Michele Kingsbury

From: Cristina Rivera

Sent: Monday, December 22, 2014 10:12 AM

To: Michele Kingsbury '

Subject: FW: PVSP Finance Plan

Attachments: Exhibit_2.5_Impact_Fee.pdf; Table_14A,_ Taxes.pdf; MAC_Presentation.pdf;

West_Placer_Plan.pdf

From: bcgreco@aol.com [mailto:bcgreco@aol.com]
Sent: Sunday, December 21, 2014 2:41 PM

To: Jack Duran; Cristina Rivera; BCGreco@aol.com
Subject: PVSP Finance Plan

Dear Supervisor Duran,

This email is just to you. | have done as you requested, | submitted my questions to
- county staff and have received their responses. | hope you and the other District
Supervisors have been following our communications.

| would like you to do the foIIoWing in order to protect the rights of your constituents. |
hope you will be willing to do this for us.

1. At the next Board of Supervisors Meeting, | would like you to make a motion directing
Staff and the Developer to create an Amendment removing the SPA from the

PVSP. Exhibit 2.5, Placer Vineyards Public Facilities Financing Plan, Development
Impact Fee Summary (Attached) proposes an over 300% increase in home construction
Fees for SPA property owners; Current Fees total about $9,561 and the Financing Plan
proposes an additional $29,245 specifically to SPA property owners who would like to
build a house. In addition, Table 14A (Attached) from a Dec. 10, 2013 Staff Memorandum
to the Board of Supervisors states an increase of $2,785.92 in yearly Special Taxes and
Assessments specifically for SPA residents to support the Placer Vineyards Development.
This represents a 50% increase in yearly Taxes to SPA residents. This information, which
is extremely important to the SPA Community, was not presented at all to the community
during 3 separate MAC meetings in which County Staff was suppose to be educating the
community and MAC board members on the Proposed Financing Plan. This information
was also not talked about at all during the November 20 Planning Commission

- Hearing. This Omission of vital information during presentations to Board Members and
the Community is completely UNACCEPTABLE. The SPA has been a successful rural
community for over 50 years and their relationship to the Placer Vineyards Development
should be equal to their relationship with Roseville over the Past 50 years. The SPA
residents moved to the area to be surrounded by farmland, they don't want any of the
large scale development planned for that region of the County to occur, you certainly

are not going to approve an increase in their taxes to specifically finance the
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Development. The SPA needs to be removed from the PVSP. (Yes, | would like you to say
all that)

2. | would like you to make a motion directing Staff and the Developer to create an
Amendment describing the construction of a road pathway around the north west SPA
neighborhood. This new road pathway is to be constructed as part of the initial
infrastructure. The road pathway is to be completed before any new development homes
or buildings are ready to be occupied. Locust Road will be closed at the north boarder of
the Placer Vineyards Development with the south boarder of the north west SPA
heighborhood when daily traffic volumes reach 2000 vehicles per day or sooner if the
community desires. You expect to see this Amendment on the Board of Supervisors
Agenda as soon as possible, certainly within 3 months because it is already 7 years
overdue.

3. | would like you to make a motion directing Staff and the Developer to create
Amendments correcting issues of consistency between the Placer County General Plan
and the PVSP. The California Government Code states the laws governing a County's
General Plan and Specific Plans. In particular, Section 65300.5 states "the Legislature
intends that the general plan and elements and parts thereof comprise an integrated,
internally consistent and compatible statement of policies for the adopting

agency". Basically all the rules for development need to be clearly explained within the
General Plan, so everyone has a clear rulebook to refer to. Section 65454 Consistency
with the General Plan, states that: "No specific plan may be adopted or amended unless
the proposed plan or amendment is consistent with the general plan". This all relates to
the buffer zone requirements clearly described as necessary in the County's General Plan
between property with agriculture zoning and new housing developments. It is clear that
the SPA is involved with all the agricultural uses described in the General Plan. The
General Plan states, "The County shall encourage continued and, where possible,
increased agricultural activities on lands suited to agricultural uses". We have all driven
past the small acreage strawberry farms and stands along Baseline Road. The SPA
qualifies for a 400’ residential exclusion buffer zone. To have provided them with only 50
feet of buffer in the 2007 PVSP was an error that needs to be corrected. To have
amended the General Plan with phrases stating that a Specific Plan can override the
General Plans stated requirements and policies was an error according to The California
Government Code.

| realize these motions are quite wordy but | don't know how else you can officially
communicate what you expect of them on our behalf. The County Staff has recently said
that they think they have done everything right in the past and they will not further address
issues 1 and 3. Here are some more of my thoughts on the above points.

1. |just started looking at the Financial aspects of the PVSP Proposed

Amendment. Attachment Exhibit 2.5 Impact Fee is part of the Proposed

Amendment. Here you will see that the SPA has been included. Existing City/County
impact Fees are listed for SPA as $35,373. | noted on the document that the total should
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be $9,561 because we don't have sewer or water Fees. Each SPA home has its own
water well and septic system. Looking under the Development Agreement/Plan Area Fees
you will see that a SPA property owner will have to pay an additional $29,245 to build a
house if the Amendment is approved. This information was buried in the 187 page staff
report and never verbally mentioned. :

The only thing the SPA was excluded from was the parks, trails and recreation fees; this is
the source for our exclusion from the population count for determining 5 park acre/ 1000
population minimum. Since a house is rarely built in the SPA (maybe 1 new home every 2
or 3 years), Developer makes more money by not charging us the park fee so that he can
build houses on that extra land that otherwise would have been parkiand.

This got me thinking about how this development might be planned to effect our yearly
taxes. | have never heard this topic discussed. The County just gave 3 presentations to
the community at 3 MAC meetings to inform us about the Financial Plan. If the Plan
Contained Taxes to the current community, that would have been explained to us

right? Wrong. Please refer to Attachment (MAC Presentation). This is all the text that
was provided to the community and MAC Board. The County Staff report and the
Proposed Amendment text was not publically available yet. The only financials mentioned
are parks and recreation which the SPA is excluded from. County staff in their
presentations of the projects financial plan amendment thought it was not important to
explain to the existing community that their yearly taxes would be increased by 50% and
“there would be a 300% increase cost in fees for building a house on their SPA lot. The
County Staff did not mention that the Propose Amendment released the Developer from
the obligation to completely build the infrastructure before turning it over to the

County. The County Staff did not mention that the Proposed Amendment stated a new
requirement that the SPA community would be Taxed and charged Fees to pay for the
Developments infrastructure.

This information was not presented to the Planning Commission either. .| assume the
Planning Commission approves 99% of what is put in front of them. However, do you
really believe that the Planning Commission would have approved the Taxes and Fees
charged to the current existing SPA community as a result of the Proposed

Amendment? Why wasn't Exhibit 2.5 Impact Fee and Table 14A Yearly taxes put up on

- the screen and spoken about in regard to the effect on current SPA residents? \Whenever
the government discusses financial plans isn't the effect on the public's Taxes the most

important detail to explain?

Attachment Table 14A is from a Placer Planning Memorandum to the Board of
Supervisors from Dec. 10, 2013. The Memorandum was an about 85 page Draft of the
current Proposed Amendment. The same Exhibit 2.5 Impact Fee Summary is in the
Memorandum except we are charged the parks, trails, and recreation fees. However, |
have not found Table 14A in the current Proposed Amendment. | think it is still their plan
to implement it, and it would be a natural extension of the Fees described in Exhibit 2.5 of
the proposed Amendment. Basically, they hide the yearly effect on our Taxes from us by
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omitting Table 14A, yet completely establish the foundation for imposing those taxes with
the inclusion of Exhibit 2.5.

The best we could hope for if the Proposed Amendment was passed is elimination of the
Parks and Rec. District Special Tax and we already pay Mosquito Abatement. So best
case scenario is $2,448 of additional taxes per year for me and my SPA neighbors.

Seeing these things made me realize that the SPA needs to be completely removed from
the PVSP. Our SPA communities relationship to Placer Vineyards needs to be the same
as our relationship to Roseville has been for the past 50 years. We are a very old and
successful community. Prior to 1994, the Placer Vineyards area was purely zoned as
farmland. Most of us have been here since before 1994. The Developer has been crying
about the recession and needing to have Amendments allowing them to build a
development with minimal niceties; Roseville and Rocklin have been filled with
foreclosed homes and vacant buildings. We faired much better than them during the
recession; a successful rural community. However, we have many old timers in the SPA
that don't have 2 extra nickels to rub together, to increase their yearly taxes by

$2,448 (50%) is unacceptable. If | were to distribute this information completely
throughout the SPA community, my neighbors would be camped out in front of your
County and Legal offices everyday until the SPA was officially removed from the PVSP. |
am trying to settle these issues quietly without having to upset my community with this
news of Tax and Fee increases.

Can you imagine if the Proposed Amendment had not been continued (postponed) a
month. The County Staff would not have revealed these Tax and Fee issues to you. You
would have unknowingly approved them as part of the Proposed Amendment. There
would be 50 SPA residents in front of your County Office everyday with signs and giving
television interviews about how you personally raised their property Taxes by

50%. Whenever you are trying to get elected and someone Google 8§ your name, this is
the newspaper story that pops up.

2. The Locust Road Closure issue seems to be finally progressing, however, | think its a
good idea to officially tell staff the outcome Staff should be shooting for.

3. The General Plan Buffer Amendments of 2007 are an example of gross incompetence
of County Staff. They refused to respond to my specific demonstration of how they were in
violation of The California Government Code and said they currently support what was
done in 2007. Staff needs to study The State of California General Plans Guidelines

2003. As an additional example of inconsistence please refer to the recent September
2011 Placer County Equine Management Regulations of the Placer County Code
Appendix G it states on the last page that a horse "shall be located no less than 100 feet
from any residence, swimming pool, outdoor spa or patio or deck area on an adjoining
parcel". These regulations would be used by new PVSP residents to file nuisance claims
against SPA horse owners 50 feet away.




Attached are a few pages from the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan (West Placer
Plan). These Plans were prepared in the 1990's and provided the foundations for
development of the specific-area of the Placer Vineyards Development. You will notice
that buffers are specifically mentioned as required according to the Placer County General
Plan against agriculturally zoned property. It states a specific policy to "discourage the
subdivision of property into parcels less than 2.3 acres in size if the property

seeking entitlements abuts designated agricultural parcels." Please make the County
Staff and Developer follow the General Plan, California Government Law, and the
foundation of the Dry Creek/West Placer Communlty Plan.

The SPA qualifies for 400' Buffers. Come see my acres of irrigated vegetables (pumpkins,
cucumbers, tomatoes) this spring. The new development homes bordering the SPA
should be on about 2 acre lots. This will allow some of the residential buffer zone to be
part of the new home owners lot rather than completely open space. This will also fulfill
the goal of providing housing at a variety of density levels. The 2007 PVSP provides no
homes with lot sizes over 1 acre when there is obviously a strong demand for large lot
homes in Placer County.

| was last told that the Proposed Amendment was going to be on the Board of Supervisors
Agenda for Jan. 6. With the holidays and all, | would quickly like official confirmation that
the Proposed Amendment will be continued to sometime in February at the earliest or
better yet, confirmation that the Proposed Amendment has been fully withdrawn for
revision and will have to be submitted to the MAC board and have another Planning
Commission Hearing before being eligible for the Board of Supervisors Agenda. If that
cannot be provided quickly, | will have to inform my community of the Planned Taxes and
Fees which will ruin their Christmas cheer, but will be necessary so we can all show up at
the Jan. 6 Board of Supervisors Hearing.

I hope you will support your constituents on these issues. It is an opportunity to
demonstrate your understanding of community concerns and prevent unfair taxation, while
enforcing the Placer County General Plan and California Government Code Law. This is

the right thing to do.

Please provide immediate acknowledgement of receiving this email and daily updates on
_ your position in these matters since the Jan 6 Board of Supervisors Meeting date is

rapidly approaching.
Sincerely, .

Bruce Greco
916-992-6511




] Exhibit 2.5
Placer Vinayards Public Facilities Financing Plan
Development impact Fea Summary
= " Residential . Non-Restdentia
SPA LOR-AA DR MOR HDR oMU Commerclal  Offics
Unit Sales Price/ Per Acre ' $525000 $375000 4525000 $430000 $815000 $BI5000  $2,984176  $2,610,212
Mmouens : . ’ ) ) .
Demshy/PAR . odz 88 s.41 5:33 13,86 17.59 030 0.8
Untt Size/8q.Ft. per Acre ) : 9,000 2400 2,400 2000 1,800 1,800 13,263 12,732
Garage . 400 400 . 400 400 - < . -
Bunanq Valurtion (unwm)‘ $434198  $3S0500 $350,500  $294,368 $214452  $214,452 $919,259  $8B2A72
mnhawmmm«m
BuikingPormit $1520  $1326  $1226  $1,080 $751 $751 $259 92548
Plan ReviewFes . . toS50 S, 1228 81,030 $751  © 6s1 $2,599 $2,548
Enargiy Compliance Review $1858 $109 $109 $109 $109 . $109 " $201 $197
Accessibiity Oompliance Raviaw . $153.  $109 $109 $109 © $109 $109° $107 $194
Streng Mation . $43 $35 $as $2 s, én $193 $185
Buiking Standards Compission 581473 ) $17 $14 $14 $12 $9 C da7 - 83
Eleetrical Inspection Fea $434 '$850 $3%0 $204 $214 $214 $748 $728
Mechaniod} inspeciion Fee $484 $580, $830 S04 $214 $214 . $743 T 8728
Plumblig irispaction hee $434 $350~ 880 $i84  Sua $214 $743 $728
Gruding Pee ' 0 $37 s37. $7 $37 $37 337 47
Administration Fes sm $19 $1m $109 $109 $109 $100 3100
| Fira-Saty {Drivewy) Rugutation Fae "4m $91 401 $91 $81 $0 50
Regléan! Sawer Connection Fea EM\/\ 5 /d — se,m $611 8711 Seyx $e7i1  daima $20680  $26,482
lnalblmmrmnnmbnhn“ PR “M-—n $5463  S1468  S14be SLes8 S1468 51468 $s450. 38,280
POWA Witer Connection crarge? 11U\ S mh -~ 817,807  $12807  $17807  $17807 8929 802 saslsn  $an268
.| PEWAMater Satpoe gef’(\o-‘llfb Al P s e sme g sms s ssis sam |
Plucer Caurty QP « mmm 35,010 $804 93010  d9010  SLB48  SLb4B $s9975  saoM
EPRTA- iy Crosk Xohe . $867 178 $6s7 $587 $410 $a10 $11,828 493,699
City/County Baxaling Road Fes §r27 $198 727 127 $446 | Sass 812,892 434,720
Dralnsge - Dry Creak Watershed $a12 $a12 a2 g $188 4188 $49 3471
Subtota! Edsting Cty/County Impact Feus [T W60 S5 S8 G665 SWSIA |
Mwwmvvhn Aras Fors L QIS & '
Entancement of Agricultural Water Supply Fee’ S §000  $2000  $2,000  $,000  $1000  $1,000 . .
Highiwayx 98 /70 Riego Rosd Inbarchange Fee® $800 $300 $300 $300 188 g 45,756 $5,528
‘| Rossvilla Trafflc Mitigatlon Fee ) $313 $313 $813 $813 $192. $192 - -
Tier 1 Regions! Tratfio Fes . $5380  S185%0  $5180 S350 - £3,794  §9,704 $10,582  $813,1%0
PVSP Faa - infrestructure Fea (Net) . $10188  $9810  $16388  $15501  Si080i  B11872 $151,075 5140506
PVSP Fee - Capital Fadliitlas Fee $3.900  $2620  $3eM0 43,090  $2854  $2864 $7186  $13,084
PVSP Few « Melghborhood Parks & Tral® . N/A  $2404  $3837  $5300  S2,768 . $2,768 - .
PVBP Fae  Communtty Parks & Recreation NA  $2128  $3.a78  $287  $2888 62,858 - .
Piscer Courtty Fire Impact Fae $1,275  $1020  $2,020 $850 $785 $788° $5,179 $§8,052
Anneation To C8A 28 {Sewer Malt. Districy)® 8D 8D ™ T8O . T8D ™ U 60
b ment A fPlan Aeafoes TTUEEMET DA G807 s34 saEa SB2R SIoE S
A .

Canter USD; Twin Rivers USD/Elverts JESD' . $9810  S138  $7mA8 eS80 $5886  $5888 §6234 45,988
| subtotatschool Fees $9810  S.128 57848 SESM0 $5885  $5885 6234 s088 |
Total CostBorden (per Uni/acre) O DO PR R Y T L O
Proposed Fes Deferaf ' " ge1m0)  (Snes0l  (Ssis)  ($6180)  ($378e)  ($87e4) {$109,582) - ($312.150)

Net Cest Burden (per UnitjAgre) ) 06
. . - o —T———— e ———
Cost Burden 23 % of Unk Sales Price TAIEK . 1431% . AR IT36% . 1658% . . JS55K

Sourca: Flacer Cauhty, Gity of Rosevilie, POWA, and 5ehoo! DIstrices,

Footriotes: N

*Assumen V-8 Wood Frame construction type,

Igstimiate from Mackey & Somps, exact emount T8,

UAssurmes & 1" metar for non-residential

*Asturnas rites from Placar County PVSP Davelopinent Agreement, Januiary 2007,

*pssumes deferal ofa porton of Tiat it and any ottver agremd upen feés. :

$Assurnes active adultwill pay felghborhood park fes, Only 11 of the 22 acres Is Included In tha fu program. Additional 11 acres Is a cost burden bori by the Devaloper,
This fes also includas the Dedicstion in-Ueu for 18 acres ofparldand and funding for pomﬂauoht use facilkties (mludhg potentist shated post and gym facliities,
which are Inciuded In tha Community Park Fes),

"Does riot liclide any supplements] funding for TWin mn/av;m. Subjncno negotiations between the School Districtand the PVSP. |

Prepaced by DFFG
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Table 14A

Dec, 10,

Placer Vineyards Public Facllities Flnancing Plan
Annual Special Taxes and Assessmients - Conter JUSD

Unit Price Estimate
Homgownier's Exemption

Assested Value

Rate

Residential
SPA LDR -AA LDR MDR

2012

HOR MU

$500,000 $400,000 $400,000 $320,000
($7,000) (57,000) (57,000) ($7,000)

$493,000 $393,000 $393,000 $313,000

$140,000 $140,000
{$7,000)  $7,000)

$133,000 $133,000

Broparty Toxes

General Property Tax

Other Ad Valorem Taxes
CentarJoint Unified BR) 1992

Total Property Taxes

1,0000%

0.1282%
112824

$4,930.00 $5,930.00 $3,930.00 $3,130.00

5632.03 $503.83 $503.83 $401.27

$1,330.00 $3,330.00

817051 317051

$5,562,03 $4,433.88 94,99.8 $3,890.87

$1,500.51 $1,500,51

Speclal Yaxes Gnd Assessiments

Placer County Mosqulto and Vector Contro!
Plateholder Placer Vineyards Commumly Services CFD
Proposed Placer Vinayards Parks & Rec, District CFE
Proposed Placer Vingyards CFD (Infrastructure)

TYotal Special Taxes and Assessments

$24.76 82476 $2496 52476
$343,00 $343.00 $343.00 320000
$313.16 822547 $313.16 $313.16
$2,105.00 $4,655:00 $1,520.00- $1,265.00

$2476 52476
$100.00  $100.00
$250.58 425053
$465.00 485,00

$2,785.92 $2,248.23 $2,250.92 $1,802.92

$840.29  4840.29

Total Tax Burden

Tax Burden as % of Home Price

$8,347.94 $6,682.06 $6,684.74 $5,334.18

1.67%  1.67% 1,67% 1.67%

$2,340.79 $2,340,79

1.67% 1,67%

Source: Placer County.

Fgotnotes:

‘Placehblder, pending outcome of Flscal impact Analysis and Urban Services Plan. Based on comparable projects In the City of Roseville as

a génerat shortfall funding,

Prepared by DPFG

3/3/2013,
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This is fhe ouly, fext pmyided 4 MAC Bourd lerirg

recent Commun( )/ rese ;/\'\‘a')r tons.
SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES TO
2007 PLACER VINEYARDS SPECIFIC PLAN

Purpose: Improve Long-Term Community Sustainability, Efficiency and Consistency

I. Plan Elements Remaining Unchanged

A. Number of Residential Units and Amount of Commercial/Office Square Footage;

B. School Site Locations and Acreage and Shared Park Acreage Adjacent to School Sites;
C. 6’ Landscape Berm Buffering SPA from New Development; and

D. Locust Road Study

IL. Changes to Improve Long-Term Sustainability/Efficiency

A. Consolidate Mini-Parks Into Nelghborhood Parks;

B. Consolidate/Coordinate Public Activity Facilities (Senior, Youth, Recreatlon) Into Single
Recreation Facility in West Community Park;

. Create a Parks and Recreation District funded by residents in Plan Area to maintain |}
parks, landscaping and open space and provide organized recreational services not
currently provided at the County level; _ "

D. Add Shared Joint Use Facilities with School District to provide enhanced pool and

gymnasium facilities and lighted fields/courts for student and shared community use;
E. Replace Bike Paseo (to reduce mefﬁment/expenswe linear landscape maintenance) with
Class 1 Bike Path Separate from Roadway;

F. Relocate Redundant Bike Paths along Open Space Areas to Improve Internal Bike
Circulation System and Add North-South Bike Routes; and.

G. Enhance Multi-Purpose Trail, with Additional Linkages to Riolo Vineyards.

I Changes to Improve Consistency with County and Neighboring Standards

A. Make Neighborhood and Community Park Acreage Consistent with County Standard (5
Acres Per Thousand);

B. Reduce Mileage of Class 1 Bike Paths Nearer to County Standard (1 Mile Per T housand);

C. Narrow Landscape Medians in Baseline Road and Watt Avenues from 20’ to 14°
(Consistent with City of Roseville 14’ Median for Baseline Road Adjacent to Sierra Vista
and Consistent with County Standards to Accommodate Turn Lanes At Intersections);

D. Eliminate Shared Pedestrian Bridge Over Baseline Road (Consistent with City of
Roseville Election Not to Require Sierra Vista to Share in Bridge); and

E. Rezone underlying lands previously planned for eliminated park/recreation uses
consistent with adjacent land uses (resulting in conforming land uses and minor density
adjustments, but no increase in development).
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o ex Exhibit 1

The following discussion is to be added to the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan to
" address the area generally west of Watt Ave and south of . Baseline Road. The Community
Plan Land Use diagram and all appropriate exhibits will also be amended to designate the area
as the West Placer Specific Plan Area. Additional minor text changes shall be made elsewhere
in the Plan to reflect this amendment. o

The West Placer Specific Plan Area is located in the southwest corner of unincorporated Placer
_County, adjacent to the Sacramento and Sutter County lines and is the western-most half of the
Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan area. The Specific Plan Area is approximately four
miles west of Roseville and 10 miles northi of the City of Sacramento. The site is approximately
5,150 acres. The plan area is envisioned as a mixed-use community including residential, retail

commercial, and business/professional uses, as well as public facilities such as parks, schools,

and open space. This Specific Plan area was identified in the Dry Creek/West Placer

Community Plan (1990) as an area to be examined as part of the Courity‘wide’ General Plan
Update and that update resulted in this designation for the area. '

3 The West Placer Spebiﬁc Plan Area shall be subject to the following development standards:
(BTl

Residential uses: A maximum of 14,132 dwelling units, although this number
may not be realized due to site constraints, %ﬂ ision of buffers, and other factors
that may limit developable fand. - f .

2, Commercial and industrial uses: The following acreage shall serve as
approximations of an acceptable mix of on-residential uses: a maximum of 80
acres of commercial, 160 acres of office and professional development, and up
to 300 acres of professional/light industrial development.,

3. Open space: Open space shall be provi'ded for drainageways, floodplains,
recreation areas, parks, ngpdeveloped buffe%, trail corridors, and natural areas.

1 Required buffers: Proposed development within_the West Placer Specific Pla
1| Area shall incorporate the following land use buffers, according to the standard
of buffer zones contained in the Placer County General Plan, Part I (page 19).

Agricultural/Timberland
Industrial/Residential
Sensitive Habitat

* In addition, the project shall include elements in its design which provide buffers between urban ';
areas within the boundaries of the Specific Plan Area and rural residential development in

Sacramento County.

5. Transit: A public transit system shall consist initially of an express bus system
and dedication of right-of-way corridor for possible future light rail transit with

¢ .
—




consist of liigh-density single-family (with or without carriage or -

secondary dwelling units) and multi-family units.

(2)  Single-family Residential. These areas should surround village
residential areas at densities consistent with suburban residential
development (e.g., 4 to 7 dwellings per acre). Subdivision design
should provide opportunities for pedestrian and bicycle access to
village core areas. Physical separation of single-family residential
areas by such means as sound walls, berms, and major roads
should be discouraged. Single-family residential areas should be
incorporated into their village so village residential and single-
family residential areas function as a single unit and are not

hysical or design characteristi

Rural Residential. These areas should be located in buffer zones
within the specific plan boundaries. Rural land uses shall only be
considered in areas where residential land use is consistent with the
standards in Part I for buffers (page 19). Rural residential
densities of 0.2 dwellings per acre or more shall be allowed only
when :

i Open space corndors Exlstmg and proposed lmear open Space comdors
should be developed as a- pedestrian, equestrian, and/or bicycle trail
system. Existing corridors include, but are not limited to, stream and
riparian areas (e.g., the Dry Creek corridor), power line easements,
abandoned rail rights-of-way, existing public trails, and existing public
roads and bridges that may be ultimately abandoned. The Dry Creek
corridor shall be designed to provide bicycle/equestrian/pedestrian
connections to similar facilities in Sacramento County near Gibson Ranch
Park.

je Roadway corridors. Collector and arterial roads shall be designed as
landscaped corridors, including separated bicycle and-pedestrian facilities
within landscaped or native open space corridors and landscaped berms
and medians.

Phasing of Development: Phasing shall maintain a balanced mix of land uses’

throughout development of the plan area and shall address necessary infrastructure
and other relevant issues. Developmem in the West Placer Specific Plan Area
shall be required to proceed in a logical fashion.

Agricultural water supply: Development within the Specific Plan Area should
assist in the provision of affordable agricultural water to surrounding agricultural
lands. Sources of such agricultural water-include reclaimed and retained water

2,
“%,‘.%_"

ic sewer and water facnlmes are provxded




2. Discourage proposals whicﬁ are not part of a cohesive
transportation network and which do not make possible. a
diversity of transportatlon systems. _

3. Residential areas should be located where a full range of
gservices and facilities can be provided most efficiently and

economically.

} CURRENT POPULATION PROJECTIONS FOR ALL ECONOMIC SEG-
| MENTS ANTICIPATED WITHIN THE PLAN AREA.WHILE ENSURING
i CONSISTENCY WITH EXISTING LAND USES.

Policies .
1. ' Encourage 1nnovat1ve development techniques to assure a wide

diversification of housing types.

2. ' Limit high and médium density residential development to
| areas which have available public services and are com-
patible with surrounding land uses.

Discourage the subdivision of property into-parcels less

L s aad
Sdsabuts designated agricultural parcels.

reviewing the consistency of these policies in 1992 when the
County-wide housing element is updated as required by State

Law.
GOAL: PROVIDE SAFE, INNOVATIVE AND ENERGY EFFICIENT RESIDEN-

TIAL DEVELOPMENTS.

. Policies
1. Replace or renovate all substandard housing and improve

deteriorating residential areas through continued enforce-
ment of building, zoning, health and seismic safety codes.

2. Encourage developments which create a seénse of community by
fostering human interaction through subdivision design,
pathways, interconnecting trail systems,’ 1n~tract recreation
opportunities, etc.

15

PROVIDE HOUSING TO MEET FUTURE NEEDS ANTICIPATED IN ;

than 2.3 acres in size if the property seeking entitlements

4, Ensure that state mandated housing goals are satisfied by




RECEIVED

December 15, 2014 I DEC 17 2014
CLERK OF THE ,
To Placer County Board of Supervisors, S ' BOARD OF SUPERVISORS.

" This letter is in regards to the Placer Vineyards Pro JCCT and the desire that my nelghbor‘hood not be -
subjected to increased traffic volume as a result of the development of this region. My neighborhood is
at the south side of the Placer Vineyards Development on Locust Rd. Our rural neighborhood road is
Elwyn Avenue just across the Placer/Sacramento County line. Originally, this was a rural two lane
country road, however, now it is'busy with people using Elwyn Avenue driving to Baseline Road from
Sacramento County and those from Placer County using Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue to get.to Sacramento
traveling at speeds in excess of 50 mph. There are many sections of our street which are difficult to
see oncoming traffic and often flood. According to Sacramento Department of Community Development,
there is no plan to develop the Elwyn Avenue area; in fact, I was told that never has there been a-
discussion of Locust Rd. /Elwyn Avenue ever being a North/South thorough way. Sacramento County
officials said that the main roadways discussed for use in the Placer Vineyards Development, for North-
South travel are to be Palladay, Tanwood, 16™ Street, and Watt Avenue not Elwyn Avenue/Locust Rd. |

Part 4 Community Design.Figure 7.1 diagram shows the Special Planning Area south of the Placer
Vineyards Development on Locust Rd. where ranches currently exist in our Elverta Community. At the
top of the diagram in orange we are directed to see figure 7.10 for examples of the buffers to be used
adjacent to the Special Planning Areas which includes the areas between the existing ranches and the
Placer Vineyards Development. Extend the construction of the "berm" placed at the ranch Special
Planning Area or the Placer/Sacramento County.line to close the road to through traffic. This will
ensure the traffic from the Placer Vineyards Development does not negatively impact our neighborhood.:
Tt is the only way to prevent massive north south through traffic in my residential neighborhood as
urbanization occurs in this region of Placer County. This will also be an added protection to our local
middle school students attending Alpha Charter School, located at 8920 Elwyn Avenue in the Elverta
Joint Elementary School District.

There are several roads, which end at the county line or have actually been closed off to use af ter
years of through traffic. We would like Locust Rd. /Elwyn Avenue to be a "dead end” road.’ ‘Per the
Placer Vineyards maps and diagrams, if South Locust Rd. /Elwyn Avenue is a “dead end” road or a "berm" .
constructed, there will be sufficient road entries and exits in and out of the Placer Vineyard g
development without needing to use existing neighborhoods north or south on Locust Rd/Elwyn Avenue.

We are a low-density residential agricultural nelghbor'hood Even though we are not located in Placer
County, we deserve to receive the most fundamental and: universally accepted design principles of
residential neighborhoods, which is the absolute prevention of through traffic. We hope to receive the
same respect and benefits granted to the residential neighborhoods of Placer Vineyards and placer
county residents and communities. With south Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue blocked off we become a nice
residential rural neighborhood where it is safe to walk, bike and horse ride, without fear of being run
over by someone “just” passing through. Please grant us this request. It is what is right and what is
best for our community.

In this packet you will find Ie‘r‘rer's from my nelghbors bo'rh in Placer Coun'ry and Sacramento County
who are affected by the Placer Vlneyar'ds Developmenf
Thank you---.

Kellie Welty
8815 Elwyn Avenue,
Elverta, Ca 95626




November 24, 2014

To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt

Jim Holmes
_Kirk Uhler,

Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the Special Planning Area (SPA), |,

_ \) f\ NE_S C ' S\reb\”\ﬁjlam in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic and dangeroUs roadways have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter. |

Sincerely,

“Address

@1¢299(-7175

Phone number




November 24, 2014

To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

" Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes '
Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

Subject: Placer Vineyards Development- Closing Locust Road

I have reviewed much of the material available to me about the Placer Vineyards
development project. | am not against the development or the developers. 1 do see a
solution to the increased traffic that will inevitably flow along south Locust Rd. and on to
Elwyn Avenue, my street and into my community. This will be dangerous to my family and
neighborhood. The traffic should be controlled within the Placer Vineyards development
and not impact our existing rural heighborhood or quality of life. | do see a solution. As a
. member of the community and neighborhood just south of the Special Planning Area (SPA)
south of Locust Road near the Placer County/Sacramento boundary, | am requesting
~ consideration in the matter of closing Locust Rd. south of the Placer Vineyards project.
The project has two roads that cross Locust Rd., either of which could be designed to
carry the increased traffic from the project northward. These roads already have been
planned with the necessary lanes and side walks to move cars north without impacting the
new Vineyard neighborhoods. Please consider providing a solution to the impact this

development will have on the safety and well being of my existing neighborhood.

Sincerely,

fe e S U™

8815 Elwyn Avenus,
Eiverta, CA 95626
916-803-6059




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:
Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler.
Jennifer Montgomery

As a pnember of the Specnal Planning Area (SPA), |,
/ _f{_%‘mﬁ_/ { /ch, am in favor of closing

Locust Rd south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My
concerns over increased traffic and dangerous roadways have lead
me to this conclusion. This WOuld maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thahk you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter.

Slncerely,

—— _ —--—._——-

__/ __ WA

Z, ¢ --z%aé._-_

Address

N7

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |
ML_ augl Phlaa Wﬁ]g é:.:' ég_,gg;_z g~am in favor of closing
Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My
concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and

neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

Slncerely,
___W-_WJM@___
___Qo_s 0 vt

m A Y5620

Address

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer

County/Sacramento boundary, |

, am in favor of closing

R A P

Locust Rd. south of the'proposed Placer Vineyard development. My
concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the séfety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this éonclu_sion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

; Sincerely,

f,&wé Al At 3B/ Y Loy W,,,_s Z*’”/

Jov AM}'/&&;WM Lo é/% g sTw2Co
Iy W, i /'%7« et | Address

F/b -432_ . Goss

Phone number

7 i /”:m/f/-r/-m,,dm/p o P 4@—9

7;9—%5" 4’4-&45';‘—_“’ géi‘s-s %/é;u,




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County acrament oundary, |

aCoa,

'Locuét Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

, am in favor of closing

concerns over‘increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school chvildren at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and

neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

— i s e Y St Yot e

Address

- 429 - 909

~ Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
' County/SaC(amento boundary, |

Wi /AM ZM [or— , am in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard dévelobment. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood fee! of my community. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter.
Sincerely,
Wt [l
2 Y5 Jos Lpecing Lo/
EVerTe, (’0/&_}_25'57’6
Address
296 - UL . 417

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the commfmity and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |
- fﬁ_m_z_gz&__ V) Laneor __, am in favor of closing
Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the schoo! children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and

neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

Sincerely,
e '
Y5 dos lareins Lot _
Lrvemin, 4 _3sele
Address

9/ -992 - 9922

~ Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) soUth of .Locust Road near the Placer

County/Sacramento boundary, |

A/ZﬂﬁDDD @ Vavtda)a, , am in favor of closing

‘Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and

neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

Q Sincerely,

Lo f;asf‘c;z K.
Elvera  CRA 9501l

Address

and understanding in this matter.

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
‘County/Sacramento boundary, |

;&LQ;__:_ L __,am in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of theproposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter.

Smcerely,

———— ——— ————. W

~ Address
4l - g4 - n79¢

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the

Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |

IS ©EAUA ST amin favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life énd

neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

Sincerely,
sl&_-_ziif_@t_é{ -

208 Buyn Mve, Blvecta, 45624
Address
e - 238 476

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the

Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |

LD % ThearA QT aminfavor of closing
Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My
concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter.

er,

QM B:W\ cﬂm

5908 Bwyn Rie, Elerdn, 5626
Address
e _- 23K 471k

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
“Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |

{ 1/’«4 Ll /“7{\/ - , am in favor of closing

Locust Rd south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My
concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead

me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and

neighborhood feel of my conimunity. - Thank you for your consideration =~ ~ -~ — -

and understanding in this matter.

Address
Ut - 69__-LosY

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
‘Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |

..__CU&M'E_S :@SM __,amin favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead _
me to th:i\s conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter.

Sincerely,

§u36 Zlogn due — -
st (4 G578

Address

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |

_/ﬁ/é,f__ﬂ/ﬂjifz | , am in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the schoo! children ét Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and

neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter. |

_ Address
G 5T 3633

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supetvisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer

County/Sacramento boundary, |

2 e ’Mv 1 , am in favor of closing

41 "V
-,-u i dems awd oy g, B o

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school childreh at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my cqmmunity. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter.

Sincerely,

;,:;&M;" '::iyc,k_ oL__J_;s;LJ_ -
Address

f// ,7)/..

J1& - T G/-33 5

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |

) l——(l _g,‘\"\; r\D\C\ , am in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My
concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and

neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

L/I 0 Sincerely,
i

L vy \"“‘“5—-‘———-————-——;
'._%_L“\L Tlwyn i\\/._{ o
_g\ve.,v%J CHB 9562,

Address

and understanding in this matter.

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Plahning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer

County/Sacramento boundary, |

QO\ Yo ' AR LCL. €. 4 ‘NP \_gc_, am in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My
concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our familiés and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and |
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

E,\y_@f_\:@;__ ﬁ___ﬁ_ﬁka_& (e

Address

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
~ Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, | |

__ ( 6) ( ((‘) f_V'\C\_l_C,q 1_ _________ ,amin favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development_. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would méintain the quality of Iife- and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration
* and understanding in this matter.

Sincerely,

__%(Q_Q__CO E W(n ,(4_1/8
EWewa, CH 95,26

Address




November 24, 2014 -
To the Placer County Board of Supéwisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler -

Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, | |

. - \\_LA,LL:——— Qﬁm \.‘Cav\ _» am in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of -
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School _havé lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and |
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter.

Slncerely,

Bl Elwun Ae.
£llerta., C 5620

Address

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weyganat
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |

ﬁml(l_ , am in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development.. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children. at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter. '
-
__,&/ bl o 7 ' -
- gas Elwyn Aye
F /@f_‘l’i Crli Ry &)-i [

Sincerely,

Address |
Gl - - 0/e3

Phone number




‘November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer

County/Sacramento boundary, |

RicKey HiLe , am in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placef Vineyard development. My
concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

Sincer )
Rekey 1hic  \~ _44_/_&:4_7

B840 sLwypN Avs .

—— e e Guten v s S fees S o — —— — —— — — g ot} Sy Pt o —— o — ey S—

Address
ib - qq - 791(]

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery

As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, | ,
I@S Z, v Lee i , am in favor of closing
Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My
concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

Sincerely,

EJ_L;/_f_r:z‘:g;h__CAiE_{é._g’____:

Address
Y289 -738¢

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the

Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer

County/Sacramento boundary, |
25\ N E AN~ , am in favor of closing

L.ocust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and

neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

Sincerely,
Wt Trre

%7 9*’ ' Lu\,} 3\?_@( Vi
E ez Ce\W-9SbX%

Address

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
. As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the

Special Planning Area (SPA_) south of Locust Road near the Placer

Coupty/Sacramento boundary, |
<«

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

, am in favor of closing

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our(families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality qf life and
neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter.

Sincerely,

QL) & o

5”72, [ E,Lw;v\ —qwt
EloelTVy CHW g5«

Address
Glo 613 . 7214

_ Phone number




November 24, 2014

To the Placer CoUnty Board of Supervisors:

. Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the

Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer

C?%ty/s ra/mﬁrjto boundary, |

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

m in favor of closing

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and

neighborhood feel of my community. Thank you for your consideration

and understanding in this matter.

Sincerely, /

| —Sj} (NG o8t
X7/ ﬁujn noU s
i peete Cel EGS624
Address
YL . 721y

Phone number




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisoré:

Jack Duran
Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler
Jennifer Montgomery
As a member of the community and neighborhood just south of the
Special Planning Area (SPA) south of Locust Road near the Placer
County/Sacramento boundary, |

A"l/\@ll ( m X Ay ed @ __,am in favor of closing

Locust Rd. south of the proposed Placer Vineyard development. My

concerns over increased traffic, dangerous roadways and the safety of
our families and the school children at Alpha Charter School have lead
me to this conclusion. This would maintain the quality of life and
-neighborhood feél of my community. Thank you for your consideration
and understanding in this matter.
| M | Sincerely,

OLA_ HAobesie RD
Lluscta, CalC

Address
QU269 360(

Phone number




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

In the following documents you will find the concerns of the
enclosed residents regarding the closure of Locust Rd:

As residents of the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan we feel our concerns should be
heard. We are in favor of closing Locust Road north of the
proposed Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality
of life, and community feel of my neighborhood. We are
concerned about the increased traffic and dangerous roadway
conditions when the estimated 7000 additional vehicles use
Locust Road north to exit the Vineyards project. Thank you for
your consideration in this matter.




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed
Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

~ Singerely,

LIS By
ELMETR, (A Q50

address




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

- Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
| %g'mw ' , ’

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,

Name

€Ca ¢ Loouit O
Woreita, (o ,
address (Cf( ¢) 992—%290




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed

Placer Vin'ey rd Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
NN : .

| &E\\\ \“'“ A }é}j L @ ’

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

~ Sincerely,

Waeree \\ . \n'l\IQ.L\ﬁ:

Name

2299 Loces Rb.

Povernn , (D, ST LR
address YN~ ORI




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weyganadt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

“As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
| Suzan \I\fv} Ve ,

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this

Nome 7 )
%399 Lo cust Bd

address

matter.

Sincerely,




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
| Jouiw 2 LIWDA  PRGE ,

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,

— &//‘%—
Name‘ / &@ ! (cros 4 /79

address




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.

%YMONOJ K/Pm S ,

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
inCreased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the

estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,

g&//wxw/ é/ﬁ/’l enSs

Name

832 kesd AD
96 2490- o015

address




‘December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the propos‘ed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
| Repzea uaviens

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and:
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit

the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this

Since@ ly, |

Name~
GEBZ LovssT 2D,
SNEBETA LA dei; A

address

matter.




December 6, 2014 |
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Viheyérd Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
| K E/7h  rormsa a1

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,

%\%éz—- n/ %,ﬂ/‘r’"

Name

CPS/‘/ L—()Q_‘,u)'/’ )%‘l'
ClyarT+~ 04 G5LPC

address




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
I [ QANRe AY Nk ' :

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increasedg traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the -
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit

the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this

Sincerel
Ot Mot

Name

2214 L 7\@3‘4 lgd/
Elyerda (A I<SEIL, |

address

matter.




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Plannlng Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vlneyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
o WPk .

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed
Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and

community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the

increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additiona'I vehicles use Locust Road north to exit

the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,

M\ Q\ MUPhexsen

G Loosy -
addres » ' QA 96{02(0

O\ (9%~ 329




December 6, 2014 |
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

. As aresident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
| d()%e,‘()(:\ Sﬁ\ﬂ[f‘b’f\ |27 ,

am in favor of cldsing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,

)@7 /,1'4 ZWKQ/Z / k
T buist o

Elvedta (A 9562,

address




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran
Rober Weygandt
Jim Holmes
Kirk Uhler ‘
Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
1 Cricte T TIVAR A ,

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this

SmJ«M'

Name

s Lot uéT/ ROAD
CLVERTA (A 9562

address

M5 Ao 0210

matter.,




December 6, 2014 |
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.
| Kb Q/ﬂpﬁt}__(o‘-’ ,

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
| community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerély,
Lo PAGE

Name

RSBl LocosT RaAD
CLUTATA O Gstte

address




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the propdsed

Placer Vineyard Specifi_cPIan | feel my copgemns sho y:z@)ard.
| (O JUDERWES) o [

am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter. | |
Sincerely,
GLEMW [y PERIS
065 BRANINGST,
FLveERTA | CA  ASE26
address

/C’nm (,f@“/ é’ f LJ&W&/ @ C/ qled. COy
Al 7078723




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan I‘f,eel my concerns should be heard.
I Je,nm/{ Underu , e ,

~ am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
lcommunity feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
“increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

- Sincerely,

Ndme '
[OGLS !Smomhj St
Elverte, 6A 950,20,

address




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vineyard Specific Plan | feel my concerns should be heard.

! \N&S \N\\\‘\V\Sﬂv\, WM\AI\_—/‘ !
am in favor of closing Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the |
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,
'NQ& W‘\ \Ll NS PN

Name

l0geS Browni v, Shreed
A
Clrvdn, A 45020

address

A
Weginsac € anl W 3
~ah d qql’@ \'ﬂ l/\00~ ¢




December 6, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Superwsors

Jack Duran

Rober Weygandt

Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

As a resident in the Special Planning Area (SPA) of the proposed
Placer Vlneyard Specific Blan | feel my concerns should be heard.
| VereReYy Barr o

am in favor of closmg Locust Road north of the proposed

Vineyard development to preserve the safety, quality of life, and
community feel of my neighborhood. | am concerned about the
increased traffic and dangerous roadway conditions when the
estimated 7000 additional vehicles use Locust Road north to exit
the Vineyards project. Thank you for your consideration in this
matter.

Sincerely,
| |

Covente, LA 95626

address




Michele Kingsbu:x —

From: bcgreco@aol.com

Sent: Friday, December 05, 2014 10:36 PM

To: : Andy Fisher :

Cc: Michele Kingsbury; Mark Rideout; John Ramirez; Mary Dietrich; BCGreco@aol.com:; Jack

Duran; Cristina Rivera; Jim Holmes; Jennifer Montgomery; Kirk Uhler; Robert Weygandt;
Michael Johnson; Jennifer Merino; Lyndell Grey; Linda Brown; Brittany Weygandt; Heidi

Paoli; EJ Ivaldi
Subject: Re: PVSP Park Acres

Attachments: PVSP_2007_vs_2014_park_calcs.pdf

Mr. Fisher, Board of Supervisors, and Planning Staff,

| appreciate you providing the Attached Table to show how park service level ratios have been
calculated for both the 2007 and 2014 plans. It appears that the difference in my earlier
calculations compared to yours is that the 210 acres from 2007 represents full credit for the 22
acres of private parks while the 159 acres of the 2014 Proposed Amendment represents half credit
for the 22 acres of private parks. I can accept your calculations, but please also understand that my
calculations are purely based on the information provided through publically available county
documents. Below is a quote from page 7 of the 187 page County Planning Division Staff Report
on the Proposed Amendment. .

"The proposed amendments to the Specific Plan and Development Agreements allow for the
following;: ' '

. Chapter 3- Land Use Changes: , _
Reduce the amount of park land from 6.2 acres per 1,000 residents to the County requirement of 5.0
acres per 1,000 residents, resulting in a reduction of park land from 210 acres to 159 acres. While a
reduction in parkland is proposed, it is important to note that the 5.0 acres per 1,000 resident's
standard complies with the County's General Plan standard for the provision of parkland. The
amount of required park land for the proposed Specific Plan modifications is based on the
following calculations:

Required Park Land

Specific Plan Population = 31,786 (excludes the SPA)

Required park land = 31,786/1,000 x 5 = 158.93 rounded to 159 acres

Park Credit for Payment of In-Lieu Fees = 18 acres

- Credit for Park Maintenance Facility = 2 acres

Remaining park land required = 139 acres"

1. Will you agree that where the County says "210 acres to 159 acres" it is a mistake and it should
have read (199 acres to 159 acres)?

2. Will you agree that there should be language in the Proposed Amendment stating that the
County will only use the In-Lieu Fees to actually produce 18 acres of parkland? Without specific

1




language requiring it the County could use the money to, I believe, prowde enhanced amenities
instead of actual parkland.

3. Will you agree that the Placer County General Plan page 102 Table 5-1 Park Classification
System Lists the park types and there is no mention there or anywhere in the General Plan that a
Park Maintenance Facility can qualify as actual park acres? This seems to be the equivalent of
saying the development requires 50 miles of sewer, but if the developer provides some land for the
County sewer maintenance equipment, then the developer can just install 48 miles of sewer and 2
miles of homes just don't get sewer systems.

4. Will you agree that the SPA is included within the PVSP?

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (Revised November 2014) ii-1
""The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan is intended to provide a mechanism to ensure that the
entire 5,230 acre Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Area, henceforth called the Plan Area, will

be comprehensively planned."

- Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (Revised November 2014) 3-9, Table 3-2: Land Use Surhmary
This Table clearly states the 979 SPA acres are included in the 5,230 total acres of the
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Area.

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (Revised November 2014) 3-21, Table 3-4: Population and

Housing Summary
This table clearly shows the SPA population of 1,028 as included in the Placer Vineyards Plan Area

and a Total Population Of 32,814.

5. Will ybu agree that the Proposed Amendment reduces the PVSP active park acres
to 4.8 per 1000 population because it is improper to remove the SPA population
from the calculations.

Placer County General Plan, Section 5, Public Recreation and Parks, Policies 5.A.1.
"The County shall strive to achieve and maintain a standard of 10 acres of improved
parkiand per 1,000 population. The standard shall be comprised of the following:

* & acres of improved active parkland per 1,000 population

* 5 acres of passive recreation area or open space per 1,000 population"

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (Revised November 2014) 7-1, 7.1 Parks and Open

Spaces Concepts

"Based on a projected population in the Plan Area of 31,786 people (exclusive of the
SPA), approximately 159 acres of improved parkiand and 159 acres of passive recreation
area must be provided in the Placer Vineyards community,"

They have removed the SPA population of 1,028 in order to reach the 5 acres of improved
active parkland per 1,000 population requirement. However, the SPA is a portion of the
PVSP and cannot be excluded from this calculation.

2




The Proposed Amendment has 159 acres of improved parkland so that works out to
(159/32.814) 4.8 acres per 1,000 population.

6. Will you agree that the full area of the PVSP wound not be in compliance with the
County General Plan if the Proposed Amendment is adopted?

If the County wants to shoot for just the minimal park acres, it is certainly entitled to do
so. However, | feel they need to add about 7 acres of park land to the Proposed
Amendment in order for there to be no doubt in regard to compliance with their General

Plan.

| look forward to hearing your thoughts on these details.
Sincerely,

Bruce Greco
916-747-5996

From: Andy Fisher <AFisher@placer.ca.gov>

To: begreco <bcgreco@aol.com> .

Cc: Michele Kingsbury <MKingsbu@placer.ca.gov>; Mark Rideout <MRideout@placer.ca.gov>; John Ramirez
<JRamirez@placer.ca.gov>; Mary Dietrich <MDietric@placer.ca.gov>

Sent: Fri, Dec 5, 2014 10:38 am

- Subject: FW: Buffers PVSP more information

Mr. Greco, Michele has forwarded your December 1 and December 2 email messages to the Parks Division for
review of park and trail related issues. One of the more technically complex questions you have raised
concerns the calculation of park acreage service level ratios. To attempt a tool in sorting this out, | have
attached a table to show how park service level ratios have been calculated for both the 2007 and 2014

plans. Please feel free to contact me directly about any park and trail related questions you may have in
‘preparation of the January 6 Board hearing.

Andy Fisher, Parks Planner

Placer County Department of Facility Services
Parks and Grounds Division

11476 C Avenue

Auburn, CA 95603

Office (530) 889-6819

Celi (530) 613-5568

fax (530) 889-6809

Michele,

Thanks so much for letting me know that my emails were received. | appreciate the informative note. | am looking forward
to the County's comments and response. Will my emails be attached to your staff report in a manner that will allow the
public to (this is my wish) access them via your website? Will the county's response to my emails be supplied directly to
me and the District Supervisors and also be accessible to the public through the county website? When should | expect
to hear a response from the County?

| appreciate your efforts to resolve the issues | presented in my emails.

Sincerely,




Bruce Greco
916-747-5996

From: Michele Kingsbury <MKingsbu@placer.ca.gov>

To: begreco <bcgreco@aol.com>; Jack Duran <JDuran@placer.ca.gov>; Cristina Rivera <CRivera@placer.ca.gov>; Jim
Holmes <JHolmes@placer.ca.gov>; Jennifer Montgomery <JenMonten@placer.ca.gov>; Kirk Uhler
<KUhler@placer.ca.gov>; Robert Weygandt <RWeygand@placer.ca.gov>; wwyllies <wwyllies@gmail.com>: Michael
Johnson <MJohnson@placer.ca.gov>; Jennifer Merino <JMerino@placer.ca.gov>; Lyndell Grey <LGrey@placer.ca.gov>;
Linda Brown <LBrown@placer.ca.gov>; Brittany Weygandt <BWeygand@placer.ca.gov>; Heidi Paoli
<HPaoli@placer.ca.gov>; EJ Ivaldi <EJIvaldi@placer.ca.gov>

Sent: Wed, Dec 3, 2014 4:43 pm

Subject: RE: Buffers PVSP more information

Thank you for the email. Yes, | am in receipt of this email and the email dated December 1, 2014 that was
received at 11:08 pm and will review them. We will ensure that your comments (both emails) are included as
attachments in our staff report as public comment. Please also note that the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan
Amendment item will be continued from the December 9, 2014 Board of Supervisors Agenda to Tuesday,
January 6, 2015. The December 9, 2014 Board Agenda will be finalized Friday afternoon and available on our

website (www.placer.ca.gov).
Michele Kingsbury

Senior Planner

County of Placer

3091 County Center Drive

Aubum, CA 95603

(530) 745-3166
mkingsbu@placer.ca.gov

From: bcgreco@aol.com [mailto:bcgreco@aol.com]

Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 8:14 PM

To: BCGreco@aol.com; Jack Duran; Cristina Rivera; Jim Holmes; Jennifer Montgomery; Kirk Uhler; Robert Weygandit;
wwyllies@gmail.com; Michele Kingsbury; Michael Johnson; Jennifer Merino; Lyndell Grey; Linda Brown; Brittany

Weygandt; Heidi Paoli
Subject: Buffers PVSP more information

Dear District Supervisors and Placer County Planning Staff,

| would like to provide some additional information on the topic of
SPA area buffers of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. Please
also refer to the email | sent last night and the "General Plan"
Attachment of last nights email.

| have been reading through the State of California General Plans
Guidelines 2003. | have Attached 3 pages from that document
which address the Amendments made to the Placer County
General Plan in 2013 specifically to deny SPA residents the proper
buffers in which they are entitled. Below | have quoted text from




the 2013 Placer County General Plan. Underlined text was
amended into the document in 2013.

Page 37 of Placer County General Plan, Agricultural Land
Use, Policies

"1.H.5 The County shall require development within or adjacent to
designated agricultural areas to incorporate design, construction,
and maintenance techniques that protect agriculture and minimize
conflicts with adjacent agricultural uses, except as may be
determined to be necessary or inappropriate within a Specific Plan
as part of the Specific Plan approval." (I believe the county made a
typo and meant to print unnecessary in place of necessary)

"1.H.6 The County shall require new non-agricultural development
immediately adjacent to agricultural lands to be designed to provide
a buffer in the form of a setback of sufficient distance to avoid land
use conflicts between the agricultural uses and the non-agricultural
uses, except as it may be determined to be unnecessary or
inappropriate within a Specific Plan as part of the Specific Plan
approval. Such setback or buffer areas shall be established by
record easement or other instrument, subject to the approval of
County Counsel. A method and mechanism (e.g., a homeowners
association or easement dedication to a non-profit organization or
public entity) for guaranteeing the maintenance of this land in a
safe and orderly manner shall be also established at the time of
development approval.”

It is perfectly clear that the text that was amended into the 2013
Placer County General Plan is not consistent with the General Plan
and the PVSP is not consistent with the Pacer County General Plan
in regard to buffers.




The State of California General Plans Guidelines 2003 and
California Law discuss in detail the requirements of
consistency. Below are quotes summing up this requirement.

Page 13 of The State of California General Plans Guidelines 2003:

"Without consistency in all five of these areas, the general plan
cannot effectively serve as a clear guide to future

development. Decision-makers will face conflicting directives;
citizens will be confused about the policies and standards the
community has selected; findings of consistency of subordinate
land use decisions such as rezonings and subdivisions will be
difficult to make; and land owners, business, and industry will be |
unable to rely on the general plan's stated priorities and standards
for their own individual decision-making. Beyond this, |
inconsistencies in the general plan can expose the jurisdiction to
expensive and lengthy litigation."

The California Government Code, TITLE 7. Planning and Land
Use, DIVISION 1. Planning and Zoning, CHAPTER 3. Local
Planning, Article 8. Specific Plan:

"Section 65454. Consistency with the General Plan
No specific plan may be adopted or amended unless the
proposed plan or amendment is consistent with the general plan
(Added by Stats. 1984, Ch. 1009)"

Page 17 of The State of California General Plans Guidelines
2003, Community Plans, Area Plans, and Specific Plans:

"Specific plans must be consistent with all facets of the general
plan, including the policy statements."
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Page 15 of The State of California General Plans Guidelines
2003, Policy:

"A policy is a specific statement that guides decision-making. It
“indicates a commitment of the local legislative body to a particular
~course of action. A policy is based on and helps implement a
general plans objectives." |

"When writing policies, be aware of the difference between "shall"
and "should". "Shall" indicates an unequivocal directive. "Should"
signifies a less rigid directive, to be honored in the absence of
compelling or contravening considerations. Use of the Word
"should" to give the impression of more commitment than actually
intended is a common but unacceptable practice. It is better to
adopt no policy than to adopt a policy with no backbone."

Page 127 of Placer County Géneral Plan, Agricultural Land
Use, Policies

"7.A.3. The County shall encourage continued and, where
possible, increased agricultural activities on lands suited to
agricultural uses."

County and State Documents clearly support that the SPA
community should receive a 400' buffer width. Although my
community may be willing to compromise with a 200' buffer/berm
combination in place of the 50' buffer/berm of the PVSP, | am not
sure if it is legally possible for the County to do that when 400’ is
specified in the General Plan.




The evidence supports that the County made a mistake in 2007
when they Approved the PVSP which did not have consistency with
the General Plan in regard to buffers. The evidence also supports

- that the County made a mistake in 2013 when it amended phrases
into the General Plan stating that a Specific Plan can override the
requirements of the General Plan.

| feel the best course for the County to take at this time is to reject
the PVSP Proposed Amendment on Dec. 9. The above mistakes
need to be corrected. The Locust road Closure issue needs to be
resolved. The calculations for acres of parks per 1000 residents -
need to be verified and properly explained. Since 3 of the 4 class 1
- trails coming up to my neighborhoods border are proposed to be
removed, it is certainly reasonable to request a Class 1 trail at the
Locust Road closure site. | feel these things can all be
incorporated into one PVSP Amendment and one General Plan
Amendment that can be approved by everyone in February.

Please provide acknowledgement of receipt of this email and last
nights email.

Bruce Greco
916-747-5996




Placer Vineyards Specific Plan - Active Parkland Calculations - 2007 vs. 2014

2007 Park Acreage Caiculations

Parkland Ratio (H/C*1000)

A Total Population 32814
B SPA Populaiton ' 1027
C Non-SPA Populaiton (A-B) 31787
D Total Active Parkland (Park Zoning)* 210 acres
E Private Parks 22 acres
F Credit for Private Parks 50%
G Acreage Credit Reduction for Private Parks (E*F) 11 acres
H Net Active Parkland (D-G) 199 acres

6.26 acres/1000 residents

*Note - 210 acres was erroneously shown on 2007 plan. 2014 Plan Modification shows corrected value of 211 acres.
210 acre value is retained here to show how ratio of 6.26 acres / 1000 residents was derived.

2014 Park Acreage Calculaitons

J Total Population 32814

K - SPA Populaiton 1027

L Non-SPA Populaiton (J-K) 31787

M Active Parkland (Park Zoning) 150 acres
N Private Parks 22 acres
0] Credit for Private Parks 50%

P Acreage Credit Reduction for Private Parks (N*O) 11 acres
Q Credit for Payment of In-Lieu Fees 18 acres
R Credit for Maint. Yard (in CY zoning) 2 acres
S Net Active Parkland {M-P+Q+R) 159 acres
T Parkland Ratio (S/L*1000) 5.00 acres/1000 residents




Michele Kingsbury -

From: bcgreco@aol.com
Sent: Tuesday, December 02, 2014 8:14 PM ,
To: BCGreco@aol.com; Jack Duran; Cristina Rivera; Jim Holmes; Jennifer Montgomery; Kirk

Uhler; Robert Weygandt; wwyllie5@gmail.com; Michele Kingsbury; Michael Johnson;
Jennifer Merino; Lyndell Grey; Linda Brown; Brittany Weygandt; Heidi Paoli

Subject: _ Buffers PVSP more information

Attachments: Calif._General_Plan_Guidelines.pdf

Dear District Supervisors and Placer County Planning Staff,

| would like to provide some additional information on the topic of
SPA area buffers of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. Please
also refer to the email | sent last night and the "General Plan"
Attachment of last nights email.

| have been reading through the State of California General Plans
Guidelines 2003. | have Attached 3 pages from that document
which address the Amendments made to the Placer County
General Plan in 2013 specifically to deny SPA residents the proper
buffers in which they are entitled. Below | have quoted text from
the 2013 Placer County General Plan. Underlined text was
amended into the document in 2013.

Page 37 of Placer County General Plan, Agricultural Land
Use, Policies

"1.H.5 The County shall require development within or adjacent to
designated agricultural areas to incorporate design, construction,
and maintenance techniques that protect agriculture and minimize
conflicts with adjacent agricultural uses, except as may be
determined to be necessary or inappropriate within a Specific Plan
as part of the Specific Plan approval." (I believe the county made a
typo and meant to print unnecessary in place of necessary)




"1.H.6 The County shall require new non-agricultural development
immediately adjacent to agricultural lands to be designed to provide
a buffer in the form of a setback of sufficient distance to avoid land
use conflicts between the agricultural uses and the non-agricultural
uses, except as it may be determined to be unnecessary or
inappropriate within a Specific Plan as part of the Specific Plan
approval. Such setback or buffer areas shall be established by
record easement or other instrument, subject to the approval of
County Counsel. A method and mechanism (e.g., a homeowners
association or easement dedication to a non-profit organization or
public entity) for guaranteeing the maintenance of this land in a
safe and orderly manner shall be also established at the time of
development approval.”

It is perfectly clear that the text that was amended into the 2013
Placer County General Plan is not consistent with the General Plan
and the PVSP is not consistent with the Pacer County General Plan
in regard to buffers.

The State of California General Plans Guidelines 2003 and
California Law discuss in detail the requirements of
consistency. Below are quotes summing up this requirement.

Page 13 of The State of California General Plans Guidelines 2003:

"Without consistency in all five of these areas, the general plan
cannot effectively serve as a clear guide to future

development. Decision-makers will face conflicting directives;
citizens will be confused about the policies and standards the
community has selected; findings of consistency of subordinate
land use decisions such as rezonings and subdivisions will be
difficult to make; and land owners, business, and industry will be
unable to rely on the general plan's stated priorities and standards
for their own individual decision-making. Beyond this,
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inconsistencies in the general plan can expose the jurisdiction to
~ expensive and lengthy litigation."

The California Government Code, TITLE 7. Planning and Land
Use, DIVISION 1. Planning and Zoning, CHAPTER 3. Local
Planning, Article 8. Specific Plan:

"Section 65454. Consistency with the General Plan
No specific plan may be adopted or amended unless the
proposed plan or amendment is consistent with the general plan.
(Added by Stats. 1984, Ch. 1009)"

Page 17 of The State of California General Plans Guidelines
2003, Community Plans, Area Plans, and Specific Plans:

"Specific plans must be consistent with all facets of the general
plan, including the policy statements."

Page 15 of The State of California General Plans Guidelines
2003, Policy:

"A policy is a specific statement that guides decision-making. It
indicates a commitment of the local legislative body to a particular
course of action. A policy is based on and helps implement a
general plans objectives."

"When writing policies, be aware of the difference between "shall"
and "should". "Shall" indicates an unequivocal directive. "Should"
signifies a less rigid directive, to be honored in the absence of
compelling or contravening considerations. Use of the Word
"should" to give the impression of more commitment than actually
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intended is a common but unacceptable practice. It is better to
adopt no policy than to adopt a policy with no backbone."

Page 127 of Placer County General Plan, Agricultural Land
Use, Policies |

"7.A.3. The County shall encourage continued and, where
possible, increased agricultural activities on lands suited to
agricultural uses."

County and State Documents clearly support that the SPA
community should receive a 400' buffer width. Although my
community may be willing to compromise with a 200' buffer/berm
combination in place of the 50' buffer/berm of the PVSP, | am not
sure if it is legally possible for the County to do that when 400' is
specified in the General Plan. |

The evidence supports that the County made a mistake in 2007
when they Approved the PVSP which did not have consistency with
the General Plan in regard to buffers. The evidence also supports
that the County made a mistake in 2013 when it amended phrases
into the General Plan stating that a Specific Plan can override the
requirements of the General Plan.

| feel the best course for the County to take at this time is to reject

the PVSP Proposed Amendment on Dec. 9. The above mistakes
need to be corrected. The Locust road Closure issue needs to be
resolved. The calculations for acres of parks per 1000 residents
need to be verified and properly explained. Since 3 of the 4 class 1
trails coming up to my neighborhoods border are proposed to be
removed, it is certainly reasonable to request a Class 1 trail at the
Locust Road closure site. | feel these things can all be
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incorporated into one PVSP Amendment and one General Plan
Amendment that can be approved by everyone in February.

Please provide acknowledgement of receipt of this email and last
nights email.

Bruce Greco
916-747-5996




Chapter 1: General Plan Basics

eral plan must resolve potential conflicts among the
elements through clear language and policy consis-
tency.

Consistency Between Elements

All elements of a general plan, whether mandatory
or optional, must be consistent with one another. The
court decision in Concerned Citizens of Calaveras
County v. Board of Supervisors (1985) 166 Cal.App.3d
90 illustrates this point. In that case, the county land
use element contained proposals expected to result in
increased population. The circulation element; however,
failed to provide feasible remedies for the predicted
traffic congestion that would follow. The county sim-
ply stated that it would lobby for funds to solve the
future traffic problems. The court held that this vague
response was insufficient to reconcile the conflicts.

Also, housing element law requires local agencies
to adopt housing element programs that achieve the
goals and implement the policies of the housing ele-
ment. Such programs must identify the means by which
consistency will be achieved with other general plan
elements (§65583(c)).

A city or county may incorporate by reference into
its genetal plan all or a portion of another jurisdiction’s
plan, When doing so, the city or county should make
sure that any materials incorporated by reference are
consistent with the rest of its general plan.

Consistency Within Elements

Each element’s data, analyses, goals, policies, and
implementation programs must be consistent with and
complement one another. Established goals, data, and
analysis form the foundation for any ensuing policies.
For example, if one portion of a circulation element
indicates that county roads are sufficient to accommo-
date the projected level of traffic while another section
of the same element describes a worsening traffic situ-
ation aggravated by continued subdivision activity, the
element is not internally consistent (Concerred Citi-
zens of Calaveras County v. Board of Supervisors
(1985) 166 Cal.App.3d 90).

Area Plan Consistency

All principles, goals, objectives, policies, and plan
proposals set forth in an area or community plan must
be consistent with the overall general plan.

The general plan should explicitly discuss the role
of area plans if they are to be used. Similarly, each area
plan should discuss its specific relationship to the gen-
eral plan, In 1986, the Court of Appeal ruled on an area
plan that was alleged to be inconsistent with the larger

general plan. The court upheld both the area plan and
the general plan when it found that the general plan’s
“nonurbary/rural” designation, by the plan’s own descrip-
tion, was not intended to be interpreted literally or pre-
cisely, especially with regard to small areas. The court
noted that the area plan’s more specific “urban resi-
dential” designation was pertinent and that there was
no inconsistency between the countywide general plan
and the area plan (Las Virgenes Homeowners Federa-
tion, Inc. v. County of Los Angeles (1986) 177
Cal.App.3d 300). However, the court also noted that
in this particular case the geographic area of alleged
inconsistency was quite small,

Text and Diagram Consistency

The general plan’s text and its accompanying dia-
grams are integral parts of the plan. They must be in
agreement. For example, if a general plan’s land use
element diagram designates low-density residential de-
velopment in an area where the text describes the pres-
ence of prime agricultural land and further contains
written policies to preserve agricultural Jand or open
space, a conflict exists. The plan’s text and diagrams
must be reconciled, because “internal consistency re-
quires that general plan diagrams of land use, circula-
tion systems, open-space and natural resources areas
reflect written policies and programs in the text for each
element,” (Curtin’s California Land-Use and Planning
Law, 1998 edition, p. {8)

Without consistency in all five of these areas, the
general plan cannot effectively serve as a clear guide
to future development. Decision-makers will face con-
flicting directives; citizens will be confused about the
policies and standards the community has selected; find-
ings of consistency of subordinate land use decisions
such as rezonings and subdivisions will be difficult to
make; and land owners, business, and industry will be
unable to rely on the general plan’s stated prioritles and
standards for their own individual decision-making. Be-
yond this, inconsistencies in the general plan can ex-
pose the jurisdiction to expensive and lengthy litigation.

LONG-TERM PERSPECTIVE

Since the general plan affects the welfare of current
and future generations, state law requires that the plan
take a long-term perspective (§65300), The general plan
projects conditions and needs into the fiiture as a basis
for determining objectives. It also establishes long-term
policy for day-to-day decision-making based upon those
objectives,

The time frames for effective planning vary among
issues. The housing element, for example, specifically
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Chapter |: General Plan Basics

until a study has been completed determining its
exact configuration.

¢ During the ‘interim zoning period, the city shall
adopt a special regional shopping center zoning
classification that permits the development of the
proposed downtown mall.

4 Upon completion of the study, the city council shall
select a site for the downtown mall and shall apply
the shopping center zone fo the property.

Goal:

¢ Affordable, decent, and sanitary housing for all
members of the community.

Objective:
4 500 additional dwelling units for low-income
households by 2010, '

Policy:

4 - When a developer of housing within the high-den-
sity residential designation agrees to construct at
least 30 percent of the total units of a housing de-
velopment for low-income households, the city
shall grant a 40 percent density bonus for the hous-
ing project.

Implementation measure:

4 The ¢ity shall amend its zoning ordinance to allow
for a 40 percent density bonus in the high-density
residential zone.

COMMUNITY PLANS,AREA PLANS,
ND SPECIFIC PLANS

Area and community plans are part of the general
plan. A specific plan, on the other hand, is a tool for
implementing the general plan but is not part of the
general plan. The following paragraphs look briefly at
each of these types of plans.

“Area plan” and “community plan® are terms for
plans that focus on a particular region or community
within the overall general plan area. An area or com-
munity plan is adopted by resolution as an amendment
to the general plan, in the manner set out in §65350, et
seq. It refines the policies of the general plan as they
apply to a smaller geographic area and is implemented
by ordinances and other discretionary actions, such as
zoning, The area or community plan process also pro-
vides a forum for resolving local conflicts. These plans
are commonly used in large cities and counties where
there are a variety of distinct communities or regions.

As discussed earlier, an area or community plan must
be internally consistent with the general plan of which
it is a part. To facilitate such consistency, the general
plan should provide a policy framework for the detailed
treatment of specific issues in the various area or com-
munity plans. Ideally, to simplify implementation, the
area or community plans and the general plan should
share a uniform format for land use categories, termi-
nology, and diagrams,

Each area or community plan need not address all
of the issues required by §65302 when the overall gen-
eral plan satisfies these requiremerits. For example, an
area or community plan need not discuss fire safety if
the jurisdiction-wide plan adequately addresses the
subject and the area or community plan is consistent
with those policies and standards. Keep in mind that
while an area or community plan may provide greater
detail to policies affecting development in a defined
area, adopting one or a series of such plans does not
substitute for regular updates to the general plan.
Many of the mandatory general plan issues are most
effectively addressed on a jurisdiction-wide basis that
ties together the policies of the individual area or
community plans, .

A specific plan is a hybrid that can combine policy
statements with development regulations (§65450, et
seq.). It is often used to address the development re-
quirements for a single project such as urban infill or a
planned community. As a result, its emphasis is on con-
crete standards and development criteria, Its text and
diagrams will address the planning of necessary infra~
structure and facilities, as well as land uses and open
space. In addition, it will specify those programs and
regulations necessary to finance infrastructure and pub-
lic works projects. A specific plan may be adopted ei-
ther by resolution, like a general plan, or by ordinange,
like zoning.

Specific plans must be consistent with all facets o
the general plan, including the policy statements. In
turn, zoning, subdivisions, and public works projects
must be congsistent with the specific plan (§65455). See
Chapter 9 for more about specific plans. The publica-
tion 4 Planner’s Guide to Specific Plans, by the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Research (OPR),
is another good source of information.

ELEMENTS, ISSUES,AND FLEXIBILITY

In statute, the general plan is presented as a collec-
tion of seven “elements,” or subject categories (see
§65302). These elements and the issues embodied by
each are briefly summarized below. They are discussed
in detail in Chapter 4.
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Chapter |: General Plan Basics

A goal is a general expression of community values and,
therefore, may be abstract in nature. Consequently, a goal
is generally not quantifiable or time-dependent.
Although goals are not mentioned in the description
of general plan contents in §65302, they are included
here for several reasons. First, defining goals is often
the initial step of a comprehensive planning process,
with more specific objectives defined later, as discussed
_in Chapter 3, Second, goals are specifically mentioned
in the statutes governing housing element contents
(§65583). Third, while the terms “goal” and “objective”
are used interchangeably in some general plans, many
plans differentiate between broad, unquantifiable goals
and specific objectives. Either approach is allowable,
as flexibility is a characteristic of the general plan.

Examples of goals:

¢ Quiet residential streets

¢ A diversified economic base for the city
# An aesthetically pleasing community

& A safe community

Goals should be expressed as ends, not actions. For
instance, the first example above expresses an end,
namely, “quiet residential streets.” It does not say, “Es-
tablish quiet residential streets” or “To establish quiet
residential streets.”

Objective

An objective is a specified end, condition, or state
that is an intermediate step toward attaining a goal. It
should be achievable and, when possible, measurable
and time-specific. An objective may pertain to one par-
ticular aspect of a goal or it may be one of several suc-
cessive steps toward goal achievement, Consequently,
there may be more than one objective for each goal.

Examples of objectives:

¢ The addition of 100 affordable housing units over
the riext five years.

¢ A 25 percent increase in downtown office space by
2008.

# A 50 percent reduction in the rate of farmland con-
.version over the next ten years.

# A reduction in stormwater runoff from streets and
parking lots.

Principle
A principle is an assumption, fundamental rule, or

doctrine guiding general plan policies, proposals, stan-
dards, and implementation measures. Principles are
based on community values, generally accepted plan-
ning doctrine; current technology, and the general plan’s
objectives. In practice, principles underlie the process
of developing the plan but seldom need to be explic-
itly stated in the plan itself,

Examples of principles:
¢ Mixed use encoyrages urban vitality.

¢ The residential neighborhoods within a city should
be within a convenient and safe walking distance
of an-elementary school.

¢ Parks provide recreational and aesthetic benefits,

¢ Risks from natural hazards should be identified and
avoided to the extent practicable.

Policy

A policy is a specific statement that guides deci
sion-making, It indicates a commitment of the loca
legislative body to a particular course of action. A
policy is based on and helps implement a general plan’s
objectives.

A policy is carried out by implementation measures.
For a policy to be useful as a guide to action it must be
clear and unambiguous. Adopting broadly drawn and
vague policies is poor practice. Clear policies are par-
ticularly important when it comes to judging whether
or not zoning decisions, subdivisions, public works
projects, etc., are consistent with the general plan,

When writing policies, be aware of the difference
between “shall” and “should.” “Shall” indicates an.un
equivocal directive. “Should” signifies a less rigid di-
rective, to be honored in the absence of compelling or
contravening considerations, Use of the word “should”
to give the impression of more commitment than actu-
ally intended is a common but unacceptable practice. It
is better to adopt no policy than to adopt a policy with
no backbone,

Solid policy is based on solid infortmation. The analy-
sis of data collected duting the planning process pro-
vides local officials with the knowledge about trends,
existing conditions, and projections that they need to
formulate policy. If projected community conditions are
not in line with a general plan’s objectives, local legis-
lative bodies may adopt policies that will help bring
about a more desirable future,

Examples of policies:
# The city shall not approve a parking ordinance vari-
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Michele Kingsbum ] —

From: bcgreco@aol.com

Sent: Monday, December 01, 2014 11:08 PM

To: Michele Kingsbury; Michael Johnson; Jennifer Merino; Lyndell Grey; Linda Brown;
BCGreco@aol.com

Subject: Placer Vineyards Development

Attachments: Class 1 Trails.pdf; General Plan.pdf

Dear District Supervisors and Placer County Planning Department,

This letter addresses the Placer Vineyard Specific Plan

(PVSP) Amendments that | believe will be placed on the Dec. 9
Board of Supervisor agenda. My neighborhood is at the north/west
edge of the Placer Vineyards development, consists of about half of
the SPA acreage and contains the majority of homes within the
planned development. | have lived here 20 years. |

My community rejects the Proposed Amendments, our MAC board
has rejected the Proposed Amendments, and now we urge you to
reject the Proposed Amendments. | would like to make the
following 3 points. Please be extra careful considering my 3rd
point which involves direct violation of the Placer County
General Plan.

1. The 4 parks (1 to 6 acres each) closest to my neighborhood
within properties #19 and #23, have been removed. We would like
them to stay or be replaced with a park to insulate my
neighborhood from the Business Park at our north east corner
(Newton Street and Base Line Road).

On Dec. 10, 2013 the Board of Supervisors said they were
amenable to reduction of active parks from 6.2 acres per 1000
residents to County General Plan Minimum of 5.0 acres per 1000
residents; that represents less than 20% decrease. However, the
in force PVSP, Table 3-2 states 210 active park acres and the
Proposed Amendment states an obligation of 159 active park
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acres. Thus, the Proposed Amendment results in a closer to 25%
reduction in active park acres. PVSP, Table 3-4 states estimated
population of 32,814, there has been no change proposed for the
number or type of dwelling units. Thus, the Proposed Amendment
would reduce active park acres from 6.4 (6.399) down to 4.8 |
(4.845) acres per 1000 residents; and this far exceeds what the
Board of Supervisors said they were amenable to. In order to
claim the County General Plan Minimum they removed the
SPA area population numbers (PVSP, Table 3-4). Total
population (32,814) minus SPA population (1,028) equals 31,786
population; when computed it works out to 6.6 existing and 5.0
proposed active park acres. | don't understand why staff is not
advising the Supervisors that when they are looking at the amount
of dark green parks on the PVSP maps, it represents 6.6 and not
6.2 acres per 1000 population. All the decision makers have been
told that it is just a decrease from 6.2 to 5.0, but that is not true; it is
a decrease from 6.6 to 5.0/ How often has the SPA area
acreage, housing and/or population been included or not
included specifically to make it appear that the Placer
Vineyards Development is achieving some minimum
requirement?

2. My north/west SPA neighborhood had 4 class 1 paved trails
leading from its borders into the nice network of PVSP trails. The
south/west SPA had about 3 Class 1 paved trails leading from it's
borders. Refer to Figure 5.6 Off-Street Trails Diagram, Specific
Plan Modification Exhibit; | Attached the West half of the map which
shows adopted and proposed versions. The Proposed Amendment
removes about 5 of the 7 SPA access points. We feel the Proposed
Amendment should at least also provide a Class 1 trail leading from
the spot where the Locust Road closure has been requested (study
in progress) and connecting with the PVSP class 1 trails. We -
anticipate a break in the buffer berm to occur there anyway as
emergency vehicle access.




The Miles of Off-Street Class 1 paved trail system has been
decreased by 20% (43.6 miles adopted and down to 35.1 miles
proposed). | spent many afternoons riding bikes with my twins
along the open space paved trails through Roseville traveling from
park to park to park. With the proposed Amendment, many of the
large PVVSP open spaces will no longer be explore able.

3. If the County insists on transforming what was going to be a
truly beautiful development into a bare bones minimal development,
then my community with its Agriculture zoning requests that we be
provided the buffers that the Placer County General Plan discusses
in detail. | have highlighted and Attached the relevant pages from
the Placer County General plan. | brought this issue up in 2007, but
did not have my former District Supervisors support. | am hopeful
that my current District Supervisor's legal background will enable
him to educate staff that the Placer County General Plan is a rule
book that needs to be followed.

The first page of the "General Plan" Attachment is from the 2007
Placer County General Plan; notice the paragraph where the blue
arrow is pointed at its base. The 2nd page is from the revised May
21, 2013 Placer County General Plan and you will notice the same
paragraph however half a sentence has been added specifically
to address my 2007 request for buffers according to the Placer
County General Plan. This new additional language in no way
agrees with the theme and requirements expressed in page
after page of the Placer County General Plan. The 3rd attached
- page, Amendment Standards for the Placer County General Plan,
states, "New development areas must include appropriate buffer
zones to provide separation between potential incompatible land
uses, consistent with the standards for buffer zones specified in
Part 1 of this Policy Document". To amend the following 2 phrases
into the 2013 Placer County General Plan: "provided, however,
different buffer zone standards may be established within a Specific
Plan as part of the Specific Plan approval" (on 2nd page of
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General Plan Attachment) and ", except as it may be determined to
be unnecessary or inappropriate within a Specific Plan as part of
the Specific Plan approval” (9th and 11th page of Attachment) was
a flagrant, shameful, and perhaps illegal thing to do. | doubt that the
Board of Supervisors were really aware of these phrases or the
ramifications of it. There might as well be a blanket statement at the
end of the Placer County General Plan stating that all requirements
of the Placer County General Plan may be violated as part of any
development approval!

Quote from 4th page of General Plan Attachment, "The
general plan provides the framework for the exercise of these
powers by local officials. By virtue of state law and case law,
all zoning, subdivision approvals, and public works projects
must be consistent with the general plan." In regard to SPA
Buffers, the county made a mistake in the 2007 PVSP, and
another mistake was made with the buffer phrases added to the
2013 Placer County General Plan. | ask that these errors be

corrected.

Referring to the 6th page of the General Plan Attachment, Table 1-
4, | feel the SPA area qualifies for a 400' buffer. | personally have a
fruit tree orchard along one edge of my property and bare root nut
trees are going in near my back property line this winter. | have an
irrigated vegetable garden area about the size of 5 or 6 PVSP size
house lots (pumpkins, watermelons, cucumbers, tomatoes). | had
about 50' of grapes, but we put a pool there during our remodel. My
neighbor across the street has a fruit/vegetable stand, goats, and
horse. My neighborhood covers pretty much the entire agricultural
spectrum. Some do a lot, some do less, but are looking forward to
retirement when they will have more time to tend to their
agricultural interests. Just drive down Baseline Road and look at alll
the strawberry stands and berries growing. With varieties available
now they can nearly be grown year round. The bottom line is that
my community is living here because we are into agriculture and
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the Placer County General Plan clearly states in page after page
(General Plan Attachment) that the County shall encourage
agriculture; and it clearly defines appropriate buffers in relation to
possible agricultural activities (Table 1-4). These standards are
probably based on case law. If the County deviates from them, and
an incident occurs, the County will be liable. There will be no
excuse when the County's own clearly stated requirements were
not adhered to and the incident itself will be evidence that the
buffers should have been provided. There are a lot of homes
planned to border the agriculturally zoned SPA.

| think it is obvious that we have irrigated vegetables and with most
of the farmland along Base Line Road scheduled to be replaced
with new developments, there will be wonderful opportunity to grow
and sell to the hundreds of thousands of new residents that will be
moving in around us over the next 30 years. Pumpkin patches for
Halloween fun. Pick your own fresh grapes off the vine in the Placer
Vineyards Development. Fresh Vegetable crops sold from a
roadside stand. Table 1-4 of Placer County General Plan clearly
states that we should be required to receive a 400' distance
between our property line and the nearest new PVSP

residence. However, my community would accept a 200' |
buffer/berm combo if the county provided good documentation that
SPA residents are encouraged to develop rural agricultural uses of
their lands right up to their property lines and paperwork stating that
was required to be signed by any purchaser of any homes or
building near the SPA area for all time. From our perspective 200’
is better than 50, but from a legal perspective the County may feel
upon careful analysis that 400' is the only proper buffer.

If the county has a rebuttal to my arguments, please provide them
to me so that | may specifically address them. For exampile, |
anticipate someone claiming we don't qualify because we are not
farming on hundreds of acres. My response would be 400’
distances are stated as required to avoid conflict, thus agricultural
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activities are not likely to cause conflict beyond that 400’ distance. |
am on a common size 5 acre SPA ot with a depth of 638' which
certainly covers the band of agricultural area which would be
causing any conflict with new development. | think some SPA lots
are as much as 40 acres. If anything, our SPA style of agriculture is
- more likely to produce conflict than very large scale agriculture. It
takes me a couple full days to disk up my back 2.5 acres with my
loud 1960's tractor and squeaky 1950's disk; a large scale farmer
can fully disk up 2.5 acres in less than 30 minutes. When one of
my neighbors tries to treat a problem with their fruit trees, they will
likely work their way through several different chemicals and over
apply each of them; a large scale farmer knows the exact chemical
to use and applies it with specialized equipment at the lowest
effective rate. Even if we are not growing something in a particular
area, we are frequently disking that area for fire prevention.

The current longtime residents of the south west part of Placer

- County should be protected and encouraged to pursue the
agricultural uses of our land under the Placer County General Plan.
The rules were all known when the developers began pursuing the
rezoning of agricultural lands to enable their

housing developments. All we ask is that Placer County's own
rules be enforced.

| look forward to your reply.

Bruce Greco
916-747-5996
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LAND USE BUFFER ZONE STANDARDS

The General Plan and the development review and approval process generally seek to locate land uses
adjacent to one another that are compatible, related, mutually supportive, and similar in the amount of traffic
they generate and types of transportation facilities they need:" Thus;’ industrial uses are oftén located near
commercial rather than residential uses; higher-density multi-family residential uses are often located
between commercial or office uses and single-family residential uses; and: low density or rural residentjal -
uses are.often located between single-family residential and agricultural land uses: In some cases, however,
existing land use or circulation patterns, the timing of development on properties with different owners,
environmental constraints or other factors prevent new land use patterns from providing a "gradation” of
uses to ensure compatlbllity and thus necessitate the use of other tools. One of the most commonly used and
effective means of minimizing conflicts between potentially mcompattble land uses is to provide a "buﬁer
zong" between the uses,

This General Plan requires the use of buffer zones in several types of development, While the exact
dimensions of the buffer zones and speolﬁc uses allowed in buffer zones will be determined through the -
County's specific plan, land use permit, and/or subdivision review process, buffer zones must conform to the -

followmg standards (as illustrated conceptually in Figures I-2 through I-7); =

PLANNING STANDARDS

1. Agriculture/Timberland Buffers. These buffer zones are required to separate urban uses (pamcularly; :

- from’ tands:desigriatéd Agriculture or Timberland on the Land Use Diagtam, where noise
from miachinery, dust, the use of fertilizers and chemical sprays, and other related agriculturabtimber -
harvesting activities would create problems for nearby residential and other sensitive land uses, These:
‘buffers also serve to minimize disturbance of agricultural operations from nearby urban or suburban
uses, including trespassing by nearby residents and domestic animals. Figures I-2 and I3 illustrate how -
these buffer zones might be used. :

a. Buffer Dimensions: Timber harvesting and agricultural practices associated with crop production
can contribute to land use conflicts when development occurs adjacent to agricultural and
timberland areas, Since production practices vary considerably by crop type, buffer distances may
vary accordingly. The separations shown in Table [-4 are requited between areas designated
Agriculture or Timberland and residential uses, commercial/office uses, business park uses, and
some types of recreational uses; no buffers are required for other uses. The buffer widths are
expressed as ranges because of the possible influences of site or project-specific characteristics.

b, Uses Allowed in Buffer:: Low-density residential uses on parcels of one to 20 acres or open space
‘uses are permltted within the buffer; although the placement of residential structures is subject to the:
minimum "residential exclusion: areas""’shown in Table 1-4. Non-habitable accessory structures and
uses may be located in the exclusion area, and may inchude barns, stables, garages, and corrals,
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Placer County General Plan Y14y HXI - 9\0! 5 . DIAGRAMS AND STANDARDS
, TR AN , !

General Plan Existing Consistent Zoning ' a
Land Use Designation Districts
Business Park/industrial (BPI) Airport (AP)
10,000 sq. ft. to 6 acres Business Park (BP)

Industrial (IN)
Industrial Park (INP)
Public Facility (PF) Any zoning classification

Reglonal University Specific Plan :

All General Plan Land Use Designations | Combining Agriculture (-AG)

' Combining Aircraft Overflight (-AO)

Combining Building Site (-B)

Combining Conditional Use Permit (-UP)

Combining Density Limitation (-DL)

Combining Design Review (-Dc, -Ds, -Dh)

Combining Development Reserve (~DR)

Combining Flood Hazard (-FH)

Combining Geological Hazard (-GH)

Combining Mineral Reserve (-MR)

Combining Planned Residential
Development (-PD)

Combining Special Purpose Zone (-SP)
Combining Traffic Management (-TM)

\

LAND USE BUFFER ZONE STANDARDS

The. General Plan and the development review and approval process generally seek to locate land uses
adjacent to one another that are compatible, related, mutually supportive, and similar in the amount of
traffic they generate and types of transportation facilities they need. Thus, industrial uses are often
located near commercial rather than residential uses; higher-density multi-family residential uses are
often located between commerclal or office uses and single-family residential uses; and low density or
rural residential uses are often focated between single-family residential and agricultural land uses. In
some cases, however, existing land use or circulation patterns, the timing of development on properties
with different owners, environmental constraints or other factors prevent new land use patterns from
providing a "gradation” of uses to ensure compatibility and thus necessitate the use of other tools. One
of the most commonly used and effective means of minimizing conflicts between potentially incompatible
land uses is to provide a "buffer zone" between the uses.

i This General Plan requires the use of buffer zones in several types of development. While the exact
dimensions of the buffer zones and specific uses allowed in buffer zones will be determined through the
County's specific plan, land use permit, and/or subdivision review process, buffer zones must conform to

the following standards (as illustrated conceptually in Figures 1-3 through 1-6); provided, however, B/
different buffer zone standards may be established within a Specific Plan as part of the Specific Plan
approval.

PLANNING STANDARDS

1. Agriculture/Timberland Buffers. These buffer zones are required to separate urban uses
(particularly residential) from lands designated Agriculture or Timberland on the Land Use Diagram,
where noise from machinery, dust, the use of fertilizers and chemical sprays, and other related
agricultural/timber harvesting activities would create problems for nearby residential and other
sensitive land uses. These buffers also serve to minimize disturbance of agricultural operations

18




Placer County General Plah

h. Provide buffers which create distinct, separate urban communities.

4. Prior to consideration of such GPAs the following should have occurred or been demonstrated: 5
a. There is a market demand for additional urban or suburban development
within the regional analysis area of the County proposed for such
development, following an examination of current growth projections, available
land, and existing development.
b. It has been positively demonstrated that the legal, financial and practical ability
to provide a full range of public services exists. '
¢. It has been positively demonstrated that adequate surface water, sewer
capacity, and the necessary distribution and collection systems exist or can be
built to serve the area proposed for development,

5. New development areas will be expected to provide a balanced complement of land use types,
Including residential (very low, low, and moderate cost), commercial, industrial, office,
recreational, public, institutional, and open space. Mixed use projects, including residential
uses, will be considered where they support the provision of infrastructure and developmenit of
industrial uses.

6. New development areas shall provide a range of housing types to serve all income groups in
the county, and shall stage development such that a balance of housing types is maintained
over time, consistent with the housing goals, objectives, policies and programs of the General
Plan.

7. New development areas proposed for urban densities shall be designed to achieve, or shall
have a goal of achieving, a jobs-housing balance.

New development areas must include appropriate buffer zones to provide separation betws
potential incompatible land uses, consistent with the standards for buffer zones specifie
Part I of this Policy Document, The size of the buffer zone Is to be proportionate to the futal
project size and proposed uses. The location of the buffer will depend upon the location of the
proposed development relative to other sensitive land uses and/or environmental features.

9. New development areas shall be designed and constructed to provide all public infrastructure,
facilities and service necessary to serve both Initial and buildout populations, including but not
limited to: adequate surface water supplies; sewage conveyance, treatment, and disposal
faciliies; public utilities; watershed management practices and stormwater infiltration/site
design; police and fire protection and emergency services, school and medical facilities where ,
warranted by population; and public transportation. Extensions of new infrastructure, including
water, sewer, roads, etc., should be compatible with existing incorporated Cities' General Plans

(See also #16).

10. Newdevelopment areas should assist in the resolution of regional problems, including but not
limited to alr quality, transportation, regional employment needs, and growth pressures on
existing communities. ‘ :

11. Transit-services to serve the project area shall be provided by new development using available
state and federal transportation funding. New development shall be responsible for its falr
share of such transit services.

12.  The County shall require that land use form and transportation systems in new development
areas be designed to provide residents and employees with the opportunity to accomplish a
majority of their trips within the new development area by walking, bicycling, and using transit.

13.  The County shall require development in new development areas to be phased in a manner
that ensures a balance between the land use and transportation infrastructure at each stage of
development. Transportation infrastructure includes roadways, intersections, interchanges,
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The general plan provides the framework for the exercise of these powers by Ibcal officials. By virtue of
| state law and case law, all zoning, subdivision approvals, and public works projects must be consistent
with the general plan. ‘

STRUCTURE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE GENERAL PLAN Z"‘

The Placer Counly General Plan consists of two types of documents: this Countywide General Plan (which
consists of a policy document and land use diagram) and a set of more detailed community plans
(including one “area” plan) covering specific areas of the unincorporated county.

The Countywide General Plan provides an overall framework for development of the county and
protection of its natural and cultural resources. The goals and policies contained in the Countywide
Genera/ Plan are applicable throughout the county, except to the extent that County authority is
preempted by cities within their corporate limits. '

Community and area plans (hereafter referred to as community plans), adopted in the same manner as
the Countywide General Plan, provide a more detailed focus on specific geographic areas within the
unincorporated county. The goals and polides contained in the communily plans supplement and
elaborate upon, but do not supersede, the goals and policies of the Countywide General Plan.

For each part of the unincorporated county, there is only one applicable land use diagram and circulation
plan diagram. Unincorporated territory not covered by an adopted community plan is subject to the
specifications of the Land Use Diagram and Circulation Plan Diagram contained in this Countywide
General Plan. Unincorporated territory covered by a community plan is subject to the specifications of
the land use and circulation plan diagram contained in the applicable community plan. Territory within
incorporated city fimits Is, of course, subject to land use and circulation plan diagrams of the applicable
city general plan.

The Countywide General Plan consists of two documents: the General Plan Background Report and the
General Pian Policy Document. The Background Report invenitories and analyzes existing conditions and
trends In Placer County. It provides the formal supporting documentation for general plan policy,
addressing 11 subject areas: land use; housing; population; economic conditions and fiscal
considerations; transportation and circulation; public facliities; public services; retreational and cultural
resources; natural resources; safety; and noise. :

This General Plan Policy Document includes the goals, policies, standards, implementation programs,
quantified objectives, the Land Use Diagram; and the Circulation Plan Diagrarmn that constitute Placer
County's formal policies for land use, development, and environmental quality.

In addition to the General Plan land use diagram, and community and area plans, the County has also
adopted specific plans which provide goals and policies, land development standards, the distribution of
land uses and other aspects of govern the land development pursuant to the requirements of
Government Code Section 65450-35457,

The following definitions describe the nature of the statements of goals, policies, standards,
implementation programs, and quantified objectives as they are used in this Countywide General Plan
Policy Document:
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i .S‘tvrmwater Quality Ordinance

Responsibility:  CDRA Planning Services Division ' 5
Department of Public Works ’
CDRA Engineering and Surveying Division
Building Division )
Board of Supervisors
Planning Commission
Environmental Health
Agricultural Department

Time Frame: Several completed a) 1995; b) 1996; d) 2000; f) 1986; a)
1995; h) 1996; c) FY 02-03; and e) FY 01-02; revisions as
necessary

Funding: General Fund

\ The County shall implement the provisions of this General Plan through its ongoing
§ project review process.

Responsibility:  Board of Supervisors
Planning Commission
CDRA Planning Services Division

Time Frame: Ongoing
Funding: ~ General Fund

10.4.4

The County shall continue to update its communily plans to ensure consistency with¥
ithe Countywide General Plan. The County shall maintain and periodically update
“work program to guide this process. As part of this process, the County will consider
preparing new communily pians for the Ophir-Newcastle Area, the Gold Run-Dutch
Flat-Alta Area, and the Summit Area.
Responsibility:  CDRA Planning Services Division

: Planning Commission

10548

Board of Supervisors
Time Frame: Ongoing
Funding: General Fund
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from nearby urban or suburban uses, including trespassing by nearby residents and domestic
animals. Figures 1-3 and 1-4 illustrate how these buffer zones might be used.

a. Buffer Dimensions: Timber harvesting and agricultural practices assoclated with (
crop production can contribute to. land use conflicts when development occurs :

adjacent to agricultural and timberland areas. Since production practices vary

considerably by crop type, buffer distances may vary accordingly. The separations

shown in Table 1-4 are required between areas designated Agriculture or Timberiand

and residential uses, commercial/office uses, busihess park uses, and some types of

recreational uses; no buffers are required for other uses. The buffer widths are

expressed as ranges because of the possible influences of site- or project-specific

characteristics.

b. Uses Allowed in Buffer: Low-density residential tises on parcels of one to 20
acres or open space uses are permitted within the buffer, although the placement of
residentlal structures is subject to the minimum "residential exclusion areas" shown
in Table 1-4. Non-habitable accessory structures and uses may be located in the
exclusion area, and may include barns, stables, garages, and corrals.

TABLE 1-4
MINIMUM AGRICULTURE/TIMERBLAND BUFFER ZONE WIDTH
Agricultural/Timberland Use Residentialaumr Zone Width 2
Exciusion Area’ Buffer Width Range
| Fleld crops 100 feet 100 to 400 fest
 irrigated orchards 300 feet 30010800 feet
| Irrigated vegetables, rice ..400 feet 200 to 800 fest
| Rangelend/pasture 50 feet 50 to 200 fost
Timberiand v 100 foet 100 to 400 feet
Vineyard - 400 feet 400 to 800 feet

! Resldential structures prohiblted; non-habitable accessory structures permiitied,

2 Required buffer dependent on site- or project-specific characteristics as determined through
County's specific plan, land use permit, and/or subdivision review process.

2. Industrial/Residential Buffars. These buffer zones are required to separate residential
land uses from areas designated Business Park/Industrial where noise from vehicles and
equipment, the use of hazardous materials in manufacturing processes, truck traffic, and
otherwise heavy traffic volumes would be incompatible with nearby residential uses.
Figure 1-5 shows how a buffer might be used to separate a residential area from an
industrial area.

. & Buffer Dimenslons: Generally, industrial/residential buffers shall be a minimum
width of 300 feet, but may be reduced to not less than 100 feet where the buffer
includes such features as screening walls, landscaped berms, and/or dense
landscaping, with guarantees of proper, ongoing landscaping maintenance.

b. Uses Allowed in Buffer: Commercial and office uses; open space and recreation
uses such as greenbelts, parks, and playfields.

3.  Sensitive Habitat Buffers. These buffer zones are required to separate any type of
urban development from such sensitive habitat areas as stream corridors, wetlands,
sensitive specles habitats, and old growth forests, where the land-altering aspects of
development itself, and/or the secondary effects of development (e.g., runoff from
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pavement carrying pollutants, air pollution emissions, traffic, noise, glare, increased
pedestrian access) may degrade important habitat areas. Figure 1-6 shows an example of
a sensitive habltat buffer,

a.

Buffer Dimensions: Sensitive habitat buffers shall, at.a minimum, be measured as
follows: 100 feet from the centerline of perennial streams, 50 feet from centerline of
intermittent streams, and 50 feet from the edge of the sensitive habitats to be
protected. (See also policy 6.A.1.)

Uses Allowed in Buffer: Open space and recreational uses including undeveloped
greenbelts, nature preserves, parks, hiking trails and bicycle paths. No land use
allowed within the buffer that involves grading or the removal of natural vegetation
shall be located any closer than 50 feet to the top of a stream bank or to the
outermost extent of riparian vegetation, wetland, or other |dent|f ed habitat,
whichever is greater.

FIGURE 1-3

AGRICULTURE/TIMBERLAND BUFFER ZONE
Residential Planned Development with Open Space Buffer

20
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SECTION 1
LAND USE

GENERAL LAND USE

Goal 1.A:
Policles

1AL,
1.A2.

A3,

1A4,

1.A5.

To promote the wisg, efficient, and environmentally-sensitive use of Placer County lands
to meet the present and future needs of Placer County residents and businesses.

The County will promote the efficient use of land and natural resources,

The County shall permit only low-Intensity forms of development in areas with sensitive
environmental resources or where natural or human-caused hazards are likely to pose a
significant threat to health, safety, or property.

The County shall distinguish among urban/suburban and rural areas to identify where

development will be accommodated and where public infrastructure and services will be

provided. This pattern shall promote the maintenance of separate and distinct
communities,

The County shall promote patterns of development that facilitate the efficient and timely
provision of urban infrastructure and services.

The County shall not approve intensive forms of development or fand divisions into
parcels of 10 acres or less within any city's sphere of influence where that city's general
plan calls ultimately for urban development except where the County General Plan or
applicable Community Plan designates the area for urban, suburban, or rural residential
development. The County shall inform cities in a timely manner when applications for
development within their sphere of influence are filed with the County and shall consider
the city's ultimate plans for the relevant area during project review. In such cases, Pollcy
#16 in Part III shall apply to such development projects.

RESIDENTIAL LAND USE

Policies
1.8.1.

1.B.2.

1.B.3.

1.B.4.

1.B.5.

To provide adequate land In a range of residential densities to accommodate the housing
needs of all income groups expected to reside in Placer County.

The County shall promote the concentration of new residential development in higher-
density residential areas located along major transportation corridors and tranisit routes.

The County shall encourage the concentration of multi-family housing in and near
downtowns, village centers, major commercial areas, and nelghborhood commerdial
centers,

The County shall encourage the planning and design of new residential subdivisions to
emulate the best characteristics (e.g., form, scale, and general character) of existing,
nearby neighborhoods. : :

The County shall ensure that residential land uses are separated and buffered from such
major facilities as landfills, airports, and sewage treatment plants,

The County shall require reslidential project design to reflect and consider natural

features, noise exposure of residents, visibility of structures, circulation, access, and the
relationship of the project to surrounding uses. Residential densities and lot patterns will
be determined by these and other factors. As a result, the maximum density spedified
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encourage and accommadate non-auto mobile access.

1.G.3. The County shall support the development/relocation of a recreation/sports/fair
complex ranging in size from 100 to 300 acres in the area generally west of Rocklin
between Roseville and Lincoln.  The location should recognize ‘appropriate
environmental, circulation, and infrastructure constraints. :

AGRICULTURAL LAND USE

2 Goal 1.H: To designate adequate agricuitural land and promote development of agricultural uses to
) support the continued viability of Placer County's agricultural economy.

Policies

1.H.1. The County shall maintain agriculturally-designated areas for agricultural uses and direct
urban uses to designated urban growth areas andj/or cities.

1.H.2, The County shall seek to ensure that new development and public works projects do not
encourage expansion of urban uses into designated agricultural areas,

1.H.3. The County will maintain large-parcel agricultural zoning and prohibit the subdivision of
agricultural lands into smaller parcels unless such development meets the following
conditions:

a. The subdivision Is part of a duster project and such a project is permitted

by the applicable zoning; ,

The project will not conflict with adjacent agricultural operations; and,

The project will not hamper or discourage _long-term  agricutural

operations either on site or on adjacent agricultural lands,

1.H.4. The County shall allow the conversion of existing agricultural land. to urban uses only
within community plan or specific plan areas, within city spheres of influence, or where
designated for urban development on the General Plan Land Use Diagram.

The County shall require development within or adjacent to designated agricultural areas
to incorporate design, construction, and maintenance techniques that protect agriculture
and minimize conflicts with adjacent agricultural uses, except as may be determined to
be necessary or inappropriate within-a Specific Plan as part of the Specific Plan approval,

The County shall require new non-agricultural development immediately adjacent to
agricuitural lands to be designed to provide a buffer In the form of a setback of sufficient
distance to avoid land use conflicts between the agricultural uses and the non-
agricultural uses, except as it may .be determined to be unnecessary or inappropriate
within a Specific Plan as part of the Specific Plan approval. Such setback or buffer areas
shall be established by recorded easement or other instrument, subject to the approval
of County Counsel. A method and mechanisim (e.0., 2 homeowners association or
easement dedication to a non-profit organization or public entity) for guaranteeing the

1.H.5. A

1.H.6.

time of development approval.

[See also policies/programs under Goal 7.A., Agriculiural Land Use; Goal 7.8, Land Use Confiicts; and Goal
7.C., Economic Viability of Agriculture.] '
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SECTION 7 | |
AGRICULTURAL AND FORESTRY RESOURCES H O
AGRICULTURAL LAND USE
Goal 7.A; ‘ To provide for the long-term conservation and use of agriculturally-designated lands.
Policles :
7.A.1, The County shall protect agricuiturally-designated areas from conversion to non-

agricultural uses.

7.A.2. The County shall ensure that unincorporated areas within city spheres of influence that
are designated for agricultural uses are maintalned in large parcel sizes of 10-acre
minimums or larger.

} The County shall encourage continued and, where possible, increased agricultural
activities on lands sulted to agricultural uses. -

7.A.4, The County shall provide protection from flooding for agricultural and related activities
from flooding.

7.A5. The County shall regularly monitor and comment on pending state and federal
legislation affecting agricultural lands.

7.A3

7.A.6. The County shall encourage land improvement programs to increase soil productivity in
those agricultural areas containing lesser quality soils.
7.A.7. The County shall maintain agricultural lands in large parcel sizes to retain viable
: farming units, S
7.A.8. The County shall encourage infill development in urban areas as an alternative to
expanding urban boundaries into agricultural areas.
7.A.9. The County shall support merging or reversion to acreage of substandard lots In

"antiquated subdivisions" In agriculturally-designated areas under the same ownership,
and not being used as separate parcels, :
7.A.10. The County shall facilitate agricultural production by allowing agricultural service uses
(.e., commercial and industrial uses) to locate in agriculturally-designated areas if they
relate to the primary agricultural activity in the area. The County shall use the
following guidelines to analyze the sultability of a proposed agricultural service use:
a. The use will not adversely affect agricultural production in the area;
b. . The use supports local agricultural production;
c. Itis compatible with existing agricultural activities and residential uses in
the area; ’
d. The use will not require the extension of sewer or water lines; and,
e. It will not result in a concentration of commercial or industrial uses in the
immediate area. : '

7.A.11, The County shall support appropriate efforts by public and private conservation
organizations to use conservation easements as a tool for agricultural preservation.

7.A.12, The County shall actively encourage enroliments of agricultural lands in its Williamson
Act program, including the use of Farmland Security Zones.

7.A.13. The County shall encourage multi-seasonal use of agricultural lands such as for private
recreational development, in order to enhance the economic viability of agricultural
operations.
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LAND USE CONFLICTS l
Goal 7.B: g To minimize existing and future conflicts between agricultural and non-agricultural uses
2 I agriculturally-designated areas. ‘
Policies
7.B.1, } The County shall identify and maintain clear boundaries between urban/suburban and

agricultural areas and require land use buffers between such uses where feasible,
except as may be determined to be unnecessary or inappropriate within a Specific Plan
as part of the Specific Plan approval. These buffers shall occur on the parcel for which
the development permit is sought and shall favor protection of the maximum amount

of farmiand. _ ’
7.B.2. The County shall weigh the economic benefits of surface mining against the value of
preserving agriculture when considering mineral extraction proposals on land
designated for agricultural use. '
7.B.3. The County shall consider fencing subdivided lands adjoining agricultural uses as a
potential mitigation measure to reduce conflicts between residential and agricultural
uses. Factors to be considered in-implementing such a measure include:
a. The type of agricultural operation (i.e., livestock, orchard, timber, row
crops);
b. The size of the lots to be created;
¢. The presence or lack of fences in the area;
d. Existing natural barriers that prevenit trespass; and,
e. Passage of wildlife.

7.B.4, The County shall continue to enforce the provisions of its Right-to-Farm Ordinance and
of the existing state nuisance law,

The County shall encourage educational programs to inform Placer County residents of
the importance of protecting farmland. :

7.B.5

ECONOMIC VIABILITY OF AGRICULTURE

Goal 7.C: To protect and enhance the economic viability Placer County's agricultural operations.
Policies
7.C.1, The County shall attempt to improve the financial viability of the agricultural sector of

Placer County's economy through actions that have the potential to reduce costs and
Increase profits.

7.C.2, The County shall promote agricultural operations that provide a competitive edge to
Placer County farmers.

iThe County shall support opportunities to promote and market agricultural products
grown or processed within Placer County (such as Farmers' Markets) as a part of the
ffzeconomic development activities of local agencies.

7.C.4, The County shall permit a wide varlety of promotional and marketing activities for
County-grown products in all zone districts where agricultural uses are authorized,

§ The County shall permit on-farm product handling and selling, The County shall permit
B stands for the sale of agricultural products in any agricultural fand use designation to
| promote and market those agricultural products grown or processed in Placer County. §

Secondary and incidental sales of agricultural products grown elsewhere may be

7.C.3.

7.C.5.5
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permitted subject to appropriate approvals. ' a a

he County shall ensure that land use regulations do not arbitrarily restrict potential
gricultural-related enterprises which could provide supplemental sources of income f
arm operators.

7.C.7. The County shall maintain regulations that exempt certain agricultural buildings from

the construction requirements of the Galifornia Building Code, subject to limitations on
the size, occupancy, location, and use of such structures.

7.C.6.

7.C.8. The County shall ensure that changes in spedial district assessment and local taxes do
not unduly burden owners of agricuitural lands.
7.C.9. The County shall urge the State Legislature to provide more funding for the Agriculturat

Export Program of the California Department of Food and Agriculture, which seeks to
expand foreign markets for several commodities produced in Placer County. '

Implementation Programs

7.5 The County shall assist in the development of a Placer County-grown agricultural
product marketing program.
Responsibility:  Agricultural Commissioner

Time Frame: Ongoing
Funding: General Fund/Grants
AGRICULTURAL WATER

Goal 7.D: To maximize the productivity of Placer County's agriculture uses by ensuring adequate
supplies of water. '

Policles
7.D0.1, The County shall support efforts to deliver adequate surface water to agricultural areas
with deficient water supplies.
7.D.2. The County shall encourage water conservation by farmers. To this end, the County

shall, through the Agricultural Commissioner and U.C. Cooperative Extension, continue
to provide information on irrigation methods and best management practices. The
County shall also support conservation efforts of the California Farm Bureau, resource
conservatlon districts, Natural Resources Conservation Service, and irrigation districts.

7.D.3. The County should participate with cities and special districts in establishing progi'ams
for the agricultural re-use of treated wastewater In a marnner that would be

economically beneficial to agriculture.

7.D.4. The County shall participate and encourage multi-agency participation in water projects
where such coordination can improve the likelihood of providing affordable irrigation
water to areas of Placer County with deficient water supplies.

7.D.5. The County will work with local irrigation districts to preserve local water rights to
ensure that water saved through conservation may be stored and used locally, rather
than appropriated and used outside of Placer County.

7.D.6. The County shall encourage the use of reclaimed water where appropriate for
agricultural production.

[See also policies/programs under Goal 6.A., Water Resources, ]
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From: Kellie Welty <kelliewelty@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Wednesday, December 03, 2014 9:45 AM
Cc: Michele Kingsbury; armandogarcia4811@yahoo.com; dcuzZS@yahoo com;

cmveal@aol.com; rickey8@comcast.net; amigarcia319@gmail.com;
Julicalcarmical@gmail.com; momfair@outlook.com; craigwelty@sbcglobal.net;
: Stephanie Holloway
Subject: , Re: Placer Vineyard Development

Well, it sounds like Mr. Grehm does not want us to appear at the next meeting. I
understand that Locust Road may not be on the Dec. 9th agenda, but I also know that the
letter we received states that if we do not appear to state our concerns, then we can do
nothing after this meeting. I will be by this evening to pick up letters and get new letters
signed if I do not have one from you yet. I will attend and speak on the 9th. I have also
contacted our Sac County Supervisor, Roberta MacGlashan. Thank you for your support.

Kellie Welty

On Tuesday, December 2, 2014 1:02 PM, Ken Grehm <KGrehm@placer.ca.gov> wrote:

Hi Mrs Welty,

Just an update on where we are at today. After the Planning Commission approval of the proposed
project changes (parks, trails and financing), the project was slated to go to the Board of Supervisors
for their consideration of the requested changes. What may happen to Locust Road (closure or not
and where the closure would be) was not considered by the Planning Commission nor the Board of
Supervisors. That does not mean that you cannot bring it up, but only that the Board will be taking no
action on Locust Road at the next Board meeting. The Placer Vineyards project changes were
originally proposed to be presented to the Board next Tuesday (December 9). It now appears that it

'] will not be presented to the Board until their next meeting in January. The Board agenda will be
finalized Friday afternoon and is available on our website.

The developer is currently preparing the study regarding the proposed closure to Locust Road that the
developer agreed to perform. At this time that study does not include a separate closure near the
County line. We are committed to having a public discussion about the results (probably in
‘February). That is definitely the opportunity to discuss any concerns and to review the

results. Eventually that study and any future actions (further study or action) will need to be reviewed
and determined by the Board of Supervisors. It is important that you participate in the community
discussion and the ultimate Board of Supervisor discussion on any Locust Road closure.

In addition to you, | am also trying to reach out to Sacramento County to join in the eventual
discussion. Myself or Stephanie Holloway will be contacting you as the study becomes available and .
to let you know when we will have a public meeting. | cannot promise any particular outcome but we
will share the available information and the Board of Supervisors will eventually consider whatever is

proposed.

Thank you




Ken Grehm
(530) 745-7588

From: Kellie Welty [mailto:kelliewelty @sbcglobal. net]
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:10 PM

To: Ken Grehm

Cc: Michele Kingsbury; armandogarcia4811@yahoo.com; dcuz25@yahoo.com; cmveal@aol.com;
rickey8@comcast.net; amigarcia319@gmail.com; rickey8@comcast.net; julicalcarmical@gmail.com;
momfair@outlook.com; craigwelty@sbcglobal.net

Subject: Piacer Vineyard Development

Ken,
Today my neighbors and | attended the Placer Vineyards hearing. This was the first meeting

we had been invited to. Many said they do not remember having ever been invited to a
meeting such as this in the past. We spoke with you after the meeting regarding the plan for
Locust Rd. It seemed you were letting us know we were "too late to the party". | understand
that you are more concerned with the welfare of your Placer County residents than with those
of us who live just across the county line on the sacramento side. [ also understand that these
decisions were made in 2007 and that you currently have a traffic study commencing shortly
at the north side of Locust Rd.

| You mentioned that you may not want to do a study or potentially close the road for our
community because if you do this for us then what will you say to the next group requesting
the same thing. Well, | believe ours is a very unique situation in that the traffic from the
development will greatly change our rural community and there is no other road with the
potential of closing off to the north in the development. As | said when we spoke, | believe
the study done at the north part of Locust Rd. could be used for the south road as well since
the traffic passing the location of the study device is essentially the same traffic that passes
the south part of Locust Rd. | am not trying to be difficult, but we desire to protect our families
and the increase in traffic is a danger to our community.

As | was listening to you speak today during your presentation you said the following:
* You were nearing the completion of the traffic study
Questions to be answered:
*Where will that traffic go?
*What can we do to lessen the impact?
*What will happen to the traffic if north Locust Rd. is cut off?

| heard you say that it does not look to be significant traffic issues to the remainder of Locust
Rd if the north side is cut off. When | heard you say that | realized that you seem to have no
consideration for those of us who are south of Locust Rd. Please look at taking West Town
Center out to Pleasant Grove Rd. Pleasant Grove can serve as the North South road. Locust
Rd. Elwyn Avenue is a two lane country road very different from Rio Linda Blvd./Pleasant
Grove Road.

The Developer seems to be open to having the road closed at both sides. | implore you to
please help us make this happen. ltis in the best interest of our neighbors and family to the
north as well as those of us who live on south Locust Rd. and Elwyn Avenue.

‘Kellie Welty
8815 Elwyn Avenue




November 24, 2014
To the Placer County Board of Supervisors:

Jack Duran

Robert Weygandt
Jim Holmes

Kirk Uhler

Jennifer Montgomery

This letter is in regards to the Placer Vineyards Project and the desire that our neighborhood not be
subjected to increased traffic volume as a result of the development of this region. Our neighborhood is at
the south side of the Placer Vineyards development on Locust Rd. Our rural neighborhood consists of both
residents on south Locust Rd. as well as on Elwyn Avenue just across the Placer/Sacramento County line.
Traffic at this time is busy with traffickers using Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue driving to Baseline Road from
Sacramento County and those from Placer County driving to Sacramento. According to Sacramento
Department of Community Development, there is no plan to develop the Elwyn Avenue areq; in fact, I was told
that never has there been a discussion of Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue ever being a north/south thorough way.
Sacramento County officials said that the main roadways used for north-south travel are to be Palladay,
Tanwood, 16™ Street, and Watt Avenue not Elwyn Avenue/Locust Rd.

Our community consists of residents in the Special Planning Area at the south end of Locust Rd. and across
the Placer/Sacramento County line. Please extend the construction of the "berm” at the ranch Special
Planning Area, south Locust Rd. to close the road to through traffic. This will ensure the traffic from the
Placer Vineyards Development does not negatively impact our neighborhood. It is the only way to prevent
massive north south through traffic in my residential neighborhood as urbanization occurs in this region of
Placer County. This will also be an added protection to our local middle school students attending Alpha
Middle School, located at 8920 Elwyn Avenue in the Elverta Joint Elementary School District.

The Placer Vineyards project has roads in place to move traffic within the development.

Controlling traffic within the neighborhoods of the Placer Vineyards project is needed. Rather than use
Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue please use the roads within the development named as well as taking traffic out to
Pleasant Grove Road, which is light industrial. Make improvements down to Sorrento and Pleasant Grove.
Please help us maintain our neighborhood at the south part of Locust Rd. and on Elwyn Avenue.

We are a low-density residential agricultural neighborhood. Even though some of our neighborhood is not
located in Placer County, we deserve to receive the most fundamental and universally accepted design
principles of residential neighborhoods, which is the absolute prevention of through traffic. We hope to
receive the same respect and benefits granted to the residential neighborhoods of Placer Vineyards and
Placer County residents and communities. With South Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue blocked off we become a hice
residential rural neighborhood where it is safe to walk, bike and horse ride, without fear of being run over by
someone passing through our neighborhood. Please grant us this request. It iswhat is right and what is best
for our community.

Sincerely,

Kellie Welty
916-803-6059




Michele Kingsbury

. I
From: Kellie Welty <kelliewelty@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 5:10 PM
To: Ken Grehm ,
Cc: Michele Kingsbury; armandogarciad811@yahoo.com; dcuz25@yahoo.com;

cmveal@aol.com; rickey8@comcast.net; amigarcia319@gmail.com; rickey8
@comcast.net; julicalcarmical@gmail.com; momfair@outlook.com;
craigwelty@sbcglobal.net ’

Subject: Placer Vineyard Development

Ken,
Today my neighbors and I attended the Placer Vineyards hearing. This was the first

meeting we had been invited to. Many said they do not remember having ever been invited
to a meeting such as this in the past. We spoke with you after the meeting regarding the
plan for Locust Rd. It seemed you were letting us know we were "too late to the party". I
understand that you are more concerned with the welfare of your Placer County residents
than with those of us who live just across the county line on the sacramento side. I also
understand that these decisions were made in 2007 and that you currently have a traffic
study commencing shortly at the north side of Locust Rd.

You mentioned that you may not want to do a study or potentially close the road for our
community because if you do this for us then what will you say to the next group
requesting the same thing. Well, I believe ours is a very unique situation in that the traffic
from the development will greatly change our rural community and there is no other road
with the potential of closing off to the north in the development. As I said when we spoke,
I believe the study done at the north part of Locust Rd. could be used for the south road as
well since the traffic passing the location of the study device is essentially the same traffic
that passes the south part of Locust Rd. I am not trying to be difficult, but we desire to
protect our families and the increase in traffic is a danger to our community.

As I was listening to you speak today during your presentation you said the following:
* You were nearing the completion of the traffic study
Questions to be answered:
*Where will that traffic go?
*What can we do to lessen the impact?
*What will happen to the traffic if north Locust Rd. is cut off?

I heard you say that it does not look to be significant traffic issues to the remainder of
Locust Rd if the north side is cut off. When I heard you say that I realized that you seem to
have no consideration for those of us who are south of Locust Rd. Please look at taking
West Town Center out to Pleasant Grove Rd. Pleasant Grove can serve as the North South
road. Locust Rd. Elwyn Avenue is a two lane country road very different from Rio Linda
Blvd. /Pleasant Grove Road. '




The Developer seems to be open to having the road closed at both sides. I implore you to
please help us make this happen. It is in the best interest of our neighbors and family to
the north as well as those of us who live on south Locust Rd. and Elwyn Avenue.

Kellie Welty
8815 Elwyn Avenue




Michele Kingsbum

From:

Sent:

To:

Cc:

Subject:
Attachments:

Kellie Welty <kelliewelty@sbcglobal.net>

Wednesday, November 19, 2014 12:53 PM

Kathi Heckert; Michele Kingsbury

craigwelty@sbcglobal.net; P. CRAIG (ATTSRVC) WELTY; Kellie Welty

Fw: PlacerVineyard Figure 7.1 and 7.7 '

Community Design Figure 7.1 & 7.10.pdf; Placer Vineyards letter (2).doc

Attached are the letter and figures regarding the Placer Vineyard development. Thank you
for your help. I look forward to meeting you tomorrow.

Kellie Welty
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Michele Kingsbury - - - —

Subject: - FW:BOS CORRESPONDENCE FOR Placer Vineyards
Attachments: ’ Placer Vineyards letter(Board of Supervisors)Name.docx

From: Kellie Welty [mailto:kelliewelty@sbcglobal.net]
Sent: Thursday, December 04, 2014 9:09 PM

To: Ann Holman

Subject: PC Board of Supervisor Meeting

Hi Ms. Holman,

Are you the person I am to get information to 24 hours prior to the Board of Supervisor
Meeting for Dec. 9th? [ am planning to address the board regarding Placer Vineyards
Development: specifically south Locust Rd. Ken Grehm sent me an e-mail stating that
Locust Rd. has been removed from the agenda. I am still planning to address the board
because the notice I received states, "Administrative remedies must be exhausted prior to
an action being initiated in a court of law. If the proposed action is challenged in court, one
may be limited to those issues raised at the public hearing described in this notice or in
written correspondence delivered prior to the public hearing."

Much legal language, but my interpretation is that if I don't show up and state concerns at
the hearing then my voice does not matter and will not be heard. Will there be an
opportunity for public comments as at the PC Planning Commission? This is all new to

me. Idid send the attached letter to each board member. I would appreciate it if you could
include it with other materials.

I do have letters from my neighbors regarding the same topic. I want the board members to
also have a copy. Do I get those to you as well? Please let me know if you are whom I send

them to.
Thank you for your help---

Kellie Welty




November 17, 2014

To Whom It May Concern,

This letter is in regards to the Placer Vineyards Project and the desire that my neighborhood not be
subjected to increased traffic volume as aresult of the development of this region. My neighborhood is
at the south side of the Placer Vineyards Development on Locust Rd. Our rural neighborhood road is
Elwyn Avenue just across the Placer/Sacramento County line. Originally, this was a rural two lane
country road, however, now it is busy with people using Elwyn Avenue driving to Baseline Road from
Sacramento County and those from Placer County using Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue to get to Sacramento
traveling at speeds in excess of 50 mph. According to Sacramento Department of Community
Development, there is no plan to develop the Elwyn Avenue area; in fact, I was told that never has there
been a discussion of Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue ever being a North/South thorough way. Sacramento
County officials said that the main roadways discussed for use in the Placer Vineyards Development, for
North-South travel are to be Palladay, Tanwood, 16™ Street, and Watt Avenue not Elwyn Avenue/Locust
Rd.

Part 4 Community Design Figure 7.1 diagram shows the Special Planning Area south of the Placer
Vineyards Development on Locust Rd. where ranches currently exist in our Elverta Community. At the
top of the diagram in orange we are directed to see figure 7.10 for examples of the buffers to be used
adjacent to the Special Planning Areas which includes the areas between the existing ranches and the
Placer Vineyards Development. Extend the construction of the "berm" placed at the ranch Special
Planning Area or the Placer/Sacramento County line to close the road to through traffic. This will
ensure the traffic from the Placer Vineyards Development does not negatively impact our neighborhood.
It is the only way to prevent massive north south through traffic in my residential neighborhood as
urbanization occurs in this region of Placer County. This will also be an added protection to our local
middle school students attending Alpha Charter School, located at 8920 Elwyn Avenue in the Elverta
Joint Elementary School District.

There are several roads, which end at the county line or have actually been closed off to use after
years of through traffic. We would like Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue to be a “dead end” road. Per the
Placer Vineyards maps and diagrams, if South Locust Rd. /Elwyn Avenue is a "dead end” road or a "berm"”
constructed, there will be sufficient road entries and exits in and out of the Placer Vineyard
development without needing to use existing neighborhoods north or south on Locust Rd/Elwyn Avenue.

We are a low-density residential agricultural neighborhood. Even though we are not located in Placer
County, we deserve to receive the most fundamental and universally accepted design principles of
residential neighborhoods, which is the absolute prevention of through traffic. We hope to receive the
same respect and benefits granted to the residential neighborhoods of Placer Vineyards and placer
county residents and communities. With south Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue blocked off we become a nice
residential rural neighborhood where it is safe to walk, bike and horse ride, without fear of being run
over by someone passing through. Please grant us this request. It is what is right and what is best for

our community.

Kellie Welty
8815 Elwyn Avenue,
Elverta, Ca 95626




Michele Kingsbum _ ' .

Subject: 3 FW: Placer Vineyards Specific Plan .
Attachments: . PVSP3-17Fig.3.2.pdf; Supervisors_Minutes.pdf

---------- Forwarded message ~m=-mmmne=

From: <bcgreco@aol.com> - '

Date: Tue, Nov 4, 2014 at 11:17 AM

Subject: Placer Vineyards Specific Plan ' L
To: tivaldi@placer.ca.gov, crivera@placer.ca.gov, wwyllie5@gmail.com

Supervisor District 1

Dear Supervisor Duran,

This letter discuses the Placer Vineyards Project and the desire of my SPA (Special Plannirig Afea)’ ngighborhood to not
be subjected to greatly increased traffic volumes as a result of the development of this region. Please refer to the Placer
Vineyard Specific Plan page 3-17 Figure 3.2 attached to this email (PVSP3-17Fig.3.2). My neighborhood is at the upper
left and consists of the streets of Eider, Lowell, Browning, Newton, Peacock, and the section of Loclist Rd. between -
Baseline Rd. and the Placer Vineyards Urban Area.. We want the section of Locust Rd. in our-Neighborhood to
terminate before entering the top of the New Placer Vineyards Development. This is our top priority. It is the only
way to prevent massive north-south through traffic.In my residential neighborhood as urbanization occurs in this

whole region of Placer county. '

In 2007 my neighborhood got extremely involved in communicating these concerns with the Board of Supervisors,

Placer planning staff, and Developer. We had many group meeting with Supervisor Rockholm and many of my neighbors
personally met with some of the other District Supervisors. | personally met with several and spent some time with
Supervisor Jim Holmes driving around the- SPA area. This resulted in' wonderful.Board of Supervisors support which is
documented in the Minutes of the Placer County Board of Supervisors Special Session of 9:00 a,m., Monday, July 16,
2007 which | have attached to this email. : ‘

Please refer to the attachment where [ highlighted relevant areas: Supervisor Rockholm put on record that he supported
closing Locust Road and that the SPA area will have a 50 foot buffer with a 6 foot berm while still having access to ,
“'shopping, biking, riding, walking and other uses. Supervisor Uhler asked if the Board needed a motion directing staff to
study the closure of Locust Road. Scott Finley, Deputy County Gounsel, said "the development agreement does provide
for that but if the Board wanted the study started early it would be appropriate to provide direction to the development
team so they know that it is a first priority." So that is exactly what the Board of Supervisors did with the following

motion:

"MOTION Uhler/Rockholm/Unanimous directed staff to work through the development agreement or to direct the
developer to initiate a study, regarding the closure of Locust Road,; as staff deems most appropriate to get the study
going;...; and direct staff to start neighborhood traffic management planning with the residents of Locust Road."

When Scott Finley said "the development agreemént" he was referring to page 5-5 of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan -
Policy 6.6 Locust Road Circulation Study. ‘ ' B - '

" You see the traffic through our neighborhood in 2007 was already bad enough from the Roseville and Rocklin .
developments that staff was directed to help to decrease its impact on our neighborhood immediately. Staff did follow
through on this aspect. We received a weight limit sign which stopped the tremendous number of concrete trucks racing
through our neighborhood to the Roseville construction sites. We also got 2 Locust Road stop signs which did not
decrease the number of cars, but it has slowed most of them down some. : ' o

It seemed pretty clear to me in 2007 that we had Unanimous Board of Supervisor support. They directed staff that it was
a first priority to get a study done to show how best to achieve a Locust Road closure. However, it has been 7 years, .
and no study has been done in regard to the closure of Locust Road! | believe it is the Placer County Staff that has
completely ignored the on record directive by the Board of Supervisors to get the study done. Kent MacDiarmid (Placer

1




Vineyards Developer Representative) has been publicly stating since 2007 that it was totally ok with the Developers if
Locust Rd. was closed. _

On February 14, 2012 the Board of Supervisors adopted Amendments to the Placer Vineyard Specific Plan Greatly
stripping down the amount of Core Backbone Infrastructure that is required to be completed before individual
developments are started. The following are all discussed in this Amendment:

1. The Widening of Base Line Road to 4 lanes

2. A new signal light at Locust Road and Base Line Road

3. Construction of 4 lane West Dyer Lane which sweeps up to Base Line Road just east of my neighborhood

. 4. Construction of 2 lane 18th Street between West Dyer Lane and Locust Road :
The above represents half the streets talked about in the Core Backbone Infrastructure and they will all be dlrectly
effected by the closure of Locust Road at the base of my nelghborhood

It is extremely upsettlng to me that the Locust Road Closure Study was not performed prior to the 2012
Amehdment so that the Amendment would mclude a description of the Locust Road Closure and any changes to

the above ment|oned roads.

There are now a greater number of developed properties in my nelghborhood than the 2005 map (Placer Vineyard
*Specific Plan page 3-17 Figure 3.2) indicates. My neighborhood contains the majority of the SPA area homes. Even back
~ in 2007 we had already seen an increase in traffic through our neighborhood with just the miniscule amount of
development way over in Roseville and Rocklin. Locust Road presently has hazardous right angle turns in it at the base of
my nelghborhood why not just have it come up from Sacramento into Placer Vineyards and sweep gracefully north-east
as 4 lanes and join into Dryer Lane and head north to Base Line Road. They basncally already have it drawn that way in

the plans just need to add more lanes.

Another detail that needs to be addressed is that the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan must state that there will be no
mgress or egress of cars between my neighborhood streets and the New Placer Vineyards development. For example,
there is low density housing planned for the area south of the Locust Road section that runs east/west at the base of my
neighborhood. it should clearly state that no new.Placer Vineyards streets will plug into Locust Road .here. Another
example is Newton St. at the east side of my nelghborhood where a Business Park and Medium Density Housing.is
planed. There are buffers described for this area in the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, however, there is nothing stating
that the developer is barred from allowing ingress and egress between Newton Road and the néw development through a
break in the buffer. Such ingress and egress would encourage people to cut through my neighborhood as a short cut or to
avoid signal lights. Currently over 50% of the cars that travel on Newton St. are westbound Baseline Rd. vehicles that
make an illegal left turn onto Newton Street in order to bypass the line of cars waiting to get through the stop sign at
westbound Baseline Rd. and Locust Rd. Technically the speed limit on Newton St. is 55mph, however, it is so narrow that
if two cars are approaching each other, one needs to move over to the edge (hopefully not falling into the drainage ditch)

while the other slowly comes bhy.

The July 2006 version of the EIR states in Figure 4.7-3 that the Daily Roadway Volumes under Existing Conditions is
1,000 for Locust Rd. Figure 4.7-20 states that Locust Rd. will have a Daily Traffic Volume of 7,000 after urbanization of
this region. My residential neighborhood was here many years before Placer County decided in 1994 to urbanize this
whole region of the county and we have never had a traffic volume over 1000 even to this day. It is a significant
environmental impact, quality of life impact, and safety impact for Placer County to increase our neighborhoods traffic
volume to 7000 in direct violation of the Placer County General Plan when the Placer Vineyards Project is ocuring on mile
. after mile of wide open vacant land with plenty of opportunity to design urban traffic flow around my rural residential
nelghborhood not through it. This is a clear violation of CEQA ‘

We are simply a low density residential agnculture neighborhood and as the or|g|nal south-west residents of Placer -
County we certainly deserve to receive the most fundamental and universally accepted design principle of residential
neighborhoods which is the absolute prevention of through traffic. Please allow us to receive the same benefits being
granted to every residential nelghborhood of Placer Vineyards. With Locust Road blocked off we become a nice

residential neighborhood where it is safe, to walk, bike and horse ride on our streets without fear of being run over by
someone just traveling through. The streets of our neighborhood would not need to be widened, No one looses their
fences or landscaping. People can safely back out of their driveway (some have no turnaround means on their property).
We are pretty much surrounded by miles and miles of vacant land owned by the developers, fulfilling our request to block
off the bottom of our neighborhood and adding some additional lanes to a couple new Placer Vineyards roads around us

is certainly no hardship to the developer or Placer County. It is simply the right thing to do.




Please advise staff that ydu'are displeased with them ignoring the Board of Supervisors officlal directive from
2007 and you would like them to begin Immedlately with the Locust Road Study with all efforts focused on

'clo‘slng Locust Road as part of the first initial roadway improvements.

The County’s Transportation division staff needs to reanalyze the data they have already collected and along with
-the County's Planning Department work with Kent MacDlarmid (Developer Representative) on writing an ‘
Amendment to the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Specifying the following: o .
1. That the new roads around my neighborhood will be constructed as part of the first initial roadway
improvements required before construction begins on any housing or buildings. Locust Road must be closed
before my neighborhood begins to experience additional traffic volume from the urbanization. ‘
2. 18th Street: How many lanes should be provided? - ' . .
~ 3. West Town Center Drive:- How many lanes should be provided between Locust Rd. and West Dyer Lane?
4. Is there a superior roadway design to route traffic around my nelghborhood instead of simple adding more
lanes to roads already planned?- - I s S
5. Statement that there will be no ingress or egress of cars between my neighborhood streets(for example
‘Newton St. or east/west Locust Rd.) and the New Placer Vineyards development. S :
- 6. Should there be an-emergency vehicle access gate at the south end of my neighborhood?

lalso ésk that as specific Amendment language develops for this that I be provided it, so that | can comment.

- In régard to the Summary of Proposed Chang'es to the 2007 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan presented recently to thé
MAC board | feel it should be rejected until the above changes are included. In addition | have the following comments on

‘what the developer has proposed:

1. The 4 closest parks to my SPA neighborhood have been eliminated. Referring to February 2014 Figure 3.3 Land Use
Ownership Diagram, the park on our eastern border under #19 has been replaced with medium density residential. Three
of the parks south of us (east of # 23) have been removed, two replaced with medium density residential, one changed to
open space. We moved to our neighborhood to be surrounded by-farm land. First the county rezones to eliminate the farm
land, but offers us a few close parks. Now they want to.take away the parks. | propose that these parks stay or as a
compromise that a park be place at our north east boarder (Newton St. & Base Line) right on top. of the #19. This would

insulate my neighborhood better. from the business park.

2. Inregard to the Adopted 2007 Off Street Trails Diagram, my SPA neighborhood had four separate off-street

class 1 trails linking our neighborhood to the Placer Vineyards class 1 trail system. Three of those class 1 trails are
eliminated by the Proposed Specific Plan Modification. We want to keep these access points: It is tinfair to only provide
one class 1 trail access point at our north east corer along 6+ lane Base Line Road.  Through out the entire Placer
-Vineyards Development, many miles of what would have been beautiful off street paved trails have been eliminated. Many
fun places to walk, jog, and bike gone. A safe way. for a kid to get to their friends house in another neighborhood without

risking getting hit by a car, gone. '

- 3: If you look closely-at the proposed changes for the entire Placer Vineyards development you will see that many parks
have been eliminated, many open space green belts connecting those parks have been eliminated, and many bands of
open space next to roadways have been eliminated. | personally had'to put on my reading glasses to detect the many
areas of missing green on the:11" x 17" maps | have. The proposed changes are very unattractive. When |.am driving
through an area, | enjoy seeing green belts, trees, and a meandering off street bike/pedestrian path. Driving through an
area where parking lots and back walls of developments but right up to the road way.are ugly. Look at the hodgepodge of

. Roseville, some areas are beautiful with greenery along the roads, other areas have 8 feet of sidewalk next to the road

then an 8+ foot concrete wall. - )

Thanks for taking the time to read through all this. Please provide the county employéés with guidance in regard to how B
you want them to treat the long time current residents of this region of Placer County as it undergoes this urbanization

transition.

[

| Sincerely,

Bruce and Sheri Greco
8325 Locust Rd.
Elverta;, CA 95626
916-992-6511

 BCGRECO@AOL.com
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PLACER COUNTY BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
MINUTES -

]

. “The Placér County Board of Supervisors met ina spacial session.at 8:00 a.m., Monday, July 16, 2007, in
. I the County Administrative Center, 175. Fuiweiler Avenue, Auburn. Supervisors Rockholm, Weygandt,

‘Holmes, Uhler and Kranz pregent. Chairman Kranz presiding, Anh Holman, Clerk of the Board. Alsd

presentweré County Exetutive. Thomas Miller and Gounty Couriset Anthiony-J. La Bouff. . :

PUBLIC COMMENT -~ Rosemary Friborn, Friands of the Animals; spoke atiout animal senvices,

——

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT RESOURCE AGENCY/PLANNING/Flacer Vineyards Specific Plan
(PSPA T20060679)/Land Use And. Development Standards/Amendsients to the Placer Couity
. General Plan/Amendments to the Oy Creek West Placer Community Plar/Rezoning/Deévelopment
Agreeménts/Supplement to the Final Environmenital Impact Report/Final Environmental Impact
Report (PEIR T20040651/SCH #1993062020) « Public hearing fo consiger a request submitted by the
Piacer Vineyards Property Owners Group for approval of the Placer Vingyards Spetific.Plan, Specific
Plan Land Use and Developmerit Standards, amendments: to the Placer County General Pian and the
Dry Creek ‘West Placer Community Plan; Rezoning (as-shown in Rezdning Exhibit), and Individual
Development Agreements. The. following -parcels, owned by members of the Plager Vineyards Property -
I Owners Group, are included in the request to change the existing zone districts to SPL:-PVSP (Specific
: 1 Plan-Placer Vineyards Specific Plan). APN Nos. 023-221-001, 023-221-002, 023:200-005, 023-200-
006, 023-200-017, 023-200-037, 023-200-064, 023-200-065,.023-200-018, :023-200-048; 023-200-086,
023.200-041, 23:200-010, 023-200:012, 023-200:014, 623-200-008, 023-200-011, 023-200-087, 023- .
200-058, 023-010-0286, 023-010-004, 023-010-029, 023-200-008, 023-010-006, 023:010:014, 023-010-
013, 023:010-021, 023:010-022, 023-010-023, 023-150:026; 023-150-027,023-180-005, 023+180-006,
023-180-007, 023-180-008, 023-019-016, 023-160:011, 023-160-004. Non-Participating Properties

that are not propased to be. rezoned, but will be. subject lo the new Specific Plan land use designations,

include the following parcels: APN ‘Nos. 023-200-082, 023-200-063; 023-200-015, 023:200-28, D23-
010-024, 023-200-060, 023-200-042, 023-200-029, -and-023-010-028. Properties within -the_ Special -
Plahning Area (SPA) within the Spacific Plan are not proposed lo be rezaned. The Board of -
‘Supervisors will also consider cerfficatici of a Final EIR; including the Supplement to the Final EIR.
MOTION Rackhelm/Holmes/Unanimous to -accept the Public Faciiities Financing Plan and the
Urbiah Services Plan specific to the Base Plan. : )

MOTION Rockholm/Holrmes/Unanimous to -adopt Resolution 200792'29"'_c'eni'fyi‘ng" the Final
Envitonmental Impact Report, ineluding Exhibit A {Statament of Findings) with addendutti to be.
incotporated in final findings. : : ) E o :

MOTION RockholmiHolmes/Unanimous' to adopt Resolution 2007-230 a_p_érov'ing -_arjne,n‘dméhts -
to-the Ptacer Gounty General Plan. . _ o .
MOTION Rockholm/Holmes/Unanimous to adopt Regolition 2007-231 approving amendments.
to the Dry Cresk/West Placer Community Plan. . S _ B
MOTION Rockholm/Hoimes/Unanimous to adept: Resolution. 2007:232 adopting tha »'Plnc;ér'
Vingyards Spacific Plan with errata. . : .

MOTION Rockholm/Holmes/Unanimous to adopt Ordinance 5475-8 approving the  Placer
Vineyards Land Usé and Development Standards with addendum: that the effective date of the
“ordinance shall take effect and be.in full force and effect upon the tater of: 1) thirty (30) days
after its ‘passage, or 2) the date upon which the Ghair exécutas the last of the Development

Agreements,

MOTION Rockhoim/Holmes/Unanimous to adopt Ordinancs ﬁd?e-B:rGZOnlng-c.értaih _prop_ér_t'lgs
within Placer Vineyards Specific Plan with addendum that the effective date of the ordinance .

~ shall take effect and be in full force and effect upon’ the later of: 1) thirty (30) days after its
_passage, or 2) the date upon which the Chair exocutes the last of the Development Agreements. '

MOTION Rockholm/Holmes/Unanimous to adopt Ordinance 54778 adopting the Develapment

Agreeméirts for participating properties within the. Placer. Vineyards Spécific Plan with
amendment that the effective date of the ordinance shall take sffect and be in full force and,
affect upon the later of: 1) thirty (30) days after its passage, or 2) the date ugon ‘which the Chair

" gxecutes the lastof the Development Agreemants. : e
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process. Scott Finley said the consultant worked with County direction and 'was not influgnced by the
landowners. Supervisor Uhler pginted out on the Sigrra Club websile Mr. Davis is duoted to say that
- ‘Placer Vmeyards would pave over 2,300 -acres of vernal pool grasslands and would compensate by
praserving just 266 acres off-site. Mr. Davis explained those were &arlier numbers. now lhe
preservation is about 364 acres. Supervisoi Uhler said thal Mr. Davis i$ using a different set’ of
‘standards for what is being paved over and whal i$ being preserved ahd restored. o

Chairman Kranz said he interpreted’ Mr. Davis' comments on June 12° as supportive of the Blueprint
version of the project and since that tie he hag been fighting the whole project. Mr. Davis sald- the
Sierra Club is supportive of the Blueprint project if habitat mitigation is done off-site..

Mnchael Faust, Sacramenlo Metro .Chamber, explamed they support SACOG Blueprint projects and
requested the Board direct staff to develop the necessary “docuriientation in order to conslder the .

Superwsor Uhler asked if lhe County hlred the consullanl at lhe developers expense for the EIR
‘ Placer Vmeyards Blueprint Alternative.

Leslie Fair, J Page, and Mamoced, SPA residents, 'lhank'é’d. the Board for being attentive to lhe.
communities needs. : )

Frank Weismantel, SPA resident, asked that the Board not approve the Blueprint Alternative.

Karen Ta;bl Siérra Foothills Uriitarian Univeralists Church Environmental Task Force. said the faith
community is - geltmg involved with envlronmental issues. She supponed the Bluepnnl Altgrnative and

adequate vernal pool mitigation.

Dan Tajbl, Auburn resident, expressed concern about aesthetics, mass lransil ‘ambig‘ulti@s.t and
possible lot splits in the future. i

Mas Harms, Garden Valley résident, requested the Board protect the project land to the full extedt of
the faw. - )

Scott Otsuka, Rosaville resident, said he would be impiacted by the- development and. the developer
‘has done ar excellent job in design dnd preservallon of open space. He. supporled approval of the.
project. ) ) ) ) )

Ann Dlamondstone Del Webresident, supported lhe Placer Vmeyards project.

Michdel Lee, Roséville resident, spoke against Plager Vlneyards and urban sprawl. He gaid we need,
to protect our natural résources and 'sustain our quality of life. :

Michael Johnson addressed -public commisnts. Hé .said lhere ‘Wil be some lmpact to axlshng lrees~
althoygh the applicant has designed around as many trees as possible. individual plans will be
submitted in the future and the worst case. scendfio has baen. psed for mitigation requirements. Staff
would work with individual praperty owneérs to work :around and incorporate existirig tFees into-projects.
Thomas Milter added the Speclﬁc Plan has development gundellnes that address baulavard and median
fandscape to require heavy landscaping. ‘Paul Thompson g4id the developer js working arqund the oak
grova .on Dyer Lane and ig‘incorporating a walkway. _

Tim Taron said (he letter submitted by the. Sierra Club states that the off-site mitigations do het. conlaln. A
grasslands. Hal Freeman, Ecorp Consulting Inc., fisted soma of the mitigation propenles that total at -

feast 2,000 ac¢res of grassiand.

Supervisor Rockholm shared his knowledge of. the SAGOG Blueptint-and the lmprovemenls that have
been made to.the plan. Hg said bolh alternativ C afe smait’ h and ml comy nts
plan.because. tha i

Gdequate faw. & rcemejgll But did not $ee the. reason fof & i6 when the City of Reseville

-adequate 1.2 ratio snd suggested sharing the fire training fatmty instead of consltucting a new bne
“The Placer Vingyards project will be environmentally friendly and & sustainable commumty with smart
growthi principals, mixed land uses and exlensive open space. Commumty amenmes such as parks
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ADJOURNMENT There being no further bd‘si’ness. the Board adjourned. Next $pecial meeting i§
Monday, July 23, 2007 (Tahoe) and the next regular meeling is Tuesday. July 24, 2007 (Tahog). :

ATTEST:
Ann Holman t Bruce Kranz, '.Cha,i.rma.n“

* Clerk of the Board - Placer County Board of Supervisors
Melinda Harrell

Senior Board Clerk
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o November 17,2014

o fTo Whom It May ( Concern
" "'This letter is in regards to the Placer Vmeyards Project and the desire that my neaghborhood not be
T subJecfed to increased traffic volume as a result of the development of this region. My neighborhood is
- at the south side of the Placer Vineyards Development on Locust Rd. Our rural neighborhood road is
i ;.EEIwyn Avenue just across the Placer/Sacramento County line. Originally, this was a rural two lane
S e um‘ry road, however, now it is busy with people using Elwyn Avenue driving to Baseline Road from
S %Sacramenfo Coun’ry and those from Placer County using Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue to get to Sacramento
S “traveling at speeds in excess of 50 mph. According to Sacramento Department of Community '
e j?DevelopmenT there is no plan to develop the Elwyn Avenue area; in fact, I was told that never has there -
" 'beena discussion of Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue ever being a North/South thorough way. Sacramento
" ;Coum‘y officials said that the main roadways discussed for use in the Placer Vineyards Developmem‘ for
iNorTh Soufh travel are to be Palladay, Tanwood, 16™ Street, and Watt Avenue not Elwyn Avenue/Locusf
e jpd A
A Pam‘ 4 Cornmum’ry Desngn Figure 7.1 dlagram shows the Specnal Planning Area soufh of the Placer
L 'Vmeyqr'ds Development on Locust Rd, where ranches currently exist in.our Elverta Community. At the.
- top of the diagram in orange we are directed to see figure 7.10 for examples.of the buffers to be used
"+ adjacent to the Special Planning Areas which includes the areas between the existing ranches and the
o ’y'«,?PIacer Vmeyards Development. Extend the construction of the "berm" placed at the ranch Special
TPk eaor the Placer/Sacramento County line fo close the road to through traffic. “THis will
BB 'ensure the traffic from the Placer Vineyards Development does not negahvely impact our nelghborhood
- Itis'the only way to. prevenf massive north south through traffic in my residential neighborhood as
S ‘f"_-ﬁur'bamZahon oceurs in this region of Placer County. This will also be an added protection to our local
S jmlddle school students attending Alpha Charfer School located at 8920 Elwyn Avenue in The Elverta
- " Joint Elementary School District.
T ‘There are ‘several roads, which end at the county Ime or have acfually been closed off to use after
o yea ‘of’,’thr‘ough traffic. Wewould like rl:g%t Rd./Elwyn Avenue to be a "dead end” road. Per the
. Placer Vineyards maps and diagrams, if South Locust Rd |, 7Blwyn Avenue is a "dead end"” road or a *berm"
: con ructed, there will be sufficient road entries and exits in and out of the Placer Vmeyar'd
’.;developmenf without needing to use existing neighborhoods north or south on Locust Rd/Elwyn Avenue.
© . Wearea low-densn’ry residential agricultural neighborhood. Even though we are not located in Placer
ke ;'j'lf_ifCounTy‘, we deserve to receive the most fundamental and universally accepted design principles of -
L.+ residential. netghbor‘hoods which is the absolute prevention of through traffic. We hope to receive the
... same respect.and benefits granted to the residential neighborhoods of Placer Vineyards and placer
-~ county residents and communities. With south Locust Rd./Elwyn Avenue blocked off we become a nice
: ."i',r*esnden’rlal rural neighborhood where it is safe to walk, bike and horse ride, without fear of bemg run
- over: by someone passing Thr‘ough Please grant us this request. It is what is right and what is besT for'

e ff‘o'ur commum'ry

‘:,';'Kellle Wel'rY KR
o ‘815 E]wyn Avenue, -
Elvert __Ca 95626
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‘Dear Community Development Director,

X i am an owner of property near the proposed development by the Placer Vineyards Development
"._GrOup : o T . - , R :

e }i am Opposed to the development due to the severe drought

i ‘fAnyone who has a reasonable understandlng of the conditions requiring water conservatlon would not
- voteto have this development approved at this: time Anyone who w0uld approve this development
;would not be dolng so in the best interests of other property owners in the community

’It will be mteresting to see ;whet r?or not the Commumty Development Dlrector and Plannmg Director
: have enough inS|ght and good judgment to stop this project :

| "iflhavemydoubts-, e

Joanne P, Legglo

~30BonnettWay

. Florence, Oregon . .
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