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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMENT APPROYAL

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

1. VIOLATION OF COMMUNITY PLAN:

County zoning ordinance states (17.02.050):
“D. Conflicting Provisions.

I Other Code Provisions. If conflicts occur between different requirements of this
chapter, or between this chapter and other provisions of the Placer County Code or
between the Placer County Code and any applicable state law, the most restrictive shall

apply,

2. Community Plun Standards. When conflicts occur between the provisions of this
chapter and standards adopted by ordinance in any applicable community plans,
including those areas within the furisdiction of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency
(TRPA), the provisions of the community plans shall apply.

3. Specific Plans. When conflicts occur between the provisions of this chapter and
standards adopted as part of any specific plan, the provisions of the specific plan shalf

apply.

HBPCP Penryn Parkway Commuanity Plan

Page 5, General Community Goal 19 MANAGE THE DEVELOPMENT OF LAND SO
THATIT 18 TREATED AS A LIMITED RESOURCE RATHER THAN A PRODUCT TO BE
MAXIMIZED FOR ECONOMIC GAIN.

Page 14, Note e, No dwelling units are assumed for the commercial designations

even though multifamily residential 1s permitled within the implementing zoning
district, '

2. DENSITY AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED:

HBPCP Penryn Parkway Community Plan

Page 81, policy d Development shall be of a relatively low density, low profile type,
and the signing and liphting provided shall reflect such a policy;
specifically, building height is to be restricted to a maximum of
two-stories. The area's historical nature {i.e. Japanese heritage,
gold rush era, English settlement) should be reflected as much as
possible in the design of new buildings to be constructed within the
Penryn Parkway area.
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Page 18 policys.  Lots in a subdivision Note: The Plan states subdivision lots “shall
be of adequate size and appropriate in shape for the range of primary and accessory uses
which are typical for the area without:

1. Creating a feeling of overcrowding and/or infringement on privacy;
ii. Creating measurablc cnvironmental impacts without appropriate
mitigation; _ :
ni. Creating the need for variances to ordinance requirements such as
sethacks, lot size minimums, height maximums, length-to-width ratios,
i cte.;
1v. Violating the goals and policies of this Plan;” [Pg. 18, policy s.]

This development, with its zero lot lines and high density, violates
this, This same statement is alvo virtually repeated on page 78,
policy 22, of the Design Elemen

Page 23, irem e Only one high-density arca was intended, the pre-existing maobile
home park off Auburn-Folsom road.

Note: The highest density m the “low density”™ range 1s onc d.u. per
A acre {2.5 dou, per acre] (HBPCP page 25, item ¢.) and would
allow a maximum of 6 d.u. [2.21 acrcs, the net buildable area per
the sample density computation for PDs in the zoning ordinance,
times 2.5 dou, peracre = 5.5 d.u. 2.45/.4 = 6.125]. before any
density bonuses for a P.D.. which cannot exceed 50%; with 50%
density bonus the maximum d.u. still would be 9.

Using the example for calculating density in a P.D. in the zoning
ordinance (17.54.090), the density approved by the Planning
Commission for this development is 9.4 d.u. per acre {3 2-99753
for road = 2.45 buildable area: 2.43/4 = 9.4).

It is doubtful this development qualifies for Factoring the
maximum density bonus for a P.D. of 50% as , and this project
may not be allowed that as it is a full *market value” development
rather than a very low/low/moderate income (reference statements
from the County and the developer. Nov 2, 2007 {elecon with
Placer County Chief Assistant CEO Rich Colwell), the maximum
du. is 9.2 (2.45 acres/ 4 acres per d.u. x 1.50 [30% density bonus])
for the whole project.

P.D. allowed density is required to factor in the “significance of

the benefit to the community,”[17.54.100 (A} 1){d.)] The

community sees this development as proposed as a detriment not

a benefit! Within a few hours, one hundred and fourteen

commuanity people (over 5% of the population) signed a petition

supporting appeal of the Planning Commission approval of this

project to the Board of Supervisors. Virtually everyone in the \5_
B




community is opposcd to putting this high density development in
the rural Penryn area.

3. COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THE DISABLED:

Peunryn Townhomes Plan is in violation of the Americans with Disabilities Act — Fair Housing Act
flaw covering all rental, conde or townhome unitsj.

Project discriminates against the Disabled due to pa.r.i'(fﬂg restrictions (entive plan is “ved
curbed” NO PARKING), road width, driveway width (1 feet), driveway length (5 fee)t and
pathways of deeomposed granite frather than concrete):):

1. Disabled County residents would be without access to “Placer Dial-A-
Ride” Program due to size and width of vehicle and 8 foot wheelchair
boarding ramp. State Vehicle Safety policy will not altow disabled rides to
be “dropped-ofT” on a County street. There are NO handicapped spaces
available anywhere within the Penryn Townhomes project.

2. Parking spaces for vans used for personal transport of disabled or
whecl-bound passengers are required to be a minimum of 18 feet long by
8 feet wide plus a 5 foot access aisle, or 8 feet wide plus an 8 foot access
aisle for “van accessible™ spaces. Due to approved garage and driveway
lengths, Vans will not allow for the safe exit ot vehicle, AND will block
the entrance of the residence from the garage {requiring wheel-bound
persons to travel a great distance Lo circle the muiti-plex building, and
endure an elevation gain of as much as 23 feet, trying to do all this ona
path of loose, and ofticn muddy material). Additionally, side-cntry
disability vans cannot be used throughout project due to width
requiremecnts exceeding 16 feet for safe entrance and departure of wheel
chair litts. This project discriminates against our wheel-bound citizens and
veterans by not allowing for their “special needs™.

Penryn Townhomes is in violation of the California State Architect Access Design Mannal
(will fail disability inspection for paving/no sidewalks and slope to entrance exceeding 25 foot rise!)

| . Because the Penryn Townhomes project does not have sidewalks or any
paving 1o the street-side entrance of the residences, all visiting wheel chair
access individuals will be required 1o circumvent the entire multi-unit
structure i order to enter residence.

2. Slope on the single, back-side unpaved entrance of the building is in
excess of a 23 foot rise, making wheeled entry impossible for non-
motorized chairs. This fact ALONE makes the Penryn Townhomes project
an inspection failure as per the Culifornia State Architeet Access Design



Manuael, Additionally, elderly residents v;'i]l find great difficulty making
the climb for entrance to some of these buildings, especially on the loose
and unstable decomposed granite pathways.

Penryn Townthomes provides an un-safe environment for entrance of fire and ambulance service (due
to the strong likelihood that inappropriate parking, deliver service vehicles or landscape maintenance
equipment will block access to the Penryn Townhomes project).

I. Members of the Penryn Fire Board believe that this project will be
difficult to serve for fire protection due to the narrow reads, himited
parking and no paving from the street to the building entrances. A single
vehicle parked in the “wrong place™ would essentially block fire engine
access to Penryn Townhomes.

2. Without street-front paving to these residences, elderly or wheel-based
disability individuals have but one exit from these buildings (to the rear
and non-street side). This limitation could provide for a “fire trap”
situation where residents would not be able to depart struclures. For
example, lots 7 through 16 only have one entrance/egress route to the
strect!

3. Penryn Firc sees that if this project is approved in its current plan,
Penryn Townhomes will be “a chronic area of violations™, Law
enforcement will have to be diligent and allow for personnel to ticket any
and all “red zone™ parking, violations. Parking enforcement is a manpower
request that, at the current time, no one can fund and no one is willing to
endure.

4. There are too many dwellings for the size of the property. Reduction of
the density by several Townhome units could easily resolve the problems,
allowing standard 20 foot driveways, a street wide enough to have safe
parking on at least one side, sidewalks in front of the houscs and a
recreational area.

4. CUMULATIVE IMPACT OF PENRYN GROWTH IS NOT ADDRESSED:

Placer County Planning Department failed to properly evaluate the cumulative impact of the
projected Penryn Growth, (Penryn popudation will grow 30% with current project list, without
Bickford Ranch),

1. Based on the 2000 census, the population of Penryn is around 2,200
The current project list for Penryn includes 371 new units with an
County expected 2.69 new residents per unil (the planning figure used
w1 the Plan) which will bring nearly 1,000 new residents to the arca, a
50% increase in Penryn’s population ever the course of just a few
years. The 2000 census of Penryn sates that there are 2 200 residents
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in Penryn. The current project list for Penryn includes 371 new units
with an County expected 2.69 new residents per unit which will bring
near 1,000 new residents to the area, doubling Penryn’s population
over the course of just a few years.

Each of these developments has been viewed in iso/ation. The cffects
of past projects, the effects of other current projects and the effects of
probable futurc projects are cumulatively considerable but not being
treated that way as required by the CEQA (Title 14, 15604¢h)1}

Use of Mitigated Negative Declaration (finding that all impacts less
than significant with nitigation) is inappropriate in light of population
growth and requirements to provide basic services to the people of
Penryn. Negative Declaration has been too easily applied to Penryvn
Townhomes and other proposed projects.

Arcas that will be DIRECTLY impacted by the cumulate Penryn
growth and require full and honest analysis to inelude, but are not
limited to: Traftfic, Sherift, Fire, Alr Quality and Schools. These
cumulative projects also act to remove future commercial development
opportunitics, critical to the service of the community.

The affected public have overwhelming expressed concerns of very
adverse environmental effects from (his project, vet they have no
evidence the County has given those concerns scrious consideration
(Title 14, 15064).

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

“ntraduction; F, General Community Goals, pg 4-5
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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL,

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planmng Commission approval on the
Penrvn Townhomes development as currently designed. Based on the testimeony at the Planning
Commission hearing and the written comments from the residents to the Planning Commission,
the development 1s unacceptable for the following reasons:

" 1. THE DEVELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

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

4, THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING
PLANNED IS NOT BEING ADDRESSED
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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL

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

i. THE DEVELOPMENT YIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED

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

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

The followine residents support the above amﬁeal:
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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL

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

following reasons:

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

DISABLED
4, THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FR(}‘\I THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLAN ‘\IED ISNOT

BEING ADDRESSED

The following residents support the above appeal:
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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL

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

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

DISABLLD
4. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJTLT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED IS NOT

BEING ADDRESSED

The following residents suppert the above appeal:
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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning Commissicn approval on the Penryn
Townhomes development as currently designed. Based on the testimony at the Planning Commission hearing and
the wrilten comments from the I'ﬂ‘)ldLIlt.‘:: to the Planning Commission, the development is unacceptable for the

fallowing reasons:

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

DISABLED
4. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS REING FLANNED IS NOT

BEING ADDRESSED

The following residents support the above appeal:
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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOI\'I};:S DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning C ommission approval on the Petryn
Townhomes development as currently designed. Based on the testimony at the Planning Commission hearing and
the written corments trom the residents to the Planning Commntission, the development is unacceptabic for the

fullowing reasons:

1. THE DEYELOPMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN IS TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED

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

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

The following residents support the above 3ppeﬁl:
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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNAOMES DEVELOPMENT APPROVAL

We appeal to the Board of Supervisors for reversal of the Planning Commission approval on the Penryn

Townhomes development as currently designed. Based on the testimony at the Planning Commission hearing and
the wrillen conments from the residents to the Planning Commission, the development is unacceptable for the

following reasons:
1. THE DEVELOFMENT VIOLATES COMMUNITY PLAN REQUIREMENTS

2. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN 15 TOO DENSE AND FUNCTIONALLY FLAWED
3. THE DEVELOPMENT DESIGN COMPROMISES PUBLIC SAFETY AND ACCESS FOR THL

IMSABLED
4. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED 15 NOT

BEINT: ADDRESSED

The fﬂliﬂwing residents supnport the above appeal:
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APPEAL OF PENRYN TOWNHOMES DEVELOPMENT APFROVAL

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

foilowing reasons:

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

DISABLED
4. THE CUMULATIVE IMPACT FROM THIS PROJECT AND OTHERS BEING PLANNED 15 NOT

BEING ADDRESSED

~ The following residents support the above appeal:
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