Terry Bennett

From: gilbert cox [gitbert_c2002@yahoo.com)
Sent: : Wednesday, July 25, 2007 5:06 PM
To: , - Terry Bennett

Subject: Penryn Town homes Project

Regarding the 23 Penryn town homes project, I think its a bad fit for the area and does
not reflect the wishes of our community. It seems as though, lately, our comments in the
MAC meetings are falling on deaf ears in regards to high-density housing in a mostly rural
agricultural-residential area. Although the Penryn corridor seems to have allowances for
mixed-use, most of the project slated seem to be for high-density housing and the planning
dept. seems to be going with that line of thought, I understand about the mixed-use of
‘the Penryn corridor but developers have moved to the other side of freeway on Penryn Rd.
and are proposing Morgan Orchards 68 town homes and the Penryn Mini-Storage across the
street - '

(520units) zoned 4.6 minimum acres. :

residential-agricultural land next to my houSe on 5 acres. It appears these projects are
moving forward.

I feel like there is an open door for all of these projects to go thraugh without
consideration of the residents who moved here to get away from high-density living and I

- am not alcone in feeling this way. . ;

Although the planning dept. are the profe551onals in these projects, and we are 1earn1ng
the development process ,we still have the vote in elections in Placer Co. for elected
officials and at that tlme are voice will be heard.

Sincerely Gil Cox

Fussy? Opinionated? Impossible to please? Perfect. Join Yahoo"s user panel and lay it on
us. htep: //surveyllnk yahoo. com/gmrs/yahoo_panel 1nv1te aspra=7
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Terry Bennett

From: Ariettafrank@aol.com

Sent:  Thursday, July 26, 2007 10:03 AM
To: Terry Bennett ‘
Subject: Planning Commissicners

Ay name is Arietta Balestreri, and my husband, Frank, and { reside at 2889 Penryn Road.

"he Penryn Townhomes project is counter to our porhmunity 'plan and does not fit within the guidelines of the Horseshoe
3ar/Penryn Community Plan. ' ' ’ '

' 5 thi j ing ' i Avi - ' ive to say the least.
Ve are strongly opposed to this project taking place. The impact on the environment would be too destructive . i
dne only need travel on | 80 in any direction to experience the traffic. The more vegetation cut down, the more we contnbute‘to ‘
yiobal wérming. There is no difference between cutting down the rainforests and _cleanng land in our vicinity.

’lease do not contribute to the demise of this beautiful country. We do not want to loose our pea’ceful community.
sincerely,

\rietta Balestreri
‘rank Balestreri

Set a sneak peek of the all-new AOL.cbm.

IAT



ferry Bennett.

From: Delnofamily@aol.com

Sent:  Thursday, July 26, 2007 1:27 PM
To: Terry Bennett

Subject: Keep Penryn Pristine!

dear Planning Commission:

Xe moved our family to Pretty Penryn from the blg city to raise our chlldren in the country in
'000. In those 7 years, we have seen major development moving closer to our little quiet
own. We purchased a copy of the 1994 community plan and were happy to see that everyone
greed to keep the quiet and sleepy tone of this-old fashioned country town. Lately we have
een too much happen too fast and not in line with the promises made in that document.
Jease keep the development to the incorporated areas of Rocklin and Roseville. We would
\ave moved there if we wanted all the hustle and bustle and crowds.

X/e beg of you to keep Penryn Pristine and perfect as it was the day we moved here' THANK
‘O , .
>s: The Penryn outlets and signage entermg Penryn is awful and quite cheesy. The flrst sign of
>enryn from the freeway is out of place stores, high density condos and cheap' signs with
outlets"l Then "massage” signs and such. That whole entrance to our town is terrible and those
tores are not needed there. They are completely out of place.. | go by there all the time and no
bne is in the parking lots!

Xe were also dlsappomted to see the 1st and on\y stophght mstaHed 10 our town!

[hank you.

he Delno Family

Donna Stefan Katherine and Patrick

Diablo View Lane, PENRYN!

. et a sneak peek of the all-new AQL.com.
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Terry Bennett

From: Debbi Carr [debbiccc@yahoo.com] .

Sent: ‘Thursday, July 26, 2007 1:54 PM

To: ~ Terry Bennett

Subject: Penryn Townhomes-August 9th Planning Meeting ' A

:ar Planning Department:

y husband and I hve at 7610 Logan Lane. We have lived there 23 years. Recently we have been attending the: Penryn
AC meetings (not knowing that it even ex1sted unhl this year). » :

€ are against the 23 Penryn Townhomes to be approved located on 'Penryn Rd. between Penryn Outlets and existing

ISery.

ter listening to everything said at the MAC meeting we want the planning department to know thgt we are totally
ainst these type of homes being built in our community. As we review the comments from our neighbors, some of
10 were on the original board for setting up the community plan for Penryn, we agree that TN THE SPIRIT" of what

> Penryn Plan says about Density and commercial--for the benefit of the commumty—-we agree with the "Spirit of the

iginal Plan".

hat would be the benefit be to those who live in Penryn if this project was to be épproVed’ The roads are already

er crowed--I can hardly get out of Logan Lane onto Taylor roads at 6:45 in the morning. I now have STOP LIGHTS
tting onto the freeway and off. What would more houses and people do for those who already live here? The schools
2 overcrowded, the roads not wide enough or big enough. The shopping in nearby Loomis is already overburdened
th people people people. What is in it for Penryn?

¢ need some commercial projects, parks,walking paths and playgrounds for our community. . ..
ease cio not pavss.the pr'ojéct on the 23 town homes to be built on Penryn Road.

1ank you for your consideratioh and for.listening to our input.

ncerely,

=bbi and Bill Carr -

110 Logan Lane
:nryn, CA 95663

ike the Internet to Go: Yahoo!Go puts the Internet in your pocket: mail, news, photos & more..
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Terry Bennetf

From: Mr. Bungles [drew'rad@hotmail.com]

Sent:  Thursday, July 26, 2007 3:40 PM

To: Terry Bennett . ' = - R !
Cc: ‘drewrad@hotmail.com | |

Subject: Attn: Planning Commissioners ~ Penryn Townhomes

Jttn: Plénning Commissioners for Placer CO.._. :
Tom: AndréW Radakovitz, resident quenryn

PO Box 623, Pgnryn, Ca 95663 -
lear Piannihg Cpn;rﬁissioners, |

-would like this letter to be entered into the .record and read at the Aungust 9th, 2007 meeting for the Penryn '
‘ownhomes Project located between the Penryn Outlets and the existing nursery right off of Penryn Road and
. ext to the freeway

ast over 3 years ago, my wife and I and our two boys(age 6 and 3) moved from Stanford Ranch in Rocklin to Penryn.
Ve were tired of the suburban sprawl and rows of rows of track homes and wanted a choice, something different. We
hose Penryn because we absolutely fell in love with the landscape of the area and wanted a small town to raise our
hildren with an accompanying small town school. Loomis, Penryn, Newcastle and Ophir all stand out in Placer
‘ounty as a natural historic element to the region. The pasture, the cows, the mandarin orchards and palm trees along
nglish Colony Way are-a welcome alternative to the empty feeling one gets by driving through Rocklin.

“my wife and T would have known prior to moving here that Penryn's rural nature was going to be compromised by
evelopers, we would have never come here. We looked to the general plan as a concisely written document, capturing
1€ intent of the community by people who lived here. As someone who attends MAC meetings regularly and asa
:sident of Penryn, I can assure you that this development is not something I would want in my community. And I also
on't understand how language itself becomes bastardized of meaning to the point where commercial is akin to -
>sidential. Either language itself is a compact, a trust, or it is not language. It is something altogether disingenuous.
~ommercial' comes to us from the root. word of 'commerce'(verb), something to transact, a business or trade.
tesidential' comes to us etymiologically from the root word 'reside’ or residence(noun); a place to call home. To link
1e two diametrically opposed words into one, is dishonest sleight of hand. And the general plan itself does not
:commend high den51ty development period, end stop.

nd with all due respect, I don't care how many planners recommend these Penryn Townhomes. Either they do not live
ere or they need to read our community plan. There's quite a lot of things [ myself could recommend in other
eighborhoods, however, if you were to, say, live in Rocklin, I would hope that whatever my recommendations were,
1ey would lend themself to the tone and intent of the area. Let's not make a mistake. A poorly planned, mismanaged,
ybrid community 10 to 15 years from now will leave us all feeling disconnected from the intent of this area. And ]
:spect you all, which is why I am warning you to tread carefully here. It isimportant to retain the integrity of each
ommunity. That is not to say that communities don't accomodate change, but it is to say that Placer County residents
eserve a choice of where to live. If I wanted to live in Rocklin, I would move to Rocklin. Itis only 3 miles away. I
hose not to. Please, do not take away our choice by forcing something onto a community that has expressly and clearly
ated its destre in its community vision plan. Some people want to live in Rocklin. They don't like Penryn. God bless
1em. Some people are just the opposite. However, if we take away Penryn's ab1hty from being Penryn by erecting

lgh density track then there's no choice. Penryn's gone. :

120
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-NMe are already experiencing ehough encroachment as it is with the Sierra Cellege exit skyline being razed to gerobt(;i
mbrace Sam Walton's dream. I grew up in the area. Its sad to see. Rocklin gets the tax base. Loomis, one footba
leld away, suffers the impact on infrastructure. Nice.

suppose we could keep carvmg up the land right up I-80 all the way to Reno, NV. But, at some point, I wo;lld hope
nat the planning commissioners would address the concerns of the residents along the way. The re51dents of Penryn
ave spoken, very clearly, in the general plan. Nohigh density development. Why would a ' . .
scommendation be made which is contradictory to what caused me to move to Pem’yn? A.oam, if I wanted high
ensity, it is 3 short miles away. It is called Rocklin. And add to that w:hat they are doing in West Rosevﬂle out to
1ddyment ‘Farms’ and beyond, there is ample choice for people to live in the area of Placer Country without
ompromsing sacred farmland and historical quarries. Indeed, with Bickford and Clover Valley on the way, we are
Iready getting pinched out due to derelict planning. If people want to live in Placer County and want a low cost

lternative, they exist... everywhere from apartments to condos to duplexes Rocklin is 3 miles away. 3 mlles Why
retend its not? :

hank you for hearing my concerns and I appreciate your time,
ndrew Radakovitz

)16)997-8546

lon't get caught with egg on your faee. Play Chicktionam!_

31
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Terry Bennett

From: Scott Jordan [scottjordan@ncbb.net]
Sent: - Sunday, July 29, 2007 7:41 PM

To: Terry Bennett

Cc: -Leah Rosasco; Placer County Planmng
‘Subject: Penryn Parkway

ear Terry

“has come to my attention that you are preparrng apacket of information that will be presented to the Placer
-ounty Supervisors on August 9th regarding the Penryn Townhomes Project. | would like to add my
entiments to the packet if it is possible.

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

) It is not consistent with the existing property uses.

) This project is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan due its density
nd lack of a mixed use component. ( I believe its page 25 or 29)

) If this projectis allowed it would set another precedent for future development of like
ind.

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

lewcastle, Placerville, Truckee, Lake Tahoe they would see some of the same terrain that}
1as been successful as a mixed use area. _

“here are other projects on the horizon that | have some of the same concerns for. | do

iot believe our area has the capability to handle all the added stress on rts current, or
wurposed infrastructure.

Infortunately | will not be able to attend the Supervisors meeting on the 9th due toa
amily vacation planned months ago, so please feel free to contact me if you desire
urther dialog on this, or other pro;ects in the Penryn area.

lespectively,

icott Jordan
ordan Family Farms

16-663-9759

[SA
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Terry Bennett

From: Sasko, Michael C [michael.c.sasko@pfizer.com]
Sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 10:15 AM '
To: Terry Bennett

Subject: For Planning Commissioners, Please Forward

2ar Placer County Planning Commissioners,

im writing to strongly voice my OPPOSITION to the PENRYN TOWN HOME PROJECT.

5 a former- member of the Penryn MAC and as a concerned citizen, this pro ect isa d:rect violation of the Penryn Horseshoe Bar
ammumty Plan.

e Penryn Town Homes Project is a hig-h density residential 3.1 acre site posi}tionedjn the now beautiful Penryn Pérkway. | have
tached a parcel listing to show HOW Different this project is .... from the it neighboring 10 acre parcels.

ear that if your Commission approved the Penryn Town Homes project, it would be the first piece of a puzzle of ill-designed, high
:nsity housing massing all the commercial zones parcels in this area. This project, a proposed circle of du-plex houses does not
our community and would be impossible to integrate into any future developmen plans. Itis an example of "make a qu»ck buck
id leave" mentality ail to common with today's developers.

case defend our Penryn - Horséshoe Bar Community Plan and VOTE NO on the Penryn Town Homes project at your
eeting on August 9th. Thank you

:gards,

lichael Sasko - ... .
130 Penryn Estates Drive
anryn, California

16) 802-0638 phone

16) 652-3427 fax
ichael.c.sasko@pfizer.com

LYY alaa %!



Terry Bennett

From: Chuck-Muriel Davis [chamdavis@yahoo.com]:
Sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 8:02 AM '
To: Terry Bennett; Michael Johnson; Leah Rosasco

Cc: Andrew Radakovitz; Michael Sasko; FredandLinda Williams; Gary Cheris; St efan Delno Gordon Robbins, K Tanson; .
Jim Holmes; Placer County Plannlng Ruth Alves

Subject: To Planning Commissioners - Penryn Townhomes Project
Ay 30,2007

E: PENRYN TOWNHOMES - PSUB - 20060767
o: Planning Comrﬁissiohers:

lease vote NO on this Penryn Townhomes project! _
‘our NO vote will protect and preserve our Penryn community "as a scenic,
anquil, rural-residential community" as stated in the goals of the

.orseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan(HBPCP). This project does not fit
e goals and intent of the HBPCP for the Penryn Road area.

he Penryn Parkway, the area on Penryn Road where this Penryn Townhomes prOJect 1s

icated, was intended in the HBPCP "to encourage a compact, commercial core to serve the overall Penryn area,
lereby eliminating the need for scattered . '

ymmercial sites within the outlying rural areas ofPenryn This would rea’uce the

otential conflicts with locating commercial uses adjacent to residential areas,

ad allow ample vacant commercial property to serve the Penryn area '

roughout the‘life of the Community Plan."

1so0, the HBPCP states within the Land Use sectlon that

No dwelling units are assumed for the commercial designations even t/zough mulz‘zfamz/y residential is permitted
ithin the implementing zoning district.”

he Penryn Parkway is not intended to have the high density that exists in this prOJect According to the HBPCP, high
2nsity is in one location:

The HDR designation is provzdea’ in only one location within the Plan area.

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

fthe Plan area. This designation is located immediately adjacent to

uburn-Folsom Road at the far southwest portion of the Plan area, and

rcognizes an existing older mobile home park !

S you can see by even these few quotes, this project does not follow the goals and
:quirements of the HBPCP.

nother reason to reject this project and vote NO, is that the mitigated Negative Declaratlon (MND), is mcorrect n
sveral places where items should have been

arked : 'Potenhally Significant Impact'.. I have 11sted some of these items:

ems 1X-2,7 : Thls project definately conflicts with the HBPCP policies and would
ter designated land use. These should not be "no impact" as marked.

‘em XII-1: This project would result in a substantial increase in population; esp. |
»nsidering that a nearby 85-townhome/commercial project is under construction. : '
his should not be marked 'no impact'. ' Lﬁ‘-/'



‘ems X1I1-3,4;: Howcana péssible increase of 46-69 students at Penryn Elementary
-hool be considered 'no impact'? And, the increase in traffic would definately create
1 impact on road maintenance on Penryn Rd & nearby roads.

iems XV-1,3,8: These traffic issues caused by this project will not be resolved by
dllecting fees for an' improvement fund, as proposed. Already, Penryn Rd, English
olony, and Taylor Rd has increased in traffic load, accidents and near-miss accidents
1 the last couple of years. Some of this traffic comes from the new residents in the
incoln area who drive through Penryn. Can you imagine what increase in traffic ' ,
ill occur once Bickford Ranch is completed? Lately, there is a backup at the left turn lane at that new ,}1ght_at the I-80
werchange, so that it's difficult for people to turn left out of the outlets. If this project is allowed to go in, the traffic

11l be a huge : ‘ ~
npact, just from people taking their children to & from school several tires a day.

Iso, I think a 2005 traffic study is insufficient for this area, which has had such

1 increase in traffic recently. ' : '

nd one primary reasor for you to .vote NO on this Pénryn Townhomes project is
e fact that on July 24th, the Penryn MAC unanimously voted to recommend that
ou vote against this project. Many residents were at that meeting and agreed

1th the MAC's recommendation. : : '

lease vote NO and reject this Penryn Townhomes project,and preserve our
iral residential and farming community. '

incerely, ,
furiel & Chuck Davis
30/07 '
0. box 397

enryn, CA 95663

n Granite Hill)
16-663-4123

ark youfself in front of a world of choices in alternative vehicles.
isit the Yahoo! Auto Green Center.
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Terry Bennett

From: Leah Rosasco
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 8:08 AM

To: Williams; bsantucc@p"lacer‘ca.gov; kdenio@placer.ca. gov, jforman@p]acer:ca.gov; mstaffor@placer.cavgo'v;
Isevison@placer.ca.gov: gbrentna@placer.ca.gov; Michael Johnson; eivaldi@placer.ca.gov; Roy Schaefer; Ruth
Alves; Placer County Board of Supervisors

Ce: Terry Bennett : .
Subject: RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 - SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000

2llo,

/ way of this e-majl | am forwarding your letter on to the‘Pianning Commission Clerk, Terry Bennett. She will make sure your
“tter is in the file and presented to the Planning Commissioners. . S

ease let me know if | can be of ahy further assistance.

1ank you,
:ah Rosasco

«ah Rosaséo

nior Planner ]
acer County Planning Department
191 County Center Drive

tburn, CA 95603

0-745-3091 (Phone)

0-745-3080 (Fax)

‘om: Williams {mailto: penrynca@jps.net]

ant: Saturday, July 28, 2007 1:43 AM ' : . _
>: bsantucc@placer.ca.gov; kdenio@placer.ca.gov; jforman@placer.ca.gov; mstaffor@placer.ca.gov; Isevison@placer.ca.gov; .
rentna@placer.ca.gov; Michael Johnson; Leah Rosasco; eivaldi@placer.ca:gov; Roy Schaefer; Ruth Alves; Placer County Boarq
Supervisors ’ . '

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

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

y name is Fred Williams. My wife and | have been residents of Penryn fqr 30 years. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn .
ywnhomes project scheduled to be submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission at the August 9, 2007 meeting. This
oject is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan due its density and Ia;K of a mnxed-_use compon_ent. .The‘ Penryn
AC has recommended rejection of this project. There was considerable vocal opposition from re;udents both times it-was
‘esented to Penryn MAC. ’

e ask that ydu reject the Penryn Townhomes project at your August 9, 2007 meeting and defend our Community Plan again‘st
gh-density development. We respectfully request that this letter be read at your meeting and entered into the minutes.

ncerely, _
‘ed Williams
anrynca@jps.net

13
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Terry Bennett

From: Leah Rosasco
Sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 8:08 AM
To: Gary Cheris
Cc: Terry Bennett
Subject: RE: Penryn Townhome Project

ello,

y way of this e-mail | am forwarding your letter on to the Planning Commission Clerk, Terry Bennett. She will make sure your

tter is in the file and presented to the Planning Commissioners. Additionally, | have copied Michael Johnson on this
yrespondence: o

lease let me know if | can be of any further assistance.

nank you,
2ah Rosasco

:ah Rosasco

mnior Planner

lacer County Planning Department
)91 County Center Drive

uburn, CA 95603

10-745-3091 (Phone)

}0-745-3080 (Fax)

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

o: Leah Rosasco; Placer County -Planning
ubject: Penryn Townhome Project

ear Mr. Michael Johnson,

Strongly Oppose th.e Pénryn-Tothome project scheduled to go before the Planning Commission_at the August 9th meeting.
“is project is in viofation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan due its density and lack of a mixed use component. }ask that

»u reject the Penryn Townhome project and defend our Community Plan agains’t high-density development. We are presently on
acation and will not be in town by August 9th to personally object to the project.

ary & Debbie Cheris
705 Logan Lane
anryn, Ca 05663
16-316-3150

Leah Rosasco, County Planner

(37
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Terry Bennett

From: Dan. Toderean [dtodereén@ozarkinc.com]

Sent:  Monday, July 30, 2007 6:49 AM

To: Terry Bennett

Cc: Leah Rosasco; Mlchael Johnson Jim Holmes; Placer County Planning
Subject Penryn Townhomes project

‘om: __Dan Toderean

__ Penryn Resident

ate: 07-30-07

O: PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
Michael Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603

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

ear Commissioners:

' WE are residents of Penryn. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes _p,r_oject. scheduled to be submitted
the Placer County Planning Commission at the August 9, 2007 meeting. This project is in violation of Penryn
orseshoe Bar Community Plan due its density and Iack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC has
commended rejection of this project.

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

ncerely,:
an Toderean
>: Supervisor Jim Holmes

175 Fulweiler Avenue
Aubum, CA 95603

Planner Leah Rosasco

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603

58
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Terry Bennett

From: Tamh‘\y.Todefean@kp.org
Sent: Monday, July 30, 2007 7:43 AM B ‘
To:  Terry Bennett, Leah Rosasco; Michael Johnson; Jim Holmes; planning@placer.ca.go

Strongly Oppose the Penryn Townhome project scheduled to go before the Plan’nipg Commission at the AugUst 9th
ieeting. This project is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan due its de_nsnty and Iapk ofg mixed use
>mponent. | ask that you reject the Penryn Townhome project and defend our Community Plan against high-density

avelopment.

hank you,

ammy Toderean
16-6€0-0901
16-784-4233 .

181 Marcob Wéy
oomis, CA 95650

i tecivient. is e-mai v ibi i i therwise using or disclosing its contents. Hyou
OTICE TO RECIPIENT: If you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, you are prohibited from sharing, copying, or 0 : ] :
e received this e-mail in e>;ror, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and permanently delete this e-mail and any attachments without reading, forwardlng or

wing them. Thank you. ‘

(54
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ferry Bennett

From: Williams [penrynca@jps.net]

Sent: .Monday, July 30, 2007 5:52 PM

To: Terry Bennett . :
Subject: For Planning Commissioners - Please Forward

Terry, '

e of my neighbors had trouble sendmg this to you so he asked me to forward it. | see now that he had a typo in your address.
anks, .

1da thhams

- Original Message -----

om: Bill :

+ tbenett@placer.ca.gov

‘nt: Monday, July 30, 2007 5:30 PM

Ibject: Penryn Townhomes

( NAME IS BILL SPURGEON. MY WIFE BETH AND | MOVED TO PENRYN 10 YEARS AGO TO AVOID THE SPRAWL OF
RANGE COUNTY AND THE HIGH DENSITY LIFE: BEFORE WE CHOSE PENRYN WE FOUND OUT ABOUT THE PENRYN
\RKWAY AND ITS OBJECTION TO HIGH DENSITY. WE BOUGHT FIVE ACRES. EVERYONE AROUND US HAS TWO TO
VE ACRES. TO ALLOW A HIGH DENSITY DEVELOPMENT WOULD OPEN THE FLOOD GATES TO DEVELOPERS. THERE
ANOTHER DEVELOPER PROPOSING 150 TOWNHOMES ON 15 ACRES ACROSS PENRYN ROAD, BACKED UP TO

OJME NEW 2.5 TO 3 ACRE PARCELS OF NEWLY BUILT HOMES.

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

SINCERELY,

BILL-AND BETH SPURGEON
7760 PENRYN ESTATES DR

140



Tuesday, July 31, 2007

"To:  Planning Commissioners
. ) '\:Y
Planning Department CER OUND
3091 County Courts Drive PLA RECEVE
Aubt
uburn, CA 95603 A6 0 Nm

From:. Philip J. and Diane S. Barger . NN N
7995 Logan Lane : MM&SSXO
. P.O.Box 163 _ -
Penryn, CA 95663

Subject: Penryn Townhome Project

We Strongly Oppose the Penryn Townhome project scheduled to go before the Planning
Commission at the August 9th meeting. This project is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe
Bar Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mixed use component. | ask that you
reject the Penryn Townhome project and defend our Community Plan against high-density
development. :

I worked with a group for developing input to the Penryn Community Plan in the early
1990’s. A part of that plan was “that high-density housing not be built in commercial
areas and that the community goals were to "maintain the plan area as a scenic, tranquil,
rural-residential community". The Penryn MAC committee and the citizens at the last
meeting opposed this project. P‘Pase honor our views.:

Lk
- Z2)
Phlhp arg?:ér?{‘a .
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PLACER COUNTY
DATE RECEIVED

AUG 0 1 2007

PLANNING July 31,2007

To: Placer County Planning Commission COMMISS_ION

Subject: Penryn Townhomes Planned Development PSUB T20060767)

We strongly request you disapprov'e the proposed Penryn Townhomes development.

1. This development is in direct conflict with the intent of the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn
- Community Plan (HBPCP), for example:

a.

" b.

The only high-density dwelhng area in the HBPCP is the moblle home
park on Auburn-Folsom Road.

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

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

With the 85 high-density dwellings being built at Boymgton and Penryn
Roads, plus Penryn Townhomes and other projects-in-planning that we are
aware of, there will be virtually 350 high-density dwellings put in the
Parkway area. These take away the planned compact commercial core for
the area while dramatically increasing demand for commercial services!
This high-density development will seriously damage the unique, rural
character of the Penryn commumty, a character the HBPCP plan was

specifically written to preserve.

2. The Penryn MAC voted unanimously to recommend di'sapproval of the Penryn
Townhomes development.

a.

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

‘Since he brought it back to the MAC virtually unchanged in concept, he

must feel he can just “push it through” over the desires of the community.



c.” At the MAC meeting the developer claimed that with the terrain and rock
outcroppings, a commercial development isn’t viable on that property,
" only high-density dwellings are. He should have looked at his South
property line, where Penryn Plaza, with much more challenging terrain
and rock outcroppings, is doing just fine with commercial businesses.

3. The Mitigated Negative Declaration is woefully inadequate. For example, it
states the development (60+ people, 50+ cars and 218 estimated daily automobile
trips out from an area just slightly bigger than the typical single dwelling site in
the Penryn area) has no significant impact on: ‘ . ' :

Ambient noise

Schools

Fire protection

Police protection

Population growth

‘e a0 o

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

Please disapprove this project. The Planning D1rector has stated at past Penryn MAC
meetings that developments must be in compliance with the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn
Community Plan. Planning Commission approval of the Penryn Townhomes and other
high-density dwelhng developments in the Penryn Parkway will make the Community
Plan a farce '

Gordon and Judy Robbins
7941 Logan Lane,
Penryn, CA 95663



August1,2007  PLACER o
’ ’ DATE RECEIVED

To: Placer County Planning Commission | , - AUG 0 1.2007

Subject: Penryn Townhomes Planned Development PSUB T20060767)  PLANNING
COMMISSION

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

Kathryn Goodwin
P.O. Box 251
Penryn, CA 95663 -

i S0 N
/fl/aaé/é%f}vvhs ﬁ@w‘w’“‘ |
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Terry Bennett

From. Leah Rosasco

Sent:  Wednesday, August 01, 2007 806 AM
To: Terry Bennett

Subject: FW: Penryn Townhome Project - NO-~

rrespondence for Penryn Townhomes.

ca_.La

Xt 5091

‘'om: Daniel Runte {mailto:DanR@dprinc.com]
ant: Wednesday, August 01, 2007 8:00 AM -
y: Leah Rosasco

ibject: Penryn Townhome Project - NO-

qah

b

> you live in Penryn? | doubt it.

ease do not approve the Penryn Townhome Project. This is unbelievable and absolutely does not fit with this community. At the
Jgust 9™ meeting, you need to oppose this project. This project directly contradicts and is in violation of the Penryn Horseshoe
ar Community Plan. The mixed use component and density of the proposed project is everything this community does not want.
1e intent has always been to not have mutti family residences. We live here because that is the way the people of Penryn want it.

Jisis a very big deal, we the people of Penryn do not want this project in our community. The zoning and master plan for this
‘ea does not allow for this. :

e biggest problem is the votes by the commission and piahning department are from people who do not live in this area. They
:em not to care if it does not affect them directly if this was to be built next to your house, would you vote for it? | doubt it.

‘ease take this request seriously as the people of Penryn live here because it is open and because it does not have this type of
2velopments.

is your job to listen to the community and vote the way the people of your community want it to be. | doubt you will find one
erson in favor of this project that lives in Penryn unless they have some financial mcentlve associated with it.

ease vote no.
ncerely,

an Runte
175 Butler Road Penryn



Térry Bennett

From: GARY HESS [joanhess4@sbcglobal.net]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 01, 2007 10:20 AM
To: . Terry Bennett _

Subject: Penryn townhomes

lease give the proposed townhomes additional consideration. Those of us who chose to live in Penryn did 30 be?cause
“the small town feel here. I, for one, sure don't want to lose it to developers, and I'm sure I speak for the majority of

znrynites.

hanks,

van Hess :
351 Brashear Lane
>nryn, CA 95663-9611

144
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ferry Bennett

From: Leah Rosasco _

Sent: Wednésday, August 01, 2007 11:24 AM
To: Terry Bennett '

Subject: FW: Penryn townhomes

wrespondence for Penryn Townhomes. .

zah
xt. 3091

om: GARY HESS [mailto:joanhess4@sbcglobal.net] -
:nt: Wednesday, August 01, 2007 10:27 AM

1. Leah Rosasco - :

ibject: Penryn townhomes -

loubt you'll find more than a handful of Penrynites who épprove of the Penryn townhomes project. [, for one, am

yposed to any undertaking which will take away from our spacious, rural atmosphere, and high density housing will do

st that.

1ank you,

an Hess

351 Brashear Lane
:nryn, CA 95663-9611.

J4T
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Penryn Townhome Project . Pagel 8/2/2007

August 2, 2007

Michael Johnson, Director of Planning ‘Leah Rosasco, County Planner
3091 County Center Drive v 3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603 Auburn, CA 95603

PH: 530-745-3000 o Irosasco@placer.ca.gov

planning@placer.ca.gov : " PH: 530-745-3091
FAX: 530-745-3080 ' . o

RE: Reject Penryn Townhome Prbject ~ Angust gth Meeting

Dear Director Johnson and County Planner Rosasco:

‘ As long-time residents of Penryn we join with our neighbors and community

‘members 1o express ‘strong opposition’ 1o the Penryn Townhome projectas it is
~ currently proposed. My husband and [ have resided in the community of Penryn for 27
years. (Mlchacl and-Cheryl Schrmt, 7911 Logan Lane Penryn)

While we are not opposed to new developments in the community; we believe
that Placer County Planning Commissioners should be dedicated to protecting the

delicate balance of our County environmental standards promoted in the general plan and

smart development approved by those who live, work and own homes and businesses in
the community of Penryn. The Penryn Townhome project as it is currentiy proposed is
contrary to community standards. Moreover, this project appears to be in breach of the
Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mixed use
component. .

Clearly, proper planning identifies community issues by projecting future
demands for services, and thus avoids possible problems. The Horseshoe Bar
Community Plan established goals and polices for directing and managing growth. The
Penryn Townhome project as currently proposed significantly changes futum demands
for servxces The Horseshoe Bai/Penryn commumty Plan states:

“The Horsmhoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan is the official statement of Placer
County setting forth goals, policies, assumptions, guidelines and implementation
‘measures that will guide the development of the area to at Jeast the year 2010. The
Plan will provide overall direction to the decision-making process on individual
projects located within the study area.”!

And, |

'Horseshoe Commumty Plan at pags 7. :
www.placer.ca. gov/uploadiedr/cdr?420%620%20planning/ documems/commumtyplans/HorseShoeBarPemy
nComPjan pdf-

(45



_Aug 02 2007 10:46AM Stand up For California 916 663 1415

Penryn Townhome Project Page2 8/22007

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

This prOJect contradwts the “goals, policies, a:sumptlons mldpimes and
~ implementation measures” envisioned in the community p!an Approval of this project
challenges the very mtegnty of the decision-making and policy-making process

Therefore, we ask that you reject the Penryn Townhome pro;ect as curremiy
proposed ensuring that the Horseshoe Bar Community Plan is respected and that an
" excessively high-density development is not permitted. We ask that you enter our letter
of opposition into the record and give our comments your serious consideration.

~ Chery! Schmit
916-663-3207
7911 Logan Lane
- Penryn, Ca. 95663 -
Schmit@hughés.net
And Michael Schmit

CC: Honorable Jim Holmes
-Fax: 530-889-4009 bos@placer.ca.gov

? Horseshoe Bar Community Plan, pages 11-13. F. General Commum) Goals
} 1d., from foot note #1.

A
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August | , 2007

‘Placer County Planning Commission
% Michael Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603

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

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

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes pro;ect and defend our Community Plan against

high-density development. We respectfully request that this letter be read at your meeting and
entered into the minutes.

S% oz @,@M

Addreés:j 389 PM{/%%) /Qp{,

Penryn, CA 95663
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Terry Bennett -~ - Planning Commission il U6 972 2007

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603

Abennstt@Placer.ca.goy

PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD PSUB T20080767 - SOUTH '
APN: 043-060-061-000 -

Acres: 3.2

Community o

Plan: 08/01/2007

Horseshoe Bar/Penryn CP :
MAC Area: PENRYN AREA ADVISORY COUNCIL
Applicant: PENRYN 3.2 INVESTORS LLC
Target Date: July 9, 2007
Status: Mitigated Negative Declaration public rewew ends 7/9/07
Lead: LEAH ROSASCO -

To members of the PlacerCounty Planning commisston.
I strongly oppose this petitionef’s project..
| 1. It introduces mixed zorﬁng, of the wofst kind.
_2.' They are using the zoning inappropriately for t-heir f)roject.

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

The mixed use consists of Commermal/ngh Density Resxdenﬂal/Commercxal all side by -

side. These types of developments do not work well over time.

We, the community ask for better use and planning for our community. The MAC 1s

opposed as well.

Thank you for your gonsideration.

Pers.onal‘Note; The family has lived here siﬁce 1900!
Bruce Dunow 032-132-019-000

CC: Jim Holmes, Leah Rosasco, Planner.

/9)( 2 ce DM /%W

o B §Y
[Penr e CA 95663
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Placer County Planning Commisaion
% Michael Jehnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn, CA 93603

.RE PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUE - TZOOFO%? SOUTH APN: 043 060-051- 000
- Hearmq August 9, 2007

We' as residents of Ppnryn strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes pf(_)JeLl lo be heard by the

Planning Cornmissian at the August 9" meeting. This project is in v«olatron of the Horseshaoe
Bar/Penryn Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mnxed use componPnt Tl‘n3 Penryn
MAC has recommended rejection of this Proj ject. : :

We ask that you reject lhe Penryn Townhomﬂs pI'OJCCt and defend our Community Plan agains!
high-density developrent. We respeclfu!ly request ihat this lelter be read al your meeting and
entered into the minutes. oo

" Sincerely, ’

(j’ (/}(//fﬂ)f/c/%//dv.-
e /‘ ':'! // .
?’5”5755 é}l/ // /.f/ﬁ/\ / {{I//Za/d)

Penryn, CA 9‘663
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Terry Bennett

From: Signe Adcock {signeadcock@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, August 02, 2007 5:17 PM
To:  Terry Bennett

1 Terry,
[y name is Signe Adcock and I have the pleasure of living in Penryn. I am writing to you to let you know how awful I

el about the proposed construction of more condos on Boyington and Penryn Roads.

feel these plans do not fit in with the small community we have and love. 1 moved from Roseville, where I have ll.ved_ -
l'of my life, 3 years ago to Penryn. The reason we moved was to have room to move and to live in a small town hke
oseville used to be. Please do not change Penryn in this way with new constructlon of condos that will impact our -

>mmunity in the worst way with too many people and more traffic.
hank you for reading my opinion and please keep our thoughts in mmd when 'voting on these propose project.

hank you, Signe Adcock



.

Terry Bennett

From: Evelyn Canis

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

Subject:'FW: Penryn townhomes

rom: GARY HESS [mailto:joanhess4@sbcglobal.net]
ent: Wednesday, August 01, 2007 10:24 AM

0: Placer County Planning

ubject: Penryn townhomes

lease reject the Penryn townhomes prolect This is the high-density. development we Penrymtes loathe and fear. We
on't want to lose our rural home to traffic and congestion and crowding.

hank you, :

»an Hess 2351 Brashear Lane

enryn, CA 95663-9611
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Date: . ,f"/z"ﬁlf

From:

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

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

Dear Commissioners:

1/ WE are residents of Penryn. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Pearyn Townhomes. -
project scheduled to be submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission at
the August 9, 2007 meeting. This project is in viclation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar
Community Plan due its density and lack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC
has recommended rejection of this project.

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

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

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




August_3 , 2007

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

Auburn, CA 95603

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

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

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend our Community Plan against
high-density development. We respectiully request that thls letter be read at your meeting and
entered into the mlnutes

Smcerely,

a/é’LJAZ/} %Zméﬁé@ﬂ/
77/@/«% Z/ 3/@6///1///&&4#
Address: 40’{/?7 /q//é/Z/LZ”CJ QJ

Penryn CA 95663




August 4, 2007

Placer County Planning Commission -

Leah IQOSCISCD Fcum@( o Pt.mrym ﬁuJakpM)
3091 County Center Dnve :

- Aubum, CA 95603

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

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

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes pro;ect at your August 9, 2007 meeting
and defend our Community Plan against high-density development. We respectfully

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

Regards,

. : . MEPE 40 o
Andrea Cermak - : f[l? o~ o } /
Jeffrey Perkins : E Ll AlG g 200 i
7505 Penryn Estates Drive [
Penryn, CA 95663 ?‘LAN;\}?.\}{: nE

EPT
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August 4, 2007

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

Aubumn, CA 95603

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

We, as residents and horﬁeowﬁers in Penryn, strohgly oppose the Penryn Townhomes
project to be heard by the Planning Commission at the August 9, 2007 meeting. This
project is in violation of the Horseshoe Bar/ Penryn Community Plan due to its density

and lack of a mixed-use component. The Penryn MAC has recommended rejection of -

this project and we heartily concur. Preserve the rural nature of the Penryn community.
As homeowners the rural environment was the reason we purchased our property and
chose to raise our children here. Developers should not be allowed to circumvent a
community plan and alter the quality of life for the people of Penryn by pushing through
their own agenda.

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

Sincerely,

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

157¢



August __, 2007

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

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 - SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000
- Hearing August 8, 2007

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

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

Slncerely

~

a’

(7 //a}wx;%ﬂa /

Wz/mzz

7

"Address: f'() =07 0/2253 /3/() @JZRQQ}\ U)lu7

Penryn, CA 95663
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August 4, 2007

Placer County Planning Commission
Michael Johnsen  Planning D rg )

rev :
3091 County Center Drive j 7L 34 AR
Auburn, CA 95603

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

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

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

Regards

A/M’Q/LML N /%
Andrea Cermak
Jeffrey Perkins

7505 Penryn Estates Drive
Penryn, CA 95663

[0



Page 1 of 1

Leah Rosasco

From:  Lisa Pelletti [ipelleti@hotmail.com].

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

To: Placer-County Planning; Leah Rosasco; P_lacer County Board of Supervisors
Subject: concerned residents of Penryn o ' '

Attachments: Opposition letter to Penryn OrchardbDeveIopment,doc '
To all concerned,

Please view, consider, and share the attached letter in regard to the Penryn Townhome project. We ask that
each committee member be given a copy and that the letter by read and entered into the minutes at the August
98,2007 meeting.” Thank you. : : '

Sincerely,
Joseph and Lisa Pelletti

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



From:- m[- (hﬁil_%:bﬁllﬂﬁ&h ///0}/(’/ | |
el Rambao Lane NECEIVER

Praeun Co 45663 Al AUG 08 2007
A - A
Date: . 9/4/0 7 ALANNING DEPT.

TO: PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
: Michael Johnson, Planning Director '
-3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140 ‘ ' ‘
Aubum, CA 95603

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

Dear Commissioners:

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

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

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

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

7 7 .
U.\pj Jearaho %/J@L(/ML

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

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

&



August 4, 2007

Placer County Planning Commission

3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, CA 95603

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

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

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

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

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

Regards

.MM+W

' Andrea Cermak

Jeffrey Perkins

7505 Penryn Estates Drive
Penryn, CA 95663 '

/le5
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August _&, 2007

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

Auburn, CA 95603

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

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

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

Sincerely, . /

7/@/@,- : D OPPA L

gsuw(\‘ LB OvRA L

Address: 2. AN ’—‘(C’\/V\Of \Q\@”"‘ ) Coomis A ﬂ.>6) i

Penryn, CA 95663




August {7, 2007

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

Auburn, CA 95603

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB'- T20060767 — SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000
- i—'eaf‘ng August €, 2007

We, as residents of Penryn, strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes pro;ect to be heard by the
Planning. Commission at the August 9" meeting. This project is in violation of the Horseshoe

Bar/Penryn Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mlxed use component The Penryn
MAC has recommended rejection of this pro;ect

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend our Commuhity Plan against
high-density development. We respectfully request that this letter be read at your meeting and

entered into the minutes. o
| E@EDWEF
AUG 08 2007 ||,

Smcerely

i, Luvtk)@ > c\L&

i
s
=

PLANNINC DEPT

Cie LIEsous

Address: 1Y VLU, Uanis

Penryn, CA 95663

[k5



From: ZC( Y & | *.../és_ﬂff a f\/O
(:p c)v/&fe &??S ’([6 il A/O
SN .

Datn: | - ) é?/[g/077

| SLANNING DEPT.

TO: PLACER COUNTY PLANN]N G COMMISSION
Michael Johnson; Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140
Auburn, CA 95603 ‘

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

Dear Commlssmners

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

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

1/ We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes projeét at your August 9, 2007 meeting
and defend our Community Plan against high-density development. We respectﬁ;lly
request that this letter be read at your meetmg and entered into the minutes.

Sincerely,

cc: Supervisor Jim Holmes

175 Fulweiler Av'enué ; _. . S . | W Myy} "

'. Auburn, CA 95603

Olpoted, Feumi oST eko

' Planner Leah Rosasco o
3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140 ' [ (Ogo SIS Iég
* Auburn, CA 95603 | QKN @L‘ (A ‘76()(07)
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From: ;6-5’{/‘10’4/.] d E}mi’/},d«d

T940° LJ;MJ A{‘rw’

Fow S [ s 9 j/Z% {3

Date: ?‘&;“0/7 '

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

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUVB‘ -T20060767 - SOUTH APN: 043-060-061-000

Dear Commissioners:

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

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

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

Smcerely,

hgﬂvwv ‘ _/ FA,;Jr)/V/v

cc: Supervisor Jim Holmes
175 Fulweiler Avenue
Auburn, CA 95603 B

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

From: Leah Rosasco . _
Sent:  Monday, August 06, 2007 8:21 AM
To: Karin.l. Dentinger@kp.org

Cc: Terry Bennett »

~—

Subject: RE: Oppose Penryn Townhomes

llo,
lis correspondence will be added to the file for this project.

1ank you,
:ah Rosasco

ah Rosasco

nior Planner o
acer County Planning Department
191 County Center Drive

iburn, CA 95603

0-745-3091 (Phone)

0-745-3080 (Fax)

‘'om: Karin.I.Dentinger@kp.org [mailto:Karin.I.Dentinger@kp.org] R
ant: Thursday, August 02, 2007 4:53 PM

»: Leah Rosasco .

abject: Oppose Penryn Townhomes

> all concerned,

y family and | are fairly new residents of Penryn. One of the main reasons we chose to live in Penryn is that the area remamed
sountry-like". o ' ' N

1e proposal to add numerous townhomes would change Penryn into what already exists in near-by towns arjd cities.
1erefore, | strongly oppose to the Penryn Townhome project and urge each and everyone of you to reject this plan during the
2aring to \ :

> held on Aug. 9, 2007. n

iease say no to high-density development so that we can preserve our charming little town.

yank you.

arin L. Dentinger

360 & 7564 Old Pear H'_ill Lane
enryn, Ca. 95663

i ipi is e-mai ' ibi i ing, .or atherwise using or disclosing its contents. If you
JTICE TO RECIPIENT: {f you are not the intended recipient of this e-mail, you are prohibited from sharing, copying, or o : _ _
we received this e-mail in e{'ror, please notify the sender immediately by reply e-mail and permanently delete lhlsye-mall and any attachments without reading. forwarding or

wing them. Thank you.
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lFerry Bennett

From: Patty Neifer [patty@ffbu'rn.org]
Sent: Monday, August 0632007 8:51 AM
To: Terry Bennett '
Subject: Please provide a copy to the Planning Commission - Penryn Town Homes

:ar Planning Commissioners,

‘m writing you to express my concern that the Placer County Planning Department and specifically the planners for the Penryn
ea are not considering the spirit of the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan when reviewing and making recommendatlons to
~velopers for projects in the Penryn area.
ie Penryn Town Home development,.on the agenda for the Planning Commission on August 9‘“ is the first and largest higher
nsity residential development to be proposed for.the. Penryn Parkway. As such, itis bound to set a precedent for future
velopment. _

though the commercial zoning of the Penryn Parkway aflows hlgh density residential development that property is clearly
fined in the Penryn Community Plan as being slated for small scale commercial projects to serve the local community.

last count, there are no less than 6 high density residential projects being proposed for the Penryn Parkway, including the 150
‘it rental condominium project - The Orchard at Penryn. These projects are clearly notin-line wrth the spirit and wording of the
:nryn Community Plan for the Parkway.

1e Penryn MAC, at the urging of dozens of resrdents has unanimously recommended against the Penryn Town home project.
50, included in the motion is a statement reaffirming that the Penryn Parkway is not intended for high density residential
velopments .

1e planner on the Penryn Town home project, Leah Rosasco did not seem to-have prior hlstory or experience with the Penryn
srkway and was not present at the information hearing for this project where the community comments all revolved around the
.approprrateness of this project for the Parkway Area ‘ : :

seems to me that the Penryn Parkway is being sacrificed to developer proflts without regard to our residents or consideration of
1at is best for the community.

ease consider sending the Penryn Town Home project back to the planning department for additional review. The project does
it contain'any commercial elements, which is the use for which the Penryn Parkway was set aside for in the Penryn Community
an. The project is located between two commercial properties and is right next to the Penryn Business Park very close to the
seway entrance. The project is also close to other farge rural parcels 2.3 acre in size where new homes are currently being built.
1ese single family homes on acreage were supported by the Penryn MAC and the community as an alternative to the high,

:nsity residential developments that had been proposed there in the past. . :

1ere are other alternatrves for this property that will fit into the Penryn Community Plan much better. Please help our community

» asking the Planning Department and the developer to explore those options and build this project in the spirit with our
smmurity Plan in mind. : ’

ncerely,
atty Neifer

ell: 916/224-6553
ome: 916/663-4931
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MICHAEL C. SASKO

_ michael.c: sasko@pfizer.com .
Phone: (916) 652-6532 - I o 7530 Penryn Estates Drive
Fax: (916) 652-3427 . _ : Penryn, CA 95663

ORI = T e I T— ——

Gerry Brentnall

Planning Commissioner
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, California 95603

NEGEIVER
N avso7 207

Dear Commissionér__ é_rentnall, | : P;‘AﬁMNG DEPT, |

’

My name is Mike Sasko and I a rvcently retired after 6 years on the Penryn MAC due to increased travel
requirements for work. On Thursday August 9™ you will hear a presentation on the Penryn: Townhomes
Project, a 23 unit, smgle family, 1 and 2 story attached housing project on 3.2 acres in Penryn. This project is
the first of several planned cluster developments in our area to mclude Penryn Heights and the Condos- at
Penryn. Each of these pose a significant threat to our community.

I therefore ask that you VO_TE NO on cluster development in the C-1 commercial zoned areas of Penryn. These
projects are a direct violation of the Penryn — Horseshoe Community Plan which calls for us to “protect and
preserve the unique character -of the community” and that “no dwelling units are assumed for the
commercial designations even though multifamily residential is permitted within the implementing roning
district”. We the citizens of Penryn ask that development be consistent with OUR PLAN for mixed use .
(commercial and residential) for all projects on the Penryn Parkway. Penryn Townhomes represents the first
project attempting to create high density, cluster housing in our area. Please don’t allow this to happen.

Thank you Gerry for all you service to our County over the years: We have met in my close association with the
Republican Congress and I always appreciate your interest in keeping our communities alive and well. -1 ask
you again for your support to stop cluster housing in Penryn. If this project is approved many more will follow
and this “ring of duplexes surrounding a granite outcropping” will be the. first of many disjointed cluster
development in our area. Thanks for you service and thanks for your support. I’ll see you there on Thursday as
we work together to stop cluster housing in Penryn. :

Sincerely,

Michael C. Sasko
Penryn MAC
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Terry Bennett

From: Leah Rosasco _
Sent: ~ Wednesday, August 08, 2007 9:11 AM
To:. Terry Bennett

Subject: FW: Penryn Townhomes

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

that came in after the mailout.
Thanks!

Leah
Ext. 3091 :
----- Original Message-----

From: Pet Gazette [mailto:editor@petgazétte.org]

‘Sent: Wednesday, August 08, 2007 9:07 AM
To: Ledh Rosasco '

Subject: Penryn Townhomes

August 7, 2007

Placer. County Planning Commission

- ¢/o Michael Johnson, Planning Director
3091 County Center Drive

Auburn Ca 95603

RE: Penryn Townhomes PD - PSUB - T20060767
9, 2007 i

- South APN: 043-060-061-000 - Hearing August

We, as residents of Penryn, strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes project to bg heard by
the Planning Commission at the August 9th meeting. This project is,in‘V1olatlon of the
Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mixed use component:.
"The Penryn MAC has recommended rejection of this project..

We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes project and defend our Community Plan against
high-density development. We respectfully request that this letter be read at your

meeting and entered into the minutes.
Sinéerely,
Johnita Wemken & Michael Martin

7535 Ridgeview Lane
Penryn, CA 95663 -

|7l



Terry Bennett

From: . Leah Rosasco
Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2007 7: 48 AM
To: Terry Bennett

Subject: FW: Tent. Subdivision® Map/Use Permtt Penryn Townhomes . ..
' Importance: High

anryn Townhomes correspondence...

.ca,{u

XEP09 1

‘'om: Pine Brook Village [mailto:pbvillage@attglobal.net] .
2nt: Wednesday, August 08, 2007 4:46 PM

3: Leah Rosasco

ibject: Tent. Subdivision Map/Use Permlt Penryn Townhomes
nportance Hngh

E- PSUBT2006-767

1ank you for adwsmg me that the scheduled hearing on August 9,2007 will be delayed because of failure to properly post the
operty. | would appreciate notification when the hearmg will be he}d '

my opinion itis a shame that Placer County is not pursumg the original planning to develop th|s in other than residential. The
operties along Penryn Road near the freeway are ideally located for the development of small businesses that can benefit from
asy freeway access: | am advised by brokers who service this area that there is shortage of flex-space for which this ready
:cess to the Interstate 80 would be ideal. Approving residential properties may enhance the value of the property however it.
eates dissension at such time as commercial developments want to come into the area. For this reason, | am opposed to the

anting of residential usage on APN 043-060-061.

eva Cimaroli, Co-owner, representing Pinebrook Village L. P., APN 043-060-032:510 -

[1R
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From: STELALDINVE E///WJ/V/V - | | @ ECEy
7700 LOCAN L, * o
: A s

L AY N - A

CDater S~/ -07

TO: PLACER COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION
' Michael Johnson, Planning Director -

3091 County Center Drive, Suite 140

Auburn, CA 95603 - '

RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 - SOUTH APN:‘ 043_-060~061~000
Dear Commissioners:

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

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

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

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

Smcere

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

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

- PLANNING pEPT

K



Terry Bennett

From: ' chuisking@viedu.org

Sent: - Tuesday, August 14, 2007 9:02 AM
To: Terry Bennett

Subject: Penryn Development

Hello,

I have been a resident of Placer County all of my life. I have lived in various cities
throughout the county and chose Penryn to settle. I chose this. communlty because of the
lack of apartments, duplexes, and townhomes. -

Penryn is a section of the county for low density housing. Please don't ruin this nice
community for the sake of a dollar. There are other places in Auburn, Roseville, and
Rocklin that would welcome your developments with open arms. We only have one way ou; oﬁ
Penryn that is not impacted with traffic and you want to destroy that. Don't allow this in
our community. There are only three areas of Placer County, south of Auburn;Newcastle,'
Ophir, and Penryn, in my opinion, that still have a high quality of life. Please keep 1t
that way. : :

"Thank you for your time,
Cindy Huisking
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PLANNING DEPT

August __, 2007

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

Auburn CA 95603

_ RE: PENRYN TOWNHOMES PD - PSUB - T20060767 SOUTH APN 043-060-061-000
- Hearing August 9, 9007

We, as resrdents of Penryn strongly oppose the Penryn Townhomes: prOJect to be heard by the
Planning Commission at the August 9" meeting. This project is in violation of the: Horseshoe
Bar/Penryn Community Plan due to its density and lack of a mixed use component The Penryn -
MAC has recommended rejectron of this project.

- We ask that you reject the Penryn Townhomes pr. ject and defend our Community Plan against
high-density development. We respectfully reqoest that this letter be read at your meetrng and
_Mentered into the mrnutes . S :

/
Yoy s 4

Sincérely. / 7y

1 Vs
/

J YU e SIS fpic b

278@ f@@/o/ ol oo
o000 CA 7

Penryn, CA 95663

A/aMUd'vLm/ o




lferry Bennett

From: Charles Gragg [c‘gragg@sbcgl'obal.net]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 21, 2007 9:32 AM

To: Placer County Board of Supervisors -
Ce: - Terry Bennett; Michael Johnson
Subject: Penryn Comunity Plan

ease route this email to Jim Holmes with copies to all Supervisors. Thanks
r, Holmes,

nryn residents are now painfully aware of the numerous housmg projects that are bemg cons1dered for the
aincorporated area of Penryn, mcludmg,

:nryn Condos - (150 rental‘condos) located near the Lutheran church off of Penryn Road and Highway. 80.
:nryn Heights - Multiple rental duplexes near the Valencia Club at Taylor Road and Epglish Colony.
:nryn Townhomes - 23 unit single family townhomes (rentals) off of Penryn road.

1is onslaught of affordable housing is obviously being "dumped" on the Unincorporated area of Penryn for obvious
asons. In violation of the Penryn Horseshoe Bar Community Plan, this dumping by the Placer County Planning

‘ommission and the Placer County BOS (if approved) have a significant negative impact on the area and property

lues. Havmg been indepthly involved several years back in the fiasco of Bickford Ranch and the Placer County
anning Commission and BOS all ignoring the findings of the EIR under the guise of the now infamous statement. "but
e benefits outweigh the negative impacts”, I and my neighbors are all to familiar with the "tax Issues" and developer
voritism" used by Placer County in assessing projects of this nature. The.so called Penryn Outlets are a perfect
cample of the substandard building code being applied by builders in this area. Be it known that we wﬂl not stand idly

y and have our area used as the garbage dump for Placer County.

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

harles H. Gragg

538 Ridgeview Lane
enryn, CA 95663
a6-663-1803
gragg@sbcglobal net

/e
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Kathi Heckert '

From: Delnofamily@aol.com

Sent:  Thursday, September 13, 2007 10:13 AM
To:~  KathiHeckert

Subject: Penryn

Please add my name to the list about anything happening in Penryn!!

We are a nice family that moved to the country to raise the kids. We found Perfect
Penryn, however, are VERY dlsappomted about all of the development you are
allowing to ruin our quaint town‘ '

Please put me on your list 5o | can keep mformed as to what is going on.

Thank you

Donna Delno

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

/77
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Kathi Heckert '
From: ea_gibson@juno.com

Sent: Friday, September 14, 2007 2:20 PM
To: Kathi Heckert -

- Hi, ‘ : L )
Please add me to the mailing list of both the Penryn Townhouses and the Penryn Heights project.

Thanks. . . ' - o

Denise Gibson

P.0. Box 636

Penryn, Ca 95663

] 78
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Kathi Heckert

From: Terry Bennett

Sent:  Tuesday, September 18, 2007 8:06 AM
To: Kathi Heckert

Subject: FW: Placer County Planning Commission

From: Mygokings@wmconnect.com [mailto: Mygokingé@wmconnect.com]
Sent: Friday, September 14, 2007 6:46 PM

_ To: Terry Bennett.

Sub]ect Placer County Planning Commission

Friday, Septewber 14, 2007
Placer County Planning Commissioners;

The developerd who are $eeking Your favorable deciglon regarding
thelr Pearyn Town Homes project don't glve a rats ass about
Penrywn restdents and you know it. |

Developerd trashed Rofeville and Rocklin {oir the Fole purposge of
Lining the’uf own pocketd and You Rnow Lt.

Oownce again, de\/etopers are trytng to trash Pevwgw (and Loowws)
and You Rnow it. '
Your Job is to protect me (from them) avw( You Riow it. Do g Uy

job!

| Regards,

(da Mae Lasick
Pewraw

1.
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~Kathi Heckert

From: Chuck-Muriel Davis [chamdavis@yahco.com]
Sent: Monday, October 01, 2007 7:10 AM '

To: Terry Bennett; Kathi Heckert
Cc: Jim Holmes; Michael Johnson Leah Rosasco; Michael Sasko; Phil Barger Gordon Robbms Cheryl
Schmit .

Subject: Penryn Townhomes- letter to Commissioners- Oct 11th Hearing

TO: Planning Commissioners

" RE: Penryn Townhomes - PSUB T20060767 -- Oct. 11, 2007 Hearing

We request that jfbu DISAPPROVE of this Penryn Townhomes project.

This project does not fit within the Horseshoe Bar/Penryn Commumty Plan (HBPCP).

In addition, the plannmg department reported in it's staff report, for the August 9, 2007 hearing, that two
requirements are being waived, but neither of these requirements, nor the fact that they are being
waived, were reported in the Negative Declaration of 6/7/07. It is disconcerting that two critical 1ssues

were NOT in this public document! .

1._Unit Driveways only 5 to 10 feet long....20 feet is the requirement.

The 8/9/07 staff report, pg 5, reported:
- The Engineering and Surveyzng Department has concerns wzth the proximity ofthe garage to the
interior circulation road as there is not a 20 foot space between the face of the garage door and the
edge of pavement to allow for a’rzveway parking.

But, in the NegDec, it is reported:

MM XV.5 Parking in _front of driveways and parallel parking along the internal loop road is prohibited.
“No parking " signs shall be provided along the on-site internal loop road.

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

There is no mention in the NegDec that the driveways for this proposed development will be 5 to 10 feet long, nor that a 20
foot driveway requirement was waived. Does prohibiting "parking in front of driveways" mean that cars will not be allowed
in the driveways? This is unrealistic and could possibly create a safety hazard. Visitors could end up parking out on Penryn
Rd. How can the 20 foot requlrement be wa1ved°

. 2. No Active Recreation area ....but one is reqmred for a project this size.

On Pg 3 of the 8/9/07 staffreport

- The proposed project does not include active recreation facilities onsite, which are typically required
for Planned Developments that include more than 20 units, however Section 17.54.100 (D) (4) of the
~ Zoning Ordinance allows for the payment of an in-lieu fee for recreation facilities, provided the
Planning Commission is able to make the finding that constructing Suchfaczlztzes onsite is notfeaszble

" But, in the NegDec, it is reported
Discussion- Item XIV-1: o
The proposed project will not likely result in the increased use of an existing nezghborhooa’park such that substantial

|56



Page 2 of 2

deterioration would occur as the proposedpm]ect includes the construction of recreational open space with passive
recreational facilities on-site. :

Why is this requirement of an "active recreation” facility being waived and why was this requirement not mentioned in the
NegDec? If there is no room for an actwe recreation area, then the project should be reduced or changed to provide the
requirement.

3. Penryn Townhomes is counter to the. intent of the HBPCP for Penryn Parkway.

The Penryn Parkway "is meant io provide a-mixed-use area, including multiple-family residential, professional office, and

commercial uses." There are already 85 townhomes being built on Boyington Rd. If the Parkway is filled with multi-
family housing, where will the other mixed-use developments planned for the Parkway go?

According to the HBPCP, Medium Density Residential (which “allows 2 to 4 units per acre, and primarily includes existing

small-lot single-family subdivisions"") may be "located adjacent to the Penryn Parlway and is presently undeveloped. This
may present an opportunity to providefuture multi-family affordable housingfor the area's residents. This is especially true

due 1o the site's location adjacent to the Penryn Parkway commercxal area". The Penryn Townhomes project exceeds this
2-4 units/acre for MDR.

According to the HBPCP: " The Parkway is intended to provide services to both local residents and travelers along I-80. The
intent behind designating a concise, identifiable area on the Plan map is to encourage a compact, commercial core to serve
the overall Penryn area, thereby eliminating the need for scattered commerczal sites within the outlying rural areas of
Penryn. " .

The Penryn Parkway is planned to be a unique and beautiful area of mixed used businesses, eg specialty retail, nurseries,
etc, that will meet the needs of the local residents as well as visitors. This is one of many quotes from the HBPCP that
depicts the intent for the Penryn Parkway: "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 butldmgs to be constructed within the Penryn
Parkway arvea."

Please disapprove the Penfyn Townhomes project and protect the unique and historical Penryn area.

Sincerely,

Chuck & Muriel Davis
10/1/07

916-663-4123

p.0. box 397

Penryn, CA 95663

Got a little couch potato?
Check out fun summer activities for kids.
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MICHAEL C. SASKO

‘ michael.c.sasko@pfizer.com . ’
Phone: (916) 652-6532 ' © 7530 Penryn Estates Drive -
Fax: (916) 652-3427 - . ' o Penryn, CA 95663

Larry Sevison

Planning Commissioner
3091 County Center Drive
Auburn, California 95603

Dear Commissioner Sevison,

My name is Mike Sasko and I a recently retired after 6 years on the Penryn MAC due to increased travel
requirements for work. On Thursday October 11™ you will hear a presentation on the Penryn Townhomes
Project, a 23 unit, single family, 1 and 2 story attached housing project on 3.2 acres in Penryn. This project is
the first of several planned cluster developments in our area to include Penryn Helghts and the Condos at
Penryn. Each of these pose a significant threat to our community.

[ therefore ask that you VOTE NO on cluster development in the C-1 commercial zoned areas of Penryn. These.
projects are a direct violation of the Penryn — Horseshoe Community Plan which calls for us to “protect and
preserve the unique. character of the community” and that “no dwelling units are assumed for the
commercial designations even though multifamily residential is permitted within the implementing zoning
district”. We the citizens of Penryn ask that development be consistent with OUR PLAN for mixed use
(commercial and residential) for all projects on the Penryn Parkway. Penryn Townhomes represents the first
project attempting to create high density, cluster housing in our area. Last week County Planning allowed
driveway length to be shortened from 20’ down to a 5° minimum. Please don’t allow this to happen.

Thank you Mr. Sevison for all you service to our County over the years. I always appreciate your interest in
keeping our communities alive and well. I ask you again for your support to stop cluster housing in Penryn. If
this project is approved, many more will follow and this “ring of duplexes surrounding a granite outcropping”

will be the first of many disjointed cluster development in our area. Thanks for you service and thanks for your
- support. I’ll see you there on Thursday as we work together to stop cluster housing in Penryn.

Sincerely,

s CAAT -  See AHrded Akl
Michael C. Sasko ‘ '
Penryn MAC .



_That “D” word has ence

again surfaced around Penryn,

- Michael

25 developers have set-up
shop in one of their faverite
parts of unincorporated Placer
County.

Quietly moving through the

" county planning department -
- axe several swall parcel, high-

density bousing projects that -

- will, if approved, change the

face of Pemiyn forever. »

Although legal, these proj-
ects are a divect violation of
our Penryn Horseshoe Bar
Community Plan and we, as’
defenders of the plan, cannot
0t aliow for their approval.

Since America is a free
country and because of the -
county’s need to generate tax
{EVORLE, anyone can propose
almost any development proj-
ect, whether we {ike it or not.
Perhaps you remember Fenryn
vlens for a casine, big-box
church, and even a convention
center. These projects were
stopped when county planning
stepped i and opposad zon-
ing changes.

Today’s deveicpers are
more savvy and now sumply
target C-1 commercially
7oned parcels for their cash-
out plans, because technically

be first proposed threat,
enryn Townhomes, 2 23-unit,
family, townhome proj-
ect jocated on 3.2 acres off
Penryn Road. ,

Should this gain approval, .
watch out for the Penryn con-
des located next o the
Lutheran Church, which pro-

[l

poscs 159 rental condos on a
15-acre site complete with
244 garages and 350 parking
spets. Penryn Heights ison
the parcel behind the Vajencia
Clab, where developers clev-
vty renamed their duplex
structures, as “duets”, not
bringing music to eass of
many local citizens.

Until the recent change in
leadership, county planning
would traditionally teject C-1,
cluster-type projects because
they violate the community
plan. For back in days of pre-
development, our forward-

thinicing ancectavs ~C 4k~

Saske -

Guest
Columnisi
vision for growth in our
Penryn-Loomis community.

Meeting weekly several
residents worked tirelessly to
design, down to specific
detail, how change should
occur within the 25-square
mile area of the Penryn
Parkway. _ :

The plan, approved by the
community and the Board of
Supervisors, calfed for us to
“protect and preserve the
unique character of the com-
munity” and that “no dwelling
units are assumed for the
commercial designations even
though multi-family residen-
tial is permitted within the
implementing zoning district”

The Penryn-Horseshoe Bar

Community Plan stands as our -

strongest defense against a
new ptanning director and
county-supported, clustex
development.

New to the mix, Penryn
activist Murie] Davis has cre-
ated a remarkable Web site
that documents all proposed
Penryn developments. Read |
our plan at www.penryncome-
mounity.blogspot.com.

ACTION is required to
stop these projects. The meet-
ng is scheduled for Aug. 9 at
10 am. - i

Defend our community
plan and contact the Planning
Commission at :
“Thenneit@placer.ca.gov. and .
Planning Director Michael
Johnson at mjohnson@plac-
er.ca.gov. SHould our commu-
nity lose at the planning com-
wission hearing, we will have
to count on Supervisor Jim
Holmes’ ability to gain two
more votes on our last appeal,
to the Board of Supervisors. *
Stop high-density, cluster
development, it is not part of
out Penryn Plan.

Michael Sasko is the for-

The road association for
Oak Tree Lane recently -pro-
posed landscaping the approx-
imately one-fourth acre of
Jand owned by the wown at the
entrance of cur lane off of
Horseshoe Bar Road.

Lots of time and money
was ‘spent creating a proposal
to the town ihat inciuded

L
‘planting trees, shrubs and

flowers. We did our best to
the design £t into the
character of cur town, i.e.
therc was no fancyHghting or
siginage like you would typi-
cally see ini Granite Bay.
We offered to pay for . all
costs of the project ané main-

Subimit fetfers to.the editor
E-mail letters o morihagt

s Coundl unfairly held hae

tenance and had to m:
eraf changes at our exj
meet the need for sefl
bike lane, etc.

The Town Counci
bers were uncooperati .
point of extreme frus
One commented
prefers it the way itis {
posed granite hard pan

Ancther  suggests
would only vote for it if
path were put throu;
landscape area {on top
existing bike traii easer

When other counci!
bers objected on the ¢
the path would serve 1
pose since it would cor

18
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PLACER COUNTY
DATE RECEIVED

July 31,2007 AUG 01 2007

To: _Placer Cbunty Planning CommiSSiQﬂ , o Cgﬁﬁg&}

Slibject: Penryn Townhomes Planned Development PSUB T20060767)

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

~

Robert L. Christensen
- P.0. Box 251

1420 Sisley Road,
Penryn, CA 95663

g4



From: }/7/ /%/’A //yjr / /?’/\/ sy
UE4S L ssle) Kpsd

-,é/./,y/zr//y, Q4 el /M‘ J

‘Date: . :7/«;;7 A?

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

DATE RECEIVED

AUG 01 2007
PLANNING

COMMISSION .

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

Dear Commissioners:

I/ WE are residents of Penryn. We STRONGLY OPPOSE the Penryn Townhomes

. project scheduled to be submitted to the Placer County Planning Commission at

the August 9, 2007 meeting. This project is in violation of Penryn Horseshoe Bar

~ Community Plan due its density and lack of a mxxed -use component. The Penryn MAC

has recomrnended rejecnon of thls prOJect

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

Sincerely, ..

/// P \"WZ/XM 7

cc: Supervisor Jim Holmes
175 Fulweiler Avenue
- Auburn, CA 95603 .

,i Planner Leah Rosasco e
- 3091 County Center Drive, Smte 140 -
Auburn, CA 95603
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From:i _ Paula Schoof 7 : RECEWED

- To: ' Maywan Krach: ' NGV 13 2007
cc: - Jim Holmes; chamdavis@yahoo.com; : ; oL
) ERK OF THE
Subject: Penryn Development Projects BOARD OF SUP
Date: . Tuesday, November 13, 2007 11:52:01 AM ERVISORS

1

| am writing to oppose County rezoning of Penryn Iandsq‘or the sake
of high density development. The Planning Boards refusal to uphold
Penryn’s Community Plan demonstrates their disregard for the -
document, and for the current populatlons opposmon to such
developments. -

I am yet another Penryn voice urging the Planning Board to adhere to
the document that this community has created with regard to
_population, growth, zonmg and development.

The public | is against the county’s plans to re-zone and thus redefine
this area.

| understand that you will distribute my comments accordihgly.

Thank you, , - .
Paula Sthoof o  oae_3 Jad|o7
Penryn Resident’ i Board of Supervisors - 5
_ - : & County Executive Office
o X . - & County Counsel
Have a blessed day. | Mike Boyle
[ Planning

| Penrcjm Townhore
| T m_l_Q_Qng_

e

KE



DATE__ 13 /31(07
‘Sent: Friday, December 21, 2007 9 30 AM
To: Melinda Harrell ' e e L X County Exer

Subject: FW: P Townh xecutive Ollice
ubject: 3 enryn Townhomes 0% County Counsel enall

Xi Mike Boyie e-maul

,,,,, ' | SR T B Planning eemall

From: George D]an [mallto george@uborainc.com]
Sent: Friday, December 21, 2007 9:39 AM

To: Kathy Zick

‘Subject: Penryn Townhomes

Dear Ms. Zick:

On behalf of Penryn 3.2 LLC, owners and developers for the Penryn Townhomes project, we hereby request a
continuance of the Board Hearing on the appeal filed by residents. We only recently became aware of the
January 8, 2008 hearing date for the appeal. Unfortunately several of our team members have a schedule
conflict on that day. We request that the hearing be continued to the January 22 Board meeting. .

Please contact me by phone or e-mail if you have any questions or comments about this request.

George Djan, AICP

Ubora Engineering & Planning, inc.
2901 Douglas Bivd., Suite 285 - _—
Roseville, CA 95661 AGENDA ITERL

Tel. (916) 780-2500 ext. 207 parE: 380 3, 00K
Fax. (916) 780-6777 Penr«ﬁn Townhomes

george@uborainc.com ,
o . Li00am

12/21/2007

Xl Board of Supervisors - 5

Ko
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Ann Holman

From: George Djan [george@uborainc.com] ' AGENDA FTER ’

Sent: -  Wednesday, January 02, 2008 9:51 AM '

To: Ann Holman S DagE: . 18/08

ce: Placer County Board of Supervisors * (%nrgn,“t’ownmm@ ,
Subject: Withdrawal of continuance request o Tmas: .J%,

Dear Ms. H_oIfnan:

On behalf of Penryn 3.2 LLC, owners and developers for the Penryn Townhomes project, | hereby withdraw our
earlier request for continuance of this item. On December 21, 2007, | sent an e-mail request to Ms. Zick, asking
for a continuance of this item from its scheduled January 8 Board hearing. At the time, it appeared key members
of our team could not make the meeting because of some other schedule conflicts. Subsequently, we have
managed to get our team to clear the schedule conflicts they had with the hearing date. We therefore will be able
to prepare and attend the meeting. Please confirm receipt of this e-mail. Thanks for your consideration.

George Djan, AICP

Ubora Engineering & Planning, Inc.
2901 Douglas Bivd., Suite 285
Roseville, CA 95661

Tel. (316) 780-2500 ext. 207

Fast. (916) 780-6777
george@uborainc.com

Ann Holman

“From: Leah Rosasco
Sent: ~ Wednesday, January 02, 2008 10:37 AM
To: George Djan o
Cc: Michael Johnson; Jim Holmes; Ann Holman; Ruth Alves
Subject: RE: Withdrawal of continuance request

George,

| just spoke with Michael Johnson regarding your request to withdraw your request to continue this item. In light
of the fact that the appellants have agreed to a continuance of the item and have rearranged their schedules and

alerted their community of the continuance, staff will request at the January 8™ Board of Supervisors haring that
this item be continued to the February 5" Board of Supervisors hearing. :

Please let me know if you havevany questions.

Thank you,
Leah

Leah Rosasco

Senior Planner g

Placer County Planning Department

309t County Center Drive : o ‘

"~ Auburn, CA 95603 ' ' »

530-745-3091 (Phone) o _ . : / q\
530-745-3080 (Fax) ’ -
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