips tor certain pollutamts o Placer County and
the remion, the projects would have an ineremental contribetion o regional pollutant
emissions and a significant and unavoidable opact was identificd. Suel direciion shoeoid
he Tohowed with the St Joseph Marelio proposal and an EIR should be prepared 1o
address the projeet’s comulutively considerable contribution 10 a sigmificant air guality
ipuei.

Finalfy, the Placer County Air Pollution Contrad District bas 2ldizcd o 10 thsfday
cummglative threshodd i the past and has regquired participation m oflsite mittgation
procrams — s ungelear why suely i threshold and miligation measure was not applicd 10
s project.

3 The Biolagical Ruesorrees Scotion lentifies Fotential Stentieont npacls B
ails to fdentify ditizaion

The disvussion of eow V-1 20 and 4 Ingindes e stalement " The ppenan woodland o
e project sa¢ could, huwever, provide soitable nesting hnbitat for Cooper’s hawk. and
white-tailed kite, while the open grasshand habitn of the project site could provide
suitalle foragmy hobitn for these species, s well us dwe Swaison’s hawle” The MND
idenufies polentia) impacts 0 stitable Toraeie habitat for several bind species. b
dechines o atter mingaiien o address this stpadficant aimpaci, The project’s legal caunsel
provied responscs o commnents en the MND o the members of the Planning
Connnizaion. I this responsy 10 coment docoment, g Planming Commission s (wd
i Response W Camment 2-3 that “Impacts ol the prigeet an foraging halitat e caplor
species 15 addressed in the Mitigated Negative Declaraiion.” — this sistement. which in
parl was used by the Planping Commission o mwke their decision 10 certty the
envipomnentad docunent, s sinply False, The MND addresses the impacts of the project
ou turaging Pabital for raplor speeics by noung that such impacts could occur, but there is
o mitigation offcred o the ¥INDHo address this potaneial inpne imitieanes is identibed
far patential Tipacts 1o pesting raptors, Bow net Tor foss of foraging impacis).

d, The Cultanal Bosources HEvaluanon b Dnadesguse

The discussion of cultural resources deseribes the jpresence of Gua historte siees that are
witenked tr e avodded by baing Fenved of 17 While such actrons swill sesvae 1o aveid direel

IMPACts kL fistorre sites the anafysis does aot clearty address whether Le integrity ol

the sites will be jeopurdized and indirectty impacted by he proposed project. 1t s wncleat
rom the discussion in the MND f the Mistoric sites ore listodde i madure n part hecouse
of the setie and surroundings that exist, However, 10 soch comnditions oxist, twen:dwe
propused project wilk have a significust bnpact an u Ristone resouree. Por CROA
Guidelines section 130645 (b), a project with an effoet (hat may cavse a substantiul
adverse change i the significanze of an historical resovree is a project that may have o
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sigificant oiteel on the environment, (1) Sobstantial adverse change in the signilicine
ol o Bgtorieal resouree means phydical demobiion. destructon. relocation, or abieralion

ol the resouree e G immedinie swrowsdings suel thal the siooificunee of an hisioreal
resomree woukl be omateriolly ivpaired (omphasis added): (23 The significames of an
histerieal resouwree s taterially impomred when a oregeet: {AY Demotishes or matenially
alters iy an adverse manner those physical charactenstios of 2 hesioncal sesomree that
convey ity histoncal stemificance and that justity s elusien w, ar vhigibelity for,
inchusion i the Calilornia Kegister o1 Historical Resowcees; or (B) Demolshes or
materiatly aliers iooan adverse manner those physical chiuractenstics that eeeount lor 18
inclusion it abocal register or lisloricat resourees pursain © seetion S02001(k) ol the
Public Resawrces Code or (s dentfieation inan histerical resourecs survey meeting the
reguiremens o section 3024, 1(g) of the Pubhe Resources Code. unless the public ageney
revicwing the offects of the prajeet estinlishes by o preponderinee of cvidence tha the
resovree 15 eol hisloricelly ar culturally sienificant: (C) Domobishes or materiably aliers in
an adverse monner those physienl ehargetensties of an historieal resouree ol comeey its
historical sivniBeance and that justfly s ehwhbility for inchusion o the Califorma
Reyister of Fistorical Resowrees sy determimen by o lead ageney fae purpases of CECAL

The WENTY s current analysis does ot demonsirate fiat the propesed project sifl not have
wostemillenne impace on eusieral resourees as oo oresult of the alteration of e hostone
resouiees chnndiate surrawndings, inchuding e remeval af o teee that inay huve some
asseciation witl the listorieal sile.

4 addotion, the MND does net adeguinely support the canelusion that (e project site haes
no potential ke vield stpaificant fossils,

3. The Projeet Will Result ina Substantial Alseration ol the Present av Planted Land
Lise of an Arg

The AN Lomdd Ulee dizcussion nem IN-7 aotes thar “Fhe propoesal 1o constroct o house
ol wurghip will net substantially alter the present of planoed lamd use ot the area ws Lhis
tand wse wanld be vonsistent with the Cranite Bay Communiy Plas land vse desigrasion
and underlying Residental Agriculioral zone disiricl because o house o worship,
altiwerab oo o residential vse, supports the need of a0 rorsl commamiiy and s “aenerally
ot o vge

The diseussion [ails o acknowledye thar the propused project requires o Minar Use
Permiit A otinor use permit 8 a discretenary permit aoterzing a paraealar land uss wa
vone where 2ucl use 38 poennited only by e issuance ol a peroit, and kot a3 a matter of
gt By the vory dethution ol a2 minor use permil and the County 's ackpowledgeiment
that sueh o permit 35 reguired ol the propused projeet Hhe prapesed propect G5 oot ane
allosved wse By vishe aod oy soch bevuuse ol e projects stee sl mass, will resultvim g
substimtiol alteradion o e present or planned and ase of an arci,

G, The Projegt’s Noise Analysis is Flinwved
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The discussion of polential notse impacts froom the propoesed profect does not address the
nedse levels that can be expected from e projeei™s cxtro-curieidar activities os nated in
the revised prpeet deseription. The MND finls w discuss whethor the evening services
parkiog lot nocse levels will meonhe Covnty™s njgitaime exterionr lewed sy standards

7. The Profect WALl Blave Stenificant Clleels on Publie Services

Fhe diseussion of the project™s impact on pubhe services notes that “The project does not
genatiake the reed for wore maintenanes of pablic facilities tan what was expecied with
the buildeut o 1he Comuunity Pl Fhe projects impoees 1o public services are less tan
segiibeant angd pooonngation gpeasures are required.” These Tadse Stitnmenis are e
supported in e MND,

As demonstrated s Bem B oabove, the propesed project will result in g significemly
ighor number (20-80 imes) of swtomobile s on feca? oadways when commmared o
the number ol wips thad would oecur witl the deveiopmant of the properly under cwivent
Toanch nse designatiam and zoning, Sucl uddimonal vehicle ips will elearly aceelerne the
deterigrntion oF the Tocal rondways wd likels reguine meintenanes aetivitics iy advanee
of what 15 planaed, With s tnformation i mnd, coupled with the fact tat the project
site will no langer vencrate the tax reveriue Lo the Counly™s weneral fund at e levels thal
would e wnbicipuied i1 devetepment were o occuar mnider existing land use desigoations
anek zoning, the project will elearly geacraie a higher need for inaintenance than whal was
expected with baildout ol the Granie Bay Community Plan

Witle respect 0 police snd fire services, while nol ws easily demonstrted s the
accviorated pavement deterioration hat the project wall create, the proposed project will
result i eldinonal cabls fer service bevand those that weald have cocurred under casting
L v desipnations aad zening simplhy e o the Birge number of persons gathering i
Orby 300

Nitguion opoons elode requiring the prozeet o supplement e County’s rosdwiy
rstiotcaaney tend as well us the operating Ladgets of the Fiee and ShertlTs Depuriment 1o
aceeine for the addidonat demands crcoted, A minimue the project should iund some
fevel gl monitoriop by the County to determing how mueh wedditional and more frequent
raacwiy maintenine e prososed prajecu1s creating. and s many additional cadls fur
service o police and Dre ithe propescd project 1s ereating

b Thw Revised SN Foals oo Addeguately Adddeess Circenbowise Oieses

CEOWN regiites i le]aeh public ageney shall mitigate or aveid 1he significan effeets
on e environment o projects thal it caories ual or appraves whoenewver 1 is feasible o do

s (Pub, Resourees Cude Seciion 210021000 see Chizens of Godete Villey v Bourd of

Sepervizory of Senta Barbora Connty (1990 52Cal 30 3550 364-03). Tnder CEOQA,
glahal wanmimyg is an “clfect on the envirornent™ and a2 project’s contribution to glohal
warming can be sigailican ar cumulatively eonsiderabic, CROQA requires thal all phases

i




ol s prnject must de copsiderctd when evafuating e project s impacts on the ensirannmg
(CTOA Guadelines Sectiom 131 26)

The MINTY fils o adeguately address GHGD ermssians, Plager Coutts Diils w complelely
reeoeiize ihe Governor's Giice of Planning and Reseorch™s Fune T8 2008 Technical
Advisury enutded CROA aned Climate Change: dddressing Climore: Clicnge Throngh
Celdiyorstive Envivenunenad Chealiny e fCECAT Reviens Inhie Technical Advisory. OFR
provides i reconmmensied approacis

Eiuch public ageney that i3 ¢ lead ageney for complving wilh CLOQA needs w
develop it awn approanch we performing a climawe change anoabvsis for projects
thet generate GHG emigsions. A coristent approach shoudd b applicd lor the
wrilesls ol ol sneh projects, and e analvsis st be bases] on beat avaddable
inleentadion. For ey projects, complinnee witly CLIOA entails three basic sleps:
idenifs wid yuanily the GHG emissiena: assess the ssaniticance of e impact on
glisnate change: and i1 the impact 18 Gownd oo he simoaificans, et atlernatives
andfor mitipation measbres that witl reduce the anpaet below sigrificance.
(Tevhnical advisory, pags 3)

The Technical Advisory also directs lead apencics o assess whether The emissions e
wchividnady or cumulaaveby signtlicme S ) Thos, the iead ageney must consider the
et of the project when viewed i conncctom with the erfees ol pas carrent, and
prabable Tuseee impacts, (Kef 3 [ idenotying GHO emissions, OPR s Teehrical Advisary

slaies,

Ll agencics shoeld make o gand-Jaith effor, based on available infommatian,
caloudiie, madel. or estinrate the amaoon: of CO2 and sadler GHO cnnssions fron o
projpect, inciuding  the wmissions  associted  weth o wehicotar affie, energy
congurpiion, waier usiee and conatruetion aetivilics (Fechnreal Advisory, page

3

The Technical Advisory jdentihes welmica! resourcedfmodeling wols o estimate GHG
ceviasions. (Technicnd Advisory, poges 132173 Placer Ooonty’s wriginal MND, howewer.
licd nog ose wry ol these maodeling woals, The revised MENTY did incorporate an LIRS
medel e calendaie GOy cnbsstons that wouldd e eaperated by the project, but the
revised MNTY Bolod wocoleulate the praject’s emissiens reloted o ol uf s enerey
cotsumption (oo electricity vgnge] and wiker s, wd reeommaendad o the GIPR
Teghpical Advizoen, '

s vithout dispute that Placer Couty's MNE Taiked 5o establish a baseline or establish
the tireshiold ol signitieance. As suelt, the SN fails o vienply winls the requizemuents of
CEGA. The Cabitornin Auvorney Generdl's oflice has concladed that “even small,
meremeniitl crmissions can be cumulanvely cansiderable”, and that the absence ol slse
threshsddds is not wn exeusy to wvaid determining signtficance,
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OPRs Techiedl Advisory cautions Jead asencies than GUHG emissions should not be
dismissed without substantial evidenow o suppart e decizion

Lend seencies should not dismass o prosnsed project’s direet andfor indirec
climate ciunge impact without carclul consideration, suppaovied by substatisl
evidenee, Documeniation oif avalable indormation aud  aoalvsis should  he
provided tor any project that may significantty vontribute new GHG @missions,
citwer andividuadly or cumubatively, directy or mdiveetly (e, trangportation
impaicLs . (/e

I the present siltation Placer County's analvsis docs Do thet dismiss the projeet’s GHG
ciisaons withow auy subatunual evidence, The MND makes an incomplete offort
quantily the project’s GG emissions. 1 alse Tails o establish the baseline or Threshold
of sionificance lor GHCG cmissions.

I stemary, the proposcd projeet™s MDD anolvsis 15 madeqguate 1o mdople areas s the
project’s nulential covirestmental impaets are sweh thar wo LR should be prepared. The
comments provided chove meet the fide ergomem stanched that there Jy substindnl
evidence that any aspect of the project either individualiv or cumulatively, may caise a
stgnilicant eflect on the envivonment regardless of whother the overall eltecy of ke
project s adverae ar beaelivial, As suchy pey CEOA Guidelines secnon 13063, the Joad
ageney shoud prepare an IR Additenaily, per CEOA Guideline section 13064, 1 1he
lead soency deterimines that thwere s substantial evidenee in dhe recond that the project
may have a significant effeey on the environment, the lead owepey shall prepare an E1R

(Friends of B Sieeet v Clly af Havward (1980) 106 Cal.App 3d 988) Said another wowv, if

a lead ageney is presented witls a Feiv argoment Wal a proicct may hove a signilicunt
effevr an dhe envicoaoen, tie Jead agency shall prepare un BIR even theuzh i may adso
be presented with oter substantid evidence that the project wall not have a significant
ciivet o Bie envivomment (Vo E8E Tne v Citvaf Loy Angeles (1974) 15 Cul 3d 68)

PLANNING COMMISSION ACTION
Duartng the Plonning, Commissian's mevting on the project tie applivant proposed il
s weenld instell thmers on the parking ot Behis cpresuably e adidress o coneem iheat
pight sky  mpagis radsed by e pubhe) After seme deliberation the Planming
Conunission ulttmarely agreed w0 a2pply such & vonditon 10 the project, which was
cncuurawing Irem the public point of view, Flowever, 1L owas extiviely disappointing to
Fave the Plaaning Commission then make light of the voadiion tor puniing the parking
Tot Yubas on o s, Members of tie Planning Comnmassion nude referenee te the
conditien reauiring them o iestall timers, bul then jokingly noted that nething in ke
cordition stuned that the tmers seloally bad @ be wsee, aewhac tié bours ot ose wou’d be

an the s, Ypen recomiizing that o proposed condinon of iicirs was unciear and
vigite, o Teasonable expectation would hove been b e Prooning Conumission e
sugeest additiona) Tanmage so that the condition hid greaier puepose and meanmg. Why
the Flanning Comumiasion made no such erfare was discencerting. but i Is hopeful thin




the Yourd of Snpeceisors can strengthen this condition anguage inaoway that maskes i
Maore meaninatl,
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Safety advacates sounded a grim reminder to drivers and walkers % SACRAMINTO &

after Menday's hit-and-run death of a 4-year-old bay outside a NOrth i smmmsmton cam
Sacramento schook Drivers need 1o be exira cautious in schoal

zones, and walkers need to hold on ta little ones when crossing a Click to view the Large Graphic
driveway or parking lat. '

The bay, Jonathan Vasquez, was struck about 820 a.m. as he rode amme tnformation
scocier lo the preschool at Smythe Academy on Northgate Boulevard
while his grandmother and 7-year-old brother trailed behind on foot,
said Sacramenio police spokesman Officer Konrad von Schoech,

= Victim's father seeks help

A vehicle pulling out of the parking lot anto Northgate struck the boy and then fied, von Schoech
said, dragging the boy's body into the street.

Jonathan was transported to UC Davis Medical Center, where he died Monday afiernoon. His
grandmolher and his brother were nol injured.

Because the accident occurred ahout five minuies after classes began, only a few stragglers were in
the area. and descriptians of the vehicle were vague, von Schoech said. It has been descnbed only
as a newer dark-colored sedain, possibly a Nissan Maxima and possibty with front-end damage.

Police are still searching for the driver, described as a man with a dark complexion.
Safety advocates say the rush of the merning drop-off can creale a dangerous environmant for kids,

About hatf of children struck by cars near schools are hit by drivers faking their own children ‘o
schocl, according 1o the Safe Routes to Schoo! National Partnership, an advocacy group ihat
premotes safe walking and cycling.

Terry Prestan, of the Walk Sacramento advocacy groug, said parents in cars need to slow dewn
when they rz dropping kids off at school.

"Many pecpie are trying Lo rush through. drop their children off and get to work. ... Their mind is
atready a half an hour ahead to the morning staff meeting.” Preston said.

He advises laaving home 10 minutes earlier to avoid feeling hurried.



Adults who are walking kids {0 school need to hang on to them when they come to any kind of
intersection.

"It's always good to hold your child's hand when they're crossing a driveway or parking lot” Preston
said.

There's nothing wrong with children riding scooters {o school, ha said, bhut they should stop and
cross iraffic with an adult. And California law says anyone under age 18 must wear a helmet when
nding a bike, scooter, skates or skateboard.

Officials say the boy was not wearing a helmet,

Robert Ping, of Safe Routes to Schoal, said schools ideally should not have their drop-off and
pickup zones on major thoroughfares such as Northgate Boulevard.

"Aquiet neighborhood street is going to be a 1ot safer,” he said.

Fing encouraged Smythe Academy, a pre-kindergarten through sixth-grade charter school in the
Twin Rivers Unified Schoo! District, to apply for a Safe Routes to School grant that could pay for
safety improvements such as sions, striping, stoplights and crosswalks — as well as traffic satety
education pregrams for students and families,

"An incident iike this will often fire up the neighbors to look at the risks around that school,” he said.
"Obwiously there is a problem.”

Sacramentg police said that the child was heading north on the sidewsalk of the southbound side of
the stieet when the accident occurred. The driver turned right 1o join southbound traffic.

"It's entirely possible he didn't see anyone coming up on the sidewalk,” said Officer Laura FPeck,
another police spokeswoman. "But we won't know, because he ook off

Trinette Marquis, spokasworan for the Twin Rivers district, said she's not aware of any ongoing
issuas with the parking lot at Smythe Academy but noted that Northgate is a congested street and
“Pits-always dangerous terberon e HOSY Street: -

1 N

"I'm sure we're going 1o be looking at exactly what happened and how it happened and doing
whatever we can to improve safety, even it it means geting some mora vollinteers out there” she
said

Preston. of Walk Sacramento, said he lives near Norlhgate Boulevard and described il as a "real
nightmare” for children coming and going to schooi.

"As 've gona down this street, I've looked at this school and sad, 'Qrooph. That's an extramely
unsafe configuration thera."'”

Police asked anyone with infarmation about Menday's hit-and-run to cali the department's teaffic
investigators at ($16) 808-6030 or Crime Alert at (216) 443-HELP. Callers can remain anenymots
and might he eligible for a reward of up to $1,000.

Canl The Bes's Lawrel Kasenhall, {9768} 321-1043,
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Hess, Erin E SPK, RE: Wetlands permitting

To: "Hess, Ern B GPK" <Erin E Hessg@usace army mil>
From: Gary Gaugler <gary(@ gaugler canr

Subject RE: VWellands parmiltting

Ce:

Boo:

Attached:

To: "Hess, Erin E GPK" <&rin E Hess@usace army mil>

From: Gary Gaugler <gary@gaugier. come: AE
Sukject: RE: Wetlands permitting CEIVED

Ce: DEC 1§ 2003
[=ielol

Altactad: CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

AET1TAT AM 12712009 you wrole:
D:. Gaugler,

Yes, that's what ihe appiicart has paroposed at this time. For cur evaluation
of proposed impacts for ouwr permitting process we evaluate 1e cveral
Toclprint of the proposed impacts for all phases of develbpmeant. The
apgicant stated during our site visit ihal they do net hawe the {unding at

this fime io construct all of the Duildings onsite at once, but they do hawe

a developrmant plan and will be constricling as funds become available. They
wish to prepare the entire site al ane time vath access ard utithes lor the
first phase of consiruction, including the church, muli-purpese structurs.
and assqcigied parking. and for the iater phase of conslruclion of the school
faciliies.

Erir Hess

Praoject Manager

Regulatory Divizion, Califernia Narth Branch

WS Army Corps of Enginesrs, Sacramento Eisiricl
1325 J Sheel, Room 1480

Sacramento, California 9558142022

{915) 557-6740

New Clustorrer Seadoce Houra: M-F 10:0Gam-2: 303pm
Please be aware phone calls and emails will be answarad anly during those
hours.

————— Criginal Message-----

From: Gary Gaugler {sziha:pnory fhyaudgler. com)
Sent. Thursday, Decermber 3, 2008 6:39 PM
To: Hess, Erin E SPHK

Subject: RE: Wetlands permitting

Thanks again for the FOWA link. ve done that. Any idea how fong that will
taka?

Printed for Gary Gaugler <gary@yavgler.coms
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ieccmber 14, 2009

Di. Gary Gaugler n

7970 Twin Rocks Road ECE-.WED

Granite Bay, CA 93746 8EC 15 2000
Re: 8 Joseph Morello Churclr Project BGAH%LSE’;SEE%HS

Dear Dr. Gaugler:

At your request, | have reviewed the matenals pertaining to the Planning
Commission’s approval of 2 Minor Use Permit application for the St Joseph Morello Church
Froject 1o be located near the intersection of Cavitt Stallman and Auburn-Folsom Roads
Granite Bay, Califomia. 1 understand that vou have no philosophical ar religious objection
to the church itself, but that you are more concerned about the impact such a large project is
likely 10 have on the rural charscter of the Granite Bay neighborhood for which the project is
proposed.

Scetion 15064 of the CEQA Guidelines provides that.

“1f there is substantial evidence, o light of the whole record belfore w Lead
Agency, that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the
ageiey shall prepare a draft LIR.”

The evidence hefore the Planning Commission that the St Josepi Morello Church
roject is considerable and, {ike Placer County has done with other large church projects. the
significont effects the praject will have on the environment mandutes that wn IR shanald be
prepared:

Based on the information avalable, | believe your concerns are well taken, The
project s seenmingly incompatible with the goals set forth in the Granite Bay Community
Plan (“GBCP™), and secems to be far beyond the parameters considered when the GBCP was
prepared, 1k alse appears that the CEQA Initinl Study which resu!ted in the adoption ot a
Mitigated Nepative Declaration ("MND™) was flawed and, instead, should have required the
preparation of & full Ensironmental Impact Report (“EIR™). L0 also appears that the adoption
of w revised MND {ailed to comply with Macer Courny Code and, thus, s Hkely invalid.

BANTA CLAKA WansTr CREK FRESMT Jj B
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The Granite Bay Community Plin

One ol the staied major goals of the GBCP was Lo guide land use decisions into the
future in order to assure the “[p]reservation of the unique character of the Granite Bay area,
which is exemplified by the general rural enviranment, mix of fand uses and densilics, and
high quahity of development.” Vo meet this poal, the GBCY adopled a pohey of permitting
“only those commercial, professional, and institutional services and factiities which arc
required 1o mect the frequently recurring needs of residents of the comnunity and which are
scaked (o meet only the jocal residents’ needs.”

To achieve these goals, the GBCP mandates that “buildings shall be of a size und
scale conducive Lo maintaining the rural residential atmasphere.™ and that “non-residential
building shall generally be of small or moderate size . Y

The proposed St. Joseph Morelio Church project is incompatible witl these policies
and mandates. A 41,000+ square fool project s neiiher small nor moderately sized, and is
glearly not condugive to maintaining the rural residential simosphere of propose project
location. [L.ocating such a large preject in the proposed location vuns directly contrury 1o the
GBCP’s mandate of preserving the caral environment and characier ol the wrea. Morcover,
given that Granite Buy has o tatat population of only 25,688." & church facility of over
41,000 square feel is prossly aint of proportion o the needs of the residens of Granite Bay,
andt signilicantly over-sealed to meet those residents” necds. A church of this size is clearly
intended to serve tie needs of a far greater pumber of people than reside in Cranite Bay.

The proposed ¢hurch also scems to be inordinately high for its proposed location—
apparently exceeding the height of a five-storey building set incongtuousty in this rurs! area.

Because the St Joseph Morello Chureh 13 so clearly contrary o the mandates of the
Granile Bay Community Plan, the MUP should have been denied.

CEOA Initial Study

Section 13309.5 of the CEQA Guidelines detines a “mitigaied negative declaration”

"Mitigated negative declaration” macans a negative deciaration prepared
for a project when the initial study has identified patentialiy significant

' Chy-Data.com, Julys, 2107
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ctfecls on the envirenment, bul (1) revisions in the project plans or
proposals made by, or agreed 1o by, the applicant before the proposed
negalive declaration and initial study are released for public revicw would
avoid the cffects or mitigate the eficets to a peint where clearhy nio
sighificant effect on the environment would oceur, and {2) there is no
substantial evidence in Hght of the whele record belorg the public agency
that the project, as revised, may have a significant effecl on the
environment.

Therefore, only where the effects of a project do not have a significani efiect on the
environmem, or where those ellects are sulliciently mitigated so that there is no siginificant
eltect on the environment, may an MND be adopied and avoid the neced for the preparation
of an BIR. That is not the ease here—Iralhic cffects were not properly evaluated, project
lighting in this rural area was not proparly addressed, foraging and nesting grounds of taptors
was nol properly identified or evaluated, protection of the historical resouwrees on the subject
property were nol adequately addressed, and the cumulative impacts of this project and
planned subsequent phases of this project were neither disclosed nor addressed. Thus, the
MMNID is invalid and the County should reguire the preparation of a tull =R prior (o
permitting this project,

I, Traffie

Ay a threshold matter, the atfic counts used (o the project were done i 2005-—
moee than four years ago. Such counts are stale and the Traffic Impact Analysis {“TTA™)
must be viewed with skepticism Monetheless, the TIA acknowledges that, even at 2005
iradlie levels, the interseetions of Cavitt Slallman snd Auburm-Folsom Roads, and Wells Ave.
and Laird Road were already ol peak hour warmrant levels requiring trafbic signals. Even at
2005 levets it appears that the A, B and C Levels of Service (“LOS™) arc cxceeded on a daily
basis—the addition of the project’s ratfic will create & significant impact which has not been
adequalely addressed in the nitial Sudy.

AL 2009 traffic levels, these levels are undoubledly excecded. The Injual Swdy
simply fails to either recopnize o o sulficiently mitipate the traffic conditions resulting

when the project’s projected trallic 1s udded to existing levels.

Significantly, neither the TIA nor the Inttial Study acknowledge or consider iraffic
levels shonld a 400-student school be added.
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2. Arsthetics & Liphting

Project proponents and the Planning Commission recognized that the project would
likely have considerable lighting and, tius, signiticantly impact the night sky in this rural
arca, Although the proponents agreed to put timers on the lights, the Planning Commission
did not impose any condition whatsoever with regard to the hours of operation of the projects
hights, Thus, without more, the lighting impact has not been mitigated in any way.

Similarly, the historic bulidings on the site will be 1solated and overwhelmed by the
prapased project. A signilicant impact is defined, i part, os a physical alteration of the
historical resource’s immediate surroundings. Clearly, the proposed project will have
signif{icant impact on these historical resources, yet there is no consideration or mitigation of
the adverse eflects.

3. Raptor [labitat

The Iniual Study idemifies protecied raptor species associated with the subject
property, and ideniifics potentially signiticant impacts (o nesting and foraging areas. The
project proponents identity mitigation for nesting impacts, but make no mention of
significant impacts to foraging.

4, Cumulative Impacts

Public Resources Code section 21083(b)X2) and Scetion 15064(h) of the CIEQA
Guidelines require that enviromnestal veviews consider the gumulative impacts of “probable
ulure projects.” bt appears clear that the 400-student school 1s a “probably fulure project”
and its impacts should have been considered in the Initial Study,

Thercfore, after reviewing ail of the materials, 'm not at all sure that that the Project
Deseription in the MUP or the MND is correct. I understand that early on the St. Joseph
Marello projeeat included a school and, for reasons not clear, e school was deleted from the
project, However, 1 alse understand thal the project deseription provided to the Corps of
IEngincers far penmitting docs inchude the school. Given these lacls, the Board of
Supervisars must ask:

«  Why does the proponent’s application 1o the Carps of Gngineers include o
future school, while the school has been deleted from the application for ihe
MUP and tram the CEQA Initiu] Swdy? '
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o Docs the “project” actually nclude the schood, or has it beein carved up Lo

avoid having te deal with the enviremmental significance of perbaps gquadruple
the vehicle tratlic represented inthe [mitial Study, and associated increase in
cmissions and deterioration of air quality?

Has the project description been revised solely 1o deecive Placer County?

How can the County and residents respond o o subsequent application for the

construction of a schoal on the propery—especialiy after the chyreh and
mutti-purpose buiiding have been approved and buili?

There are a numbrer of other concerns and trregularitics with the Iniua!l Swdy, its
lindings and proposcd mitigations, as well as the Traffic Study which you have already
idenunified and which, therefore, are not repeated here.

In the merest of good government and good public policy, the Macer County Board
of Supervisors should weat the 8t, Joseph Morello Church Project just as the County has
other large church projects in the County and require the preparation of an EIR. this is
espectubly true in this case because, uniike the other churel prajects witich were sited in
primartly suburbaen arcas, the St Joseph Morello project is stuated ina largely rural ares and
will make a0 cven greaster enviromnental change to the area.

Very vuly yours,

iNT & JErrson

)

Bobert W, FHunt

LWH:ks
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Law Offices of 2308 Gar-eld Avenue

GEORGE E. PHILLIFS Canrichasl, Califarria 953608
lelgphane (216) 3754800

lalafax {396) BF 34801
January 27, 2009

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 85603

Re: St .Joseph Marello — Response of the Applicant Team 1o 1ssues
Raised on Appeal

Dear Chairman Uhler and Members of the Board:

On December 18, 2009 the Board of Supervisors was presented wilh a letler
from Dr. Gary Gaugler in support of his appeal of the November 12, 2009
decisions by the County Planning Commission to approve a Minor Use Permit for
the St. Joseph Marello Church ({the "Project”) and adopt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration {the "MND"} in accordance with CEQA.

Changes were made to the Project following the initial 2006 submittat and before
going befare the Granite Bay MAC. Subsequently letters describing the Project
were gent to nearby neighbors to facilitate meetings with them. In our meeting
presentation to the Hidden Valley HOA {located to the east across the street from
the Project, we heard concerns regarding potential traffic impacts that might
result from including a school. Because a school would not likely be feasible or
needed on a program basis for guite sume ttime, the Diocese agreed to remove
the school from the Project under application.  Ye also had meetings with
Shelborne residents to the south and other neighbors 1o the north and wesl, bul
no concerns were raised.

The Project has been presenled to the GB MAC twice, and received a
unanimous vote of support at their September 20049 meeting. It also received a
unanimous vote of approval from the Planning Commission on November 12.

We have reviewed the December 16, 2009 letter frorm Dr. Gaugler, a follow-up to
his appeal filed on November 20, 2008. The letter includes an Attachment 3 with
addilional comments as well as a letter from the Law Offices of Hunt and
Jeppson dated December 14, 2009. The points raised in the attorneys' letter are
reiterated by the Gaugler letter, and thus do nat require a separate response.

It is our opinion thal none of the arguments contained in Dr. Gaugler's submittal
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have {egal merit, and that alt approvals and findings made by the Planning
Commission shoutd be affirmed by the Board of Supervisors on appeal. In
particular, we concur with County Staff that the MND is legally adequate and
meets tha requirements of CEQA.

For consideration by the Board, and for the purposes of the record, we wish to
respond to the various arguments brought forward by Or. Gaugler in the
December 16 letter and its Attachment 3. For ease of reference, the original text
of each comment is presented in the indenied paragraphs below, followed by our
TesSponses:

LETTER FROM DR. GARY GAUGLER DATED DECEMBER 16, 2009

According to the Trat¥ic Impact Analvsis conducted by KD Anderson & Associates,
Ine. on June 22, 2009 there are significant errors and omissions. Tratlic county were
made in December 2005. This daa is stale, being four years old and not reflocting
vurreni traffic load(s).

We requested that KD Andersen and Associates (KDA) review the comments
of Dr. Gaugler related to traffic and circulation, and to provide a written
response. The responses provided by KDA are contained in a letter daled
January 15, 2010 (the "KDA Letter”), attached to this letter as Exhibit A.

The KDA Letler indicates thal the traffic counts conductad in 2005 remain
representative of current conditions, and that no addilional analysis is required. It
should be further noted that CEQA does not provide that data conducted beyond
a certain time period prior to project approval is siale or obsolete. Under CEQA,
the age of the analysis is irrelevant if the analysis continues to depict current
circumstances. See Snarfed Traffic Cbslructs Progress v City & County of San
Francisco (1999) 74 CA4th 79 {upholding the use of a nine-year aold Megative
Declaration where no substantial change in circumstances occurred in the
meantime).

This 15 i stark contrast W tralfie dale compiled Tor Tl Crg Estaies et EIR which
includes data that is ag recenl as onc year.

As described in the KDA Letter, none of the Del Oro Estates study locations®
were common to the St Joseph Marello traffic study, and therefore the
reference provides no indication of any change in traffic volume in the arsa of
3t Joseph Marelle Church. Absent any data to the contrary presented by the
comment, it is appropriate to regard the traffic counts contained in the traffic
study as representative of current condifions on the roadways and
intersections analyzed,

Traffic on Avburn-Folsem ¥oad hus dramatically increased in the Jast two yeors, The
complotion of the new bridge connecting Auburn-TFolsom Reoad 1o Falsom {(bypass lorthe
Folsom Dam Road) is a major contributor w north and aouth ralfic on Auborn-Folzom
Road.
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As described in the KDA Letter, Auburn Folsom Road remains & route to EI
Doradae County with and without the new bridge, and thus it is unlikely that the
bridge would have an appreciable effect on conditions 4 miles away. In addition,
the comment offers no evidence that the volume of trallic on Auburn Folsom
Road has in fact increased, when a slight decrease would appear to be likely
consistent with recent trends.

By 2004} or 2011 when the propesed project would be completed, the siteation wall be
worsc, The rmaflic data should be updated and used for the recent analysis rather beig
based un the old data.

As described above, the traffic analysis in the MND depicts current conditions,
which have nol changed significantly since 2005, The commeant does not contain
any substantial evidence to contradict this. Under Public Resources Code
8521080({e) and 21082.2{c), and CEQA Guidelines §515064(1){5) and 15384, the
following conslitute substantial avidence:

+ Facts
+ Reasonable assumptions predicated on facts; and
+ Expert opiniohs supported by facts.

Undef the same sections, the following do not constitule substantial evidence:

* Argument,

+  Speculation;

* Unsubstantiated opinion or narrative,

» Clearly inaccurate or erroneous avidence; and

= Evidence of social and economic impacts that do not contribute to, and
are not caused by, physical impacts on the envircnment.

Under CEQA, in order to constitute substantial evidence statements must be
supported by an adequate factual foundalion. The comment offers no factual
data to support the conclusion that traffic conditions will be different or worse in
the immediate future compared to the analysis in the MND.

Traffic counts and Level of Serviee (1LO%) already appear to violate LOS C (Table 2).
Rased o Analysis data and personal expericnce at the intersection of Auburn-lFolsom
and Cavit-Swallman Roads, 1 helieve LGS D oc L is appropriate due 1o capacily, unsrable
flow, and rypical queue time of one to twe mimies, cspecially when turping left ontoe
Aubuln Folsom Road trom Cavitt-Stallman Road.

The traffic study noles that the Level of Service at one location exceeds the
Granite Bay Community Plan's minimum LOS C standard. During the weekday
a.m. and p. m. peak hour eastbcund traffic stopped at the Auburn Folsom Road /
Cavitt Stallman Read intersection operates at LOS O However, traffic volumes
are lower on Sundays when the church holds Mass, and the intersection
operates at LOS B,

Theretore, there is a high probability of LGS I along the project site and at the
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intersection of Auburn-Folsom Road and Cavitt-5¢a/lman Road. Reference 4, Table 8-1
highlights this condition for an un-signalied inlersection.

The Project will add a small amound of traffic on weekdays, estimated in the
traffic siudy at 22 trips in the a.m. and p.m. peak hour at full buildout. This traffic
will primarily use the project’s Auburn Folsom Road access, and its contribution
to the Auburn Folsom Road f Cavitt Stallman Road intersection is too small to
have any significant effect on the weekday Level of Service. The traffic study
identified Levels of Service occurring on Sundays before and after church
services, indicating that the Auburn Folsom Road / Cavitt Stallman Road
intersection would operate at LOS C during both time periods under "existing
Plus Project” conditions. As noted in the traffic study, signalization of the Auburn
Folsom Road / Cavitt Stallman Road interseclion is included in the current Flacer
County traffic fee program / CIP. Thus, although the church does not create the
need far improvements, it will contribute its fair share to the cost of improving the
intersection by paying adopted fees.

The Analysis fuiled o include the tratfic from the north chureh location. It only
considered the wraliic from the Granite Bay Junior High School location. As stated by the
projecy planner, thers are iwo separatc chureh lucations--a north and a souwth thal woukd
be consolidated at the proposed site. Thus, theve is new raffic i a sputh direction on
Aunburn-Fotsom Road o the proposed site as well as new waffic in a north dircetion on
Anburn-Folsam Road to the proposed site.

As discussed in the KDA Letter, the comment appears to relate to a statement
made at the Novernber 12, 2009 Planning Commission meeting regarding
current travel to the facililies used by St Joseph Marello church members.
Church services are currently held at Cavitt Junior High School, and panshioners
also attend a variety of evening activities and meetings at the facility located on
Wells, hetween Laird and Barton. The traffic study correclly assumed that on
Sundays trips to and from the church would continue to originate at the
parishioners’ residences, and the trip distribution is based on the Jocations of
church member residences, as indicated by the Parish. The majority of
residences are located to the south of the Froject, but as noted in the study,
some are to the north. The construclion of new Project facilities might even
result in a reduction of trips which currently originate from the south of the
Projeclt. St Joseph Marello Church Traffic Study assumptions and conclusions
are valid.

Widsning Auburn-Folsom Road 1 {our lanes sovth of the Douglas Blvd imerscotion
serves no practical purpose with respeci w the project. My asserton s thal it will cause
further congestion and queue tunes at Auburn-Felseom Road norh of Douglas Boulevard
because the road narrows o bwo lanes just north of Douglas Blvd,

The Auburn Falsom Road widening project is a phased improvement being
cootdinated by Placer County. As noted in the comment, this construction projecl
is limited to the area south of Douglas Blvd. Widening Auburn Folsom Road
south of Douglas Blvd will improve the overall {low of tralfic through areas that
are today "constrained”, especially the signalized Auburn Folsem Blvd / Eureka
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Road intersection. Howevar, the locations of constraint are far south of the
Project. The improvement project does not change the overall capacity of the
signalized intersection closest to the church (ie., Auburn Folsom Road f Douglas
Blvd intersection). As a rasult, the effect of lhe improvement project on Sunday
traffic conditions near the 31 Joseph Mareilo site would not be significant.

Generation of an addilionad 2,100 daily trips is inconsislent with the physical
characieristics of Auburm-Folsom Road at and around the preject site. The narrow lancs
on Aubnm-Folsom Road leave Ltle room for icyelists o safely mix with iraffic (see
atrached photos). Aubur-Folsom Raad i3 a major bicycle route from Auburh 1o the
American River at Greenback Lane and Aubura-Folsom Read.

The traflic study netes that while the church may generate 2,100 daily trip ends
on Sunday at full occupancy, these trips may spread io many sireets, and the
contribution to Auburn-Folsom Road south of Cavilt Stallman Read is 1,555 trip
ends. However, with this increase the Sunday traffic volumea on Auburn Folsom
Read will continue to be far less than the current weekday volume, and on
Sunday the road will continue to operate at LOS B, well above the minimum LOS
C standard of the Granite Bay Community Plan.

Many of Placer County's rural roads are used by recreational and commuter
bicycle cyclists. In most cases bicycle traffic is accammodated on paved
shoulders that are 2 to 4 feet wide but are nat slandard Class |l bike lanes. This
is the current condition on Auburn-Folsom Road in the area between Cavilt
Stallman Road and the urbanized area near Dougias Blvd. ¥While the Project will
increase the volume of automobile traffic in this area, the church is required to
improve its Auburn Folsom frontage. These improvements will include a multi-
purpose trail along Auburn Folsom Road from the south property boundary to the
church entrance and will widen the road for ali transportation modes.

Developrnent of St Joseph Marello Church will not result in a significant safety
fmpact for cyclists on Auburn Folsom Road or surrounding roads, and the Traffic
Study assumptions and conclusions are valid.

In parttcular, see Reference 4, page 813 "Existing Bicyele Sysiern” and Table 8-5
discusses the classilications ol Granie Boy On-Road Bikeways. Neitlier Cavitt Stallman
Road, Laird Road o1 Barton Road have any designated bikeway (s, Auburn-Folsom Road
has dusl direction bikeways bul in most areas, they tail to meet any of the liswd
CALTRANS classilivations.

Ag indicated by the KDA Letter, the comment is incorrect and is based on
informaticn from the Rancho Del Oro EIR that describes bicycle facilities in
another area of Granite Bay. Table B of the Granite Bay Community Plan’s
Circulation chapter discusses planned bicycle facilibes. This table notes that
Barton Road from Douglas Blvd to the Loomis Town limits is the “top priority” for
class |l bike lanes. This work is included in the current County fee program / CIF.
Cavitt Stallman Road from Barton Road to Auburn Folsom Read is a “high
priority” for Class |l bike lanes. This work is in the fee orogram/CIP. The
Community Plan notes that class Il bike lanes are a "lower pricrity” on Auburn
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Folsom Read from Douglas Blvd to Dick Cook Road, and class |l bike lanes from
Douglas Bivd to Joe Rogers Road are in the fee program / CIP. Finally, the fee
program / CIP includes funding for class (i bike lanes on Laird Road from Cavitt
Stallman Road to the Loomis Town limits.

Existing facihties dedicated to bicycle use are limited in the rural areas of Placer
County. There are many rural reads that lack shoulders, but regardless, bicycles
mix with automobiles in many of those instances. The development of St Juseph
Marello Church does not significantly change the existing bicycle environment,
and the church will contribute its fair share to the cost of regional bicycle facilities
by instalting identified frontage improvements and paying adopied fees.

Furthermore, the project's projected traftic would violate the Granite Bay Community
Plan in the Circalation Arca, Goal |, and its Policies 1, 2, 5, 7 {increascs load on Aubum-
Falsom Read)

The comment suggests that the Project violates these policies because of
increased traffic on Auburn Folsom Read. Project frontage improvements will be
designed and constructed in accordance with the Granite Bay Community Plan's
requirements {(Policy 1}, and right of way dedication along the Proiect frontage
will provide the space needed for paving, irails, ulilities, etc (Policy 2). As noted
in the traffic study the addition of Project traffic to Auburn Felsom Road does not
resuli in post-project conditions in excess of adopted standards, nor does the
proposed church create a significant impact by contributing to conditions that
may already exceed minimum standards on weekdays. Improvements to the
Auburn Folsom Road / Cavitt Stallman Road intersecticn and to Auburn Folsom
Road are already included in the adopted fes program (Policy 5). Primary Project
access is to Auburn Folsom Road, a regional facility, as suggested by Policy 7,
which is one of the busiest roads in the Granite Bay Community.

Policies 9.11,13,16,17,18,19 (Cavitt-Stallman Road is extremely dangerous afler recent
re-paving due W severe drop-ofl along w edges of cach lane as well as a2 major bling
spot [hill] west of the proposed Cavitt-Staliman entranec to the praject), and 24 (sce §8-
6} :

The comment suggests that 3t Joseph Marello Church will violate the referenced
policies based on the exisling Cavitt Stallman Road conditions. However, the site
access has been designed in consultation with Placer County staff 10 avoid the
use of a traffic signal at the Project access by making secondary use of an
existing {private) access to Cavitt Stallman Road (Policy 9) at Laird Road. The
Project mitigates for any impact lo designated scenic or country roads such as
Auburn Folzsom Road and Cavitt Stallman Road (Policy 11 and 18) by providing a
25-foot landscape buffer along the site's Auburn Folsom Read frentage. A
multipurpose trail will also be provided along the site's Auburn Folsom Road
frontage and 1O0’s are provided on other frontage {Policy 13). The Project shall
contribute to regional bicycle facilities by improving its Auburh Folsem Road
frontage and paying adopted fees (Policy 16 and 18). New pavement will
conform to Flacer County requirements {Policy 18). Required improvements to
Auburn Folsom Road and te the Laird RoadiCavitt Staliman Road have been
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presented to the Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Committee (MAC) and the
Placer County Planning Commission and approved by each body {Policy 24).

Specifically, the pavement work completed on Cavitl Stallman Road by Placer
County is generally consistenl with the inlent of the County's traffic [ee pragram /
CIP and does not represent a negative impact to safety in this area of the
County. The sight distance limitation on Cavitt Stallman Road west of the Laird
Road intersection was noted in the traffic study, and with perpetuation of the
existing all-way stop at Laird, current conditions are not significantly impacted by
the church. The existing Cawvitt Slallman/Laird Road inlersection, which will
provide secondary access {6 the church, will be improved as par of the Projecl’s
construction, Improvements to Cavitt Stallman Read, to the Cavitt Stallman Road
/ Laird Road intersection, and to the Cavitt Stallman Road f Auburn Folsom Road
intersection, are all included in the existing fee program. Developmenl of the
Project is consistent with Policies 9, 11, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 24.

Also violated is Goal 2 and is Policies 14 and L7,

The Project is required to construct a multi-purpose trail along Aubum Folsom
Road from the south property boundary to the church entrance. The church will
also make an irrevocable offer of dedication {IGD} for the area along its eastern
boundary narth to Cavitt Stallman Road, and along the Cavitt Stallman Road
frontage for use by the County, including a future trail (Policy 14 and 17).

Also violated is Goal 3 and its Policy 7 {as stated in Reference 4, “Existing Transit
System," Dial- A-Ride wauld appear 1o be the only available public transit provider.
However, it serves six daye a week and excludes Sundays,

The existing church sites used by the parish de not have regular fransit service,
and as noted are not served by Dial-A-Ride on Sundays. Theare is no expectalion
that an appreciable demand for transit services will accompany the Project.

The church will adhere to all adopted Flacer County ordinances; however, Placer
County has no adopted trip reduction ordinance requiremenis for churches.

Coal 4 and its Policics 3 throvgh § arc alse not followed,

The existing County CIP f fee program addresses roads, intersections, traffic
signals and bike lanes in the area of the church (Folicy 3). The Froject will
include frontage improvements to Auburn Folsom Road {Policy 4) and will pay all
adopted fees (Policy 5). The County’s fee program was recently updated in 2009
and reflects development of facilities that are needed based on anticipated
development (Policy 6). St Joseph Marello Church will also pay for a new
emergency fraffic signal at the South Placer Fire District Station (Policy 7). The
updated Placer County fee program includes bicycle facilities (Folicy 8).

Mo details are provided of scen how the project will comply with the Americans with
Disabilitics Act (ADAY Title TIT With respeet to Tirle 111 it would seein that the county
would have 10 construct disability access front the projoct site (o at teast Douglas Blvd,
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(Rcference 4, §8-6)

The Project will satisfy all applicable ADA requirements, which will be addressed
during the architectural ang improvement plan processing for the buildings and
exterior improvemeanis. There is no obligation for the Project to extend access
improvements beyond the Project frontage.

What was the rationale Tor starting such a large project ar the limited aceess on the
Cavitt-Stallman and Auvbum-Folsem Ruads proposed location rather than the exisring
Marcllo property on Wells Ave (City of Loomis)? There s exishing nfrastructure,
facilitics and access north and syuth on Bation Road such that there would be romimal
or no hicycle issucs (sec atrached pictures).

The MND analyzes the environmeantal impacts of the proposed Project at the
identified site near the intersection of Auburn-Folsom and Cavitt-Staliman
Roads. Because the Project does not result in any significant and unavoidable
impacts to the environment, CEQA does not impose the obligation to prepare an
EIR or conduct an analysis of alternative locations. The comment does not
provide any specific information to support the claim that locating the project at
the Wells Avenue location would reduce any environmental impact. In fact, we
would argue that the proposed Project is better-located on an existing major
arterial than deeper within a rural area served by smaller roads. Moreover, the
project site has been owned by the Church tor more than 20 years, and was
acquired for the purpose of constructing a church facility, consistent with and
contemplated by the Community Plan. The Marello Youth Retrgal Center at
6530 Wells Avenue currently holds weekday meetings and occasional mid-weaak
evening evenis, but would not be a suitable site for a permanent church facility
alongside given the terrain, location and limited road access to the existing
Center. In fact, nearty all those activities which currently take traffic north past
the Project site to the Mareilo Youth Retreat Center will be accommodated at the
new church, conceivably reducing some of the current trips through the area.

Unconvinced that ihe Planning Commission considered otf-site as well a3 on-site eftees,
indirect as well s diren effcers and cunmlative cffects based on defined threshelds-r
laclual and quantitative or s missing, (his and ether factors led w poor policy decision
making and unplomentation (o wil, Sciver and Hatfleld, 2000

The MND analyzed off-site environmental impacts, including but not limiled to
pff-site infrastructure improvements, noise impacts potentially affecting off-site
receptors, and potential traffic impacis at off-site roadway and intersection
lacations. [CEQA does not require Negative Declarations o consider or analyze
cumulative impacts]. See CEQA Guidelines §15030. In determining that a MND
was appropnate under CEQA for this Project, the County found that the Project
would not make a cumulatively considerable contribulion le curnulative impacts
on the environment. 3See the MND at Page 32.

Buscd on the regquitement to address cumulative impacts as defineated in CEQA, 1his

project cannot go forward without & more detailed review by the Ptanning Commission
because the US Army Corp of Eogincers Farm 404 penmit application includes a scheol
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at the site—-1n e built at some tiine in the future. Sinee this is an indefinite impact at an
ndefinire furure tirme, there s no quantitative melbod of assessing the envirenmental
impacts in the long term. A comprehensive EIR now which includes the school might
resofve this issuc,

As stated above, the Project will not resulf in any significant impacts on a
cumulative basis, and ail CEQA requirements for analysis of cumulative impacts
have been satisfied. The Project initially presented to the Ceunty included scheoel
facilities, which were subsequentty withdrawn from the application, leaving only
the church and multi-purpose buildings lor evaluation and approval by the
Planning Commission.

The Project as initially proposed did originally include school facilities that were
subsequently withdrawn, leaving only the church and multi-purpose buildings for
evaluation and approval by the County. The Project as approved by ihe Planning
Commission did not propose nor does it now include school facilities. These
conceptual_future school facilities were, however, included in the Army Corps
Section 404 Individual Wetlands Permit application to depict a concept of
ultimate site development so thai the Church could secure a single wefiand
permit today to mitigate for all potential wetland and special staius species
impacis ai the Project site. By including these schoal facilities in the US Army
Corps of Engineers application, the Church will achigve considerabie efficiencies,
fiscal and logistical cost savings by: (1) purchasing all required current and
fulure, potential offsite mitigation at today's prices; and {2) avoiding the
considerable cost of onsite mitigation {2.9. onsite consarvation easgment,
preserve management, and endowment) required under a Nationwide Wetlands
Permit, which the Project would have qualified for without including the school
facilities as a conceptual glement of future development,

If in the future a school is proposed at the Project site, the Church would be
required to make a separate application to the County, and to undergo additional
CEQA review and approval as required. The commenter is correct thal impacts
of a future schoal are indefinite both in terms of natlure as well as timing, but itis
the US Army Corps of Engineers that evaluates wetland impacts and issues
welland permits. The application process for the federal 3aclion 404 permit does
not bear upon the validily of the County's CEQA determinations with respect 1o
the Project as defined before the County.

Analysis of a schoal in the MND would have required both the County and the
applicant to engage in a great deal of speculation, which CEQA strangly
discourages. See CEQA Guidelines §15143.

ATTACHMENT 3, Dated December 2009

Public Review of Subsequent Mitigated Megative Declaration - Per Section P8 16070
{Subsequent negative declarations) of the lacer Counly Code, "If a previously adopted
negative declaration is revised o include s expanded project description or other
substantial acw mformation pursuant to Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, the
subscquent negotive declaration must comply wirh the notice and review (Sceron
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12.16.030}% provisions ol thus chapter {Ord. 3119-B {part), 2001)."

A mitigated negative doclaration (MIND) for the project was preparcd and circulated Lor
public review. Following reecipt af comiments on the MM, the County prepared a
revised MND which included a new project description discussion that had been
significantly expunded (an entirely new paragraph that describes the anticipated weckday,
cvening and ancillary activittes and functions of the proposed use was added). However,
as stipulated in Scebon 1816070 of the Placer County Code, the expanded project
description should have resulied in the preparation of a subseguent MND, and that
subsequent MY should have been properly noliced for public review por ihe notice and
review provisions (Scction 16.16.030) of the Placer Ceunty Code.

The comment is correct that supplernental text was added to the Project
description section of the revised MND. These additions were made {o provide
additional clarification and detail concerning the Project, largely in response to
the Appellant's prior comments on the circulated MND. The added text did not
represent a change in the Project as propesed or analyzed in the MND, and the
revisions do not constitute "new information” requiring recirculation under CEQA
or Placer County Code §18.18.030.

Height and Scibacks: Per Section 17 44 014 E (Sie Development Standards). the
maximum pennilted heiahi in ihe Residential Agriculnwal (RA) Distriwt is 36 leet
maximum, with lontnotes o Section 1754020 (Heighio limats and excepons). Scetion
17.534.020 I 1 notes that houses of worship may be erecied 10 8 maximum heigh of fifty
(507 teet; provided, that all reguired setbacks shall be inereased by one foot for cach one
fool of height at the building cxceeds the nommal keighl Iimit established by the zane.

The projeet ingludes a church building 30 feot in height, with vwo matching bell towers
cach with & height of 575 feot (glus architeciural features of snadditional 10 feet), The
placement of the chureh hailding is proposed 30 feel lrom the western proparty
boundary; per Section | 7.44.010 E (Site Develapment Standards), te requived rear
sethack in the RA zone s 30 feat minimuni, Chven that the church building is proposcd
ai 30 fect 1al), which cxceeds the allowable height of 36 feet by 14 feet, the rear sothack
Tor the project would need to be a minimom of 44 feet (30 feet as reguired by coning plus
additional [t Tar every toot of height that the bulding execeds the normal height limit
established by the zone}, The 44 foat setback requirement is considered to be
comservative, 25 it does nor take into account e fact that the project will have bell towers
at 57,3 fect and archileciural feanres of an additional 10 feet (67,5 feet exceeds the 36
font height linit by 31.5 feet, which would equate to o required rear serback of 61.5 feet).
Regardless, the project as crrrently prapesed violates the rear setback regquircment
because of the height cxceedance and the preject must be made 1o comply with the
appropriate setback requirements.

FPhase | of the Project contains a multi-purpose buiiding, the roof of which is at a
height of 36 feet — & inches at the mid-point of the building. An archilectural
feature localed toward the front of the building will be at a height of 39 feet, al
approximately 130 feet from the rear property line. The building setbacks
proposed actually exceed the minimum referenced in Secticn 17.54.0210 E by
approximalely 6'. [tis aiso sited 360 feet back from lhe western edge of Auburn
Foisem Road, more than 200 feet over the required minimum. Phase Il of the
Project contains the main church building, the hetght of which the commenter
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correctly describes. However, the main church will be sited 128 feef from the
rear property line and 27} feet from Auburn Folsom Road. The lowest roof
heights at the rear of the building are also at least 58 {eet from the closest side or
rear property lines, exceeding the minimum requirements required of a single
family home in this zone district.

The (GBCP includes ten General Community Goals and Policies that are general in nature
and hasic w the cnure Plan. Cne of the stated 1en poals is "o provide only those
commercial, professional, and instiotional services amd {aeibilies which are required to
meet the Mrequently recurring needs of residents of the conununity and which are scaled
Lo mect only the local tesident’s needs” (rmphosis odded). Presumably having a level of
nnporanse a5 one of only ten major goals, this particular goal recoenizes the necd o
provide the GBCP residents with needed services and facilitics. bur only at a scale and
sizee (o meet only the Tocal resident's needs, While we can aceep that churches should oot
be limited in mertbership based on geographic boundarices, the developiment of a kouse
of worship that is over 41.000 squure foot mosize 15 clearly not Just hmned to meenng the
needs of the residents of the comimunity and is far bevend the scale needed to mect only
the local resident’s necds,

The Project is comprised of a 16,300 s.f. multi-purpose building, which will be
fallowed by a 25,000 s.f. church building The Project is scaled to meet the
pragram needs of the St. Joseph Marello Parish, which has been serving the
Sranile Bay area since 2004, using the gymnasium at Cavitt Junior High School
for weekend services and the Marello Youth Retreat Center on Wells Avenue in
Loomis for a variety of mid-week aflernocon and evening meetings. The Project
and its proposed scale are consistent with the Community Plan land use
designation and zoning requirements applicable 1o the site.

It should be further considered lhal the Appellant’s position on this issue, if
accepled by the Board, would raise concerns under the federal Reiigious L.and
Use and Institutionalized Persons Act (42 U.5.C. § 2000cc {(RLUIPA)}. This
federal law states: "No government shalf impose or implement a land use
regulation in a manner that imposes a substantial burden on the refigious
exercise of a . . . religious . . . institution, unless the government demenstrates
that imposition of the burden on that . . . institution (A) is in furtherance of a
compelling govermnmential interest; and (B) is the least restrictive means of
furthrering that compelling governmental interest.” {42 U S C.A § 2000cc, subd.
(@) 1)(A)-(B), italics added } “Religious exercise” is defined by RLUIPA as
including “any exercise of religion, whether or not compelled by, or central to, a
system of religious belief” {42 U .S5.C. § 2000cc-5{7){A}) RLUIPA’s purpose,
among other things, Is to prevent the government from treating religious
arganizations in a manner that is unequal to similarly situated entities. {Venfura
County School v City of San Buenaventura (C.0.Cal 2002) 233 F Supp.2d
1241, 1247.). The Appeliant essentially requests that the Project be developed
at a size and scope to serve "local” residents only. Not only is such a limitation
not justified by or consistent with the Community Plan, it would place a
substantial burden on religious exercise in a manner that would be prohitited by

Responses to 51, Joseph Marello Church Appeal Fage 11al 1



RLUIPA under the circumstances.

The GBCP Land Use Llement's first stated geal is "Preservation of the unique character
of the Granite Bay arca, which is exemplificd by the general rural environment, mix of
land nses und densities, and high quality of development, is a major poal of the plan.®
The development of the projzct siie as currently zoned would result 1o several roral
residences, o development consistent with the "major zoai” of the Plan of preserving the
unique character of the Granite Bay arca that i exemplificd by the general rural
covirenment, The developoent of 8 house of worship that is over 41,000 square feet in
size impacts and disrupts the general rural environment and unique character of the area,
creating an inconsistiency with a "major goal” of the GRCT.

Ta further the GBCP's major goal of preserving the unigue character of the Granite Bay
ares, the GBPC Land Use Element includes the Tollowing policics:

15, Buildings shall be of 8 wize and seale conducive w mamtuning the rural
restdeotal atrnosphere of Granite Bay. The architecruial scake of nan-residential
buildings, as diflerentialed from size, shall be morg sirmalar Lo that of residential
Luildings than thal of monumental baildings.

6. Non-residential buildings shall generally be of small or mederate size and,
where groups of buildings are used, connected by plazas, teimaces, porches,
arcudes, canepics oF reols, W provide a pleasant envitonment as well as salcty
and shelter (o pedestrians.

The proposed project is incansistent with these pelicies; the development of & house of
worship that is over 41,000 square feet in size would result in a large projeat {nol small
or maderate sized) that 18 nel in an architeeworal scale that is conducive 10 maintaining the
miral armosphere and is more similar to a monuwmenial beilding than residential buildings

See response above. In addilion, the Project has been designed with a
traditional architectural style thal is residential in look and scale.

The GRCP Land Use Element also containg "Specific Pelicies of Iniensity of Use".
including polivy 3 - “Intensiy of vse of individual porcels aud buildings shall e
governed by considerations of: heulth and safety: impact on adjoining properties duc to
noisc, waffic. night hghung, or other disturbing condivons; and protection of natural fand
characteristics. "

The'proposed projecrs size and scale will impact adjoining propertics duc to noise,
traffic, night lighting, pariculirly when compared 1o what adjoining properties would
have been subject 1o the properties were developed per their land use designalion and
Zoniug.

The Project site is designated Rural Estates under the Granite Bay Community
Plan, and zonead Residential Agricuiture. A "house of worship” is an allowable
use in this zone district and on this site, subject to County approvat of a Minor
Use Perrmit (MUP). As descnbed in Zoning Code §17.44.010, other MUP uses in
the Residential Agriculture zone include libraries, schools, child care facilities,
and similar non-residential uses. The proposed change of the Project site from
residential to church use is described in the MND, including the changs in
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aesthetic character. The MND further analyzes impacts with respect te noise,
traffic, lignt, and health and safely, consisient with Policy 3.

The GBCP Land Use Element alse comtaing "Specitic Policies for Pubbic and Privale
Instrutions”, including policies 2 and 3, respectively: "The intensity of use of an
institutional site shalk be limited to that which is compatible with adioining uses and in
koeping with the reral character of Granite Bay, the institition should not gencrate
excessive nolse o traftic. ', and "Institutional buildings shall be ol a size and scale

?

compatible with the nral aimesphere of the Communiry.”

The propased project's size and scale is not compatible with adioining uses and 15 not in
keeping with the rural character and atmosphera of Granite Bay. The institution will
pencrate execssive noise and traffic, and although oot considered by the Planning
Comnission lo be a significant impact in the project's etvirenmental analysis. the level
of noise and rraffic from ihe projeet is far beyond what can be normally anticipated lor a
property with residentialfagricultural zoning,

As described in the MND, the Project will not have a significant and unavoidable
impact on noise or traffic conditions, and impacts witl be less than significant with
the implementation of adopted mitigation measures. Absent a significant and
unavoidable impact with respect {o notse or traffic, the Project cannot be said 1o
be “excessive” in these regards. The County's noise thresholds are defined by
the General Plan, and vary depending on the affected land use. Traffic
thresholds are defined by the County General Plan and the Community Plan.

In summary, the sive and scale of the propesed project arc imconsistenl with the poals and
pulicies of lhe Graniic Bay Communily Plan, The proposed project results in a much
more intense and envirenmentaliy damagimg development of the project site, as
corpared 1o if the sile were to be developed under cxisting land use designations and
woming. The Granite Bay Conununity Plan did oot contemplawe a developient of this size
and specilically included goals and pelicies to prevent development on a scale as boing
proposed froin vecurring. The project's stafl report supports this reasoning by
apprehensively neting the following on page 4 "Houses of worship” are generally
consigered compalible with rural residential land uses. The proposed project appears o
be in scale with what was contemplated by the Granite Bay Community Plan™ femnpfiasis
aelded)

In its adopted Findings, the Planning Commissicn concluded that the Project is
consistent with the Community Plan, which includes those provisions of the
Community Plan related to the size and scale of the project. The Project is
consistent with all County zoning requirements and development standards,
including standards governing building height, site coverage, and setback.

The revised Mitigated Megative Declaration (MND} is inadequate in multiple arcas, and
that there is substantial evidence that the propest will resull in significant environmmenlal
cffects such that an Environmental Iimpact Report ("EIR") must be prepared.

The California Environmental Quality Act{CEGA) requires a lead agency w prepare and
EIR whenever o "fair argoment” can be made that the project may have a significant
adverse effcct an the environment. Per CEQA Guidelines section 15073 5. "IFduring the
negative declaration process there is substantial evidence in light of the whaole record,
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before the lead agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the
environment which cannel be mitigated or avoided, the leud agency shall prepare o draft
EIR and certity a tinal EIR prior to approving the project, It shadl circulate the drafi ETR
tor consuliation amd review pursuant o Sections 13086 and 15087, and advise reviewers
in writing that a proposed negative declaration had previouwsly been circulated Tor the
project.” The "fair argument” threshold cswblished by CEQA for requiring the
preparation of an EIR is an extremely low lhresbold.

We do not believe that issues raised by the Appellant constitute “substantial
evidence” supporting a fair argument that the Project would have a significant
impact on the environment. it is recognized that a strong presumption in favor of
requiring preparation of an EIR is built into CEQA. This presumption is reflected
in what is knownh as the "fair argument” standard, under which an agency must
prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence in the record supports a fair
argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environmeant. Mo O,
Inc. v City of Los Angeles (1974) 13 C3d 68; Quall Botanical Gardens Found.,
inc. v City of Encinifas (1994) 29 CA4th 1597, Friends of “"B" St. v City of
Hayward (1980) 106 CA3d 983,

The fair argument rule does not mean that the lead agency has no discretion
concerning the evidence or the determinabon of significance. The County must
consider the entire record and decide whether the information relating {o potential
impacts is "substantial avidence" sufficient to support a "fair argument” that the
impacts may occur and whether the identified impacts should be considered
"significant.” The Planning Commission considered the issues now on appeal,
and found that they did not nise to the level of substantial evidence, and that
adoption of a MND was appropriate.

Complaints fears, and suspicions about a project's potential environmental
impadct do not constitute “substantial evidence” for CEQA purposes. See
Porterville Citizens for Responsible Hillside Dev. v Cily of Porterviite (2007) 157
CAdth 885(general objections to project density and guality were not substantial
evidence of environmental impact), Bowman v City of Berkeley (2004) 122 CAdth
572 (generalized aesthetic objections to project were not substantial evidence).

Without substantial cvidence in the record showing that significant adverse
impacts will remain afier mitigation, a court must presuime that the conditions
adopted by the agency in a mitigated negalive declaration will be effective and
will ensure that impacts are mitigated to an acceptable level. See Perfey v Board
of Supervisors {1982) 137 CA3d 424. In other words, the burden is on the
petitioner to demonstrate that there is substantial evidence in the record
supporting a fair argument that the proposed project may have a significant effect
even after mitigation measures are considered. Citizens for Responsible & Open
Gov't v City of Grand Terrace (2008} 160 CAdth 1323, Architectural Herifage
Ass'n v Counfy of Monterey (2004} 122 CAdth 1095, If the petitioner does not
meet this burden, the mitigated negative declaration must be upheld. San
Bernardino Vafley Audubon Soc'y v Metropolilan Water Dist. (1888} 71 CAdth
382; Citizens for Responsible Dev. v City of W. Holfywaod (1995) 39 CA4dth 490,
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The MK addresses the project's aesthetic impacts by noting compliance with the
Granite Bay Community Man Scciic Corridor destgn standards, Rural Design Quidelines
and clemems of the project that will result in landseaping, sethack buffers, and down
shizlded lighting. The development of two larpe buildings totaling 41,300 square fec,
with building heights of 30 and 50 Fzet (67 el with bell towers and architectoral
{eatures) will have g substantiol adverse impact on a scenic vista. Such development wall
slso substantially alter the rural character of the arca in such w way that wag nol
anticipated or addressed in the Granite Bay Community Plan EIR ("GBCP EIR") sincee
that environmental analysis assurncd current land use and zoning of the project site as
Rural Estates and 4.0 acre minimnm building sites. Becavse af the proposed project's
imensity, scale, size of develepruent and its amount ot lighting, it will substantially
degrade the vesual characler and quatity of the site and its surroundings and it will create
a new source of substantial light and glare, again in such o way that was not anticipated
o addressed in the GBCP ELR. Lighting concerns also include the project’s afloet on the
night sky ihat is alforded by the rural churacter af the area. Beyond the direet signiticant
unpace, the project also contmbutes sipnificantly to a cumulatively considerabic sesthetic
ntpact.

The aesthetic impacts of the Project are described in the MND. While the
generalized concerns of the commenter regarding lhe aesthetic impacls of ihe
project are recognized, the comment does not appear to raise any issues not
addressed in the MND. The Project site is designated Rural Estates under the
Granite Bay Community Plan, and zoned Residential Agriculture. A "house of
worship” is an allowafile use on the site, subject lo County approval of a Minor
Use Permit {(MUP). Impacts on nighttime lighting are analyzed in the MND, and
are addressed through adopted Mitigation Measures, Conditions of Approval and
compliance with County Code requiremenis. The comment does not indicate the
nature of the "cumulative” aesthetic impacts of concern, or how this Project
specifically contributes.

While Placer County has chosen to prepare 4 MND for this project, they have also chosen
v prepare an RIR for the Amaring Facts Minisicy project on Sierra College Boulevard.
Morwithstanding the Tact ihat the Amazing Facts project is larger and pechaps has more of
a scendc view ina singular divection becauss of the site's elevation, there is relatively ne
difference bebsrecn the two projects in the senze that both involve the development of
large houses of warship that were never anticipaled in the GRCP BIR. Why then is an
EIR being preparcd for ane of the projects (o o parr address a enmulanively considerable
significand acsthelde mipact, whet a MND s being prepared fur the other? The County's
analysis in dhe Su Joseph Marello Church MND docs not support the less than signiticant
aesthatic impact conclusions that were made.

As required by CEQA, the County's determination whether to prepare an EIR or
a Negative Declaration far a particular project was based upon the facts and
circumstances that apply in each situation, As described in the Notice of
Preparation (February 9, 2009} for the Amazing Facts Ministry project, that
project proposes to develop approximately 208,000 s f. of worship space and
related uses, including a schogl, gymnasium and office uses.  The Amazing
Facts Ministries project is over 5 times the size in terms of building square
footage as the Project.

The oviginal MINDYs air qualily analysis concluded that the project will nat conflict with
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the Placer County Air Quality Management Plan 1o autain Bederal and state ambicnl air
quulity stendurds, The 1991 Placer County An Quality Artainment Plan and subsequent
updates, including the recent Sacramento Regional #-hour Ozone Altainment and
Reusonable Further Progress Plan did not account for the development of the project siie
with the intensity that will resull with the propased project, and as such, Lhe project's air
qualily emissions were not anucipated in any prior envivonmental review and have not
been adequately addressed in the MND. The projeet’s traflic analysis indieates thad the
project will result in approximatcly 2100 daily Sunday (rips and average weckday daily
trips of approximadely 544 It'the 12,8 acre project site were o be developed according to
current land use designations and zoning, automebile iwip gencration and the associated
vehicular emissions from that type of development wonld be signicanily less (12.8 acres
x (075 [groys 1o oot conversion] - 9.6 acres; 9.6 acres with 4.6 acre building site
rranimms zaning woubd allew for 2-3 residential units; 3 residential units generale 9.5
daily woekday trips per unit and 8,78 Sunday 1eips per wil, using ITE Trip Generation
danual rates, for a toral of 28,2 daily weckday rips and 20.34 Sunday trips). In
conclusion, the number of trips that the proposed project will generate is nearly 20 fimes
higher than the nnber of weskday trips and nearly 80 times bigher than the number of
Sunday trips that would resull if the project site were developed according lo current land
use designations and zoning. The number of automobile rips and the resuitant pellutant
crnissions created by the proposed project have not boen adequately addressed inthe
BN apd will rezult in a significant air quality impact.

The Project site is designated Rural Estates under the Granite Bay Community
Flan, and zoned Residential Agriculture. A “house of worship® is an allowablz
use on the project site, subject to County approval of a Minor Use Permit (MUP).
The comment is incorrect to the extent that it concludes that anly single family

- residential uses are permitted in the Residential Agriculture zone, or that the Air
Ciality Attainmenti Plan was based upon this assumption. It should be noted
that CEQA does not permit the impacts of a projact ta be avaluated against a
baseline of uses allowed under 2 Community Plan or zoning. Instead, impacts
must be evaluated in terms of the change compared to existing conditions.
CEQA Guidelines §15125(a). In this case, the MND accounted for the fact that
the site is currently undeveloped, and therefore that all emissions were new. No
subtraction was given to account for the level of residential use that couid have
alternatively occurred on the site, orf for the fact that the Parish currently
conducis worship services at multiple alternatwe locations which would cease or
otherwise significantly diminish when the Froject is completed. The MND
concluded that Project impacts on air quality are less than significant, in that
Project emissions are below adopted daily thresholds of significance.

Even the most basic of air quaiity modeling teols involve a project site's eaderiying land
use and zoning te project air quality 1mpacts lvom property or properties that have not ya
been develuped. The fact that the proposed project ts an allowed use in the particular
zoning distriel subjeet to the issuance of o Mmnor Use Permit (MLUIPY docs not religve the
Cuounly {rum revicwing potential envivonmental impacts, partieutlarly those related o air
qualivy. If the County philosophy of "it's an allowed use in that zone subject w a MUP™ is
carricd out to the cytreme, one i3 laft o wonder how many MUPs can be granted before
it 3% recopnized tha emaronmenial tmpacts that have not been previousty addressed or
dizclosed are bamng created through the ssuauce of a MUP().

The revised MNDY's air quality analysis still concludes Wl the projec will not conflict
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wilh the ability te meet the region's air quality sttainment standards because the project-
related emigsions are below the Distnct's threshelds. While the projeet's emissions may
not exceed the Distriet's thresholds, the project will still resull in significant leng term air
guality impacts and cumulative impacts m ibe Sacramento Valley Ajr Basin.

See above response.

A lead sgeney muist find that a project may have a significant effect on the environment
and must prepate an CIR if the project's poleotial envirenmental imypacts. although
individually limited, are comulatively considerable. (Pub. iResources Code, Scction
21083¢h); CEQA Guidelines Section 13063(e) see Son Bernarding Valley Audnban
Society v. Mewropolitenr Water District {1999) 71 Cal App.4™ 382, 398.) The Fitth
District Court of Appeal has found that "j1]he relevant question o be addressed in the
EIR is oot the relative antount of precyrsors cmilled by the project when compared with
precxisting crnissions, bur whether wny additional amount af precursor emissions shoald
be constdered significant in fight of the sevious natire of the ozone probicms in this ar
basin, " (Kings County Form Bureenr v, Cirp of Hanford {18900 221 Cal App.3d 693,
71, eriphasis added ). The Filih District concluded that the more severe the cxisting
cnvironmental problems arc, the fovner the threshold for finding that a project's
cumulative impacts ave significond. (fd., emphasis added). The MND fails to analyze this
18suc, and simply dismisaes the potentially significant cumulative impacts (o air quality
by noting that daily emission thresholds would not be cxeeeded. This contrudicts 1he
ruling in Kings County which stated that the more severe the existing environmental
problams, the lewer the threshoeld for finding a project's cumulative impacts arc
significant,

The daily emissions thresholds of significance adopted by the Placer County
AQMD reflect a determination that impacts below these levels are less than
significamt. These threshold levels reflect conditions in the Sacramento Valley Air
Basin, as well as the emission levels requirad for compliance with the AQMP
without the need for additional mitigation. It should be noted that even though
the Project will not have a significant impact on air quality based on project-level
thresholds, the Project is subject to twenty standard Mitigation Measures to
further reduce impacts. The portions of the Kings County case cited by the
comment established the "one molecule” rule for analyzing cumulative impacts.
This rule has since been rejected in Communities For a Belter Environmeant v.
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 41h 88, which held that
cumulative impacts should be evaiuated under CEQA Guidelines §150684{i)(1},
i.e. whether the cumulative effect is significani and whether the project’'s effects
are "cumulatively considerable.”

It should be noted that Placer County has proparcd CIRs on several other 1arge houssys of
wonzhip projects that are cither now built or are being propesed, and that those projeets
cuch required an BIR. The EIRs for those projects recogniaed that the proposed vses were
much mare intense thaa provieusly studied or assumed for the subjecl properlics, and az
such, each of those EIRs identificd that the project would result in a cumulatively
considerabie are quality impact. Spoeificaily. the HIR preparcd for the Bayside choreh
included the following analvsisidiscussion:

"Progect-penerated emisswons, tegether with emissions Trom cxisting and future
projects, would contribute 1o existing and projected exceedances of Catilarnia
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and National AACQs for CO, PM TG, and 13 inthe Sacramoenta Valley Air Basin,
a5 well as Plaver County. Thue 1o the existing nonattainment dosignalion, and the
new federal standardy, conttnuing growth in western Plager County contributes to
a significant and onaveidable cumulative impact, Miligalion measurcs presented
below would reduce the project's contribution o regional pollutant cmissions.
However, the praject would have o reduce projoct emissions 100% o achieve &
bess than significant cumulative impact.”

Sinularly, the EIR prepared fow the Amazing Facts Ministries projcet includes the
lullowing atnglysisfdiscussion.

"Flacer County s classifiod as a severe nonavainment arca for the federal ozone
standards. In order ro improve air cquality and attain healih-based standards,
rechuctions in emissions are necessary within the nonattwinment arca. The growih
i vehicle usage and business activity within the nonaltainment area would
coniribure io cumulative regional air quality impacts. Additionally,
implementation of the proposed praject may cither delay attainment of the
standards or require the adoption of additianal comtrels on existing and fulure ai
pollution sources to offset project-related emission increages. The Placer Couuty
Ciencral Plan inciudes policies aimed at reducing oxone precursor and particulate
entisstons associaled with curmulative development in Placer County. These
policies are of particular imporlancy since the portien of Placer Counly
surrounding the proposed project site is cucrently designated as boing in
nonatainment for the state and federal 1-heur azone standard and the state PMI0G
standard. The proposed project would rosult in an incrcase in regional critenia air
pollotant emissions. The increases, ay compared 10 the lederul and state
standards, arc identificd in Secoon 7.0 of this Draft EIR. Though nitigation
mgsures included in this Dt EIR would reduce propect-relaled emissions,
iese mitigation measures would not reduce smissions below the sienificance
threshobds, Even with feasible nuitigation measures, the proposed project's
incremental comtribution to regional eriteria pollutant emissions is considered
cumulatively considerable and thus a signiticant and unavaidable iimpact. No
feasible muliganon 15 avallable w complelely mitigate this mpact.”

Both of the EIR documents noted above recegnized thal because of the existing air
guality conditions and non-attainnlent status for certain pollutants in Placer County and
the region, the projects would have an incremental contribution o regional pallutant
ennssions and a significant and vnavoidable impact was identlied. Such direction should
be lfollowed with the St loseph Marello propusal and an ETR should be prepared o
address the project’s cumulatively constderable contribution (0 a signiticant aic quality
impact.

Fhe analysis and conclusions of EIRs prepared for other projects, both different
and much larger than St. Joseph Marello, have no relevance to the analysis in
the MND or to the Planning Commission’s findings. As stated above, the Project
will not have a significant impact on air quality either on a project basis or
measured on contributions to the cumulative scenario.

Finaily, the Placer Comnty Air Pollution Contral District has utilized a 10 Ibs /day
curnulative threshold i the past and has required pericipation i offsitc mitiedtion
programs - il s unclear why such a threshold and miliganon meuasure was not applicd 1o
this project,
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The MND recognized that the Project would contribute emissions of ROG, NO,
and CO; to the air basin, contributing incrementally 1o cumulative impacts. The
MND determined that the implementation of Mitigation Measures 111-16 through
I1I-20 would reduce Project-related contributions to a less than significant level,

The discussion of uems [V -1, 2, and 4 includes the statemenn "The rporian woeedland al
the project site could, however, provide suilable nesting habitat fw Cooper's hawk, and
white-1ailed kite, while the open grasshand habitat of the project site could provide
siitable furaging habilat for these species, as well as the Swainson's hawk." The MND
identifics poteitial impacts to switable foraging habitat for severa] bird specics, but
deelines w offer mitigation to address this significant inipact. The project's legal counsel
provided responses o comments on the MNII o the members of the Flanning
Caommission, [n this response 10 cominent docunent, the Planning Commission was told
in Responsc to Comment 2-3 that "Impacis of the project on foraging habita for raprar
species is addressed in the Milgated Negauive Declaration,” - this statement, which in
parl was used by the Planning Cormmission w make their decision te certify the
covironniental document. is simply false. The MND addresscs the impacts of the projoct
on loraging habitat for raptor species by noting thal such impacts could occur, but thers is
no mifigation offered in the MND to address (s potential impagt (mitigalion is identified
for potential impacts 1o nesting raplors, bot not for loss of foraging impacts).

The MND recognizes that the gpen grassland areas of the Project sile could
comprise potential foraging habitat for rapior species, but dig not conclude that
the loss of such potential habitat would result in a significant impact to the
affected species. Absenl a conclusion of significant impact, no mitigation for
foraging habitat is required by CEQA. The Appellant does not offer any factual
support for a centrary conclusion beyond the analysis already considered by the
Pianning Commission in the MNLE. The MND does recognize that site containg a
high potential for nesting habitat. Pre-construction surveys far rapior species
during the nesting season are identified as mitigation in the MND., See Mitigation
Measure MM V-6,

The discussion of culmral reseurces describes the presence of vwo historie sites tha arc
intended W be avoided by being fenced off. Whitle such actions will serve e avoid direct
nnpacts to the bistorie site, the analysis does not clearly address whether the intearity of
the slies will be jeopardized and indirecdy impacied by the proposed prajeet. [ is uncleur
from the dizcussion in the MNLE i the historic sites arc historic in naluwe i parl beeause
of the setting and surroundings that exist, However, if such conditons exist, then (he
proposed project will have a significant impact on a historic resource. Per CRQA
Guidelines section 13064 5(b), a project with an effeet that may cawse a substantial
adverse chanpe in Lthe significance of an hserical rescuree is @ project thal may have a
sighificant ¢fTeel on the envirenment. { 1) Sebstantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource means physcal demolition, destruction, relocation. or alteration
of the resgurce or {13 immediate surroundings sueh that the significance of an hisiorical
resource would be matenially impaired {emphasis added); {2) The significance of an
historical resource 15 matcnally impaired when a project: (A) Demoelishes or materially
altcrs in an adverse manner these physical characteristics of an historcal resource thal
convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for,
mclusion in the California Register of Historical Resources: ar (3 Demelishes or
materially alters inan adverse rmanner these physical characterisiics that account for s
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inclusion i a loeal register or lastorical resowrces pursaant W section 30201 (k) of the
Public Resources Code or its idenufication in an hislorical resources survey mecling the
requirements ol section 5024.1 {g) ot the Public Resources Code, unless the pubiic
ageney reviewing the effects of the preject establishes by a preponderance of evidence
that the rescurce 15 nob histomeally ar eallurally sigrificant; (C) Demolishes or materially
alicrs in an adverse manner those physical characteristics of an historical resowrce thal
couvey iy historieal sigmificance and that justify ny eligibiity fon inclusion in the
Califormia Register of Historical Resources as deternvined by a lead agency for purposes
of CEQA.

The MNTYs enrrent analysis does myt demonstrate that the proposed project will not have
o significant impact on cultural resources as a resull of the aleration of the historie
rescurce’s imrnediate surroundings, including the removal of a tree that may have some
Assecialion with the historical e

The historic dwelling on the northeast carner of the site {abandoned) will be
retained on a separate parcel of 4.6 acres. Specific changes to the Project’s
circulation and intersection improvements ware made to ensure no direct impacts
on this structure and to provide a buffer to avoid potential, indirect impacts from
any increased traffic. The State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), in
consultation wilh the US Army Corps of Engineers as part of the Section 404
Wetlands Perrit process, has confirmed that the proposed Praject will not
adversely impact this struciure or its immediate surroundings (see atiached letter
dated August 24, 2009 from the Office of Historic Preservation to the Army Corps
of Engineers, attachad as Exhibit B}.

Ln addition, the MND does not adegquarely support the conelusion that the project sile has
ne petential o vield significant fossils.

The geology of the site primarily consists of a late Mesozoic-era, basement
intrusive ignecus formation of dioritic rock (1.e. rock autcrops), and as such, has
little potential to yield significant fossils, which ocour primarily in sedimentary
substrates. Regardless, the MND has identified standard County canstruction
conditions will apply to this Project, requiring the involvement of a paleontologist
in the event fossil resources are discovered during grading and construction
activities. '

The MND's Land Use discussion itetn [X-7 noles that "The proposal to construct a house
ol worship will not substantially abter the present of planned land wse ol the arca as this
{fand use would be consistent with the Granite Bay Community Plan land use desiznation
and underlying Residennal Agricubural zone district because o house of wership,
atthough not a residential use, supporis the need ol a neral cemmunity and 15 "ganerally
an allowed use ™™

The discussion fails 10 acknowledge that the proposed projoct requires a Minor Use
Fenmit, A minor use permit is a diserenonary permi authonzing a paroicuwlar nnd use ma
zohe where such use 13 paymitted only by the isswance of a pormit, and not ws a matier of
right. By the very definition of a minor use peanit and the Cowmy's acknowledgement
that such a permit is required of the proposed project, the proposed projeel is not an
allowed use by right, and as such, becanse of the projece’s sive and mass, will resatim g
substantial alteration ol {he present or planned land use af an area.
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The Project site is designated Rural Estates under the Granite Bay Community
Pian, and zoned Residential Agriculture. A "house of worship” is an allowabte
use on the Project site, subject to County approval of a Minor Use Permit {(MUFP).
As described in Zoning Code §17.44.010, other MUP usss in the Residential
Agriculture zone include libraries, schools, child care facilities, and similar non-
residential uses. The proposed change of the Project site from residential to
church use is described in the MND, including the change in aesthetic character.
The County's CEQA obligations do not rise or fali based upon whether the
proposed project is allowed as a matter of right under existing zoning, or instead
subject to a use permif requirement. The MND analyzes the physical impacts
associated with the development of the Project as proposed, and assesses those
impacts in reference to existing environmental conditions.

The discussion of potential noise impacts from the proposed project does nod addresy the
nouse levels that can be expected from the project’s exira-curricular activities as nored in
the revisaed project description. The MMD {ails 10 discuss whether the evening services
parking lot noise levels will meet the Coundy's nighttime extecior level noise standards

As stated above, the supplemenial iext added to the project description did not
change the "Project.” All polential impacts have been identified and analyzed,
including future sporls aclivities. As stated in the MND at Page 25, the Project
will comply with all adepted County noise standards.

The discussion of the projects itnpact on public scrviees nores that "The project does not
goneraie e noed for more maintenance of pubbic fscilities than what was expeeted with
the huildout of the Conununity Plan. The propects impacts to publbic services are less than
signiticant and no mitigation measures are required.” These false smrements ares not
supported in the MNLD.

As demnnstrated in Item B above, the propased project will resultin a significantly
higher rumber (20-80 times) of automobile (ips on local roadways when compered 1o
the number of wrips that would occur with the development ef the property under current
land use designations and zonmg, Such additional vehicle Inps will clearty accelerale the
deterioration of the tocal roadways and likely regoire mainfenanee activines in advance
of what is planned Wirh this information in mind, coupled with the fact thai the project
site will nolonger genene (he tax revenue 1 the County’s seneral fund ot the lovels thar
would be anticipated if development weore 12 oconr under existing land use designutions
and zoning, the project will clearly gencrate a higher need for maintenance than what was
expected with buildour of the Granite Bay Community Plan,

As indicated above, the proposed Project is allowed under the current
Community Plan and zoning designations applicable to the site.  As discussed in
the MND, the Project will not result in a significance increase in vehicle trips, and
will not result in deterioration of local roadway facilities out of proporiion to trips
generaled. The comment correctly notes that the Project, as a house of worship,
is exempt from the payment of local property taxes. This exemption is
established by state law, and based upon constitutional principles. This
exemption does not extend to payment of permit and mitigation fees assessed by
lhe County to compensale for the Project's impacts on public facilities.
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With reapet 10 police and Fre services. while not a3 easily demonsualed as the
accelerated pavement deterioration that the project will create, the proposcd project will

result in addirional calls for scrvice beyond those that would have cocumred under existing

land use designaions and voming simply doe t be furge number of persons gathering ar
One Sile.

The MND indicates that the Project will result in additional demand for police and
fire services. However, it should be fully understood that St Joseph Marelio is
an existing parish and congregation, currently conducting worship services at
Cavitt Junior High School in the Granite Bay community and other meetings at
the youth center on Wells Avenue in Loomis. In this regard, demand for public
services will not be entirely new and additional, but rather will transfer along with
the church operations to the Project site. The proposed Project will instal! an
emergency traffic signal for the adjacent fire station on Auburn Folsom Road,
which will improve access safety and response times for the community.

Mitization oplions include requiring the project 10 supplement the County's roeadway
maintenance fund as well as the operating budgets of the Fire and Shenl's Department w
aecount for the additional deimands created. At nuinimum, the project should fund some
level ol inonitoring by the County to determine how much additional and mere froquent
toadway malntenance the proposcd project is creating, and how many additienal calls for
scrvice o police and Ore the proposed project 1s creaiing.

See above rasponse.

CEQA requircs thal "{e]ach public agency shall mitigate or avoid the significant cffects
on the environment of projects that it currics out or approves whenever it is feasible o do
50." (Pub. Resourees Code Scetion 210021 (a); see Citizeny of Golerw Yalley v, Board of
Supervisors of Sente Barbara Cownry (1990 32Cal.3d 353, 564-65). Under CEQA,
global warming 15 an "eflect on the coviromment” and a project's contribution to global
wartning can be significant ot cumblatively considerable. CEQA requirces that all phases
of a project must be considered when evaliating the projeet’s impacts on the environment
(CRQA Guidelines Scelwon 15126)

The MNTD fails w adequately address GHG emissions. Placer County fails te completcly
recoenize the Governor's Gilce of Planming sind Rescarchs June 19, 2608 Technical
Advisory entitled CEQA and Climate Change. Addvessing Climate Change Throngh
Celiforida Eavironmenral Qualing Aot fCEOA} Review. In the Technical Advisory, OFR
provides a recontmendad approach:

Each public ageney thatis a lead agency for complying with CEQA needs o develop iz
own approach w perfooming s ¢limate change analysis for projects ehat gencraie GHG
ciissins. A consistent approach should be applied for the analysis of all such projects,
and the analysis must be based on best available information. For these projects,
compliance with CEQA enrails three basic stepst identify and gquantify the GHG
emissiaony; assess the signitleance af the impact on climate change; and if the impact 1s
roumnd to be sighificant, idemify alternatives and/or mitigation measores that will reduce
the nnpaet below significance. (Technical Advisery, page 3)

The Technical Advisory also directs Tead agencics o assess whether the gaissions are
individually or cumulatively significant, fidi Thus, the lead agency must consider the

Respenses o SEJoseph Mareile Church Appeal Page 22 of 22

.



unpact of the project when viewed 1n connection will the effzets of past, current, and
probable future umpacts. (7di In Identitying GHG cmissions, OPR's Technical Advisory
shales:

Lead agencics should nuake a good-faith eftort, based on available information,
to calculate, model, or estimate the amount of CUZ2 and other GHG 2osissions
ftom o project, including the cmissions asseciated with wehicular tratTic, energy
consumption. water usage and constrection activities. (Technical Advisory, page
2)

The Techmical Advisory identifies techoical resources/modeling tools to estimate GHG
cemissions, {Technical Advisory, pages 15-17) Placer County's original MND, howewer,
did not use any of these modeling fools. The revised MND dud incorporate an URBEMIS
model run o ealealate €02 cruissions that would be pencrated by the project, but the
revised MNIY failed to ealeulag the project's enmissions related 1o all of 10y energy
consumption (L. clectricity usage) and water usage, as recommended in the OPR
Technical Advisory.

[t is without dispute that Placer Couniy's MMND fajled to cstablish a bascline or establish
the threshold ol stgniGcance. As such, the MND Luils to comply with the requircments of
CEQA. The Califormia Artorney General's office has coucludad that "even smatl,
incremental cmissions can be cumulatively considerable”, and that the absence ol stae
threshelds i not an excuse W avoid determining signilicance.

OPR's Technical Advisory cautinns lead agencies that GHG emissions should net be
dismissed withow substantial evidence to support the decigion.

Lead agencies should not dismiss a proposed project’s dircet and/or indircet clitnate
change impact withow carcful consideration, supperted by substantial evidence,
Dscumentation of available infonmaiion and unslysis should be provided [or any project
that may significantly contribute new GHO ewtissions, ¢ither individually ot
cunudatively, directly or indirgetly {c.g., transportation impocls} {14}

In the presend situation, Placer County's anabysis docs in fact dismiss the project's GHG
emissions withow any subsiantial evidenve, The MND imakes an incomplete effort to
quantity the project's GHO emissions. 1 also fails 1o cstablish the bascling or threshold of
significance for GHG cmissions.

The Project site is localed within the Sacramento Air Basin portion of Placer
County which is designated as non-attainment for ozone and PMig. As noled in
Section Il of the MND, impacts related to construction equipment exhaust and
fugitive dust (PMuy} would be at a less-than-significant level. The Project would
be well below emissions thresholds, particularly with the implementation of
Mitigation Meagures 1111 through 1120 and would cause an insignificant
contribution 1o existing or projectad air quality violations.

Various gases in the Earth’s atmosphere, classified as atmospheric greenhouse
gases {GHGs), play a critical role in determining the Earth’s surface temperature,
Solar radiation enters Earth's atmosphere from space, and a portion of the
radiation is absarbed by the Earth's surface. The Earth emits this radiation back
toward space, but the properties of the radiation change from high-frequency
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sclar radiation to lower-frequency infrared radiation. GHGs, which are
transparent to solar radiation, are effective in absorbing infrared radiation. As a
result, this radiation that otherwise would have escaped back into space is now
retained, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon is known
as the greenhouse effect.

Among the prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon
dioxide (CO2). methane (CH.), ozone, water vapor, nitrous axide, and
chloroflucrocarbons. Greenhouse gases specifically hsled in Assembly Bill AB
32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, are carbon dioxide,
methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluarocarbans, perfluorocarbons, and sulfur
thexaflucride. Human-caused emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural
ambient concentrations are regarded by many researchers as responsible for
enhancing the greenhouse effect. Emissions of GHGs contributing to glebal
chimate change are allributabie in [arge part to human activities associated with
the industrial/manufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural
sectors; in California, the transportation sector is the largest emitter of GHGs,
followed by electricity generation.’

GHGs are global poilutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air
centaminants, which are pollutants of regional and local concern, respectively.
California is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CQO3 in the world and produced
492 million gross metric tons of CO; equivalents in 2004, Carbon dioxide
equivalents are & measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs
have diferent potential to retain infrared radiation in the atmosphere and
contribute 10 the greenhouse effect. Expressing GHG emissions in CO;
equivaients takes the contribution of all GHG emissions to the greenhouse effect
and converts them 1o a single unit eguivatent to the effect that would occur if only
COs were being emitted. Current modeling for climate change is not an exact
science and there is a high degree of uncertainty in projecling future climate
change.

Emitting CO; into the atmosphere is not itself an adverse environmental affect. It
is the increased concentralion of CO; in the atmasphere potentially resulting in
global climate change and the associated consequences of such climate change
that results in adverse environmental affects (e.g., sea level rise, loss of
snowpack, severe weather events). Although it is possible to generally estimate
a project’s incremental contribution of COs into the atmosphere, il is typically not
possible to determine whether or how an individual project's relatively small
incremental conlribution might translate inlo physical effects on the enviranment
Given the complex interactions between various glebal and regicnal-scale
physical, chemical, atmaspheric, terrestrial, and aquatic systems that result in the
physical expressions of global climate change, it is #mpossible o discern whether
the presence or absence of CO; emilted by the project would result in any
altered conditions.

California Energy Commussion, 2006, hiveidory of Catifarie Greenfionse Gus Crnssions and
Siuks: 1994 fo 2004, (Staff Tinal Report), Publication CEC-600-2006-013-5F.
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No air district in California, including the Placer County APCD, has idenlified a
significance threshold for GHG emissions or a methodology for analyzing air
quality impacts related to GHG emissions. In June 2008, the Office of Planning
and Research’'s {OPR) issued a technical advisory {CE£QA and Climate Change)
to provide interim guidance regarding the basis for determining the proposed
project’s contribution of greenhouse gas emissions and the project’s contribution
to global climate change. In the absence of adopted statewide thresholds, OFPR
recommends the following approach for analyzing greenhouse gas emissions:

1. Identify and guantify the project's greenhouse gas emissions;

2. Assess the significance of the impact on climate change; and

3. If the impact is found to be significant, identify alternatives and/for
mitigation measures that would reduce the impact to less-than-significant
levels.

The URBEMIS-2007, Version 9.2.4, program was used to calculate the CO.
emigsions that would be generated by the proposed project. It is imporlant to
note that this CO» emission esiimate for vehicle trips associated with the Project
is likely much greater than the emissions that will actuatly occur. The analysis
methodology used for the emissions estimate assumes that all emissions
sources (in this case, vehicies) are new sources and that emissions from these
sources are 100 percent additive to existing conditions. This is a standard
approach taken for air quality analyses. In many cases, such an assumption is
appropriate because it is impossible to determine whether emissions sources
associated with a project move from outside the aw basin and are in effect new
emissions sources, or whether they are sources that were already in the air basin
and just shified to a new location. However, because the effects of GHGs ars
glohal, a project that merely shifts the location of a GHG-emitting activity (e.g.,
where people live, where vehicles drive, or where companies conduct business)
would result in no net change in global GHG emissions levels.

The Project proposes a house of worship facility of approximately 41,000 square
feet, which would serve an existing parish and congregation in the Granite Bay
community. Similar to other new development in the region, the Project would
incorporate modern construction and design features that reduce energy
consumption to the exient feasible. Implementation of these features will help
reduce potential GHG emissions resulting from the development of the proposed
project. In light of these factors, impacts related to the Project’'s expected
cantribubion ke GHG emissions would not be considerad significant, either on a
project-level or cumulative basis., Impacts would be less than significant,

In sununary. the proposed projecr’s MNLD analysis 13 inadequane 10 muliiple argas and the
project's potential environmental nopacts are such that an ENR showld be prepared. The
comments provided above meer the fair arpument standard that there s substantial
wvpdence that any aspeet of the project, cither individually ar cumulatvely, may cavse 3
significant effect on the enviranment, regardless of whether the overalt effect of the
project is adverse or bencficial. As such, per CTOA Guidclines section 15063, the lead
agency should prepure an EIR. Additionally, per CEQA Guideline section 15064, if the
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lead agency determines that thene is substantial evidence in the record that the projeet
tay have a significant offeer onthe enviromment, the lkead agency shall prepare an EIR
(Fricnds of B Street v, Uity of Hayword (1980) 106 Cal App. 3d 98], Said another way,
if a lead agency is presented with & fair arguinent thal i project may have a significant
gllzct on the environment, the lend sgency shall prepare an EJR even thouph i1 may also
be presented with other substantial evidenee that the project wilf ot have a significan
cffoet on the enviromment (No OF, Tne. v, Clity of Los Augeles (1974) 13 Cal 3d 68).

CEQA defines a "significant effect on the environment" as "a substantial or
potentially substantial adverse change in the environment.” Public Resources
Code §21068. CEQA Guidelines §15382 expands on the siatute and defines
"significant effect on the environment” as a substantial, or potentially substantial,
advearse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the
Project including land, air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and
objects of historic and aesthelic significance. As discussed above, none of the
comments on appeal raise a "fair argument” conceming the existence of a
significant environmental impact associated with the proposed Project.
Accordingly, preparation of a MND is appropriate, and an EIR is not required.

Duting the Flanning Commission's mecting on the project the upplicant proposcd tha
they would install timers on the parking lot hights (presmnably 1o address o concern abowm
night sky impacts raised by the public). Afier some deliberation the Mlanning
Coemmission ullimately agreed 1w apply such a condition 1o the project, which wag
encouragzing from the public point of view. Howevear, it was cxtremcty disappointing o
have the Planning Comnission then make light of the condition for punting the parking
lot lights on g vimer. Members of the Planning Commission made reference o the
comdinion requiring them 1o install timers, bat then jokingly noted that nothing in the
condition stated 1hal the tieners actually had Lo be used, or what the hours ot use would be
on the rimers. Upon recognizing that a proposed condition of theirs was unclear and
vague, o reasonable cxpectation wonld have heen tor the Planning Commussion o
sugrest additional languape so that the condition had arcater purpose and nweaning. Why
the Planning Commission made no such effort was diseoncerting, bun i is hopeful that
the Board of Supervisors can sirengthen this condition language i a way that makes it
more meaningful. '

Parking lot lighting is required by Code, and operates at night to provide safety
and security. The purpose of timers is not to turn the lights off at night, but rather

at sunrise to reduce energy consumption when the parking |ot lights are not
needed. No revisions to the condition are required.
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CONCLUSION

As stated above, we believe that the issues raised on appeal do not have legal
merit, and therefere request that the Board of Supervisors affirm the November
12, 200% decisions of the Planning Commission on the 5t. Joseph Marello
Project. We are grateful for the efforts of the Board and County Staff in their
review of these comments and our responses prior to the hearing, and look
forward to addressing these matters further at the hearing if necessary,

Very truly yours,

s

Kevin M, Kemper

CC Michae| Johnson. Planning Director
Scott Finley, Deputy County Counsel
Dave Cook, RCH Group
Fr. &rnold Ortiz, 5t. Joseph Marello Parish
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KD Anderdon & Ridocicited, Tuc.

Transportation Engineers

January 13, 2010

Mr. Kevin Kemper
2506 Garfield Avenue
Cuormichael, CA 95608

RE: ST JOSEPH MARELLO CHURCH: RESPONSE TO ISSUES RAISED IN APPEAL OF
PLANNING COMMISSION API'ROVAL.

Dear Mr. Kemper:

Asrequested, | have reviewed the Gattgler Appenl letter dated Decernber 16, 2009 and have the follawing
responses (o the comments made therein regarding the project™ traffie sivdy.

Commemt {1 According to the Trailic Impact Analvsiz conducred by KD Anderson & Associaies, on
Juge 22,2000 there are significent eriors and amissions. Traffie cowiy were made (i December 2003
Fhis edater Bs stedde, bednyg four years old and net reflecting curvent traffie loadis).

Response. Tlie traffic study preparer does not agree that any errors and omissions were made. The traffic
study nates tha rraftic counts were made in December 2005, which would make the data 3 4 vears old
when the Inal repon was prepared i June 2009, Mowever, the age ol the traffic counts does not by iselt
make the count data invalid. The extent o which traflfic volumes change over time relates 10 many
lactors, including the changing level of local development, the overall economy and potential changes w
the ares virculation sysiem,  Inothis case, current cconemic conditions have Ninited developiment in the
Crunite Bay area such thai (rip gencration from new development has been limited.  To addition. the
economic slow down has limited (raffic praowil on a regional basis.

Where we have had the epportunily o compare data, we have seen a reduction i background traffic
volumes throughoul Northern Caliormia over the Jast few vears. primarily due to Lhe change in gasoline
prices and the slow coonomy. Because Caltrans provides annual count summanies for a consisten! set ol
count locations, (heir data is an indication of overall trends. For example, Caltrans traffic counts on [-80
wesl of Douglas Blvd for the most vecently available year (i.c., 2008} are 2% lower than counls nude 1n
2005 for that lacation.

Comment 13 This is in stark comtrast o raffic data compiled for Del Ove Estaies Draft EIR wiich
incindes date thar {5 45 yecenr as one yeor.

Response. The comment noles that a waffic study Tor a project in another Placer County locmion
conducted trallic counts. Reviewe of {hal document indicated that traffic counts were made ol varuns
times Irom 20007 w 2009, However, nane of the el Oro Estates swady locations wers contmon 1o the St
Juseph Marello traffic study, and therefore the relerence provides no indication of any change in raffic
volume in the arca of St Joseph Marcllo Chorch. Ahscm any data to the contrary presenied by the
cormment, it is appropriate to regard the sraftic counts contained in the tralfie study as representative of
current conditions on the rosdwayz and interseclions anatvzed
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Mr. Kevin Kemper
January 15, 2610
Pape 2

Comment .3, Traffic on Auburn Folsom Road has dramatically increasced in the Tast pvo years. The
completion of the nev bridee convecting Auburn Folsom Rood 1o Folsom (bupass for the Polsom Dan
R} iy a major cestributor (0 aoeil ard sourh fraffic on Aubuen Folsom Road,

Response, The comment suggests shat the volumic of tralfic on Avburn Felsom Road has increased over
the last two years due 1o the completion of the new Folsom Bridge localed 4 miies (o the south ol the $1
Jaseph Marcllo Church site.  Because Aubum Folsom Road romains o rowte 1o El Dorade County with
and without the new bridge. it is unlikely that the bridge would have an appreciable effect al condilions 4
miles wway. 1n addition. the comment offers no evidence that the volumie of traffic on Auburn Folsam
Read has in fact increased, when a slight decrease would appear to be likely consistent with recent trends.

Comment 4. By 2000 or 200§ when the proposed project womld be completed, the situation will he
worse.

Fesponse. The comment sugeests that trafTic volumes will be higher in 2000 or 2001 shan the volumes
observed in 2005, This comment is speeulative and olfers ne evidence 1o suppord the claim, As stated
above, the 2005 dula is considered accurate o represent existing conditions, absent substantial evidenee to
the conlrary

Comment 1Y The Iruﬂfc efirter shondd be upduf(f{f and wyed for the recend analysis vather hefng based on
the old data.

Response, The background data employed for the traffic study remains valid, and no additional analysis
i required,

Comment 2.1 Traffic connty and Leveld of Service (LOS) already appear to vielote LOS C (Table 7).
Based an Anslysis dara and personal experience at the intersection of Auburn Folsom Road and Cavitt
Sterfimen Roads, § believe LOS 1 ar s appropriate due to capacity, unstable flow, ond tepical guree
e af{_,lne for fovg prERLTEY, m‘pecf{n’h-‘ when lem'ng feﬁ anfo Aubyree Folsong fﬂnﬂdﬁﬂm CTovite Stalfotan

Rood.

Response. The Sr Joseph Marello Church traffic study notes that the Level of Service at one location
exgeeds the Granile Bay Community Plan’s omumieim EOS © standard,  During the weekday a.m. and
pan. peak hoor Easthound tratfic stopped at the Aubten Folsom Road S Cavit Salliman Road interscction
apentes ol LOS D THowever, traltic voluines wre lower on Sundays when the church holds Mass, and the
interscetion operates al LOS B.

Comnnant 2.2 Thorefore, there §5oa Wil probabifite of LOS F along the profect site and o the
antersection af Auburn Folsom Road ond Cavint Stollman Roed. Roference 4. Table 8-F lghtichis this
condition for av n-sigralized intersection,

Response, St Joseply Marello Church will add a simall amount of traffic an weekdays, estimated in the
tralfic study at 22 1rips in the a.m. and p.ni peak hour at full buildout. “This traffic will pritnarily use the
project’s Auburn Folsom Road access. and its contribution to the Aubwm Folsom Road / Cavitt Stallman
Raad intersection is 100 simall to have any appreciable affect on the weekday Level of Service,

The tralfic study identibied Levels of Servies occurming on Sundays before and after church services, The
traflie stucly noted thal the Awbum Foliom Road £ Cavitt Stallman Road intersechion would operaty af
LS C during both time periods under “existing Plus Project™ conditions,
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Japuary 13, 2010
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The comment’s reference is simply 4 table in the Rancho Del Ore EIR describing tvpical Level of Service
characteristics and offers no information regarding speeifie intersections near St Josepb Marello Church,
none of which were snalyzed o the Rancho Del Oro EIR.

As noted in the trallic study, signalization of the Auburn Folsom Road / Cavitt Stallman Read
inlersecucen 15 included in the corrent Placer County traflic iee program / CIP. Thaus, although the church
does not create 1he need for improvements, 11 will contnibute its lare share o the cost of improving the
interscction by paying adopted foes,

=t Joseph Muarello Church Traffic study assumptions and conclusions arg valid,

Comment 3.1 The analysis faded 1o inchude the rafiic from the north church focation. f1 ey
considered raffic from the Grasite Bay funior High Schood locotfon, ds seated by the project plasnner,
there are twe separate churcl Incations — a north ad g south that woudd be consolidated ar the proposed
site, Thus, there is new rafffc in @ sowh divecion un Aufare Folsaom Road 0 the proposed site ay well
as wew traffic in g north divection on Auburs Folsom Bouad to the praposed sue.

Response. “The comment appears to relaie o a stalement made @t the Planning Commissien mesling

regarding current travel to the facilities wsed by St loseph Marello church members.  Parishioners

currenily artend a variely of activities and meetings at the facility located on Wells, bytween Laird and
Rarlon. The point made al the meeting was that by consolidating these activities inle the proposcd project
at Cavitt Statlman ¢ Anburn Folsom, the gumber of trips that might atherwise need to use the CS / AF
inersection may in Tact be reduced.

The traffic shwly comrectly asswmed that on Sundavs trips to and from the church would originate at the
residences of church members, and the distribution 35 based on the [ocations of church member
residences, as Indicated by the Panish. The majority of residences are to the sowh, but as noted in the
study, some are 1o the north, 30 Juseph Marclle Church Traffic Study assemptions and conclusions ars
valid,

Cienement 4.1 Widening Avburn Folsom Road w four lanes souwth of Dovglas Bivd intersection serves
wer practical purpose with respect (o the praject. My assertion is ther it will conse frocther congestion and
quene fimes tlong the portor of duburn Folsom Rood north of Daovglas Blvd beoonse the voad narrowy
o b fanes fust novth of Donwclus D,

Response, The Auburn Folsom Road widening project is a phased improvement being coordipated by
Placer County. As noted in the comment, this construction project is mited 1o the area south of Douglas
Bivd. Widening Aubwn Folsom Road south of Douglas Blvd witl improve the overall Now of raffic
throueh areas thet are 1oday “consirained™, especially the signalived Aubum Folswm Blvd ¢ Eureka Road
imersection. MHowever, the locations of constraint are far south of the 5t Joseph Marello Church gite. The
inprovenent project does nid chanpge the averali capacity of the signalized intersection closest to the
cherch (e, Auburn Folsom Read / Douglas Blvd intersection).  As a resull, the effect of the
improvement project on Sunday traffic conditions near the St Joseph Marelio site would oot be
appreciable, Traffic study assumptions and conclusions are valid.

Comment 3.0 Ceneration of an additional 3,100 dady teips s inconsistent with the physieal
vharacteristicy of dubure Folvom Road al and around the project site. The nareow Tanes on Aubiorn
Folsom Road leave linde room for Bicyelisis o safely mix with traffic (see atiwched photos). Awburn

KA

/17X



Mr. Kevin Kemper
Janwary 15, 2010
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Feldsom Boad 5 a megor Biovele route from clubura fo the American Biver at Groeaback Love and Aubtien
Foisom Road,

Response, The St Joseph Marello Chucch tralfic swdy notes that while the chorell may generate 3,100
daily trip cnels on Sunday at full oceupancy, these trips may spread 1o many streets, and the contnbution
o Auburn Folsom Road south of Cavilt Stallman Kead is 1.555 trip ends. Howeyer, with this increase
the Sunday traffic volume on Aubum Folsom Road will continue to be far less than the curment weckeday
volume, and on Sunday the road will continue to operate at LOS B, well within the minimum LOS C
standard of the Granite Bay Community ["lan,

Many of Placer County’s rural reads are wsed by reercational and commuter bicycle cyelists.  In most
cascs bicycle trallic is accommodated on paved shoulders that are 2 1o 4 feet wide bur aie not standard
Class 1 bike langs, This is 1he current condition on Auburn Folsom Road in the arca belween Cavint
Stallman Koad and the wrbanized area near Douglas Blvd, While 51 Joseph Marcllo Church will increase
the volume of autemebile traflic in this area, the church is requircd w mprove its Aubum Folsomn
frontage. This work will also include a multi-purpose wail along Auburn Folsom Road from the south
property boundary to the church entrance and will widen the road for all transportation modes,

Development of 5t Joseph Mareilo Church will not result in an significant safety impact tor cyclists an
Auburn Folsaom Road, and traffic study wssuraptions and conclusions are valid.

Comment 3.2 {n poriivider, see Reference | page §-13 “Existing Bicycle Npstem™ ood Table 8-3
discusses the classificetions of Granire Bay On-Road Bikeways,  Neither Cavitl Stedfman Road, Laird
Koad, nor Barion Koad hay any designated bikeways, Avburn Folsom Rood has duol divection bikeways
but in most areas, ey fail o meef any of the Histed CALYRANS classifications,

Response. The comiment s incorrect and is based on information from the Rancho Dl Oro EIR that
describes bicvele facibities in another arca of Granite 3ay, Table 8§ of the Granite Bay Comnmunity Plan’s
Circulation chaprer discusses planned bicyele facilities. This table notes that Barton Road fram Douglas
Blvd io the Loomis Town limits is the “lop prierily™ tor <lass 1] bike lanes. This work is inclirded in 1he
current Connty fee program £ CIP. Cavitt Stalliman Roead from Baran Road 1o Aubuoen Folsom Head is o
“high priority” for Class 11 bike lancs. This work iz ine the fee program?/CIP. The community plan notes
that ¢lass 11 bike lanes are & “lower priotity” on Aubum Felsom Reud ltom Douglas Blvd 1o Dick Cook
Road, and class 1l bike lanes Fom Douglas Blvd 1o Joe Rogers Rowd are -in the lee program £ CIP
Finully, the fee program / CITP includes funding for class | bike lanes on Laird Road from Cavitt Stalbnan
Road to the Loomis Town limits.

A noted under the response 1o Comiment 3.1, existing, facilities dedicoted to bicyele use are Jimited in the
ratal arcas of Placer County. There are many rural resds that lack shoulders, bat eegardless, bicycles mix
with automabiles in many of those instances. The development of 5t Joseph Marcllo Church docs nol
appreciably change the existing bicycle environment. and the church will contribute its fair share 1o the
cost of regional bicycle facilities by installing identified improvemeanis and paying adopted fees.

Development of St Jeseph Marello Church will not resull in an significant safety impact for cyclists an
the rural roads near the church site, and traflic study assumptions and conelusiony are valid.

Comment 5.3 Furthermore, the prejoct s projecied iraffie wourld vielare the Granite Bay Commnnity
Plan i Civendation Arca, Geal 1, and ity Policies 1.2.3.7 fivereases load on Anbuen Folvom Boad),
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Response.  Circulution Goal 1 18 “To provide a system of rondways that ensure safe and ¢fliciem
mevement of local and threugh traftic, aceommodaie area growth, retzin the arca’s rural and scenic
qualitics, and accommodate pedestrian and bicyele trallie.™

The referenced policies are noted below:

Policy | — The County shall plan, design and regulate roadways in accordance wilh the
finctional classitication systen shown oo the Circulatien diagram and the typical cross sections
included in the Community Plan,

Policy 2 — The rights-of-way for roadways shall be wide enough 1o accommodate appropriate
road paving, trails, paths and bikeways. draimage. public ulility serviees, and substantial trecs
and shrubs,

Palicy 5 — Land development projects shall be approved onty if LOS C {or the exceplion clied
carlicr) can be achieved on reads and intersections after

ay  tratfic from approved projects has been added to the system; and,

by improvements funded by the capital improvement prozram {CIP} have been
cuonstructed. (This wili result in (emporary slippage of the LOS below 1he adopled
standards until adequate funding has beon galleored Tor the construction ol CIP
improvemants.)

Molicy 7 — "Through” traffic thal must pass through the community shall be accammeadaled in a
maner that will nol cncourage the vee of residential or private roads, Through tralfic shall he
directed fo Douglas Boulevard, Auburn Folsom Road and Sierra College Boulevard. ‘These
routes provide access 10 Folsom Lake Trom all directions, and provide o through north-south
roure as well as o west-south route.

The commenl sugpests that St loseph Marelle Church violates these policies because of inereascd traiTic
on Aubirn Folsom Road. Project froatage improvements will be in accordance with the Granite Bay
Community Plan’s requirements {(Policy 13, and right of way dedication along the preject frontage will
provide the space needed for paving, trails, vtilities, ete {Policy 2). As noted in the traffic study 1he
addition of praject talfic 1o Auburn Folsom Read does not result in new condinons in excess of adopied
standards, nor docs the propescd church appreciably exacerbale conditions thar may already excecd
mininum stamdards on weckdays,  Linprovements to the Awnburn Folsom Road / Cavin Staliman Road
intersection and o Auburn Folsom Road are dlready included in the adopted fee program (Policy 3).
Primary project access is w0 Anburn Folsom Road, a regional factlity, ax suggested by Policy 7.

Development of the project is consistent with Policies 1,2, 5and 7,

Comment 5.4 Polrey UM I3 161718019 (Caveit Staflman Road is extremely dangerous ofter recen

re-paving due o severe drop-off aloeg e edees of eack fane as well as a mafor blind spot fhill] wesr of

the proposed Coviet Stallman entrance 1o the project), ond 24 fsve $5-6).
Response: the noted policies are listed below,

Policy 4 - Street lights, trafiic signals and signs should be used only where essential or practical
for safely purposes or for eificient rafilc flow,

KDA
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Policy 11 - Seenic or conservation casements over properties adjacent to the roadway shall be a
condition of approval of oew development on designated scenic or country roadways to ensurt
preservation of 4 vista ffom the road and 1o preserve the nateral, rural character of the
CRMmmunity.

Policy L3 Meandering paths, seperated from the roadway, shall be used in licu of sidewalks in
all developments with a parcel size of 090 acres or morr and shall be encouraged in
cdevelopments with parcel sizes of 1.4 acres or more.

Policy 16 — Regiomal bikeways shall facilitate travel between communities and provide access
1o parks. Regional bikeways shall be located on or along collector or arterial roads. County,
stule or federal funds or private grants shall be sought for construction of regional bikeways

Policy 17 - Local bikeways shall supplement regional bikeways by linking developments and
parts of the community for safe and enjovable cirealation within the comimunity and to access
the regional hikeway system.

Policy 18 — Designated scenic or country roadways shall be esrablished and shall have specitic
devclopient rules to maintain their scenic and country qualities

Policy 19 Roudway surthicing shall be performed in aceordance with accepted pavement
manaspement srategies within the guidelines Tor scenic and country roadways and  the
cansiraints of limijted financial reseurces.

Policy 24 — The Community's desire to retain the characler of the country roadways and 1he

design guidelines for country roadways shall be earnestly considered when  designing
improvements o arlerial or collector roads designated as country readways, The County shall

strive lor 4 balance between local community desires and enginecring solutions and shall

presant propased designs 10 the comrounity for review prior to approval. Upgrades madsz to

miner arterial and collector roads designaied as country roadways should be limited to critical

sulety issues and sulficient shoulder for cyelists and pedestrians,

The cortnent suggesis thar 51 Joseph Marello Church will vielate the relerenced pobicies based oo the
conditions on Cavitt Stallman Road. However, the site access has been designed in consultation wilh
Placer County stali to avoid the use of a traffic signal at the project aceess by making secondary use of an
existing (private) access 10 Cavill Stallman Road (Policy 9). The project does nol attect designated scenie
or country roads such as Auburn Folsoim Read and Caviit Stallman Road (Policy 11 and 18} A
multipurposc trail will be provided along the site’s Auburn Felsom RRoad frontage and 10075 are provided
on other [romage (Policy 13). The project shall contribute 1o repional bicycle facilitics by improving its
Auburr Folsom Road frontage and paying adopted fees (Policy 16 and 18). New pavement will confonn
te Placer County requirements (PPollcy 19}, Requited improvements 1o Aubum Folsom Road and o the
Laird Road/Cavitt Stallman Road have been presented to the Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Committee
{0 AC) and the Macer County Planning Comimission and approved by cach aaency {Policy 24),

Specifically, the paverwemt work completed on Cavitt Swaliman Road by Placer County is generally
consistent with the imem of the County’s tratiic fee program / CIP and does not represent a negative
impact {0 salety in this area of the County. The sight distance limitation on Caviti Stallman Road west of
the Laird Koad intersection was noted in the tralfic study, and with perpetuation of the existing all-way
slop. current conditions are oot significantly impacted by the church. The existing Cavitt Stallman Road /
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Laird Hoad intersection, which will provide sccondary access to the church, will be improved when the
church is construcied.  Improvements to Cavin Stallman Road, 10 the Cavin Stallman Road / Laird Road
infersection, and to the Cavill Stalliman Road / Aubuoen Folsam Roead intevsection, are all included in the
gxisting fee proeram.

Development of the projeet is consislent with Policies @, 11,13, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 24,
Cemmmrenf 3.5 Also violared is Goal 2 and s, Policies 18 aad 17,

Response: Goal I s as follows: *A naturally scenie community trails system fer non-metorized muliiple
usc shall be funded. censtructed and maintained. [t shall foster safe, pleasant, and convenicnt commuting
and recreationyl opportunitics™.

The noted policics are listed below:

Policy 14 — All designated scenic and counlry roads shall kave sufliciem right of way o
accommodale a teail.

Policy 17 — The County shall develop a plan to implement trail, bike lane and sidewalk
improvements along scenic and country roadways where gaps in these facilitics oxisl as g resull
of piecemceal development and where the likelihoed of develapment of the gaps is remote. or the
needl 1o complete the amenities ahead of development 15 ideniilied,

As noted under the response 10 Comment 32, 51 Joseph Marello Chureh is reguired o construct a multi-
purpese trail along Avburn Felsom Road from the south proporty boundary to the church entrange. The
church will alse make an irrevocable elfer of dedicatwm (IO1) lor the arca aleng ils castern boundary
north W Cavitt Stallman Road, and along the Cavitt Swallman Road frontage for wse by the County,
ncluding a future trail (Policy 14 and 17). :

Developiment of St Joseph Marelio Church is consistent with Policies 14 and 17.

Comment 3.6 Afso violared is Goal 3 wd s Policy 7 fas stated 1 Reference 4, “Existing Tronsii
Svatem ", INal-A-Fide would appear fv be the only availabie public traasit provider. However, it verves
sy donvs aoweek andd excludes Sunduns

Response: Gual 3 states: “Local and intec-area public and private transit shall be encouraged and
transporation syslems management strategies shill be applied (o reduce peak-period traffic, total vehicle
niiles traveled, reduce impast on air quality, imprave level of service, and improve salcty.”

The noted policy iy listed below:

Policy 7 During the development revicw process, the County shall require that land
devilopment projects meet adopted rip reduction ordinance requiremenis,

The existing church sites vsed by the parish do not have regular transic service, and as noted are not
seryed by Dial-A-ride on Sundays.  There is no expectdion thal an appreeiable demand for transit

services will accompany the projoct.

The church will adhere to all adopted Placer County erdinances; however, Placcr County has no adopted

trip reduction ordinance reguirernents For churches.
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Development of St Joseph Marello Chorcls is consistent with Poliey 7.
Comment 3.7 Gool f and its Policies 3 throneh 8 are also nor fallowed.

Response: Goal 4 states: “A Capital lmprovement Program (CIP} and other funding mechanisms shall
be developed ro provide for the transportation system.”

The nated pelicies are listed below:
Poliey 3 - Capital improvements shall be undertaken in response to development of the arca.

Policy 4 — On-site and "frontage” impravements of land development projects shali be required
as conditions of approval for all land development projects.

Policy 5 — Traffic mivgation fees wo fund the CIP described in this Plan shall be required as o
condition ol approval for all land development projects within the Plan arga.

Palicy 5 — Improvements that enhaice satety shall be given a high priority. After considering
community recommendations, the Placer County Board of Supervisors shall determmine priority
and schaduling ol projecis Trom the CIP.

Policy 7 Al new traffic signals or madileationy 1 existng traffic Slgrl’ilc shall incorporate
cmergeney vehicle preemprion,

Policy § — The County shall develep and administer a CIP thal nnplemnents (he prioritived yrails
and Class | paths included in the Comnonity Plan,

Ay noted previously, the existing County C1P 7 lee propram addresses reads, intersections, tratfic signals
andl bike lanzs i the area of the church (Policy 3). S{ Joseph Marello 1= making frontage impravemerits
o Auburn Folsom Road (Policy 4) and payiog adepted fees (Policy ). The Counly’s fee program was
Just updated in 2009 and reflects development of lacilities hat are needed based] on anticipated
development (Pelicy 6], 81 Joseph Marella Choreh will pay for a new emergency trallic signal at the
Souih Placer Fise 1istrict Station (Policy 7). As noted in the response to Comment 3.1 e updated Plduﬂ
County fee program includes Bicyele lacilities (Policy 8}

Development of $t Joseph Marzilo Church is consistent with I'olicics 3,4, 5, 6, 7 and 8.

Thank ¥ou lor vour attention to this information, Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions
or necd mare information.

Singerely,

KD Anderson & Associvtes, Inc.

Kt.‘,nmllh D f\ndC!‘SC-n, P.E., Pt‘csidcm S bl Mare o Skl B IC T

s Dave Cook K iiﬂ
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QFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION

P.0 BOX 042895

SACRARENTD, CA 34235000

{B16) 653-E624  Fax (916 953-9624

calstpoP shp parks oa.goy LT T
waww.chp.parks.cagoy a1 S et

August 24, 2009 RN R
In Reply Refer To: COE0S07278

Nancy A. Haley

Chief, California North Section
Depariment of the Army

U.S, Army Enginger District
Sacramento Cotps of Engineers
1325 J Street

Sacramento, California 85814-2922

Re: Continued Consultation; Section 404 of the Clean Water Act Authorization for the

5. Joseph Marelle Parish Church Project, Placer County, California {Regutatory
Division SPK-2008-00325).

Dear Ms. Haley:

Thank you for contimuing censultation with me regarding the proposed St. Joseph
Marello Parish Church Project. The U.S. Army Engineer District, Sacramento Corps of
Engineers, is seeking my comments on the effects that the subject undertaking will have
on historic praperties, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800 (as amended 8-05-04) requiations
implementing Section 106 of the Naticnal Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Earlier in
this consultation (SHPQ letter of August 3, 2009) 1 stated that | did not concur with your
determination that CA-PLA-1880H was eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places under criterion B, but that 1 dig concur that it was eligible under criterion C,
Additionally, | stated that | could not cancur on your finding of No Adverse Effect since
the supporiing dacumentation stated that the buildings that comprise CA-PLA-1980H
were going to be relocated by the project proponent.

Al this fime, in your current letter of August 17, 2008, you have agreed with my
evaluation that the NRHP eligibility of CA-PLA-1980H is under only criterion C.
Furthermore, you are informing me of @ change in the project description regarding the
treatment of the buildings that comprise CA-PLA-1980H. The applicant has redesigned
the proposed undertaking, including roadways and utilities, and plans to have CA-PLA-
1980H placed in a separate parcel. Based on this revised project desciiption, the

buildings and structures that comprise CA-PLA-1980H will not be adversely affected by
the undertaking.

After reviewing your letter and considering the redesign of the St. Joseph Marello Parish
Church Preject, | now have no objection to your finding of No Adverse Effect. Thank you
for seeking my comments and for considering historic properties in planning vour
project. Be advised that under certain circumstances, such as unanticipated discovery
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or & change in project description, the COE may have additionat future responsibilities
for this undertaking under 36 CFR Part 8C0. if you reguire further information, please

contact William Soule, Associate State Archeologist, at phone 816-654-4614 or email
wsouteparks.ca qov,

Sincerely,
Sewonnd ' Shatton e

Milford YWayne Donaldson, FAIA
State Historic Preservation Officer
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Dr. Gary Gaugler —F County Executive Office ‘RECEIVED

7970 Twin Rocks Rd "T°F County Counsat " FEB 25 2010

Granite Bay, CA 85746 U.S.A, L3-Mike-Boyle L.,_U 3

Phone $16.791.6481 fax 916.791.8188 <& Planningy P Sx oL CLERK OF THE

Internel: gary@eangles com ArnngG "/ BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
5 Feb 2010

Placer County Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Ave #1041
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: St Joseph Marello Church Project Appeal

My appeal of the Planning Commission's grant of a Minor Use Permit for the St. Joseph
Marello Church is pending before this Board,

Let me reiterate that 1 do not oppese this Church, the Catholic Church, or any church.
My opuosition 10 the FProject is hased solely on my belief that a project of 44,000 square feet (to
be followed by a faitly sizeable school} is inappropriate in the proposed location, a rural area
with roadways insufficient to handie the traffic increase. Furthermore, granting an MUP for this
Project in this lecation on the basis of a Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") simply doesn't
pass “Grandmother's smeli test.” Common sense dictatos that acres of paved parking lot and
44,000 feet of building set incongrucusly onto this rura! parcel served by rural roadways must
have a greater environmental impact than indicated by evidence before the Planning
Commission indicates. Instead, the much more rigorous evaluation required in the preparation
of a full EIR should have been reguired,

In response to written matenial thaf | submitted on December 16, 20049, the Project
applicant presented letters from its attorneys and traffic enginears. Those letters fail to rebut
virtuaily all of the objections to the Project that | asserted; mare importanly, the letiers were not
befora the Planning Commission, were not evidence considered by the Commission and,
therefore, cannet "fix” the defects in the Commission’s grant of an MUP for the Frcject
Following is my response to some of the material contained in those letters.

Traffic Impact
The letter from KD Anderson & Agsociates, Inc., the Project's tralfic engineers, attempts

1o respond to the objcctions | raised to the MUP. However, the engineer provides iittle or no
empirical evidence to rebut the objections that my appeal raises.

Comment 1.1 - Stale Traffic Counts — Although the enginger concedes that the traffic
counts were made in 2003, he argues that those counts remain valid. Without any empirical
data to support or quantify his argument, the engineer asserts that economic conditions make
2009 traffic near the Project site either the same as or less than traffic in 2005, The engineer
analogizes traffic counts at the Project site to a 2% reduction in counts at an 1-80 Iocation—a
number of miles away—and somewhat peculiar in view of his response in Comment 1.2,

Comment 1.2 -~ Comparable EIR Traffic Data - The (raffic engineer rejects my
comparisen o Del Oro Lslates, for which an EIR was prepared and whizih relied on much more
recent traffic counts, counts taken from 2007 through 2009, The angineer asserts that counts

1



taken elsewhere cannot be compared to traffic counts in the Project area—despite his asseriion
in Comment 1.1 that a traffic count on 1-80 west of Roseville proves that there was no increase
in traffic on Auburn-Folsom Read from 2005 through 2009,

Comments 3= 5 - Traffic Counfs - The traffic engineer disagrees with my position that
no reasonable envirenmental review can be conducled, and thus no rational governmenta!
aporoval, without traffic data being updated. Again, the engineer provides no empirical
evidence to counter my arguments.

Comments 2.1 and 2.2 and 3.1 - Treffic Counts Excesd Levef of Service (LOS) - The
engineer admits that traffic counts—in 2005—exceeded the Granite Bay Community Plan's
minimum LOS standard, However, he argues, there will be no impact because the Project will
increase traific counts only on Sunday when church services are held. There is no assurance
that this is the case—after all, the Project now proposes to build the mulli-purpose building first,
before the church building, and thus it i3 a fair inference that activities will increase traffic counts
throughout the week.

Comments 5.1 and 5.2 — Eicycle Lanes — The enginger responds o my concerns about
the safety of bicyclists by stating “in most cases bicycle traific is accommodated on paved
shoulders that are 2 to 4 feet wide but are not standard Class |l bike lanes." Indead, they are
not, ard in many cases the shoulders are far iess than the 2 to 4 {eet cited by the trafiic
engineer. | have submitled a number of photos demonstrating the substandard Like paths.
Although the Project applicant will build a "multi-purpose trail” along Auburn-Folsom Read from
the Project’s south beundary to the church entrance, the trall is apparently only along one side
of the road and does nothing to deal with increased traffic interacting with bicycles elsewhers
along Auburn-Falsaim and Cavitt-Stallman Roads,

Comments 5.3, 5.5 and 5.7 — Granite Bay Community Plan Violations — Interestingly, the
Traffic Engineer responds to my concerns that the Project will viclate the Granite Bay
Cammunily Plan in various ways by asserting that the Project will make frontage improvements
and "provide the space for paving, trailg, utilities, ete.” These assertions would seem to be far
beyond the purview of a traffic engineer.

Nongtheless, since many of the objections to the Project are responded to with promises
oi varfous improvemenis, the County should require a censiderable bond in the range of $1
milion to assure that the improvements are actualy completed.

TATTORNEY KEviN M, KEMPER'S T TTER

Traffic lmpacits

Mr. Kemper's letter repeats information provided in the traffic engineer's letter and, thus,
will nol be responded to separately here. However, Mr. Kemper does cite Snarfed Traffic

Obistructs Progress v. Cify & County of San Francisco {(1999) 74 Cal.App.A“‘ 79 for the
proposition that stale traffic data are sufficient. In fact, that is not what the case haolds—the
court in Snarfed Traffic held that the age of the data in the traffic analysis is irre.evant if the
analysis continues to accurately depict current cireumstances. Which is squarely on goint
with my objection to the traffic analysis in this matter—there is no evidence af all to show that
current circumstances in the Project’s area are unchanged from 2005

Instead, poth the traffic engineer and Mr. Kemper attempt to obiuscate and evade the
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issue, On the one hand, they argue that it is permissible to extrapofate 2009 traffic caunts in the
Proiect area from traffic counts on [-80 west of Rosevitle, yet on the other hand argua that
increased traffic counts set forth in the Del Oro Estates EIR is irrelevant and "provides no
indication of any change in traffic volume in the area of St. Joseph Marello Church " The
|rrc0n3|$tency of thege arguments is striking.

However, when considering potential traffic impacts it is appropriate for the lead
agency—and this Board—to consider the cumuiative impact of the total project. Its appiicarts
coner that the Project includes a house of worship, a multi-purpose building, and a school. Yet
the entire CEQA review focused on only the first two buildirgs, apparently because the
applicant asserts that the school will be delayed until some time In the future, The fact that the
gchool remains a part of the Project is proven by the applicant's inclusion of the schoal in the
application to the Corps of ngineers. Yet the entire traffic analysis represents mintmal
weekday trips to and from the Project, and both the trafiic engineer and Mr. Kemper assert that
increased traffic will occur on Sunday, when other traffic on the surrounding roads is minirmal.

As a threshold matter, the traffic counts used for the project were done in 2005—more
than four years ago, Such counts are stale and the Traffic Impact Analysis ('TIA") must ke
viewed with skepticism. Nonetheless, the TIA acknowledges that, even at 2005 traffic levels,
the intersections of Cavitt-Stallman and Auburn-Folsom Roads, and Wells Ave. and Laird Road
were already at peak hour warrant levels requiring raffic sighals. Even at 20085 levels it
appears that the A, B and C Levels of Service ("LOS") are exceeded on a dally basis—the
addition of the project’s traffic will creato a significant impact which has not been adequalely
addressed in the Initia) Study,

At 2009 traffic levels, these levels are undoubitedly excesded, The Initial Study simply
fails to either recognize or to sufficiently mitigate the traffic conditions resulting when the
project's projecied traffic is added to existing levels, especially if the 400-student school is
astablished at the site.

Cumulative Impacts of Probahle Future Projects

Public Resources Code section 21083(bX7}) and Section 15064{h) of the CEQA
Guidelines require that environmental reviews censider the cumutative impacts of "probable
future projects.” It appears clear that the 400-student school is a “probable future project” and
its impacts should have been considered in the Initial Study. Thus, the Initial Study in this case,
and tha Planning Commission's grant of the MUP, fails to considear the traffic that will be
generated by the “entire project,” which includes the school. Any altempt to represent to this
Board that traffic will be minimal, except for Sunday mornings, is simply an attempt to obfuscale
the true amount of fraffic that will be generated by the entire project,

Mr. Kemper's letler acknowledges that the school remains a part of the Project, albeit at
some future time. Moreover, he acknowledged that "the Church wiill achieve considerable
efficiencies, fiscal and logistical cost savings” by including the school in the Church's 404 permit
application. Itis, thus, clear that this Project has been split for the sole purpose of understating
tne cumulative gnvironmental impasts and avoiding the preparation of an EIR, Consequently,
the Board of Supervisors should determine:

s Why does the applicant’s application to the Corps of Engineets include a future
schoul, while the school has been deleted from the application for the MUP and from
the LEQA [nitial Study?
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*  Does the "project” actually include the school, or has it been carved up to avoid
' having to deal with the environmental significance of pernaps a quadruplirg of vehicle
traffic as represented in the initial study, and the associated increase in emissions
and deterioration of air quafity?

Has the project description been revised solely 1o deceive Plager County?

*  How can the County and residents respond to a subsequent apnlication for the
construction of a school on the property—especially after the church and multi-
purpose building have been approved and built?

Expanded Project Description

The response provided by the applicant’s counsel acknowledges that sunplemental text
was added to the Project Description section of the revised MND, but then rotes that the added
text did not represent a change i the Project as proposed or analyzed in the MND, an the
revisions did not constitute “new information” requiring recirculation under CEQA or Placer
Caounty Code section 18.16.030,

The comment that was raised did not imply that recirculation was required under CEQA,
but rather that the County failed to follow its cwn pracedures as outlined in Placer County Code
section 18,186,030 by not preparing a subseguent MND and by not noticing and circulating the
subsequeant MND for public review. In this case, the appropriate “trigger” for a subseguent MND
is not “new infermation” requiring recirculation under CEQA of Placer County Code section
161.6.030, but rather simply the revision of the MND to include an "expanded project
description” as noted in the cede section,

Placer County Cocle section 18.16.020 specifical y states “If a previously adopted
negative declaration is revised to include an expanded project description or olher substantial
naw information pursuant to Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, the subseqguent negalive
declaration must comply with the notice and review (Section 18.16.030) provisions of this
chapter. {Ord. 5119-B (part}, 2001)." (emphasis added)

In the quotation above, the highlighted word "or” is used as s coordinating conjunction to
join groups of word that are equal in importance {"or” is defined by the Encarta Dictionary as a
“conjunction used to link two or more alternatives”). As such, the wording of the Placer County
Code sets up a situation where a subgequent mitigated negative declaration would be
warranted under two distinct and independent circumstances; 1) if a previously adopted
neyalive declaration is revised o include an expanded project description, or 2} if a previously
ardopted negative declaration is revised to include other substantial new information pursuart to
Section 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines.

As noted in the appeal tetter, the project description from the original MND was
significantly revised by adding an entirely new paragraph that describes the anticipated
weekday, evening and ancitlary activities and functions of the proposed use, Prior to the
additional paragraph being added to the project description, the project description partrayed
the project as a house of worship with little to ne indication that there would be associated
waekday, evening and ancillary activities and functions,

The additional paragraph that was added to the revised MND clearly constitutes "an
expanded projest description”, the distinct and independent circurnstance noted as 1) above,
and triggers the requirement under Placer County Code section 18 16,030 to prepaie a
subsequent negative declaration and to notice and circulate it for public review.
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Religicus L Use

Mr. Kemper's citation fo RLUIPA (lhe Religious Land use and institutionalized Persons
Act) is misplaced. The requirement that the Church comply with existing land use regulations
imposed on all-applicants in the Granite Bay/Placer County area is hot, under any interpretation
or existing case law, "a land use regulation . . that imposes a substantial burden” on the.
exercise of religion. The exercise of land use regulatory authority has bean found 1o be a
compeling governmental interest, and there is absolutely ho evidence in this case that requiring
compliance with existing law and regulation is “treating {a] religious organization in a manner
that is uhequal to similarly situated entities ™ (Ventura Counly School v, City of San
Buenaventura (C.D. Cal., 2002) 233 F. Supp.2d 1241).

The Project applicant argues that requiring compliance with the Granite Bay Community Plan's
mandate that projects be "scaled to meet onty the local resident's needs” is such discrimination.
However, if that be the case, it is appropriate for the lead agency {o find that adherence to any
governmental requlaiion constitutes an undue burden on the free exercise of religion and vold
the application of the regulation. Tnat has not happened in this case, nor has the Church ever
raised the issue previcusly—instead, it simply wants to build a facility that is scaled for a
significanily larger population and geographic area, in viclation of the GBCP. The project is
seemingly incompatible with the goals set forth in the Granite Bay Comenunity Plan
("GBCP"), and seems to be far beyond the parameters considered when the GBCP was
prepared. It also appears that the CEQA Initial Study which resulted in the adontion of a
Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") was flawed and, instead, should have requircd the
preparation of a full Environmental Impact Report ("EIR"™). It als¢ appears that the adoption
of a revised MND falled to comply with Placer County Code andl, thus, is likely invalid.

The Granite Bay Gommunity Plan

One of the stated major goals of the GBCP was to guide land use decisions into the
future in order to asswe the “preservation of the unique character of the Granite Bay area,
which is exemplified by the general rural envirgnment, mix of land uses and densities, and high
quality of development.” To meet this goal, the GBCP adopted a policy of permitting "only those
commercial, professional, and institutional services and facilities which are required 1o meet the
frequently recurring needs of residents of the community and which are scaled to meet only the
local residents’ neads.” This is canflicting to the establishment of a new yet un-proven un-
heeded "church of worship” in this area.

To achieve these goals, the GBCP mandates that “buildings shall be of a size and scae
conducive to maintaining the rural residential atmosphere,” and that "non-residential building
shall generally be of small or moderate size ..." The proposed St Joseph Marello Church
project {s incompatible with these pelicies and mandates. A 41,000+ square foot project is
neither smail nor moderately sized, and is clearly not conducive to maintaining the rural
residential atmosphere of propose project location. Lecating such a large project in the
proposad location runs directly contrary to the GBCP's mandate of preserving the rural
environmenl and character of the area. Moreover, given that Granite Bay has a total population

of only 25,688,1 a church facility of over 41,000 square foot is grossly out of proportion to the
needs of the residentis of Granite Bay, and significantly over-scaled to meet those residents’
needs. A church of this size is clearly intended to serve {he needs of a far grealer number of
peaple than reside in Granite Bay.

I City-[Iata.com, July, 2007
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“Fair Argument”

M. Kemper also challenges my assertion that there is a “fair argument” {hat the evidence
befare the Planaing Commission requires the preparation of a full EIR for the Proisct. In fact,
the evidence before the Planning Commission of (1) the splitting of the Project in order to avoid
assessing all of the cumulative environmental ellects, (2) the stale fraffic counts rélied upon, (3)
the night lighting pollution, (4) the bicycle and pedestrian safety issues, {5) the fallure fo
consider and mitigate loss of raptor foraging habitat, {6) the failurs {o ensure protection of
historic resources, (7) the potential oss of wetlands, and (8) the adverse impact on regional air
quality taken cumulatively constitute substantial svidence which, at the very least, suppeorts a
“fair argument” that the Project may have a significant impact on the environment requiring the:
preparation of an EIR.

Air Quality :

The issue of air quality in this region is a serious one given the region's failure to reach
attainment status on several pollutants over a peried of time. There has been ample evidence
presentad in the prior correspondence on this project that points to the project as having a
cumulatively considerable contribution to significant curmulative air quality impact. The Project's
emissions clearly exceed the County's 10 Ibs /day cumulative threshold and such mpacts
should have heen addressed in an EIR.

Contrary to the statements in the responses to appeal document, the Project’s site land
use and zoning designation are factors that are considered when evaluating air gualify \/mpacts
at a regional level. The December 19, 2008 Sacramento Regional 8-Hour Ozone Attainment
Plan and Reasonable Further Progress Plan specifically notes the following on page 11-4.

“The transportation analysis for the MTE2035 relied on the latest planning
assumptions and SACOG’s rew repional travel demand forecasting mode!, SACSIM,
The SACSIM model was used to estimate future watile volumes and publie transit
ridership in the 6-counly Sacramento region. SACSIM incorporatos an *activily-
based” travel demand model which simulates the population of heuseholds allocated
to parcels and creates a one-day activity und wip travel schedule for each person in the
population,”

The December 19, 2008 Sacramentia Regional 8-Hour Ozone Aftainment Plan and
Reasonable Further Progress Plan also specifically notes the following on page 11-5:

“The transportation analysis for the MTP2035 relied on SACOG's new SACSIM
regional travel demand forecasting maodel to estimate future traflic volumes in the 6-
county Sacramente region. This model incorporated the latest SACOG land use
assumptions fvomy the MTP2035, including the "smarl growth” principles expected 10
be implemented from the Blueprint Program.”

As evidenced by the above references, the air quality modeling and planning efforls for
the region rely on land use assumptions and traffic modeling based on those land use
assumptions: it is improper far the County to conclude that the Project would not have a
cumulatively considerable contribulion to a significant air quality impact and that an EIR was not
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required for this project. An EIR should be prepared to recognize that the Project, based on an
intensification of land use over the land use assumptions that were Used for regional air quality
and modoling efforts, will have a cumulatively considerable contribution te a signitficant air
quality impagt, |

The comparisons {o language used in EIRs for other houses of worship projects in the
areas was intended to reflect how the Counly has addressed similar issues in the past and how
this Project should have heen addreszed. Notwithstanding the differences in size, there are
similarities t0 the proposed Project and the Amazing Facts project in terms of their air gaality
impacts. The Amazing Facts EIR air quality modeling identified that pruject as not exceading
the PCARCD's dally thresholds with the exception of PM10 {dust). The EIR went on to require
mitigation measures that would reducea the project's PM10 impacts to helow the PCAPCD daily
threshold leval and thus at a less than significant impact level. So in this regard, the Amazing
[acts project and the St. Joseph project are similar in that neither exceeds the PCAPCD daily
threshold limits, Yet, the Amazing Facts EIR recognized that because of the existing air quality
conditions and non-attainment status for certain pollutants in Placer County and the region, the
project would have an incremental contribution to regional pollutant emissions and a significant
anc unavoidable impact was identified. Such direction should be followed with the St. Joseph
Marello proposal and an EIR should be prepared to address the project's cumulatively
considerable contribulion to a significant air cuality impagl.

Raptor Hahbitat

The concern regarding impacts to foraging habitat for raptor species was raised as a
commant on the both the original and revised MND that was circulated by the County, In
response 1o the concern, the applicant's counsel prepared a response lefter that was provided
to the Planning Commisslon prior o its consideration of the Project. In that response letter,
applicant's counsel notes in Response to Comment 2-3 that “Impacts of the project on foraging
navitat far raptor speciss is addressed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.” As poin‘ed out in
the appeal letler, this statement, which in part was used by the Planning Commission to certify
the environmental decument, is simply false. Such a false statement is apparently now being
recognized by the applicant's counsel because the argument is no longer being made that the
impact was addressed, but rather the applicant’s counsel is now reversing its prior course by
stating that the MND never reached a conclusion that the loss of such potential foraging habitat
would result in a significant impact 10 the species. Based on this reversal, one must question
whether the applicant's counsel misled 1he Planning Commission regarding the treatment of the
patential significant impact.

The discussion in the MND tcludes the following statement:

“The riparian wondland at the project site could, however, provide suitable nesting
habitat for Cooper's hawk, and white-tailed kite, while the open grassland habital of
the project site could provide suitabie foraging habiwat {or these species, as well as
the Swainson’s hawk.”

in the responses to the appeal document authored by the applicant’s counsel, it is noted
that “the MND recognizes that the open grassland areas of the Project site could comprise
potential foraging habitat for raptor species, but did not conclude that the loss of such patential
habital would result in a significant impact teo the affected species. Ahsent a conclusion ol
significant impact, no mitigation for foraging habitat is required by CEQA. The appellant does
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not offer any factual support for a contrary conclusion beyond the analysis atready considered
by the P:anning Commission in the MND. The MND does recognize that site contains a high
potential for nesting habitat. Pre-construction surveys for raptor species during the resting
season are identified as mitigation in the MND. (See Mitigation Measure MMIV-6.)"

The language utilized in the MND to portray potential impacts to nesting habitat and
feraging habitat was identical in the sense that both nesling habitat and foraging nabitat
discussions were characterized with the language . could provide suitabie (nestingforaging)
habitat...” and thus there is no distinction of the site having a "high” potential for nesiing habitat
as implied in the responses ta the appesi language guoted above. In other words, the MND
acknowledges the project sife as having equal potential for both foraging and nesting values
ang did not distinguish foraging impacts or nesting impacts as having a bigher or lesser
potential than the other. Yet when the MND was drafted, the document’s author took the nesting
habitat discussion and established it as a poiential impact of the project by correctly and
specifically addressing the nesting habitat impact with a mitigation measure calling for pre-
consiruction raptor surveys. However, such was nct done with the potential impact on feraging
habital, despite the MND's discussion giving equal weight and importance to both loss of
foraging and nesting habitat. The responses to appeal document notes that factual support was
not grven for a contrary conclusion beyond the analysis already considered by the Planning
Commission in the MND and that absent a conclusion of significant impact, no mitigation for
foraging habitat is required by CEQA. Again, the applicant's counsel is providing misleading
information on this aspect of the MND—the faciual suppoit is coniained in the MND itself as
identified previously in comment letters on the MND, in the appeal submittals, and as discussed
ahbove (the MND iteslf, citing from a qualified biclogist's report, identifies the site as potertial
toraging haiiiat). The burden in this case 15 on Placer County, as the lead ageonoy, 1o identify
potential impacts of the projest (or not) and to identify mitigation for those potential impacts
based on the discussions in the MND. Because the language in the MND noles that the project
site could represent suitable foraging habitat, Placer County should have reached a conclusion
regarding the project’s potential impact on foraging hahitat by either identifying appropriate
mitigation for the impact {as was done with the nasting habitat concern), or by dismissing the
impact altogether with supporting evidence-the statements used in the MND did nof “close the
loep” on that issue as it should have,

'n summary, the identical language was used 'n the MND to discuss the project site’s
potential as foraging habitat and nesting habitat, yet only the nesting habitat discussion was
recognized as an impact requiring mitigation {even though the impact is never distinguished
beyond the general discussion of "could provide suitable nesting or foraging habitat” and is not
specifically identilied as a significant impact in the MND, although one must assume that the
County determined such to be a significant impact because mitigation measures are identified).
Because the County {ailed to completely discuss and summarily dismissed the noted potential
for an impact on faraging habitat, this potential impact of the project has not been properly
addressed.

Noise

The revised Project description included discussion of the Project’s anticipated ancillary
activities including evening services. The discussion of the Project’s potential noise impacts
reties heavily on a hoise stucy that was conducted fur the Project. The MND notes that the
nipise study concluded that "The parking lot levels would comply with the County's 55 db leg
daytims exterior noise standard.” It is without a doubt that Placer County also has a aighltime
extecior noise standard, however, there is no conclusion, and presumabkly no analysis
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conducted for which to base a conclusion on, regarding the Project’s parking lot noise levels
during the nighfiime, Absent a specific cenclusion ragarding the Froject's parking 1ot noise
lsvels compliance {or not) with the County’s nighttime exterior noise level standard, the
statement in the MND (and retterated in the responses to appeal document) noting that the
Project will comply with all adopted County noise standards is not supported with faciual

evidence from the noise study. It appears as though the neise study did not assess parking lot
noise 'eyeals at night gs it should have.

The responses to appeal document reésponds to this concern by roting that all potential
impacts have been identified and analyzed, including future sports activities. This reply does
not address the issue of concern which is nighttime parking ot noise levels and wihether or not
such noise levels will comply with the County’s nighttime exterior noise standard.

CE hitial Stud
Section 18369.5 of the CEQA Guidelines definags g "mitigated negative declaration” as:

“Mitigated negative declaralion” means a negative declagition prepared for a
project when the initial study has identified poteniially significant effects on the
enyironment, bul (1) revisions i the project plans or proposals made by, or agreed
to by, the applicani before the proposed nepative declaration and initial study are
released for public review would avoid the effects or miligate the effects toa paint
whuere clearly no significant ci’fﬁc[ on the envirenment would ocour, and (2) there
i3 no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency

that the project, as revised, may have a significant eftect on ihe eovironment.

Therefore, only where the effects of a proiect do not have a significant effect on the
environment, or where thoge effects are sufficiently mitigated so that there is no significant
effect on the environment, may an MND be adopted and avoid the need for the preparation of
an EIR. That is hot the case here—traffic effects were not properly evaluated, project lighting in
this rural area was not properly addressed, foraging and nesting grounds of raptors was not
properly identified or evaluated, protection of the historica! resources on the subject properly
were not adequately addressed, and the cumulative impacts of this project and planned
subsequent phases of this project were neither disciosed nor addressed. Thus, the MND i3
invalid and the County sheculd reguire the preparation of a full EIR prior to permitting this project.

Greenhouse Gases

The appeal letter and the responses t¢ appeal document both note that the Governor’s
Ofiice of Planning and Research Technical Advisory recomimends that greenhouse gas
analyses utilize an approach that includes identifying ard guantifying the project’s greenhouse
gas emissiong, i is important to note that the Technical Advisory states."Lead agencies should
make a good faitn effort, based on available information, o calculate, model, or estimate the
amoun: of COZ and other GHG emissions from a project, including the emissions associated

- with vehicular traffic, enargy consumption, water usage and consiruction activities, (Technica!l
Advisory, page 5, emphasis added.}

It should also be noted that on August 26, 2008, prict to the public release of the St
Joseph MND, the County’s own Placer County Air Pollution Control District hosted a Climate
Change/GHG and Land Use Waorkshop to assist planners, decision makers and others involved

g
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in analyzing ciimate change refaling to land use profects. As a part of this workshop, attendees
were instrucied that greenhouse gas emissions analyses should gquantify a project's GHG
emissions {o the degree possible and take into account a project’s direct and indirect emissions,
The workshop identified indirect emissions from ¢perational sources incluges sources such as
electricity and fuel use for power and heating, water supoly/waste water treatment, and waste
{landfill emissions).

A point of dispute that has been rajsed is that the analysig within the MND did not
completely identify and quantify the Project’'s greenhouse gas emissions. The responses (o
appeal docurment note that an air quality emissions program, URBEMIS- 2007, Version 3.2.4,
was used to calculate the CO2 emissions that would be generated by the proposed project. The
responses to appeal document ga on to discuss how the project's CO2 emission for vehicle
trips are estimated using a conservative approach, but the discussion importantly neglects to
discuss the fack of any analysis and eslimation from the Project's energy consumgtion and
water usage, as suggested in the QPR Technical Advisory and by the County’s own Air
Pofutton Contrel District. 5o while the responses to appeal document cite the OFR Technical
Advisory as guidance on the analysis of greenhouse gas emissions, the response fails to
acknowledge that the analysis conducted for the Project does not completely follow the OPR
guidance nor Placer County's cwn guidance by not completely estimating or guantifying the
project’'s complete greenhouse gas emissions.

Parking Lot Lighting

The discussion of parking lot lighting at the Planning Commission hearing was madc in
the gcontext of concerns that the Prgject’s parking lot lights may cause impacts to the dark "night
sky” that is afforded to residants in the Project area. The Project representative appeared to
understand the concern that was eing expressed and offered to install parking lot timers, and
uftimately the Pianning Commission agreed to apply a condition to the Project that would
require parking lot timers, again in the context of concemns regarding impacts to the "night sky."
[t would not appear unreasonable, considering the applicant's prior indication of willingness, to
have the parking lot imers also furn the parking fot lights off after a ¢centain hour in the evening.
However, Mr. Kemper's response to appeals document notes that the intended purpose of the
timers is to turn the lights off al sunrise, but this was not mentioned at the Planning Commission
hearing and does not address the ultimate concern expressed by ared residents, [f the need {o
maintain parking lot lighting oh overnight is, in fact, a securlty concern, then why not havea the
Project site gated so as to prevent unwelcome visitors and allow the parking lcts to be tumed aff
at night? This appears to be a reasonable request and the cost of gating the site should not be
significant, particularly in consideration of the energy savings that can be realized by not having
the parking lot lights on all night. Although the applicants agreed to put timers on the lights, the
Planning Commission did not impose any condition whatseever with regard to the hours of
operalion of the projects lights. Thus, the lighting impact has not been mitigated in any
definitive way.

During the Ptanning Commission's meeting on the Project's applicat.on for an MUFP, the
issue of the Project's lighting on night sky was raised. At that time, the applicant proposed that
timers would be installed and, after some light-hgarted discussion, the Commission required
timers presumably to address the issue of the lighting impact on this rural area's night sky. Mr,
Kemper, however, states that is not the infended purpose of the timers which, he asserts, arz a
conservation measure whose purpose is turn the lights off during daylight hours. If that s the
case, there has basn no mitigation whatscever for the potentially significant impact on the night
sky of the Project's lighting.

10
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In the interest of good gevernment and good public policy, the Placer County Beard of
Supervisars should treat the 5t Joseph Marello Church Project just as the County has dealt
with other large church projects in the County and require the preparation of an EIR. This is
especially true in this case because, unlike the ather church projects which were sited in
primarily suburban areas, the St. Joseph Marslo project is situated in a rural area and will imake
an-even greater environmental change to the area.

VIR,

" Gary Gaugler, Ph.D.
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& Planning- -
Re: 5t Joseph Marello Church project

Cas h' i
e Y

Dear Board Members:

This project is not appropriate for the location. It is clearly a commercial operation being
created in the midst of an agricultural setting. It will increase the traffic load and carbon
emissions on an already heavily twraveled road, The stretch of road hetween King Road
and the intersection with Diouglas is already a slaughter alley for wildlife (18 raccoons
and 52 squirrels on the stretch between Lakeview Hills and the fire station in one year
alone). Worse, it will severely impact the forage habital utilized by a raptor or its
progeny which I have observed for the past 35 years of my residence in the area.

In resignation to the inevitability of the outcome and for fear of offending neighbors who
support their religious institution many people bave expressed to me their opposition to
thig project altogether but choose not to express their opinion publically. [ too run this
risk; however, | believe that your awareness of this opposition is needed.

I wouli like to urge the county and properly owner to seek a more creative solution to
their need. For example selling their development rights to a conservation group and use
the proceeds to acguire land in a commercially zoned location.

One must inquire: when does an aceurnulation of “negative declarations” hecome an
aclual fact of a negative impact on the environment, the safety of others, air quality,
ambient noise, view shed, carbon sequestration, etc. Clearly this project is going to have
a negalive impact upen all of the above,

Y%WZO/C

Steve Bar
8035 So. Lake Circle
Granile Bay, CA 95746

BOARD OF ‘}UPI—HVLSOR":
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& bt N Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Council
SN
Virg Anderson, Chairman h
N RESULTS OF PUBLIC MEETING
DATE: September 11, 2009
TO! Planning Department
FROM: Virg Andarson, Chairman, Granite Bay MAC

SUBJECT:  GB MAC Action liem - $1. Joseph Marello Church

Al the September 2, 2008 meeting of the Granite Bay MAC, six of the saven MAC members were prasent
to consider the following proposal:

st Joseph Marelle Church is requesting approval of Minor Use Permit (MUP} o develop a "house of worship”
facility on a 12 8-acre site. This Catholic Church preoposes te construct a new parish that is intended to serve the
immediate community of Granite Bay. The proposed house of warship would be developed in two phases. Phase
| would include a 14,350 square foot, one story, mulli-purpose building with 240 parking stalls provided onsite and
playtields. Phase |l would include a 25,000 square foot, one story, chureh building 9800 seats) with a total of 412
parking stalls and 1,950 square foot addition 1o the multi-purpose building for a total of 16,300".

The motion was made to approve as submitted, subject to:
{a} Compliance with current architectural renderings, and
{b) Requirement that any changes to said renderings be reported to the MAC

5 in favor
{ opposed
2 abzent

Respecifully submilied,

&T_—J ; T ————
Virg Anderson
Chatrman — GBMAC

Attacheched:
Approved Minutes of Sept. 2, 2008 G8 MAC Meating

DISTRIBLUTION:
- Supervisor Uhter
Brian Jagger



GRANITE BAY MUNICIPAL ADVISQRY COUNCIL
APPROVED MEETING MINUTES FOR
WEDNESDAY, September 2, 2009
Lureka Union School District Office, 5455 Eureka Road, Granite Bay

Call to Order 6:03 I'M
Pledge of Allegiance
Introduction of MAC Members

A, MAC members present were Virgil Anderson (Chair), Eric 1. Teed-Bose,
Eric Sanchex {Vice-Chair), Dr. Gloria Freeman, David Gravlin, and
Sohn Thacker (Secretary}.

B. Also present were Supervisor Kitk Ubler, and Fourth District Director
Brian Jagger.

Approval of September 2, 2009 MAC Agend#

A motion was made (and seconded} to approve the September 2, 2009 Agenda.
The motion passed (3-0).

. Approval of Minutes: June 3, 2009
A motion was made (and scconded) to approve the Aupust 5, 2009 Minutes, The
* motion pagsed (5-0).

Public Safety Reporl

Bob Richardson of the South Placer F.D. reported that this summer’s boating

season was a good one from a safety standpoint. There was “only" one drowning.

Officer David Martinez of the CUHP offered that enforcement will be active this
Labor Day weekend. He reported that there are a number of newer officers in
Piacer County who are very aggressive. Ile also noted that the Newcastle office
has a new cormmander (Bill Donovan), and is now up to L00% staffing.

Officer Martinez teported that there has been one {atality in Granite Bay so far
this year, which occurred on Auburn-Folsom road near Dick Cock read. On a
brighter note, he also reported that Placer County s very good with respect to seat
belt comphiance. However, in unincorpurated aress where people are near to
horne, compliance is not so good. Therefore, during the period Sept. 12 — 20 the
CHP will be heightening enforcement in this area. There was also a discussion
coneerning texting. He nored that it is hard to catch people doing this, 23 ¢pposed
to iflegal cell phone use. Moreaver, some judges require 2 great deal of proof
before they will convict on a texting charge.

A long time resident called attention to the problem of pedestrian ralfic after the

school day near Granite Bay High School. Specifically, GBHS students will walk
endlessly across East Roseville Parkway without a care about traffic,

Finally, Officer Marttinez noted that in appesaring befofe the Granite By MAC, he
is replacing Officer Braga, who 13 stepping down as Fublic Information Officer,
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GRANITE BAY MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
APPROVED MEETING MINUTES FOR
WEDNESDAY, September 2, 2009
Eureka Unjon School District Office, 3435 Eureka Road, Granite Bay

Public Comment

A long-time resident inquired conceming the status of the Enclave project, and
also. what happens with respect to any zoning change if the owner sells the
property thereafier, E.J. Uvaldi responded 1o these queries by noting first that as
of vet, the Enclave has not bean scheduled to be heard before the Board of
Supervisors; and second, that any zoning change “runs with the land™ such that a
new owner would realize all benefits and burdens of the change; therefore, any
conditions appertaining to the zoning change would continue to apply.

Another long-time residenl inquired whether a traffic study in area of the
intersection of Douglas Blvd. and Berg Street is being conducted, A Public Works
representative responded thal what she observed is probzbly a routine traffic
count, not a fonmal study, which was conducted in that area about a year age. The
resident noted her concern that any count aceount for certain aberrational pattemns
which occur in the area.

Another resident thanked Chairman Anderson for atiending the recent Planning
Commission meeting relative to the Enclave project. He glso inquired concering
the status of the Community Plan update,

Another resident expressed concern about water wastage at both businesses and
residences. He has observed continuous sireams of water going down the drain,
which he finds appalling. He hopes something can be done about this. In this
regard, another citizen noted that the San Juan Water CEO is great at responding
to inquiries of this nature, '

Superviger’s Report

Ne report. Responding 0 an inguiry from Mr. Sanchez, Mr. Uhler noted that he is
ettempting to schedule Roger Nielle to address the MAC. Responding 10 a citizen
inquiry, Mr. Uhler noted in regard to the Enclave project thal the applicant has
filed an appeal of the Planning Commission’s recemumendation to the Board of
Supervisors.

MAC Commitéee Reports
None

Action [{ems:

Si. Joseph Marello Church: St. Jeseph Marello Church is requesting approva! of
a Minor Use Permit (MUP} 10 develop a "housc of worship” facility on a 12.8-
scre site. Public Works notes that the description of the project which appears in
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GRANITE BAY MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
APPROVED MEETING MINUTES FOR
WEDNESDAY, September 2, 2009
Eurcka Union School District Office, 5455 Eureka Road, Granite Bay

the agenda ig accurate. The initial study has been completed, and the review
period closes Sepiember 25, A copy of the mitigated negative declaration can be
found at the Granite Bay Library. This project will go before the zoning
administrator for approval due¢ to the re.queqt for an MUP, but is before the MAC
for action nonetheless.

Dave Cook, on behall of the applicant, advises that they are looking forward to
breaking ground on the project in 2010. The most significant change from cartier
renditions is the removal of the school component due to traffic concerns. This is
subject to change based on changing demographics and market conditions,
however adding a school in the future would entail a new petmitling process.
Alsa, there will be an emergency signzl only at the fire station.

" With regard to the construction, the structures will be in (he California Mission
style. Phase I construction will {eature a setback of approximately 100 fect [rom
Aubum-Folsom Road, while the setback for Phase 11 will be approximately 270
feet. The old house on the comer of will remain for the time being, subject to
cfforts to move it, They hope to complete Phase I construction in Spring '11.
Phase II construction will not begin until all debt on Phase 1 is extinguished, thus
the applicant estimates Phase II construction will likely not begin for
approximately ten years.

Addressing concerns about ingress/epress, Mr. Cook noted that Public Works has
approved the plans re same, end also noted that a deceleration lane is to be added
where the old house in Aubun-Folsom south of the Fire Station is to be removed.

One resident registered concem about the "substanlial widening" necessary for the
deceleration lane, Mr. Cook responded that there will only be a slight taper south
of the property line, which is approximately 1000 north of Shelbourne.

Ancther resident inquired whether any zoning issues should be addressed by the
Comumunity Plan vpdate. Mr. Cook stated that no zoning change i5 required,
therefore this project is not relevant to the update process. Mr, Tvaldi cenfirmed
this, noting that the need for a MUP is not a zoning issus,

A long-time resident inquired concerning any widening of Cavitt-Stallman road,
Mr, Cock rcsponded that only minimal widening will be required, and in any
zvenl the presence of the “historic structure™ at the comer of Cavitt-Stallman and
Laird precludes substantial widening. Moreover, the County desires to maintain
the rural appearance of the area.

Mt. Teed-Bose made a Motion to approve this item, conditional upon compliance
with current architeciural renderings, such that any deviatton {rom same requires
applicant to update the MAC. The Metion was seconded, and passed by a 3-0 10l
call vote, with MAC members Pelcarski and Habashi not voting,
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GRANITE BAY MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
APPROVED MEETING MINUTES FOR
WEDNESDAY, September 2, 2009
Pureka Union Schoel Disuict Office, 5455 Eureka Road, Granite Bay

Informational Non-Action Iiems
A. Auburo-Folsom Widening Update

Sherri Berexa of the Placer County Department of Public Works presented
concerning the current stats of the Auburn-Folsom widening project, Ms. Berexa
reports that with cespect to the South Phase, the road work is complete; however,
landseaping will comtinue over the next two years, though this will not
meaningfully affect waffie flow. Unforrunately, vandalism, specifically theft of
plants, has become a serious issue. Thus Ms, Berexa seeks input regarding the
degree to which DPW should replace stolen plants, since this cost is borne by the
Granite Bay road landscape budget, and these plants are not prescribed mitigation,
and are not visible from Aubum-Folsom &s they are plamied slong the nearby
trails.

One resldent suggested thet DPW simply hali planting for 2 period sufficiently

lengthy such that the thieves wili become discouraged, before planting anew.

Chairrnan Anderson agreed that this approach makes sense.

The Middle Phase is now set to commence, however no work is likely until
Spring, 2010, due {o delays in obtaining “stimulus™ money from Cal Trans. In this
regard, Me. Sanchez noted that in his experience, reporting rules regarding
“stimulus" money are “ncbulous”. This raises the concern that potential grants of
“stimujus” funds may be invelidated if Cal Trang does not properly comply with
said reporting requirements. Thercfore, DPW should be cautious about advancing
county funds for the project in anticipation that they will be reimbursed from
“stimulus’ funds via Cal Trans,

Ms. Berexa was asked whether it would make more sense to combine the Middle
and North Phases 3o that this work would be done at the same time and minimize
traffic disuption. She agreed this would be 2 good idea, however the Norh Phase
is not “'shove] ready™ due to right-of-way issucs in the arca. The North Phase area
consists of the area from Eoreka Road and Douglas Boulevard.

B. Update on the Granite Bay Community Plan Review

EJ. Tvaldi presented for the Planning Department regarding policy change
requests, and provided a comprehepsivé summary thereof, as follows, There were
75 requests for specific policy changes. These fcll into three categories: Criteria;
Land Use; and Public Facilities. Criteria issues addressed include sewer water
impact, public service impact, traffic impact, land use compatibility, consideration

. of environmental consiraints, existence of community benefit, and build-out

linitations, Additionally, there were requests regarding holding capacity, re-
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GRANITE BAY MUNICIPAY. ADVISORY COUNCIL
AFPROVED MEETING MINUTES FOR
WEDNESDAY, September 2, 2009
Eureka Union School District Office, 5455 Eureka Road, Granite Bay

evaluation of kousing needs, and suitability for retirees, Mr, Ivaldi also reminded
that criteria issues will be an appropriate subject of discussion at the Community
Meeting to be held on an as-yet undetermined date in cither Octaber or
Novembet,

With regard to land use, requests for policy changes included specific disallowing
of spot zoning; a revisiting of assumptions regarding agricultural uses; and a
request that CCR&S should not be allowed to prohibit animal raising such as is
allowed pursuant to existing zoning. Other requests included a provision to
preserve the nural-residential atmosphere; incentives o revitalize the area of the
intersection of Sierra Collepe and Douglas Boulevards; limitation of commercial
uses on Douglas Blvd; provision to use professional offices as a buffer between
commercial and residential areas; to discourape large churches; to maintain the
300" sethack along Douglas Blvd,

Policy change requests regarding land use also included a request to re-visit
signage regulations, and to establish a sign review commitice; to provide for
preservation of historic siructures and to maintain Oranite Bay's traditional
charaeter; also to Jimit senior housing to a single story; to require a 2500 sguare
foot minimum for residences; to limit two-story commercial buildings; and to
limir community gates.

With respect to natural resources, suggestions included the institution of a new
landscape ordinance; provision to protect open space and habitat; to limit water
runoff and protect watersheds; and to require that creek comridors be in open
speces, not onfthrough private lots. There were also requests, both pre and con,
concerning open butning,

Wish respect to public facilities, requests included: that a plan for Eureka School
be devised; thet a map depicting treil connections be developed: that existing
power lines be moved underground; that street lighting be placed on Douglas
Blvd. east of Aubum-Folsom Rozd; and that a review of sewer and septic systems
be undertaken. Regarding wransportation, requests included provision to
discourage pass through traffic; (0 increase availability of public transportation; to
develop safe routes to and from schools: to extend light rail; to prehibit overnight
parking on public streets; and to include more landscape medians, ' )

MAC member comments included the following. Mr. Sanchez expressed concern
about sewer capacity, as discussed at last month’s meeting. Mr. Jagger will try to
arrange for a representative from facilities services o present at next month's
meeting,

Mr. Teed-Bose asked for a review of the next steps. Mr. Tvaldi noted first that
Planning is going to be locking for input from community as to all of the above
requests, primarily through the community meeting process. In the mean time,
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GRANITE BAY MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
APPROVED MEETING MINUTES FOR
. WEDNESDAY, September 2, 2009
Eureka Union Scheol District Office, 5455 Eurcka Road, Granite Bay

staff is gathering information and updating outdated information. Alsa, thete will
be a document addressing the environmenlal ramifications of the community plan
update, which Mr. lvaldi does not believe will be complete until late 2009 or carly
2010. Mr. Teed-Bose also expressed concern abou! issues regarding cﬂmphancc
wilh state standards relative to the CP update process.

M. Gravlin inquired as to the process once Plarming has developed opinions
regarding matters subject to the update process. Mr. Teed-Bose suggests that the

MAC be provided information on "filters" by which Planning rejects requests

based on practicability.

Mr. Jagger offered a summary of the update process. Firsi, Mr. Ivaldi will be
present at the October MAC meeting to provide an additional update. Next, there
will be a community meeting at which criteria, policy, and land use change
mequests will be addressed. Everyone presemt will have an opportunily to
comment. Then, at a second community meeling, Planning will present their
initial draft of an update. The community wiil then have an opportunity to provide
additional feedback. Next, there will be at leas! two more presentations from
Planning to the MAC, after which the MAC will vote on the Department's
recommendations. Note that the MAC, when voting, will be able to accept, reicct,
modify, or strike specilic recommendations. Then, the Planning Conumission will
make recomrnendations to the Supervisors. At this point, the updated Community
Plan will proceed to the Board of Supervisors for vole.

During the community comment portion of the discussion, a Jong-time Treelake
Village resident submitted that policy matters should be dealt with first, then Land
Use, in contrast to Mr. Ivaldi’s representation that both Policy and Land Use
would be dealt with coacurrently. This resident would also like statistics relative
to various types of housing to eid in determining how to get from where we are
now 16 where we decide we want (o go.

Another long-time resident advocated lowering the population limit. However,
she expressed curiesity about whether this could be done, since it might require
down zoning of Iarge tracts. She also stated that in non-sewer areas, requests for
splits shguld be accompanied by a positive percolation test.

Ancther long-time resident expressed a desire to address Policy changes before
Land Use. et another long-time resident repeated that wish, then advocated in
favor of retaining the current plan

One resident advocated for smaller houses and fewer pools,

A long-rime resident expressed concern about being prepared for the community
mecting with intelligent questions, Mr., Ivaldi responded that concerned citizens
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GRANITE BAY MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
APPROVED MEETING MINUTES FOR
WEDNESDAY, September 2, 2009
Eureka Union School District Office, 5455 Eureka Road, Granite Bay

should prepare guestions relutive to criteria, pelicy and land use changes. The
Planning Department will be happy 1o respond.

Another tesident cxpressed concem about hew much the update process is
costing. Mr. Ivaldi addressed this by noting that the pracess is funded through the
current information gathering stage. Beyond that stape and the curvent fiscal year,
he would decline 1o speculate as to additional costs and funding sources, though
of course this depends partially upen what the state ends up contributing,

At this time there was discussion conceming the issue of percolation tests and lot
splits. Mr. Ivaldi noted that depending upon the request, there may be a conditfon
because of CEQA, Supervisor Uhler clarified further as follows: a down-zone,
from, for exampie, 4.6 acres 10 2.3 does not resolt in two buildable parcels. By
itself, this results on 1wo parcels, one of which ¢can be built upon, and one which
must be tested, As a practical matter, however, the Zoning Administrator is not
going to approve a split if a pere test has not been satisfactorily completed. The
property cwner must perform and pay for the test, as the cost of pmject specific
requests are generally borne by the applicant,

Reparding two other questions which arose earlier, Mr. Ivaldi noted that lie can
provide information relative to the curremt composilion of the various residential
Lypes within the Community Plan area, Additionally, Mr. Ivaldi ackrowledged the
preference of meny residents, as well as Chairman Anderson, the policy change
tssues be addressed before and independent of land use change issues.

Finally, Community Meeting notification will be provided w/by {a) anyone who
submitted requests by the June 30 deadline; {b) anyone who attended the first one
community meeting; (¢) notice on county web site; and (d) the county mail list.
Correspondence — Found on Table at the rear of the room.

Next Meéting: GB MAC October 7, 2009 @ 7:00 p.m.

Adjournment —= 7:56 p.m.
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County of Placer

GRANITE BAY MUNICIPAL ADVISORY COUNCIL
P. O. Box 2451, Granite Bay, CA 95746-2451
County Contact; Brian Jagger, District Director {216) 787-8950

Meeting Date and Time:  Janunary 6, 2010 @ 7:00 p.m.
Meeting lL.ocation: Eureka Union School District Office
- 5455 Eureka Read, Granite Bay, California

1, Call to Order

p Pledge of Alleglance

3.  Introduction of MAC Members

4, Approval of Agenda

5. Approval of Minutes from December 2, 2009

6. Public Comment
© Any member of the public may address the Municipal Advisory Council on any
matter that is NOT listed on the agenda. Comments may be limited 1o three (3)
minutes per person at the discretion of the chairman.

7. Supervisor Uhler’s Report.

8. MAC Committee Reports
No Commiltee Reports

9. loformational Non-Action Items
A, State Budgel and Legislative Update
State Assemblyman Roger Niello will provide an update on the state budget as
well as other important legislative issues. He we also be available to answer
questions from residents.

10.  Action Items
A,  MAC Chairmanship and Vice-Chair Assignments
The MAC will nominate ar.d approve a new Chairman and Vice-Chair for the
2010 year. '

Piacer County is committed (o ensuring that persons with disabilities are provided
the resources to participate fully in public meetings, If you require disability-
related modifications or accommodations, including swxiliary aid or services, please
contact the Board of Supervisors' office at (530) 889-4010,
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B. Zoning Text Amendment (PZTA T2009040); - Fowl and
Poultry.

Fewl and Poultry. The MAC is being asked to provide input on the proposed
revisions 1o the Fowl and Poultry section of the Zoning Ordinance to allow for the
keeping of up to three chicken hens in the Residential Single-Family (RS) zone
district. The proposed wording is as follows “: In the Residential Single-Family
(RS} zone district, the keeping of no more than three {3) chicken hens is
permitted, subject to the approval of an Administrative Review Permit. The
kceping of roosters, guinea hens, peacock hens, or other cxotic hens, is prohibited.
Chicken hens shall be confined to the subject property and shall not be allowed
off-site, Residential Single-Family uses located in the Tahoe Basin, the Squaw
Valley Land Use Plan area, as well as other adopted specific plans, are subject 1o
this provision.

C. Zoning Text Amendment (ZTA 20080448 Emergency Sheliers,
Transitional and Supportive Housing)

The MAC is being asked to provide input on revisions to the Placer County
Zoning Ordinance to bring the Ordinance into compliance with State housing law
for emergency shelters, transitional, and supportive housing. The proposed
armnendments will establish definitions for Emergency Shelters, Transitionai
Housing, and Supportive Housing as well as identify appropriate zoning
designations where these uses wilt be allowed. (On Oct 8, 2008 the Planning

- Commission unanimously approved a motion to continue the proposed

amendments to allow for additional input from interested parties as well as the
MACs). Staff (o discuss with intcrested parties concemns brought up at hearing
including expanding proposed vses inte addilicnal zoning designations, In
addition, staff was directed to change proposed temporary residential shelter
designation into emergency shelter in order to be consistent with State's
terminology. Presenter, Jennifer Dzakowic, Senior Planner, Placer Co. Planning
Dept.

Correspondence ~ Found on Table at the rear of the room.

Next Meeting: GB MAC February 3, 2010 @ 7:00 p.m.

Subcommittes mewtings: (Held at the Eureka Union School District Office)
Parks and Recreation Committee @ TBA

Public Safety Mecting Committes @ TBA

Adjournment

FPlacer County is commitled to ensuring that persons with disabilities are provided
the resources to participate fully in public meetings. I you redqulre disabflity-
" related maodifications or accommodations, including anxiliary aid or services, please
contact the Board of Swpervisors® office at (330) 389-4010,
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APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION’S
| APPROVAL OF A MINOR USE
PERMIT/MINOR BOUNDARY LINE
ADJUSTMENT (PMPA 20080493) ST. JOSEPH
MARELLO CHURCH REVISED MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION SUPERVISORIAL
DISTRICT 4 (UHLER)

Placer County Board of Supervisors

March 2, 2010
10:00 AM

Correspondence Received

Rev 2/25M10
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FROM @ SANDY FHOMNE MNO. @ 731 P47 FEH. A3 Z@1i3 11:43A4 P1

Cranite Bay Community Association

P.0. BOX 2704 % GRANITE BAY, CALIFORNIA 95746 % (316) 791.7827

LANDRA HARRIS RECENEﬁ
s Coordimetor FEB 63 2018
CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISOAS

February 3, 2010

Board of Supervisors
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603

Re: St Joseph Marello Parish - Appeal of Planning Commission’s Approval
February 9, 2010 ~ 9:00 a.m.

Honorable Supervisors:

This project was prescnted to Granite Bay MAC as an information item and then in
September as an action item. There was po negative mput from the MAC audience or the
MAC and the request for approval was unanimously supported by MAC, Apphcant’s
representative also preseated the item at 2 Board of Directors meeting of the South Placer
Firc District and worked with that eatity to solve some of the fire department’s concems.

The applicant kas been sensitive 10 the area where the chwreh will be located and the

Urantie Bay Community Plan. The project has been downsized and the school eliminated, |
and these revisions have made it a project that the Granite Bay Community Association
CaD support.

Please support the Planning Commissions™ approval of this Minor Llse Permit/Minor
Boundary Line Adjustment for St. Joseph Marello Church and Revised Mitigated
Negative Declaation.

Very truly vours,

Granite Bay Community Aszociation

A



Dr Gary Gaugler
7670 Twin Rocks Rd

Granite Bay, CA 85746 U.SA
Phone 816.791.81% fax 916.791.8188
Internet: gary@gaugler.com

19 Feb 2010
Placer County Board of Supervisors
Re: Eratta—Appeal related to St Joseph Marello Church

Crata to Apellant’s matenal, botom of page 7, last paragraph. Change appeliant fo applicant as shown
below i ifalics:

In the responses to the appeal document authored by the applicant's counsel, it i noted that
"the MND recognizes that the open grassland areas of the Project site could comprise potential
foraging habitat for raptor specles, but did not conclude that the loss of such potential habitat
would result in a significant impact to the affected species. Absent a conclusion of significant
ampact, no mitigation for foraging habitat is required by CEQA. The applicant does

VIR,
.fﬁ'i _—-"-—-’Q
| W ooz 22s ‘/,f’_t_L__._._
Gary Gaugler, Ph.D. ._,E: :Ja' el Superdsors - RECEIVED
¥ Loty Exacutive C'fm;:{- _ ;
]__"‘j-._l.. qUﬂW'.{‘aunﬁﬂf *-EB 25 zﬂ}n
! Wike Boyte CLEAK OF THE
& Plannimgany T ¢ BOARD OF SUPERVISURS

At



Dr. Gary Gaugler
7870 Twin Rocks Rd

Granite Bay, CA 95748 U.S.A.
Phone 916.791.8191 fax 916.791.81886
Internel: gary@ganglercom

19 Feb 2010
Placer County Board of Supervisors
Re: Eratta—Appeal related to St. Joseph Marello Church

Eratia to Apellaat’s material, bottom of page 7, last paragraph. Change appellant to appiicant as shown
beluw in nalies:

In ihe responses to the appeal document authored by the applicant’s counsel, it is noted that
“the MND recognizes that the open grassland areas of the Project site could comprise potential
foraging hahitat for raptor species, but did not conclude that the loss of such potential habitat
would result in a significant impact to the affected species. Absent a conclusion of significant
impact, no mitigation for foraging habitat is required by CEQA. The appficant does

VIR,
. "F
."J! --'K I . )

WATE 27 / )

‘ TS Boar of Supervisers - 5

Gary Gaugler, Ph.D. oAl Supervisors - 5 RECEIVED
Ly Lhuniy Bxacutive Dffice :
Tl Sounty Counsel FEB 25 2010
1) Mike Broyte CLERK OF THE

The Planning¥ i Seva BOARD OF SUPERVIBORS
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