County of Placer
Planning Department

BOARD SUBMITTAL COVER SHEET

TO: Board of Supervisors
DATE: August 2, 2006

N
FROM: Michael Johnson, Planning Directo

SUMMARY: The applicant, Lindi Cano, is progpsing to rezone the western 1.47 acres of her
4 67-acre property located at 3871 Peach Drive in the Loomis Basin area {Assessor’s Parcel
Number 037-103-024) From R-A-B-100 (Residential Agriculture with a minimum building site of
100,000 square feet to RS-AG-B-20 (Residential Single Family combining Agriculture with a
minimum building site of 20,000 square feet). The rezoning could aliow for a Minor Land Division
to create up to a maximum of four parcels.

CEQA COMPLIANCE: A Mitigated Negative Declaration (PREA 20051177} has been prepared
and finalized pursuant to CEQA for this project. The Mitigated Negative Declaration 1s attached and
must be found adequate to satisfy the requirements of CEQA by the decision-making body if it chooses
to approve the project.

FISCAL IMPACT: None

RECOMMENDATION: Consistent with the recommendation founded by the Planming Commussion,
staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors deny the requested Rezoning.
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MEMORANDUM

County of Placer
Planning Department
TO: Honorable Board of Supenasors
FROM: Michael Johnson, Planning Director

DATE: August 2, 2006

SUBJECT: CANO REZONING (PREA 20051177)

BACKGROUND

The applicant, Lindi Cano, is requesting a rezoning of property which is 4.67 acres in size and 1s
developed with an existing residence, agricultural buildings, stables and storage areas. The
applicant previously submitted a Variance to the minimum lot size to allow the creation of parcels
of 0.86 acres (37,461 square feet) and 1.17 acres (50,905 square feet) in size, where 100,000
square feet is the minimum parcel size allowed by the zoning.

On October 6, 2005, the Zoning Administrator took action te deny the requested Variance 1o
minimum 1ot size based on the finding that no special circumstances existed that would warrant
the granting of the requested Variance. Subsequently, the applicant appealed the Zoning
Administrator’s decision to the Planning Commission. On December 8, 20035, the Planning
Commission upheld the Zoring Administrator’s decision, finding that no special circumstances
existed.

On May 11, 2006 the applicant {Lindi Cano) made application to rezone the western 1.47-acres
from Residential Agriculture with a minimum building site of 100,000 square feet (RA-B-100) to
Residential Single Family combining Agniculture with a minimum building site of 20,000 square
feet (RS-AG-B-20). On June 22, 2006, the Planning Commission considered the proposed Cano
Rezoning. At the hearing, an adjoining neighbor spoke against the project. His concern was that
if the project was approved, it would result in the creation of parcels which are not consistent
with the surrounding neighborhood.
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After staff presentations, testimony from the applicant’s representatives and public testimony and
discussion, the Planning Commission agreed with Staff's recommendation and unanimously (6-¢)
recommended to the Board of Supervisors that the rezoning be denied.

APPLICANT'S PROPOSAL

The applicant, Lindi Cano, is proposing to rezone a portion of a 4.67 acre parcel located at 3871
Peach Drive in the Loomis Basin area {Assessor’s Parcel Number 037-103-024). The western
147 acres of the project site that is currently zoned Residential Agriculture with a minimum
building site of 100,000 square feet (RA-B-100) would be rezoned to Residential Single Family
combining Agriculture with a minimum building site of 20,000 square feet (RS-AG-B-20). The
proposed rezone request is conmsistent with the Herseshoe Bar Penryn Community Plan
designation of Low Density Residential, one unit per 0.4 -2.3 acres. The eastern 3.2 acre portion
of the parcel is designated Rural Residential, one unit per 2.3 -4.6 acres with a zomng designation
of Residential Agriculture with a minimum building site of 160,000 square feet (RA-B-100); this
portion of the project site is not proposed to be rezoned.

The rezoning could result in the opportunty o file a Minor Land Division request 10 create up to a
maximum of four parcels. Three of those parcels would be approximately 20,000 square feet and
located on the western porticn of the property. The fourth parcel would constituie the remaiung
eastern 3 2 acres. The proposed project would be served by public sewer and water.

The following are the issues pertinent to the requested rezoming:

Plan Consistency:

While the proposed rezoning does fall within the specified density range of the Horseshoe Bar
Penryn Community Plan, the current zoening of 100,000 square feet per unit falls within the lower
end of the density range that was applied to this entire area as the appropriate density for this rural
area. Additionally, one of the land use goals of the Horseshoe Bar Penryn Community Plan {Land
Use Goal 2 a. Page 15) 1s to “Preserve and maintain the rural character and quality of the plan
area”. The Planning Commission concluded the proposed rezoning to allow 20,000 square foot
parcels was not consistent with this goal and could be precedent setting.

Surrounding Parce! Sizes:

Although there are parcels within a one-half mile radius of the site that are approximately 20,000
square feet to one acre in area, there are many more parcels that comply with the current zoning
designation. In fact, to the south and east of the sit¢ are two parcels of 10.7 and 2.6 acres,
respectively, To the north 15 a six-acre parcel and a parcel of less than one acre. To the westis a
parcel of about one acre and one of 10 acres in size. Many of the parcels in the neighberhocd area
where the subject parcel is located tend to average one acre in size or greater.

Surrounding Zoning:

The Planning Commussion concluded the requested rezoning would result in spot zoning which is
not conducive t0 the orderly development of the Horseshoe Bar area, as the subject property is
completely surrounded by property zoned Residential Agriculture, combining a minimum building
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site of 100,000 square feet. The nearest zoning that would be consistent with the proposed
zoning of 20,000 square feet is approximately 05 miles to the east in the Lakeshore
Drive/Magelian Drive area.

CEQA COMPLIANCE.:

A Mitigated Negative Declaration (PREA 20051177) has been prepared and finalized pursuant to
CEQA for this project. The Mitigated Negative Declaration is attached and must be found adequate to
satisfy the requirements of CEQA by the decision-making body if it choeses to approve the project.
No action on the Mitigated Negative

Dectaration is needed if the Board denies the rezone request.

RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends that the Board of Supervisors follow the recommendation of the Planning
Commission and deny the requested Rezoning, subject to the attached findings.

FINDINGS:

REZONING:

1. The change in zoning from RA-B-100 (Residential Single Family combining a minimum
building site of 100,000 square feet) to RS-AG-B-20 (Residential Single Family combining
Agriculture with a2 minimum building site 20,000 square feet) would result in the
degradation of the rural character of Horseshoe Bar area which is not consistent with the
goals and policies of the Placer County General Plan or the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn
Community Plan.

2. The proposed zoning is not consistent with the existing lot sizes in the immediate
neighborhood surrounding the project site,

3. The proposed zoning would represent spot zoning and would be contrary 1o the orderly
development of the area
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EXHIBITS:
Exhibit 1- Vicinty Map
Exhibit 2 — Site Plan/Rezoning Exhibit
Exhibit 3 — Horseshoe Bar Penryn Land Use Map
Exhibit 4-Mitigated Negative Declaration

cC: Applicant

Rick Firi ~ Engineering and Surveying Division
Will Kirshman - Environmental Health Department
YuShuo Chang - Air Pollution Control Disinet
Vance Kimbrell - Parks Departiment

Christiana Darlington- County Counsel

Michael Johnsor - Planning Drrector

T:/pln/georpe/bos rep/Cano meme
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PLACER COUNTY
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT / RESCOURCE AGENCY

ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATION SERWCES

Gina Langford, Coordinatar = Lor Lawrende, Specialist = Maywan Krach, Assistant
11414 B Averue = fuburn * Callifornia 95603 = 5303-886-3000 = fax $30-B36-3003 & v placer.ca.gov/planning
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; NEGATIVE DECLARATION

b - -

] G S B, T T T COW I TEY

Inn accordance with Placer County ardinances regarding implementation of the California Environmental Quality Act, Placer County has

conducted an Initial Study to determine whether the following project may have a significant adverse effect on the ervironment, and on
the basis of that study hereby finds:

™ The proposed project will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment; therefore, it does nat require the preparation of
an Environmental Impact Report and this Negative Declaration has been prepared.

[ Although the proposed project could have a significant adverse effect on the environment, there will not be a significant adverse
effact in this case bacause the project has incorporated specific provisions to reduce impacts to a less than siguificant level and/or the
rritigation measures described herein have been added to the project. A Mitigated Negative Declaration has thus been prepared.

The envircnmental documents, which constitute the Initial Study and provide the basis and reasons for this determination are attached
and/or referenced herein and are hereby made a part of this document.

PROJECT INFORMATION

Title: Cano Parcel Rezening Plus# PREA T20051177

Description: Praposed to rezone part of the parcel to be consistent with the General Plan Designation in preparation for a pascel
split request.

Location: 3871 Peach Drive, Loomis
Project Owner: Lm_q|_(;ano 3871 Peach Dr., Loomis, CA 95630 {916} 652-2357

Project Applicant; Initial Point, 140 Litton Drive, Suite 230, Grass Valley CA 95545 (530)477-7177
County Contact Person: George Rosasco ‘ 530-886-3000

PUBLIC NOTICE

The comment pericd for this document closes on May 10, 2006. A copy of the MNegative Declaration is available for public review at the
Planning Department public counter and at the Loomis Library. Property owners within 300 feel of the subject site shall be notified by mail
of the upcoming hearing before the Parcel Review Committes,  Additional information may be obtained by contacting the Placer County
Planning Departrment at (530) 586-3000 betweean the hours of 8:00 am and 5:00 pm at 11414 & Avenue, Auburn, CA 95603,

If you wish to appeal the appropriateness or adequacy of this document, address your written comments to our finding that the praject
will not have a significant adverse effect on the environment: (1) identify the erwironmental effect(s), why they would occur, and why they
would be significant, and (2) suggest 2ny mitigation measures which you believe would eliminate or reduce the effect to an acceptable
level. Regarding itern (1) above, explain the basis for your comments and submit any supporting data or references. Refer to Section
18.32 of the Placer County Code for important information regarding the timely filing of appeals.

ECEIVE
JUN 1 4 2006

Recorder's Certification

PLANNING DEPT.
| posten H - - (X

through

R N

Geputy Clerk
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COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT / RESQURCE AGENCY

i Environmental Coordination Services
Pl 14 B Avenne, Auburn, CA 93603 % (5530) 8863000 5 (530) 886-3003
hitpfeww placercaemv/planning - [lawren@placer.ca gov

INITIAL STUDY

In accordance with the policies of the Placer County Board of Supervisors regarding implementation of the California
Environmental Quality Act. this document constitutes the Initial Study on the proposed project. This Initial Study provides the
basis for the determination whether the project may have a significant effect on the environment, If it is determined that the
profect may have a significant effect on the environment, an Environmental Impact Report will be prepared which focuses on
the ureas of concern identified hy this Initial Study.

L BACKGROUND -
Project Title: Cano Parcel Rezoning (PREA T20051177) — Rezoning & Minor Land Division

Environmental Sething: The property is partially developed with an existing residence, agncultural buildings, stables and
storage areas. Much of the eastern portion of the site located around the existing structures is either devoid of vegetation,
or is landscaped. Areas located along the southern property boundary, adjacent to the access road have been recently
disturbed by road construction and/or mantenance. Open areas located in the western portion of the site have also been
recently disturbed in association with grading activities.

The property generally slopes to the west, toward Peach Drive, and to the south toward the existing dirt access road.
Topographic high points occur in the eastern portion of the site near the locations of the existing residence and agriculiural

buildings. Clevation of the property ranges between 610 feet above sea level al the northwestern property corner, 10 660
fcet in the eastern portion of the property at the site of the existing residence

Project Description: The proponent of the project is proposing to rezone the western 1.47 acres Residential Agriculture
with a minimum building site of 100,000 square feet {RA-B-100) to Residential Single Family combing Agriculture with a
minimum building site of 20,000 squarc feet (RS-AG-B-20) which is consistent with the Horseshoe Bar Penryn Community
Plan of Low Density Residential, .4 -2.3 acres, The eastern portion of the parcel is designated Rural Residential, 2.3-4.6
acres with a Zoning designation of Residential Agriculture with a2 minimum building site of 100,000 square feet {RA-B-100)
and is 3.2 acres in size. The intent 15 10 have the zoning line and the land use designation line in the same location.

The project also includes a Minor Land Division to create a maximum of four parcels, Three of those parcels would be
created on the western portion of the property, which would be zoned Residential Single Family combing Agriculture with a
minunum building site of 20,000 square teet. The fourth Parcel will 3.2 acres and located on the eastern portion of the
property. The proposed project will be served by public sewer and water. Water will be provided by the Placer County

Bird Lane to the East, via an existing easement.

Water Agency and sewer will be provided by Placer County. Both Sewer and water will be ﬁt E@lhEsitﬁ f@mEhFﬂ
/
ol

JON"T 42006
IL-°  EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:. -~ R

A A brief explanation 1s required for all answers except “No Impact™ answers. PLANNING DEPT

B. “Less than Sigmficant [mpact” applies where the project’s impacts are negligible and do not require any
mitigation to reduce impacts.

Pape t of 10
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Environmental Issues Palentially

. . Stgrafwcant
(See antackmers for information sources} é:c:sl:f‘l.ant aless Poreatially
Mo lmpact '%m “":n “itigation Sigmifican
| ) o npac Incorporated Impact
C. "Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated” applies where the incorporation of mitigation

measures has reduced an effect from “Potentially Significant Impact™ to a " _ess than Significant Impact."
The County, as lead agency, muost describe the mitipation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the
effect 1o a less-than-significant Jevel (mitigation measures from Section I'V, EARLIER ANALYSES, may be
cross-referenced).

B3 "Potentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is substantial evidence thar an effect is significant. If |
there are one or more “Potentially Significant Impact” entries when the determination is made, an EIR i3
requircd.

E. All answers must take account of the entire action involved, including off-site as well as on-site, cumulative |

1

as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts [CEQA,
Section 15063 {a) (1)].

F. Earlier analyses may be used where, pursuant to the tieting, program EIR, or other CEQA process, an effect
has been adequately analyzed in an earher EIR or Negative Declaration [Section [5063(c)3)%D)]. Earlier
analyses are discussed in Section [V at the end of the checklist.

G References to information sources for potential impacts (e.g., general plansicommunity plans, zoning
ordinances) should be incorporated into the checklist. Reference to a previously prepared or outside
document should include a refercnce to the pages or chapters where the statement is substanliated. A source
list should be attached, and other sources used, or individuals contacted, should be cited in the discussion.

L
T EANTUSE PERRNING Wi Bropesl e R T T

a.  Conflict with general plan‘community plan/specific plan ] N X |
designation(s) or zoning, or policies contained within such
plans?

b.  Conflict with applicable environmental plans or policies
adopted by responsible agencics with jurisdiction over the X O 1 U
project?

¢.  Be incompatible with existing land uses in the vicinity? i ] ] {1

d.  Affect agricultural and timber resources or operations {e.g..
impacts to soils or farmlands and timber harvest plans, or 4 ] ] O
impacts from incompatible land uses)?

e. Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established
community (including a low-income or minority X ] ] ]
communityy?

f.  Result in a substantial alteration of the present or planned

land use of an area? X |
ECETVER .
JUN 14 2006

Page 2 of |1 PLANN'NG DEPTO?//



| Environmental Issucs Patentiatly

., . s - Significant
fiments for FHQioNn SOUrCes, Less TH & .
(See attachments for info 3 / o£85 hEn Unless Potentially
: Significani . .
i Mo Impact Tramacl Mtiganon Sgmficant
i P Incorpotated lnpact

Environmental Healkth:

Discussion-item la:

The Horseshoe Bar Penryn Communily Plan conlains a discussion and policies relative 1o safe wel] vields, well quality, and
protection of area groundwater supplies. The Plan directs the use and extension of PCWA treated water when itis located in
the area of new development. When treated water i1s not available, the Plan directs study of groundwater supply and quantity
as parl of environmental review. As part of environmental review for this project it was reported { but not verified ) that water
quality and supply tests were conducted: subsequent to this testing. the applicant proposed all project lots be served by treated
water.

Mitigation Measures-item la:
MM 1.1 The project will be served by PCWA treated water exclusively.

2. POPULATION. AND HOUSING Wguld'the proposal:” ™ EEPRE SR S
a. Cumulatively exceed official regional or local population 4 ] ] ]

projections?

b.  Induce substantial growth in an area either directly or indirectly
(e.g., through projects in an undeveloped area or extension of 2 ] ] ]
major infrastructure)?

[

c.  Displace existing housing, especially affordable housing”? 4 ] ]

[ 3.5 GEOLOGIC PROBLEMS  Wolljd thewproposal Tesultin of expobe people: to potential INpacts involving P

a.  Unstable earth conditions or changes in geologic X I O
substructures?

4

h. Significant disruptions, displacements, compaction or
overcrowding of the s0il?

¢ Substantial change n topography or ground surface relief
featutres?

d.  The destruction, covering or modification of any unique
geologic or physical features?

X
[ I 0 S I B

e.  Any significant increase in wind or water erosion of soils,
etther on or off the site?

[]

f. Changes in deposition or erosion or changes in siltation
which may modily the channel of a river, stream, or lake?

XK K XK X
O o o 0O 0 O
g o o o O o 0o

[]

g.  Exposure of people or property to geclogic and
geomorphological (i.e. avalanches) hazards such as
earthquakes, landslides, mudslides, ground faiiure, or similar
hazards?

Page 3 0of 10
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f_Environmenta] Issues Patenuially

| (See atrachments for informarion sowrces) Less Than SI%}-J.:]E:::M potentiall
| Sigmbicant T . ¥
! No Impact bnpact Mitigation Significant
i Incarnorated Impact
4, 7 I WATERS Wl dithe proposal resilt 'z CrEH W
a. (Changes in absorption rates, drainage patterns, or the rate and ) ) L] ]
amount of surface runoff?
b. Exposure of people or property (o water related hazards such as X ] 3 ]
flooding?
i
i
¢. Discharge into surface waters or other alterations of surface water ] (] L] O
quality {e.g., temperature, dissolved oxygen, or turbidity)?
d. Changes in the amount of surface water in any water body? X ] D 0
c. Changes in currents, or the course of direction of waler 34 [l [l )

movenients?

[
U
X
[

5 f.  Change in the quantity of groundwater, either through direct
additions of withdrawals, or through interception of an aguifer by

: cuts or excavations, or through substantial loss of groundwater
recharge capability?

g. Altered direction or rate of flow of groundwater?

=

Impacts to groundwater qualiny?

i.  Substantial reduction in the amount of groundwater otherwise
available for public water supplies?

K XKD K
I N
I N B

O O X O

j. Impacts to the watershed of important surface water resources,
including but not limited to, Lake Tahoe, Folsom Lake, Hell Hole
Reservoir, Rock Creek Reservoir, Sugar Pine Reservoir, French
Meadows Reservolr, Combie Lake, and Rollins Lake?

Environmental Health:

Discussion-items 4£, 4h:

The project is in an area that has rapidly developed in recent vears; this often occurred using wells, before treated water was
available to the area. There have been instances of, and concem with, area over-drafting of hardrock groundwater. Water
from hardrock fracture zones is subject to both depletion and pollution. PCWA treated water is now available in the area,

Mitigation Measrues-items 41, 4h:

MM 4.1 The project will be connected to PCWA treated water. This connection will be via private eagsements to the PCWA
water main locared two parcels to the east of the project. {Easements are required of the underlying property owners across
both private and ‘public’ utility easement areas, as delineated.) The off-project private water pipe casements will be exclusive,
allow for ingress to install and maintain the pipes, and be binding om the heirs and successors of the properties in perpetuily,
Proof of recorded easements, and delingation of easements on the project #iself will be required as project conditions. EHS

will recommend that these easements be aligned aleng property lines to allow for fewer conflicts with development across the
+ effected properties.

Proper destruction (under permit) will be required of the existing well and septic system

Page 4 of 10
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Environmental 1ssues Potentially

. . . Sigmficant
{See altachments for information sources} é}e:si:;h;n[ ¢ nless Patentially
Mo lmpagt ° En ;[ Mitiganon Sagnifigant
—_ P Incorporated Impact
1 I
5. T AT QUALITY, WOt Rl o e FE TR
a.  Violate any air quality standard or contribute to an existing B4 ] | 3
or projected air quality violation?
b.  Expose sensitive receplors to pellutants? < (] ] T
¢. Have the potential to increasc localized carbon monoxide B ] ] ] .
levels at nearby intersections in exceedance of adopted |
standards?
! d.  Create objectionable adors? 4 ] 1 O

6 TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATIONS Wodld thé-propoSaiftesult i <17 o i 70 gy

a. Increased vehicle trips or traffic congestion?

XK X
O
0 ]

{J

b. Hazards to safety from design features (e.g., sharp curves or
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (e.g., farm
equipment)?

=

Inadequate emergency access or access to nearhy uses?
d.  Insufficient parking capacity on-site or off-site?
¢.  Hazards or batriers for pedestrians or bicychsts?

f. Conflicts with adopted policies supporting alternative
transportation {e.g., bus turnouts, bicvele racks)?

g.  Rail, waterborne, or air traffic impacts?

K XK KK
O O 0 0O g
O Ooo0Ogd
O O Ogod

AR BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES: Would the froposal resnlt in- fmpacts to: 7%
Endangered, threatened or rare species or their habitats
(including, but no limited to plants, fish, insects, animals, and

birds)? X ] U

b.  Locally occurring natural communities (e g., oak woodlands, X Il ] ]
mixed conifer, annual grasslands, etc.}?

SRR ERRR

W

[

c.  Significant ecological rescurces including: J O ] 1 )
1) Wetland areas including vernal pools;
2} Stream environment zones;

3) Critical deer winter ranges {winter and summer), migratory

Page 5 of 10 %}/L]L



Environmental Tssues

Patentially
Legnificam

{¥ee atiachments for infornnalion Sourees) Less Than Lnless Poentially
, Sigoifivam . - i

o Impoct Mitigation Significant

lmpact i

Incorporpted lmpact |

routes and fawning habitat;
4) Large areas of non-fragmented natural habitat, including but

not limtited to Blue OQak Woodlands, Valley Foothifl Riparian,
vemal peol habutat;

5) Identifiable wildlife movement zones, including but not
limited lo, non-fragmented stream environment zofies, avian
and mammalian routes, and known concentration
areas of waterfow| within the Pacific Flvway;

63 Important spawning arcas for anadromous fish?

Conflict with adopted energy conservation plans?

Use nun-renewable resources in a wasteful and mefficient
manner”? '

Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource that
would be of future value 1o the region and state residents?

8T ENERGYANDIINERAL RESOURGES - Wouldthe proposal 7

[
D¢

9. TN AR WEn e FropeoR BONE T

T Sl
e ",_‘,%‘- B

a A risk of accidental explosion or release of hazardous substances [ O ] ]
{(including, but not limited {0, ol, pesticides, chemicals, or
radiation)?

b.  Possible interference with an emergency response plan or <) ] ] M
emergency evacuation plan?

¢. The creation of any health hazard or potential health hazard? < [ ] ]

d. Exposure of people to existing sources of potential health 24 O O M
hazards?

e. Increased fire hazard 1n areas with flammable brush, grass, or £ ] 3 ]
trees?

10. - - NOISE. Would.the proposal resultint -~ "~ - T y
a. Increases in existing noise levels? (<] O ] |
b, Lxposure of people 0 noise levels in excess of County B (] ] L]

standards?

Page & of 10




Environmenial 1ssues gmcp;:mn;:
. . 23 Th 1ghifican .
(See antachmens for information seurces} éﬁ:iﬂc ::t e o Potentially
| No Impact l;’,m el Mitigation Sigmficant
- - P Lncorpor ated Tmpack

TS RVICES B i 05n s Gopos
AN A O e o DWINE AreAS ATy

i a. [Iire Protection?
b, Sheriff Protection?
¢ Schools?

d. Mamienance of public facifities, including roads? X
[

e. Other governmental services?

Planning Department:

Discussion-items 11a-11d:

The project will result in the addition of two new residences. It is anticipated that this will result in a less than signiticant
impact 1o governmental services. The applicant will be required to obtain will serve letiers from all applicable governmental |
agencies and comply with the conditions of those agencies. In addition, the applicant will be required to pay the applicable
traffic mitigation fees.

a. Power or natural gas?

b. Communication systems?
c. Local or regional water treatment or distribution facilities?

d. Sewer, septic systems, or wastewater treatment and disposal
facilities?

e. Storm water drainage?

. Solid waste matenials recovery or disposal?

XKKX OOKRKKKX
LU0 XK X OO

g. Local or regional water supplies?

Environmental Health:

Driscussion-iterns 12¢, 12d:

The agencies charged with providing treated water and sewer services have indicated their requirements to serve the
project. These requirements are routine in nature and do not represent significant impacts. Twpical project conditions of
approval require submission of “will-serve” letters from each agency.

713, AESTHETICS. Wouldithe proposal: -~ - - . . .+ & . . . S ' ]

a.  Affect a scenic vista or scenic highway? X L] 7] OJ
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i Environmental 1ssues Totpnmally

- . , - Significant
(Sae attachments for information sources}) Less Than e Potentially
Sigmificant .

Mo Impact 1 Mitiganon Samificant

mpaci .

_ Tngarpoialed lenpact
|

b. Have a demonstrable ncgative aesthetic effect? £ 1 ] ]

¢. Create adverse light or glare cffects? & ] ] ]
14. EREIEE TR T

a. Disturb paleontological resources?

b, Disturb archaeological resources?

d. Have the potential to cause a physical change, which would
affect unique ethnic cultural values?

] ]
[] Ll
c. Affect historical resources? ] U
& H
X [J

e. Restrict existing religious or sacred uses within the potential
impact area?

Planning Department:
i Discussion-items [4a-14c:
The possibility exist that Native American Cultural or paleontological artifacts may exist on the subject site.

Mitigation Measures-items [4a-14¢:

MM 14 .} [f any archaeological artifacts, exotic rock (non-native), or unusual amounts of shcll or bone are uncovered during,

any on-site construction activities, all work must stop immediately in the area and a SOPA-centified (Scciety of Professional

Archaeologists) archaeologist retained to evaluate the deposit. The Placer County Planning Department and Department of

Museumns must also be contacted for review of the archaeological find(s). |
1
|

If the discovery consists of human remains, the Placer County Coroner and Native American Heritage Commission must
also be contacted. Work in the area may only proceed after authorization is granted by the Placer County Planning
Department. A note to this effect shall be provided on the Improvement Plans for the project.

Following a review of the new find and consultation with appropriate experts, if necessary, the authority to proceed may
be accompanied by the addition of development requirements which provide protection of the site andfor additional mitigation
measures necessary (o address the unique or sensitive nature of the site,

115, RECREATION: Wonldithe proposal: | © 7507 77 es 00 23 s T 0 b T e

a. Increase the demand for neighborhood or regional parks or other 4 [ i ]
recreational facilities?

b. Affect existing recreational opportunities? B4 ] ] ]

I, MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE -~ ~ . =T 0 <. [ o - ]
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. Environmental Issues _ l?u:cntiiatly
 {See attachmenis for information seurces) Less Than  Bnedicant

Sianificant Lnless Fotentiatty |
Mo lmpact T B [REHcie Significant

Impaci
P Incorparated limpac

i '|
i A.  Does the project have the potentiat (o degrade the quality of the NO X YES [ i
! environment, substantially reduce the habitar of a fish or wildlife i
species, cause a fish or wildlife population to drop below self-
sustaining levels, threaten to eliminate a plant or animal communiry,
reduce the number or restrict the range of rare or endangered plants
or animals, or eliminate important examples of the major periods of
California history or prehistory?

B. Does the project have impacts that are individually limited, but NO X YES []
cumulatively considerable? ("Cumulatively considerable” means
that the incremental effects of a project are considerable when
viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the effects of
other current projects, and the effects of probahle future projects.)

. Dwoes the project have envirenmental effects, which will cause NO [ YES [}
substantial adverse effects on huiman beings, either directly or
indirectly”?

IV EARTIER ANATYSIS TR 238

T AT R T Ty e R
&1g i .,.,_.3 .,;.;_::ﬁi:_ :Z'L_ :‘_:;‘.J‘fff ---__:.'1'115! ot :_',!”'. > §,

TR T

Kl

! Earlicr analyses may be nsed where, pursuani (o the tienng, program EIR, or other CEQA process, one or more effect has
| been adequately analyzed in an earlier EIR or Negative Declaration [State CEQA guidelines Section 15063(c)3)(DN]. In this
case a discussion should identify the following on attached sheets,

A.  Earlier analyses used. Identify earlier analyses and state where they are available for review.

B. Impacts adequately addressed. [dentify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of, and
adequately analyzed in, an earlier document pursuant to applicable legal standards. Also, state whether such effects
were addressed by mitigation measures based on the carlier analysis.

€. Mitigation measures, For effects that are checked as “Potentially Significant Unless Mitigation Incorporated,”
describe the mitigation measures which were incorporated or refined from the earlier document and the extent to
which they address site-specific conditions Tor the project.

Auvthonty: Pubhe Resources Code Secuons 21083 and 21087,
Reference  Fublic Resources {ade Sections ZI08(Mc), 21080 1, 21080 3, 210821, 21083, 31083 3, 21093, 2t093, 21151,
Swndsiram v. Counry nf Mendocme, 202 Cal App 3d 298 {1988), Leanaf v Monezrew Roard of Supervisors, 222 Cal App 3d 1337 (1990)

OTHER RESPONSIBLE'AND TRUSTEE AGENCIES. WHOSE APPROVALTS REQUIRED -~ &
California Department of Fish and Game [1 Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCa}
California Department of Transportation {e.g. Caltrans)

California Department of Health Services

California Regional Water Quality Control Roard Califormia Integrated Waste Management Board

Oouaog =

]
L]

California Department of Forestry [ ] Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
[J

LIS Army Corp of Enginecrs California Department of Toxic Substances

Page 9 of 10 7’2/}



‘[ U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service ]

.[] WNational Marine Fisheries Service

Vi, DETERMINATION (65 06 SompIEgH by the Lead AGeReyy &1 |7z 0 s

O

The Environmental Review Committee finds that although the proposed project COULD have a significant effect on the
environment, there WILL NOT be a significant effect in this case because the mitigation measures described herein
havc been added to the project. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared.

VIL "ENVIRONMENTALREVIEW COMMITTEE (Pérsons/Departments Cohsulted)s - w8007 50 v,

Plasning Department, George Rosasco, Chairperson
Engineering and Surveying Division, Michael Foster
Environmental Health Services, Grant Miller

Air Pollution Control Dstrict, Brent Ba&
Signature: R W/ P et 3 "';? ? ‘(96

E.\'\.’“QONMEﬁTM. BE V!F.‘i’ COMMITTEE CHAIRPERSON Drate
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Law Offices of Chuck Farrar
140 LITTON DRIVE SUITE 200 GRASS VALLEY, CA 95945

(530) 2720800 Fax {530) 273-0777
_E-mail: chuck@cflawgold com

October 4, 2006 Hand -deliomd b

By Hand Delivery Tiet Schad, Swrdgor,

RECEVED 1pihal
Homorable Board of Supervisors ll’ﬁj
Clerk of the Board, Ann Holman GOT 04 sppg 1NC
County of Placer State of Califomia CLERK A
175 Fulweiler Avenue, Room 101 BU4RD bF SUREAULSORS
Auburn, CA 95603 a2 Mickhae] 0hnson

Re: CANO REZONING (PREAT20051177) MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATION

INITIAL MEMORANDUM BY APPLICANT LINDI CANO

Honorable Board Members and Clerk of the Board:

This Initial Memorandum by Applicant Lindi Cano is subimitted by Applicant Mrs. Lindi Cane in
support of her application to rezone the western portion of her existing 4.67 acre parcel, that portion being 1.47
acres, 10 allow for the possible subsequent creation of a maximum’ of three (3), almost .5 acre parcels, lcaving
the eastern 3.2 acre portion as presently zoned.

Summary of Applicant’s points:
1. Existing Plan Designation is LDR, thus allowing (if not mandating) the requested zoning.

2. Planning Staff Agrees that LDR Designation allows requested zoning.

3. “Public Necessity, Welfare or Convenience™ would be served by the rezoning: this is demonstrated
by the Board’s prior adoption of the Plan’s LDR designation for the Iand.

4. 75% of the parcels within 1,500° of Applicant’s parcel are under 1.5 acres.

5. The Staff’s Negative Declaration of March 23, 2006 found no Plan “inconsistency™ {except for
treated water issues).

6. The Plan specifically designates this land as LDR; this specific designation in the Plan should
conirol over a general provision in the Plan now referenced by Staff.

7. No significant opposition: one (1) neighbor who was selling his home objected.

8. Planning Commission orally recommended the rezoning application process in the fall of 2005
when it denied the variance on the technical grounds of “noe special circumstances®,

! if because of the property’s physical or net property limitations oaly two (2) new LDR parcels could be created by a subseguent
application 1o follow the requested rezoning. these two (2] new parcels would be a1 least almost 75 acres. If some of the 3.2 acre
remainder portion of Applicant’s parcel were incloded, as would be likely, the new parcels would be approximately 1.0 acres.

A
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9. Any “Spot Zoning” in effect has already occurred by action of the Board’s prior adoption of the
LDR designation for 1/3 of Applicant’s Parcel, leaving 2/3 of Applicant’s Parcel Rural Residential
(100,000 square feet minimum).

kkRERERkRrkE*®

1. Existing Plan Designation is LDR, allowing {if not mandating) the requesied zoning. The
Horseshoe Bar Penyrn Community Plan (“Plan™) designates the western portion of Mrs. Cano’s property as
Low Density Residential, LDR, with a parcel size of .4 acre 10 2.3 acres permitied. This LDR Plan Designation
in fact splits Mrs. Cano’s parcel along the north-scuth rezoning line as set forth in the Application.

Thus, the rezoning as applied for would implement the existing LDR Plan Designation and bring the zoning into
conformance with the zoning called for by the Plan Designation.

2. Planning Staff Agrees that LDR Designation allows requested zoning. The Planning Staff
recognized the LR Designation in the Staff’s August 2, 2006 Memorandum te the Board (“Staff Memo™):?

“The proposed rezone request is consistent with the Horseshoe Bar Penyrn Commaunity
Plan designation of Low Density Residential, one unit per 0.4 - 2.3 acres.”
Staff Memo at p.2 (emphasis by bolding supplied).

Because of (a) the critical nature of the LDR Plan Designation, (b) the fact that this Plan Designation applies to
only the western 1/3 of Applicant’s parcel, and not the eastern 2/3, and (c) the fact that close nearby the
Applicants’ parcel there is a mixture of LDR and Rural Residential Designations, a legible copy of Applicant’s
Existing General Plan Exhibit is attached hereto as Exibit “A™.

3. “Public Necessity, Welfare or Convenience™ would be served by the rezoning: this is demonstrated
by the Board's prior adoption of the Plan’s LDR designation for the land. The applicable County
Ordinance, Section 17.60.090 of the Placer County Code, Chapter 17, allows rezoning upon the Board’s
determination that “public necessity, welfare or convenrence would be served”™. See, afso, California
Government Code Section 65853, et seqg.

This determination has already been made by this Board as a result of the adoption of the LDR Designation of
the property 1n question. Fer example, the Plan provides as to LDR:

“c. Low Density Residential (LDR} The Low Drensity Residential designation comprises 492
acres or 3% of the Plan area. Parcel sizes range from 0.4 {17,424 squarc feet] to 2.3 acres and
allows for more suburban densities than the previous rurat designations.”

Plan, 11, Community Development, B. Land Use, 5. Land Use Designations, at p. 37 of 191, PDF
Vergion on County web site.

¢ The S1aff Memo Exhibit 3", as provided by Staff o Applicant in PDF format, is the Existing General Plan Exhibit that shows this
LDR Designation, and 1s illegible—-it is simply a hlack rectangle. A legible copy of this Exhibit s provided herewith as Exhibit “A™,

and will be made available 1o the Board at the hearing.
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Unless the argument now is that the Board made a mistake when 1t adopted the Plan, or wasn’t paying attention
or didn’t understand what it was doing, this Board has already determined quite specifically as to 3% of the Plan
area, and specifically as to the western 1/3 of Mrs. Cano’s parcei, that the zoning should be LDR. Not Rural
Residential that wouid mandate 2.3 acre minimum parcel stzcs.

Indeed, less than 1/2 of a mile 1o the east of the eastern 2/3 of Mrs. Cano's parcel, the portion of her parcel that
shall remain Rural Residential, there is yet another area specifically designated in the Plan LDR. (See Exhibit
“A’ hereto.) This Board, the Planning Staff and presumably consultants working on the Plan quite specificaliy
made and approved the LDR Designation now sought to be implemented by the present Application.

As matters of logic and law, this Board has determiined that “*public necessity, welfarc or convenience would be
scrved” by the [LDR designation and zoning consistent therewith. Stated somewhat differenily, the showing of
“public necessity, welfare or convenience would be served” is the same showing that justifies passing zoning
ordinances to implement general plan designations.

4, 75% of the parcels within 1,500” of Applicant’s parcel are under 1.5 acres. The Staff’s Memo
argues that many surrounding parcel sizes are larger than permitted by LDR Designation zoning. “Beauty is
always in the eyes of the beholder” Applicant’s land surveyor , Tim Schad of Tnitial Point, Inc., has prepared
Exhibit “B" hereto, that shows the basis for his calculation that 75% of the parcels within 1,500 of the
Applicant’s parcel are under 1.5 acres in size. Simply pat, this is not a neighborhood of large, estate-sized
parcels. Jtis obviously mixed. And it was obviously mixed when the Board approved the LDR Designation
when the Plan was adopted. The Stafi’s Memo is wrong when it states there are “many more parcels that
comply with the current zoming”. Memo p. 2.

5, The Staff’s Negative Declaration of March 23, 2006 found no Plan “inconsistency” (except for
treated water issues). The Staff’s Negative Dectaration for this Application, dated March 23, 2006, found no
Plan inconsistency or Plan conflict, except for treated water issues. Initial Study, attached to the Negative
Declaration, at page 2-3, item 1.a. The only mitigation measure recommended related to treated water.

Now, the Staff’s Memo references a Plan goal of “preserving the rural character and quaiity of the plan area.”
This argument is inconsistent with the Staff’s Initial Study done in March 2006. This argument is also
inconsistent with the Board’s prior specific designation of the land in question as LDR.

6. The Plan specifically designates this land as LDR; this specific designation in the Plan should
control over a general provision in the Plan now referenced by Staff. As matters of cormmon sense, {ogic
and statutory interpretation, the specific controls over the general. This Board specifically determined that the
western 1/3 of Applicant’s parcel be Designated LDR. At the same time or roughly the same time, this Board
gencrally determined as to the Plan area that preserving the rural character and guality of the plan area was a
goal. Applicant respectfully submits that the logic of specific controlling over general should apply here.

7. No significant opposition: one (1) neighbor who was selling his home objected. The Staff notes this
scle neighbor objecting to the Application based his objection on neighborhood parcel consistency, presumably

* Applicant was provided with a PDF of the S1aff Memo that attached the earlicr Negative Declaration that was generated for the
variance application referenced in the S1aff Memo. This was pointed out 1o Staff in advance of the Board package being assembled so

this apparent mistake could be comrected.
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parcel size. Please see [tem 4, above. The neighbor, if he hasn’t sold his parcel and moved on already, simply
is not correct.

8. Planning Commission orally recommended the rezoning application process in the fail of 2005
when it denied the variance on the technical grounds of “no special circumstances”. The Planning
Commission did indeed deny an earlier variance application by Applicant. The grounds were technical and
related to the law of variances: no “special circumstances™ were found to exist.

Significantly from Applicant’s point of view as a constituent member of the public, the Planniag Commission,
by one or mote members, specifically suggested that Applicant apply for the rezoning as now allowed for and
as apparently required by the LDR Plan Designation.

Applicant doesn’t claim that the Planning Commission formally voted to make this recommendation for her to
make this rezoning Application. What Applicant decs suggest is that this oral recommendation te Applicant
and her representative s one more factor, a *justice”™ factor, that this Board should now take into account.

9. Any “Spot Zoning” in effect has already occurred by action of the Board’s prior adoption of the
LDR Designation for 1/3 of Applicant’s Parcel, leaving 2/3 of Applicant’s Parcel Rural Residential
(100,000 square feet minimam). This Application will not result in “spot Zoning™ as suggpested by the Staff™s
Memo. This Application will result in implementation of the Board’s prior Plan Designation of LDR for the
land in question. lfthere is any spot zoning involved, it has already occurred by the LDR Designation of 1/3 of
Applicant’s property, then a narrow swathe of Rural Residential Designation, followed by another area of LDR
Designation, all just (330°) to the east of the gastern 2/3 of Applicant’s parcel.

ko k

Applicant respectfull y requests this Board to approve the rezoning applied for. The Staff's Memo’s articulation
of the bases for the Planning Commission’s recommended denial reveals that the Staff and perhaps the Planning
Commission are now prepared 10 1ignore the Plan Designation of LDR for the westem 1/3 of Applicant’s parcel.

The Board has already acted by adopting the Plan that included the LDR Designation for this land. This
Application merely requests that the Board now correct an apparent oversight in the Plan-implementing zoning
ordinances that should have been adopted by the Board shortly after the Plan was adopted.

This rezoning application approach made goeod sense to the Planning Commission back in October 2005 when
the vanance was denied—this exact process was orally recommended by the Commission to Applicant; this
process makes good sense now. The rezoning is lawful, it carties forward and implements the Board’s prior
LDR Designation for this land, and is fair to this Applicant. The Application and Negative Declaration should

be approved.
Very tmli }rour:'Z

Chuck Farrar
Attorney for Applicant
Lindit Cano

ce; Lindi Cano; Tim Schad

A2
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Exhibit “A™
ILegible Version of Staff Memo Exhibit 3]

Applicant’s Existing General Plan Exhibit
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Exhibit “B”

Applicant’s Exhibit
Showing Basis for Calculation that
65 of 87 [75%] Lots within 1,500 of Applicant’s Parcel
Are less than 1.5 acres

A
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