ATTACHMENT H

Mitigation Monitoring Program — Revised Mitigated Negative Declaration
PLUS # PMPA 20080493 for 5t. Joseph Marello Church

Section 21081.6 of the Public Resources Code requires all public agencies to establish
maritaring or reporting procedures for mitigation measures adopted as & condition of
project approval in order to mitigate or avoid significant effects on the environment.
Monitoring of such mitigation measures rmay extend through project permitting,
construction, and project operations, as necessary.

Said monitoring shall be accomplished by the county's standard mitigation monitoring
program andfor a project specific mitigation reporting program as defined in Placer
County Code Chapter 18.28, Mitigation Monitoring and Reporiing Program.

Standard Mitigation Moniforing Program {pre project implementation):

The following mitigation monitoring program (and following project specific reporting
plan, when required) shall be utilized by Piacer County to implement Public Resources
Code Section 21081.8. Mitigation measures adopted for discretionary projects must be
inciuded as conditions of approval for that project. Compliance with conditions of
approval is monitored by the county through a variety of permit processes as described
below. The issuance of any of these permits or county actions which muslt be preceded
by a verification that certain conditions of approval/mitigation measures have been met,
shall serve as the required monitoring of those condition of approvalimitigation
measures, These actions include develppment review committée approval,
improvement plan  approval, improvement construction inspection, encroachment
permit, recordation of a Minor Boundary Line Adjustment, acceptance of improvements
as complete, building permit approval, andfor certification of occupancy.

The following mitigation measures, identified in the Revised Mitigated Negative
Declaration, have been adopted as conditions of approval on the project’s discretionary
permit and will be monitored according to the above Standard Mitigation Monitoring
Program verification process: '

Mitigation Measures #s 1.2, L1, 1.2, L3, HL4, 1115, 148, L7, L8, 1118, H1.10, .11,
M2, 13, 4, HLAs, .18, DR7, 1118, 1119, 1120, IV, V.2, IV.3, 1V.A4, V.S, VLT,
VILZ, V13,45 VLB, VLT, VIIL1, VILZ, VIIL3, VIIL4, VLS, VHL7, VIIL12, IX.1, XV.1,
XV.2, XV.3, XV.4 XV.5 XV.8, XV.7, XV.8, XV[L5

Project Specific Reporting Plan (post project implementation):

The reporting plan component is intended fo provide for on-gcing monitoring after
project construction to ensure mitigation measures remain effective for a designated
period of time. Said reporiing plans shall contain all components identified in Chapter
18.28.050 of the County code, Environmental Review Ordinance- “Contenis of project
specific reporting plan.”

The reporting plan has been adopled for this project and is included as conditions of
approval on the discretionary permit.

ripa



APPEAL OF PLANNING COMMISSION’S
APPROVAL OF A MINOR USE
| PERMIT/MINOR BOUNDARY LINE
ADJUSTMENT (PMPA 20080493) ST. JOSEPH
MARELLO CHURCH REVISED MITIGATED
NEGATIVE DECLARATION SUPERVISORIAL
DISTRICT 4 (UHLER)

Placer County Board of Supervisors

February 9, 2010
10:00 AM

Correspondence Received

Rev 1/28/10

A00



Dr. Gary Gaugler &
7970 Twin Rocks Rd el

vErvisrs - B

i Tiffies

Granite Bay, CA 95746 U8 A '"_w ‘\-:"'-l-"“f“l‘f__‘f ’:-5_7’-’“”55*1'

Phone 916.791.8191 fax $16.791.8186 et bl Flayie |

Internet: gary @ paugler com T Flawing oA L‘u‘:1(_ o
16 Dec 2009

Placer County Board of Supervisors

Ann Holman %@ENE’@
Clerk of the Board & "% gl
175 Fulweiler Avenue )73 \ _‘THE-
OF T oo
Auburn, CA 95603 Gﬂﬂ@.\l‘?ﬁw

Re: Minor Use Permit Appeal, Mitigated Negative Declaration, {St. Joseph Marello Church)
Additional Materials '

In accordance with the provisions of Placer County Code 17.60.110 (C){(1), this letter and
additional materials are included in this submission.

According to the Traffic impact Analysis conducted by KD Anderson & Associates,
nc. on June 22, 2009 there are significant errors and omissions -

-

Traffic counts were made in December 2005 This data is stale, being four years
old and not reflecting current traffic load(s). This is in stark contrast to traffic data
compiled for Del Oro Estates Draft EIR which includes data that is as recent as
one year. Traffic an Auburn-Folsom Road has dramatically increased in the last
two years. The completion of the new bridge connecting Auburn-Folsom Road to
Folsom {bypass for the Folsom Dam Road) is a major contributor to north and
south traffic on Auburn-Falsom Road. By 2010 or 2011 when the proposed project
wolld be completed, the situation will be worse. The traffic data should be
updated and used for the recent analysis rather being based on the old data.

Traffic counis and Level of Service {LOS) already appear to violate LOS C (Table
2} Based on Analysis data and personal experience at the intersection of
Auburn-Folsom and Cavitt-Stallman Reads, | believe LOS D or E i1s appropriate
due to capacity, unstable flow, and typical queue time of one to two minutes,
especially when turning left onte Auburn-Folsom Read from Cavitt-Stallman Road.
Therefore, there is a high probability of LOS F along the project site and at the
intersection of Auburn-Folsom Road and Cavitt-Stallman Road. Reference 4,
Table 8-1 highlights this condition for an un-signalized intersection.

The Analysis failed to include the traffic from the north church location. it only
considered the traffic from the Granite Bay Junior High School location. As stated
by the project planner, there are two separate church locations--a north and a
south that would be consolidated at the proposed site. Thus, there is new traffic in
a south direction on Auburn-Folsom Road to the proposed site as well as new
traffic in a north direction on Auburn-Folsom Road to the propased site.

Widening Auburn-Folsom Road to four lanes south of the Douglas Blvd
intersection serves no practical purpose with respect to the project. My assertion
is that it will cause further congestion and queue times along the portion of
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Auburn-Folsom Road north of Douglas Boulevard because the road narrows to
two [anes just north of Douglas Blvd,

- Generation of an additional 2,100 daily trips is inconsistent with the physical
characteristics of Auburn-Folsom Road at and around the project site. The
narrow lanes on Auburn-Folsom Road leave little room for bicychists ta safely mix
vath traffic {see attached photos). Auburn-Folsom Road is a major bicycle route
from Auburn to the American River at Greenback Lane and Auburn-Folsom Road.

+ In particular, see Reference 4, page 8-13 "Existing Bicycle System” and Table 8-5
discusses {he classifications of Granite Bay On-Road Bikeways. Neither Cawitt-
Stallman Road, Laird Road or Barton Road have any designated bikeway(s).
Auburmn-Folsom Road has dual direction bikeways but in most areas, they fail to
meet any of the listed CALTRANS classifications. Furthermore, the project's
projected traffic would violate the Granite Bay Community Plan in the Circulation
Area, Goal 1, and its Policies 1, 2, 5, 7 {increases locad on Auburn-Folsom Road),
9, 11.13. 16, 17, 18, 19 (Cavitl-Stallman Road is extremely dangerous after
recent re-paving due to severe drop-off along the edges of each lane as well as a
major blind spot [hill] west of the proposed Cavitt-Stallman entrance to the
project), and 24 (see §8-6) Also violated is Geal 2 and its, Policies 14 and 17
Also violated is Goal 3 and its Policy 7 {as stated in Reference 4, “Existing Transit
Systemn,” Dial-A-Ride would appear to be the only avaitable public transit provider.,
However, it serves six days a week and excludes Sundays. Goal 4 and is
Policies 3 through § are also not followed.

No details are provided or seen how the project will comply with the Americans with
Cisabilities Act (ADA) Title Il With respect 1o Title 1], 1t would seem that the county
would have to construct disability access from the project site to at least Douglas
Blvd. {Reference 4, §8-6)

YWhat was the rationale for starting such a large project at the limited access on the
Cawvitt-Stallman and Auburn-Folsom Roads proposed location rather than the existing
Marello property on Wells Ave (City of Loomis)? There is existing infrastructure,
facilities and access north and south on Barton Road such that there would be
minimal or no bicycle issues {see attached pictures).

CEQA issues from THE DETERMINATION OF THRESHOQLDS OF
ENVIRONMENTAL SIGNIFICANCE IN THE APPLICATION OF THE CALIFORNIA
ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY ACT, Owen H. Seiver and Thomas H. Hatfield, March
2001

» a) Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it
is located

+ Iy Cause an increase in traffic that is substantial in relation to the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system

«  p}increase substantially the ambient noise levels for adjoining areas
~+ b) Substantially diminish habitat for fish, wildlife or plants
« ) Disrupt or divide the physical arrangement of an established community

+ vy} Converts prime agricultural land to non-agricultural use or impair the
agricultural productivity of prime agricultural fand 5;02
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-

Unconvinced that the Planning Commission considered off-site as well as on-site
effects, indirect as well as direct effects and cumulative effects based on defined
thresholds—if factual and quantitative or is missing, this and cther factors led to
poor policy decision making and implementation (to wit, Seiver and Hatfield,
2001):

"CEQA does authorize and encourage the adoption of [ocal threshelds to
determine the environmental significance of an impact Thresholds of significance
are used to determine whether a project may have a significant envircnmental
effect. The “threshold of significance” for a given environmental effect is that level
at which the lead agency finds the effects of the project to be significant ®
Thresholds must be dynamic and flexible. For example,_an activity that may not
be significant in an urban area may be significant in a rural one. [emphasis added]
Both direct and indirect conseguences must be considered by the lead agency.
Dhrect conseguences are those refated to a project, such as soit erosion, air
pollution and water pollution. Indirect consequences are those caused by long
term effects such as population growth leading to increased traffic
congestion. [emphasis added]

"The CEQA process begins with the determination of whether or not an activity is
a "project.” According to the Californta Supreme Court, the term "project” includes
not only government-initiated actions but also any private projects requiring a
permit or a lease issued by the government ® The CEQA Guidelines, certified and
adopted by the Secretary of Resources and reviewed by the Office of Planning
and Research, specifically states that CEQA deoes not apply to any activity where
it can be determined “with certainty” lfemphasis added)] thal there i1s no
possibifity that the activity may have a significant effect on the environment.”

"CEQA requires that lead agencies acts [sic] so as to minirmize environmentat
damage and balance compeling public objectives.’? To accomplish this, each lead
agency is required fo adopt obiectives, criteria and specific procedures for CEQA
review consistent with CEQA and the guideiines for the evaluation of projects and
preparation of envircnmental documents. With the removal of the list of
"significant effects” from the old Appendix.G and the replacement with the
checklist, it now becomes critical to examine the agency's criteria {qualitative,
guantitative and performance based) in establishing thiesholds, In other words,
lead agencies may now have an increased role in determining thresholds of
significance. We must also consider consistency in the decision making process,
and the leve! of understanding by the agency. Studies have shown that
inconsistent perceptions of a policy can lead to poor policy implementation.™ |f
the perceptions relative to the entire’® CEQA process by the public, the
Legislature, the Clearinghouse and the lead agencies are inconsistent, it becomes
difficuit to maintain a level of efficiency in carrying out the intent of CEQA."

Based on the requirement to address cumulative impacts as delineated in CEQA | this
project cannot go forward without a more detailed review by the Planning
Commission because the US Army Carp of Engineers Form 404 permit application
includes a schoot at the site--to be built at some time in the future. Since this is an
indefinite impact at an indefinite future time, there is no guantitative method of
assessing the environmentat impacts in the long term. A comprehensive EIR now
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which inciudes the school might resolve this 1ssue.
«  Gray v. County of Madera {(Oct. 24, 2008)  Cal App.4th

« [T]he County does have the burden to show that substantial evidence exists to
support its environmenta!l conclusions '

+ The Court found that the draft EIR failed io adequately analyze the project
cumulative impacts. [With respect the Marello Church project, the county
bypassed the EIR process]

* The Court did uphold the County's limiting of probable future cumulative projects
to those for which an application had been filed with the County and for setting the
date of the Notice of Preparation’s release as the cut-off date for the search of
probable future projects. [A school is a probable future project: See Corps e-mail,
Reterence 5 wherein the school was not included in this permitting process due to
lack of funds to construct-it or other structures at one time; to wit. “as funding
becomes available’]

Project Mitigated Use Permit viclates CEQA 21083(a), (b)(1), {2). {3)
+  No evidence of established guidelines were found or disclosed

+  Probable future projects and its impacts were not discussed or evaluated due 1o
the school being removed from the county permit application but the church
intends to include a school in the future by including it in the 404 Permit
application. [Corps -e-mail. Reference 5]

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

Conclusion: The Flanning Commission has not provided any proof of certainty that the
proposed project would net have a significant effect on the environment. Suggest rejection of
the project because the Planning Commission and staff did not consider the individual and
cumulative impacts on this rural area, the traffic analysis was flawed and the CEQA process
was inadequately followed. As stated in the prior Planning Commission hearing presentafion,
the project is inappropriate for the proposed site. However, another option might be to retocate
the project to the existing Marello site on Wells Road as one with much less environmental and
traffic iImpact and no destruction of wetlands and agricultural areas as well as preserving the
rural nature of the proposed site and surrounding areas along Auburn-Folsom Road and Cavitt-
Stallman Road.

Many of the issues raised in this cover letter and the subsequent arguments and issues are
reinforced by counsel (see Atich &)

We, like most other residents of rural Placer County, moved to this area with full confidence that
our Board of Supervisors and other public officials would do everything necessary to protect the
rural nature of the area. Although we support the St Joseph Morello Project, it is simply
‘inappropriate and overly intrusive in this proposed location, and will deprive many of us of the
rural lifestyle we chose. We are conftdent that the Board of Supervisors will acknowlaedge that
fact, and agree that the approval precess in this case is fatally flawed.

Thank you very much for your consideration of our appeal of the Flanning Commission's
decision. We sincerely hope that your Board wilt overrule the Planning Commission's approval If
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of an MUP, and that this matter can be resolved without the need for further action of any sort,

VIR,

'L

- Gary E.":‘;augler, Ph.D.

Atch:

1. Photos of propcsed project site
along Auburn-Folsom Road (18 pgs)
2. Photos of exisling Mareilo site {10
pygs)

3. Document: Placer County Code
Viclations, December 2009 (12 pgs)
4. Article: "Child’s hit-run death in
North Sac spurs school safety warn-

“ings.” Sacramento Bee, 1 Dec 2008

(2 pgs)

2. E-mail from Corps of Engingers
regarding inclusion of a schoaol in the
404 Permit application

&. Letter from Robert Hunt, Hunt and
Jeppson, Attorneys at Law, Dec 14,
2003 (5 pgs)

References:

1. Prior materials submitted to Plan-
ning Commission {satellite pictures.
rationale for objection to the project)
2. THE DETERMINATION OF
THRESHOLDS.OF ENVIRON- .
MENTAL SIGNIFICANCE IN THE
APPLICATION OF THE
CALIFORNIA ENVIRONMENTAL
QUALITY ACT, Owen H. Seiver
and Thomas H. Hatfield, March
2001, CSU, Northridge

3. Traffic Impact Analysis, KD
Andersen & Associates, Inc.,
June 22, 2009

4. Del Ore Estates Draft EIR,
Becember 2009,
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Placer County Code Violations

13 Public Review of Subsequent Mitgated Nepative Declarauion - Per Section 18.16.070
(Subsequent negative declarations) of the Placer Coumy Code, “If a previously adopled
negative declaration is revised 1o include an expanded project deseription or other
substantial new information pursuant to Section 15162 of the CIQA Guidelines, te
subsequent negative declaration must comply with the notice and review (Section
18.16.030} previsions of this chapier. (Qrd. 3119-B (part), 200137

A mitgated negative declaration (MND) for the project was prepared and cicculated for
public review, Following receipt of comments on the MND. the County prepared a
revised MND which included a new project deseription discussion that had been
significantly expanded (an cntirely new paragraph that deseribes the anticipated weekday.
evemng and ancillary activities and functions of the proposed use was added). However,
as stipwdated in Secuon 18.16.070 of the Placer County Code, the expanded project
description should have resulted m the preparation of a subsequent MIND, and that
subscquent MND should have been properly noticed for public review per the netice and
reviegw provisions (Section 16.16.030) of e Placer County Code.

23 Height and Scibucks: Per Section 17.44.010 E (Site Development Standards), the
maximun permitted heighs m the Residennal Agncultural (RA) District is 36 feel
maximum, wilh footnotes to Section 17.34.020 (Height limits and exceptions). Scclion
17.34.020 1> 1 notes that houses of worship may be erected to a maximun height of f:iv
(50) feet: provided, that all required sethacks shall be mereased by one foot for each one
foot of neight that the building exceeds the normal beight limit establishcd by the zone,

The project includes a church building 50 feet in height, with two matching bell towers
cach with o height of 37.5 feet (plus architectural features ol an additional 10 fest). The
placemant of the chureh building 1s proposed 30 feet from e westerm property
boundary; per Section 17.44.010 12 {(Site Development Siandards), the required rear
setback 1 the RA zone 1g 30 feel sminimum. Given that the church building is preposad at
30 feet all, which exceeds the allowable height of 36 feet by 14 tewt, the rear setback for
the project would need 1o be a minimum of 44 feel (30 feet as required by woning plus
additional foet for every foot ol height that the building excecds the normal height it
established by the zone). The 44 {oot setback reguirement 1s considered Lo be
conservalive, as il does nol take into account the fact that the project will have bell towers
at 57.5 teet and architectural features of an additiona) 10 feet (67.5 feet exceads the 56
foot height limit by 31.3 feet, which would equate’ o a required rear setback of 61.5 feet).
Regardless, the project as currently proposed violales the rear setback requirement
because of the height exceedance and the project must be made w comply with the
appropriate seiback requirements. '

Inconsiztency with Granite Bav Connnunity Plan (GBRCI




The GBCP includes ten General Community Goals and Policies that are seneral in nature
and hasic o the entire Plan. One of the stated o goals 15 “To pravide only those
comnereial, professional. and stitutional services and facilities which are required 1o
mect the trequently recurring needs of vesidents of the community and which are sealed

importance as one of only len major goals, this particular goal recognizes the need to
provide the GBCTP residents with needed services and facilities, but only at a scale und
si7e 1 meet only the local resident’s necds, While we can accept that churches should not
be hmited in membership based on geographic beundarics, the development of a house of
worship that 18 over 41,000 square feet my size 1s clearly not just limited 10 meeting the
needs of the residents of the community and 1s {ar beyond the scale nesded to meet only
the focal resident™s needs, |

The GBCP Land Use Element’s first stated goal 15 “Preservation of the unigue character
of the Granite Bay area, which is exemplified by the general rural environment, mix of
land pses and densities, and high qualivy of development, 15 a major goal of the plan”™
The development of the project site as currently zoned would result in sewveral roral
residences, o development cansistent with the *major goal™ of the Plan of prescrving the
unique character ol the Granie Bay area that 15 exemnplified by the general rvural
environment. The developmen: of a house of worship that is over 41,000 square feet in
size impacts and disrupts the general rural covironment and unique characier of the area,
creating an wconsistency with a “major goal” of the GBC.

To further the GBCP's major goal of prescrving the unigue character of the Granite Bay
arca, the GRPC Land Use Tlement includes the following policies:

15, Buildings shall be of a sive and scale condncive 1o maintaming the rural
residential atmosphere of Granite Bay. The architccwral scale of non-residential
buildings. as differentiated from size, shall he more similar w that of residental buildiugs
than that of monumental butldings.

l4. Nort-residential buildings shall generally be of small or moderate size and, where
groups of buildings are used, connected by plazas, ictraces, porches, arcades, canopies or
rooly, w provide a pleasant environment as well gs safery and shelter w pedestnians.

The proposed projeet is nconsistent with these policies; the development of a house of
worship that 13 over 41,000 square feet in s1ze would resultin a large project (not small or
moderale sized) that is not in an architectural seale that is conducive to mamtaming the
rural atmosphere and 1s more sinular o a monumental building than residential buildinegs

The GBCP Tand Use Flement also contains “Speatlle Policies of lntensity of Use™,
inciuding policy 3 - “Intensity of use of individual parcels and buwildings shall be
poverned by considerations of: bealth and safety: impact o adjoining properties doe 1o

noize, tradhic, meht lshting, or other disturbing conditions; and protection of natural land
chavacteristics.”



The proposed project’s size and scale will mmpact adioining properiies due o nose,
traftic. night lighting, particularly when compared 1o what adjoining propertics would
have been subjeet toaf the properties were developed per their land use designation and
zoning.

The GRCE Land Use Llement also contams “Specific Policies for Public and Privawe
Institetions”, weluding policies 2 and 3. respectively: “The intensity of use of an
mstitutional siic shall be hmited to that which is compatible with adjoining uses and in
keeping with the rural character of Granie Bay, the nstitution should not generate
excessive notse or traffie ™ and “lnstinetional builkdings shall be of a size and scale
compatible with the rural atmosphere of the Community.™

The proposed project’s size and scale 18 not compatible with adjoinimg uses and is not in
keepig with the rurat character and atmosphere ot Granite Bay, The nstitunon will
gunerate exceéssive nolse and tralfic, and although not considered by the Planmng
Comrmission o be a significant impact in the project’s envivonmental analvsis, the level
of nomse and traffie irom the project iy far beyond what can be nonnally anticipated for a
property with residential/agricultural zoming.

I summnary, the sive and scale of the proposed project are inconsistent with ihe goals and
policies of the Granite Bay Community Plan. The propased preject results in a4 much
more intense and environmentally damaging development of the project site, as compared
o if the site were w be developed under easung land use designations and zoring, The
Granite Bayv Community Plan did oot contemplate a dovelopment of this size and
specifically included ooals and policies (o prevent development on a scale as being
proposed  rom oceurring. The projects staff repert supports this reasomng by
apprehensively noting the following on page 4 “Tlouses of worship™ are geperally
constdered compatible with rural residential land uses. The proposcd project appears 10
be i scale with what was contemplated by the Granite Bay Comemuoity Plan.” (emphasis
added).

The revised Miteated Negative Declaration (MN1D)) 13 nadequate in muttple areas, aigd
that there 15 substantial evidence that the project will resull in signthicant environmental
etfects suel that an Bovironmental Impact Report {°TX1R™) must be prepared.

The Calitorria Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requures a lead agency 1o prepare and
EIR whenever a “lair argument”™ can be made that 1the project may have a signilicant
wdverse effect on the environment, Per CEQA Guidelines scetion 13073.5, “If during 1he
negative declaration process there 13 substanhial evidence 1n light of the whole record,
before the lead agency that the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the
enviranment which cannot he mitigated or avoided, the lead sgency shall prepare a draft
EIR and cerinfy a final EIR prior 1w approving the project. 1t shall cirenlate the drafi FIR
for consultation and review pursuant w0 Sections 15086 and 15087, and advise reviewers
i owriting (hat a proposed negative declaration had previousty been circulated for the
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project.” The “fair argument™ threshold established by CEQA for requirmg the
preparation ol an LIR is an extremely low threshold.

The NND has faled to comply with the leead requirements of the Califorma
Envicommental  Quality  Act (Public Resources Code  section 214000 er seg) as
demonstrated by the following specific comments:

l. The Proposed Project Wil Result wa Signmificant Acsthetic Inipact

The MND addresses the project’s aesthetic impacts by noting compliance with the
Ciranute Bay Convmunity Plan Scenic Corridor design stndards, Rural Design Guidelines
and elements of the project that will result m landscapieg, sctback buflers, and down
shiclded Tighung, The development ol two large buildings towaling 41,300 square fect,
with huilding higights of 36 and 30 feet (67 feer with bell 1owers and archiicciaral
featurcs} will have a substantial adverse impact on a scenic vista, Such develonment will
also substanially alter the rural characier of the area in such a way that was nal
anticipated or addressed in the Granite Bav Comirunity Plan EIR (*GBCP FIR”™) since
that environmental analvsts assumed current Jand use and conmg of the project sie as
Rural Tstates and 4.6 acre minbmum building sites. Beeause of the proposed project's
intensity, scale, size of developiment and its amount of lighting, it will subsiuntially
degrade the visual character and quality of the site and its surreundings and it will create
a new source of substantial light and glave, again in such a way that wus not anticipated
or addressed 1 the GBCP EIR. Lighting concerns also include the project’s affect on the
night sloy that is atforded by the rral characier of the area. Bevend the direct significant
npact, the project also contributes significantly 10 a cummualanvely considerable sesthetc
urpact, '

While Placer County hias chosen to prepare a MINTY [or this project, they have also chosen
to prepare an IR for the Amazing Facts Minsty project on Sterra College Doulevard.
Novarthstanding the fact that the Amaring Facts project 1s larger and pechaps las more of
woscenic view 1a a singular dircction because of the stte’s clovaton, there s relatvely no
differeice hetween the two projects in the sense that both involve the development of
taroc houses of worship (hat were never anticipated in the GBCP EIR. Why then 15 an
FIR bemng prepared for one of the projects 1o part addeess a cumnulatively considerable
significant aesthetic impact, when a MXD 15 being prepared for the other? The County's
analysis in the St Joseph Marello Church MND docs not suppon the less than sigmificant
aesthelic mpact conclusions that were made.

2. The Proposed Project Will Resul in a Signmificant Cumulatively Considerable Alr
Cuality hmpaci '

The original MRN8 ar gquality analysis concluded thar ihe project will not conliict with
the Placer County Alr Quality Management Plan to attain iederal and state ambaent air
quality standards., The 1991 Placer County Air Quality Attinment Plan and subsequent
upelates, cluding the recent Sacramento Regilonal 8-hour QOzone Attainment and
Reasonable Further Progress T'an did not account for the development of the project sitc
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with the intensity that will result with the proposed project, and as such, the project’s air
quality 2nmissions were not anticipated i any prior environmental revigw and have not
been adequately addressed i the MND. The project’s taffic analysis indicates that the
project will result i approximately 2,100 daily Sunday nips and averapge weekday daily
trips ol appioximately 349, [T ihe 12.8 acre project site were o be developed according 10
current land wse designations and zoming, awomohile trip gencration and the associated
vehicular emissions from that type of development would be signiticantly less (12.8 acres
x 0.75 |gross (o net conversion] = 9.6 acres; 9.6 acres with 4.6 acre building site
minimuins zening would allow for 2-3 vesidential awits; 3 residenual units gonerate 9.5
danly weekday trips per unit and .78 Sunday wips per iy, nsing 1TE Frip Generation
Manual rates, lor a total of 285 daily weekday trips and 2634 Sunday wips). In
conclusion. the number of trips that the proposed project will generate s nearly 20 umes
hipher than the nember of weekday trips and nearly 80 times higher than the nwmber of
Sunday tnps that would result if the project site were developed according (o current land
use designanons and zomng, The number of autemobile 1ips and the resultant pollutant
enuzsions ereated by the propoved project have not been adequately addressed m e
WNTY and will result in s significant air quality impact.

Loven the most basic of alr quality modeling wols involve a project site’s underlyving land
usc and zoning o project air quality impacts from praperty or propertics that have not vet
been developed. The Tact that the proposed project is un allowed use in the particular
zaning district subject to the issuance of o Minor Use Pernut (MUP) does not reheve the
County from reviewing potential environmental impacts, particularly those related 10 air
qualitv. 11 the County philesophy of “it’s an allowed use in that zone subject o g MUP™
is carried out 1o the extreme, one iy lelt 0 wonder how many MUPs can be wranied
before 1t 1s recopnized that environmental impacts 1thal have not been previously
addressed or disclosed are being created ilrough the issuance of a MUP(s),

The revised MNIYs air quality analysis sull eoncludes that the project wilt not confhict
with e ability to meet the region™s air quality attainment standards because the project-
related emissions are below the Distner’s thresholds, Winle the project’s emissions may
noi exceed the Dstrict’s thresholds, the project will snll result i significant long-1emm air
qualily mpacts and cumulative impacts i thé Sacramonto Valley Aur Basin.

A fead agency must find that a preject may have a significamt elfect on the environment
and muost prepare an IR 1 the project’s potential environmemal impacts, although
individually  Timited, are cumulatively considerable. (Pub. Resowcees Code, Section
21083¢(by, CLOA Guidelines Section 15063(c); see San Bernudine Valley Audubon
Socierv v Metapolitan Water District (1999 71 Cul App 4" 382, 398)) The Filth Distict
Court of Appeal has found that “fthe relevant question 1w he addressed in the EIR 15 not
the relative amount of precursors emitted by the project when compared with preexisting
emissions, but whether any additional amount of precursor entissions showld be
considered significant in light of the serious nafure of the ozone problems in this ulr
hasin " (Kings County Farm Bureau v, City of Hanford (19900 221 Cal App.3d 092, 781,
emphasis added.). The Fifth District concluded that the more severe the existing
environmental problems are, the lower (he threshold for finding thar a project’s



cumulative impacts are significans (/d | eraphasis added) The MNP fails 10 analvee (his
ssue, and simply dismisses the potentialty significant comulstive impacts o air quality
by noling that daily emission thresholds would not be exceeded. This contradicts the
ruling 1n Kings Cowniy which stated that the more scvere the existing enviromnental
problemy, the lower the threshold for fnding a project’s cumalanive impacts are
significant.

Tt shouid be noted that Placer County has prepared EIRs on several other large houses of
worship projects that are cither now buill or are being propesed, and that those projects
gach requirec an LR, The EIRs tor those projects recognized that the proposed uses were
much more intense than previously studied or assumed for the subject properties, and as
such, cach of those EIRs identified that the proect would result 1 a cumulatvely
considerable air guality impact. Specifically, the FIR preparcd for the Bavside chureh
included the fallowing analvsis/discussion:

“Project-generaled enuszions, logether with cmissions fiom existing and fature prosects,
would contribute 10 existing and projected exceedances of California and and Natienal
AACGH tor CO, PATLO, and )3 o the Sacramente Valley A Basing as well as Placer
Couwnty. Due 1o the existing nonatiainment designation, and the new federal standards,
contintmg, arowlh Inowestern Placer County contribues to g <ignificant and unevoidable
cumnulaiive mpact. Mitigation measires presented below would reduce the prazect’s
coniribution 1o regional polfutant emissions. However, the project would have to reduce
project crnnssions [0% w achicve o less than significant cumulative mmpact.”

Sunilarly, the EIR prepared for the Amazing lacts Ministies project includes the
fotlowing analysisfdiscussion:

“Placer Conmty 15 classified as a severc nonattainment area tor the federal ozone
stancards. In order to improve air quality and attain health-hased standards, reduetions in
ermssiony are necessary within the nonattainment area, The growth in vehicle usage and
business activity within the nonattainment arsa would conribule 10 cumulative regional
air quality impacts. Addinonally, implementation of the proposed project may either
delay attaimnent of the standards or requice the adoption of additional contrels on
exlsting and future air pollution sources 1o olfset project-related emission increases. The
Placer County General Plan ineludes policies awimed at reducing ozone precusor and
parbiculale emissions associaled with cumulative development in Placer Counmty. Thesc
policies are ol particular Importance siue the portion @1 Placer County strrounding the
praposed project site is currently designated as being in nonatiainment tor the stale and
federal 1-houe ozone standard and the state PMIO standard. The proposed projest would
result in an increase o regional crmeria aie pollutant emissions. The ncreases. as
compared to the federal and stare standards, are identified in Section 7.0 of this Drafi
IR, Though mitigation measures mcluded tn tns Draft EIR would reduce project-relaled
emissions, these initigation measures would not reduce enussions below the significance
thresholds. Fven with feasihle mitigation measures, the proposed project’s meremental
contribution 1o regional  criteria pollutant emissions 18 considered  cwinulatively
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considerable and thus a signmificant and unavoidable mnpact. No lcasible mitigation is
available 1o completely mitigate this impacr.”

Both of the LIR documents noted above recognized that because of (e exisling air
quality conditions and non-attainment s:atus lor cortain poliutams in Placer County and
the region, the projects would have an incremental cortribution to regional pollutant
emissions and a sighificant and unavoidable impact was ideniified. Such direction should
be tollowed with the St. Joseph Marello propoesal and s EIR should be prepared 1o
address 1he project’s cumulativels considerable contribution to a significant aie qualiry
lmpact.

Finally, the Piacer County Adr Pollution Control Dhsuict has uitlized a 10 Ths fdav
curmulative threshold in the past and has required participation in offsiic mitigation
programs — 1 is unclear why such -a threshold and mitigation measure was not applied (o
this project.

3. The RPiological Resovrees Section Identifies Poienhal Significant Impacts B
Fails 1o Identifyv Mitgation

The discussion of wems TV-1, 2, and 4 includes the statement “*The riparan woodland at
the project sine could, however, provide suitable nesting habitat for Cooper’s hawlk, and
white-tatied kite, wlile the open grassland habitar of the project site could provide
suitable foraging habitat (or these specics, us well az the Swanson's hawl”™ The MND
wentifics potential ampacts w statable foraging habiat for several bird species, bui
declimes o offor mihigation to address this signilicant impact, The project’s jggal counsel
provided responses o comments on the MND 1o the mombers of the Planning
Commission. In thts response 1o comment document, the Planning Commission was wold
in Response re Comment 2-3 that “Impacts of the prorect on foraging habitat {or raptor
specics 15 adidressed 1n ihe Minguted Negative Declurauon™ - this statement, which in
part was used by the Planntg Commission o make their decision to certify the
envirormentz! docwnent, ks simply fafse, The MND adidresses the impacts of the project
on foraging habitar [or raptor species by neting that snch impaets could oceur, but there is
no wntigation offcred in the MND w0 address this potential unpact (mitigation 1s identified
for potentizl nupacts to nesting raptors, but not Lo loss of Toraging knpacts).

1. The Cultural Resources Evaluation Is Inadeguare

The discussion of cultural resowrces deseribes the presonce of two liustone sies that are
imiended o be avorded by being fenced off. While such actions will serve to avald direct

impacts 1o the lnstorie site, the analysis docs not clear]ly address whether the integrity of

the sites will be jeopardized and indrectly immpacted by the proposed project. It is unclear
fromm the discussion in the MND if the historic sites arg historic In naturc In part because
of the setting and surroundings that exist. JTowever, if such conditions exisy, then the
proposed project wall have a significant Unpact on & historic resource. Per CEQA
Gundelines section 130645 (D), 4 project with an effect that may cause a substantial

adverse change in the significance of an historical resource 18 a project that may have a
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sigmificant efleet on the environment. {13 Substantial adverse change in the significance
of an historical resource means physical demolition, destruction, relocation, or zlteration
of the resource urats ypmediate suounduips such that the significance of an historical
resource would be materially impaired (emphasis added); (2) The significarce of an
historical resource 15 materlally impaired wlhen a project: (AY Demaolishes or maternially
alters m oan adverse mannee those physical charactenstics of an historical resource that
convey 113 historical significance and that justdy s melusion in, or eligibility for,
inclusion in the California Reeister of Historical Resources: or (B} Demolishes or
matenally alers i an adverse manner those physical characteristics that account for its
melusion in a local register or historical resources pursuant 1o section 3020, 4H(k) of the
Public Resources Code or its idenufication in an hustorical resources survey meeling the
requirernents o seetion 3024 1(g) of the Public Resowvess Code, unless the public agency
reviawing the effects of the project establishes by g preponderance ol evidence that 1he
resouree t5 net lustorically or enlturally signilicant; (€} Demalishes or materially allers in
an adverse manner those physical characterishics of an histerical resource that convey irs
historical sigmficance and that ustily s eligibihly for melusion in the Culifornia
Register of Historical Resources as determined by a lead agency {or purpases of CEQA

The MND™s current analysis does not dewonsirate that the proposed project will not have
A significant vupact o cultural resouwrces as a result of the alteration of the historic
resourec’s immediate surroundings, inctuding the removal of a tree that may have some
assoclation with the stonical site.

In addition, the MND does not adequately support the conclusion that the project site has
no petential o vickd significant fossils,

3. The Project Will Result in a Subsiasual Aheration of the Present or Planned Land
Lise of an Area

The MWND's Land Usze discussion iteny IX-7 notes that “The proposal to construct a house
of worship will not substantially alter the present of planned land wse of the area as this
land use world be consistent with the Granie Bay Community Plan land use designation
and underlyving Residential Agricuttural vone disinct becanse -a -house of worship,
although nol a resadentizl use, supports the need of a reral community and 1s “gencralty
anatlowed use 7

The discussion Tails o acknowledge that the proposed project regquires a Minor Lise
Permit. A mimnor use permitl 13 a discretionary permit authorizing a particular land use na

cone where such uxe s pernuued only by the issuance of 4 permit, and not as a matter of

right. By the very defimmon of o minor use permit acd the County’s acknowledgeiment
that such a permit is required of the proposed project. the propesed preject is not an
allowed use by night, and as such, because of the protect™s size and mass, will resuls ina
substantial alteration of the present or planned land use of an area.

f. The Project’s Nowse Analvsis 1s Flawed



The dizeussion of potential noise impacts from the proposcd project does not address the
noize levels that can be expected lrom the project’s extra-curricuar activitics as noted in
the revised project description. The MNID Tails 10 discuss whether the cvening services
parking 1ot noise levels will meet the County™s nighttime exterior level noise standards

7. The Project Will Have Significant F¥feets on Public Services

The discussion of the project’s impact on public services notes that “The projeet docs not
generate the aced for more maintenance of public faciliues than what was expected with
the buildow of the Community Plan. The projects impacts to public services are less than
significam and no mitigation measures are required.” These false statements are nol
supported in the MIND,

As demonsirated 1 Tiem B above, the proposed proiect will result in a sigrficantly
hichier mumber (20-S0 tmes) of aulomebile (rips on local roadwavs when compared w
the number of trips that would ocour with the developinent of the preperty under curresl
land use desipnations and zommg, Such addinonal vehicle wips will clearly accelerate the
detenioration of the local roadways and likely require maintenance activites in advance
of what 15 planped. Wi this information i mind, coupted with the fact that the project
site will no longer gencrate the tax tevenue 10 the County’s general fund at the levels that
would be anvopated 1n development were (o ocour under exisig land use desighations
and zoning, the project will clearly gencrate a higher need for maimtenance than what was
expected with buildout of the Granite Bay Community Plan,

With resnect 1w police and Gre services, while cot as easily demonstrated as the
accelerated pavement deterioration that the project will create, the proposed project will
result in additional calls for service beyvond those that waould have occurred under existing
Jand use designations and zoming stimply due 10 the Jarge number of persons gathering at
1L 2E

Mitigation options mclude requirmg the project o supplement the County's roadway
mantenancs nd as well as the operating budgets of the Five and SherifTs Deparimaent to

account for the additional demands created. AU mimimum, the project should fund some

level of monitering by the County 10 detenmine how much addittonal and more frequent
roacway mantenance the proposed project s creating, and how many additional calls for
service to police and fire the proposed project Is creating.

8. The Revised MND Fals 1o Adequately Address Greenhouse Gases

CEQA requires that “[clach public ageney shall mitigate or avold the significan: effec:s
on the environment of projects that it carries out or approves whenever 1t s feasible lo do

<0.” (Pub. Resources Code Section 21002 [{a); see Citizens of Golera Valley v Board of

Supervisors of Sunta Barbara County {1990 52Caldd 583, 364-65). Under CECGA,
elobal wanmmg 15 an “effect on the cnvironment” and 2 project’s contribuiion o global
warming can be significant or cumulatively considerable. CEQA requires that all phases

9
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ol a project must be considered when evaluating the projects impacts on the environment
(CEOA Guidelmes Sceuon 15126)

The MNLY [uls w adeguately address OGUG emissions . Placer County fails w compleiely
recugnize the Governor's Office of Planning and Research’s June 19, 2008 Technical
Advisory entitled CEQA and Climate Change: Addressing Climaie Change Through
California Environmental Qualiny Act {CEQA) Review, In the Technical Advisory, OPR
provides a recomimended approach:

Fach public apgency that s a lead agency for complying with CEQA needs o
develop ts own approach 10 performing a chmate change analvsis for projects
that generate GHG emissions. A cousistenl approach should be applicd for the
analysis of al) such projects, and the analvsis must be based on best avaiiable
information, For these projects, compliance with CEQA entails three basic steps
weniidy and quantity the GHG emissions; assess the significance of the unpact on
chmate change; and if the impact s found o be significant, identily allemarives
anclnr mitipation measures that will reduce the mmpact below significance.
{Techmeal Advisory, page 3)

The Technical Advisory also diects lead agencies to assess whether the emissions are
imdividually or comutatively significant, (73 Thus, the fead agency must consider the
impact of the project when viewed in connection with the effzcts of past, current, and
probaiye futvre impacts, (fd ) In identitving GHG emissions, QOUR s Teclmicar Advisory
slales:

i.ead agencies should make a good-Taith ¢ffort, based on available information, to
calcubaie, model, or estnnaie the ancont of CO2 and other GHG emissions from a
project, inchuding the emisstons associaed with vehicular traffic, eneroy
consumplion, water usage and consirucuon activities. {Technical Advisory, page

)

The Technical Advisory dentifics technical resources/modeling tools to estimate GHG
emissions, (Technical Advisory, pages 13-17) Placer County’s original MXND, however,
cdid not use any of these modelng eols. The revised MIND did incorporate an LR BIMIS
madel ran o calewlate CO;3 emissions that would be generated by the praject, bue the
revised MNTY failed 10 caleulate the project’s emissions relaed to atl of its crergy
consumption (ie. clectricity usage) and waler usage, as recommended in the OFPR
Tecluical Advisory.

>

It 15 without dispute hat Placer County’s MND Gnled 1o esteblish a baseline or establish

the tlueshold of sigmilicance. As such, the MND fails to comply wiih the 1equ]1unwl~: ol

CEQA. The Califorcia Attorney QGeneral’s office has concluded that “even small,
LD |

meremental enussions can be cumulatively considerabic™, and thar the absence of stats
thresholds 12 not an excuse w aveld determining blg.].flCﬂl'ICE‘-.

L)
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OPR's Technical Advisory cawtions lead agencies thar GHG ¢missions should not be
dismissed without substantial evidence w suppost the decision.

Lead agencies should not dismiss a proposed project’ s dircet and/or indirect
climate change impact without careful consideranion, supported by substantiaj
evidence., Documentation of available wformation and  analysis should be
provided [or any project that may significantly contribute new GING enussions,
etther lndividually or camulatively, direclly or indiectly {cog, (ransportation
impacts). (/d

In the present sitwation, Placer County’s analyvsis does in fact disimss the project’s GHG
enussions withoul any subsiantial evidence. The MND makes an incomplete effort 1o
quantilfe the project’s GHG emissions, Tt also {ails 1o eslablish the baseline or threshald
of significance for GHG cnissions.

I summary, the proposed projects MND apalvsis 13 inadequate in muluple areas and the
project’s potential environmental impacts ace such that an EIR should be prepared. The
cammmnents provided above meet the for arcminent standard that there s substantial
evidence that any aspect of the project, either individually or cumulatively, may cause a
significant effect on the envirowment, regardless of whother the overall effect of the
project 15 adverse or beneficial. As such, por CEQA Guidelines section 15063, the lead
ageney should prepare an EIR. Additionally, per CROQA Guideline secnon 13064, 1f the
jead apency deternnnes that there is substantial cvidence in the record 1hat the project
may have a significant effect on the enviveunent, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR
{Friemis of B Street v City of Ilgpward (1930) 106 Cal App 3d Y8KYL Sad anather way, if
a leed avency s presented with a fair arpument that a project may have a significant
gifecl on the envivonmem, the lead agency shall prepave an FIR even though 11 may also
be presented with other substantial evidence that the project will not have a signilican
cifect onhe environment (No Ol fre v Clip of Los Angeles {1974) 13 Cal.3d 68).

PLANMNG COMMISSION ACTION

During the Planning Commission’s meating on the project the applicand proposcd that
they would install thizers on the packing tot lights (presumably w address @ coneern about
nivht sky nmpacts rassed by the public). After seme deliberation the Planung
Commission ultinately agreed 1o apply such 2 conduion to the project, which wus
cncouraging from the public point ot view lMowever, it was extremely disappointing o
have the Plancing Commission then maie light of the condilion for putting the parking
ot Lighits on a timer. Members of the Planning Comimission made reference to the
corbition requiring tham to nstall timers, bul then jokingly noted that nothing i the
condition stmed that the tuners sctually had to be used, or wiat thé hours of use would be
on the Umers. Upon recognizing that a proposed condition of theirs was unclear and
vagle, @ reasondble cxpectation would have been Tor the Planning Commission to
sngeest addittonal langonage so that the condition had greater purpose and meaning, Wlhy
the Planning Comunssion made no such effort was disconcerting, hbut it is hopeful that
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the Board of Supervizors can strengthen this conchiion language inoa way that makes 1t
more meantngtil. '
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Safety advocates sounded a grim reminder to drivers and walkers % SnCRhME'\HG &

after Monday's hit-and-run death of a 4-year-old boy outside a North ~~ Nmucuﬂurmci Cam
Sacramento school: Drivers need to be extra cauticus in school

zones, and walkers need to hold on to little ones when ¢rossing a Click to view the Large Graphic
driveway or parking lot.

The boy, Jonathan Vasquez, was struck about 8:20 a.m. as he rode aMore Information

scooter to the preschool at Ssmythe Academy on Northgate Boulevard
while his grandmother and 7-year-old brother trailed behing on foot,
said Sacramento police spokesman Officer Konrad von Schoech,

+ Victim's father seeks help

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

Jonathar was transported to UC Davis Medical Center, where he died Monday afternoon. His
grandmether and his brother were not injured.

Because the accident cccurred about five minutes after classes began, only a few siragglers were in
the area, and descriptions of the vehicle were vague, von Schoech said. It has been descnibed only
as a newer dark-colored sedan, possibly a Nissan Maxima and possibly with front-end damage.

FPolice are still searching for the driver, described as a man with a dark complexion.
Safety advocates say the rush of the morning drop-off can create a dangerous environment for kids.

About half of children struck by cars near schools are hit by drivers taking their own children to
school, according to the Safe Routes to School National Partnership, an advocacy group that
promotes safe walking and cycling.

Terry Preston, of the Walk Sacramento advocacy group, sald parents in cars need to slow down
when they're dropping kids off at school.

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

He advises leaving home 10 minutes earlier to avoid feeling hurried.
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Adults who are walking kids to school need to hang on to them when they come to any kind of
intersection.

“It's always good to hold your child's hand when they're ¢rossing a driveway or parking lot," Preston
said,

There's nothing wrong with children riding scooters to school, he said, but they should stop and
cross traffic with an adult. And California law says anyone under age 18 must wear a helmet when
riding a bike, scooter, skates or skateboard.

{Offrcials say the boy was not wearing a helmet.

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

"A quiet neighborhood street is going to be a lot safer," he said.

Ping encouraged Smythe Academy, a pre-kindergarten through sixth-grade charter schoot in the
Twin Rivers Unified School District, to apply for a Safe Routes to School grant that could pay for
safety improvements such as signs, striping, stoplights and crosswalks — as well as traffic safety
education programs for students and families.

"An incident like this will often fire up the neighbeors to lock at the risks around that school " he said.
"Obviously there is a problem.”

Sacramento police said that the child was heading north on the stdewalk of the southbound side of
the streat when the accident occurred. The driver turned right to join southbound traffic.

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

Trinette Marguis, spokeswoman for the Twin Rivers district, said she's not aware of any ongoing
~ issues with the parking fot at Smythe Acadery but noted that Northgate is a congested street and
:"It's always dangerous to.beron a'busy street™ -

"I'm sure we're going to be locking at exactly what happened and how it happened and doing
whatever we can to improve safety, even if it means getting some more volunteers olt there,” she
said.

Preston, of Walk Sacramento, said he lives near Northgate Boulevard and described it as a "real
nightmare” for children coming and going io school,

"As I've gone down this street, ['ve looked at this school and said. "Qoooph. That's an extremely
unsafe configuration there,' "

Police asked anyone with information about Monday's hit-and-run to call the department’s traffic
investigators at (916) 308-6030 or Crime Alert at (916) 443-HELP. Callers can remain anohiymous
and might be eligible for a reward of up to $1,000.

Call The Bee's Laurel Rosenhall, (916) 327-1083.
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Hess Erin E SPK, RE: Wetlands permitting

f), 3% L'.lh 5

Tor "Hess, Erin E SPK” <Erin.E. Hess@usace.army mil»
From: Gary Gaugler <gary@qaugler.com=

Subject: RE: Wellands permitting

Ce

Bco

Attached:

To: “Hess, Erin E SPK" <Erin E Hess@@usace. arrmy .mil-
From: Gary Gaugler <gary@gaugler.com=

Subect RE: Wetlands permitting

Ce:

Bee:

Attached

At 17:47 AM 127772009, you wrote:
Dr. Gaugler,

.~

Yes, that's what lhe applicant has proposed at this time. For our evaluation
of proposed impacts for our permithng process, we evaluate the owverzll
footprint of lhe proposed impacts for all phases of dewelopment. The
applicant stated durnng our sile wvisit that they do not have the funding at

this time to construct all of the buildings onsite at once, but they do have

a dowelopment plan and will be consiructing as funds become available. They
wish to prepare the enbire site at one time wilh access and ulilities for \he
first phase of construction, ingluding the church, mulli-purpose structure,
and associaled parking, and for the later phase of construction of the school
facilities.

Erin Hasg

Project Manager

Regutatory Division, California North Branch

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramenta District
1325 | Street, Room 1480

Sacramento. Califorma 85814-2922
4916) 557-6740

New Customer Service Hours' M-F 10:00am-2: 300m
Flease be aware phong calls and emails will be answered only during these
hours

-----(Jriginal Message-----

Fram Gary Gaugler [mailtg. cary @gaugler cony
Sent Trursday, December 03, 2009 6:39 PM
To: Hess, £rin E 3PK

Subject: RE: Wellands permitling

Thanks again for the FOIA link, I've done thal. Any idea how long thal will
taka?

RECENED
DEC 15 200

CLERK QF THE
B0ARD OF SUPERVISORS

Printed for Gary Gaugler <gary@gaugler.com>
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Hunt & JEPPSON

ATTORNEYS AT Law

2120008 Daucias Bovn, Surre 150
Bosevin e, aLnunsis 25661
TrLErHE (916) 8070048 BOBERT W HLNG
FACAIMOE (F16) 780-F1148 thennFEbud-jeppson. coim

December 14, 2009

Dr. Gary Gaugler RECEEN

7970 Twin Rocks Road “CEIVED

Granite Bay, CA 95746 OEC 18 5
Re: 8t Joseph Morello Church Project SLERK OF THE

30ARD OF SUPEAVISORS

Dear Dr, Gaugler:

At your request, T have reviewed the materials pertaining to the Planning
Commission’s approval of @ Minor Use Permit application for the St. Joseph Morello Church
Project 1o be located near the intersection of Cavitt Stallman and Auburn-Falsom Roads in
Granile Bay, California. 1 understand thal you have no philosophical or religious obiection
to the church itselt, but that vou are more concerned about the impact such a large project 15

likely to have on the rural character of the Granite Bay neighborhood for which the project is
proposed.

Section 15064 ol the CEQA Guidelines provides that:

“If there is substantial evidence, in light of the whole record before a Lead
Agency, that a project may have a significant effect on the environment, the
agency shall prepare a draft EIR.”

The evidence before the Planning Commission that the St Joseph Morello Church
Project is considerable and, Jike Placer County has done with other large church projects, the
sipnificant effects the project will have on the environment mandaltes that an EIR should be
prepared. |

Based on the information available, T believe vour concerns are well taken. The
project is seemingly incompatible with the goals set fovth i the Granite Bay Community
Plan (*GBCP”}, and scems to be [ar beyond the parameters considered when the GBCP was
prepared. It also appears that the CEQA Initial Study which resulted in the adoption of a
Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND™) was flawed and, instead, should have required the
preparation of a full Environmental Impact Report (“EIR™). Tt also appears that the adoption
of a revised MND fatled to comply with Placer County Code and, thus, is likely invalid.

SanNTa CLARA WALNUT CREERK FrEsNG
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Dr. Gary Gaugler
HUNT & Decerber 14, 2009

]EPPSON . Page 2

The Granite Bay Community Plan

One of the stated major goals of the GBCP was to guide land use decisions into the
future in order to assure the *[plreservation of the unique character of the Granite Bay area,
which is exemplified by the general rural envivomnent, mix of land uses and densities, and
high quality of development.” To meet this goal, the GBCP adopied 4 policy of permitting
“only those commercial, professional, and institutional services and facilities which are
required 1o meet the {requently recurring needs of residents of the community and which are
scaled to meet only the local residents’ needs.”

To achieve these goals, the GBCP mandates that “buildings shall be of a size and
scale conducive to maintaining the rural residential atmosphere,” and that “non-residential
building shall generally be of small or moderate size . . .7

The proposed St. Joseph Morello Chureh project is incompatible with these policies
and mandates. A 41,000+ square foot project is ncither small nor moderately sized, and is
clearly not conducive to maintaining the rural residential atmosphere of propose project
location. Locating such a large project in the proposed location runs directly confrary to the
GBCP's mandate of preserving the rural environment and character of the area. Moreover,
given that Granite Bay has a total population of only 25,688,' a chureh facility of over
41,000 square fect is grossly out of proportion Lo the needs of the residents of Granite Bay,
and significantly over-scaled 10 meet those residents” needs. A church of this size is clearly
intended o serve the needs of a far greater number of people than reside in Granite Bay.

The proposed church also seems to be inordinately high for its proposed location—
apparcnily exceeding the height of a five-storey building sct incongruously in this rural arca.

Because the St. Joseph Morcilo Church is so clearly contrary Lo the mandates of the
Oranite Bay Community Plan, the MUP should have been denied,

CEOA Initial Study

Section 13369.5 of the CEQA Guidelines defines a “mitigated negative declaration”
4s:

"Mitigated negative declaration” means a negative declaration prepared
for a project when the initial study has identified potentially significant

' City-Dati.com, July, 2007
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effects on the environment, but (1) revisions in the project plans or
proposais made by, or agreed to by, the applicant belore the proposed
negative declaration and initial study are released for public review would
avoid the effects or mitigate the effects 1o a pomt where clearlv no |
significant effect on the environment would oceur, and (2) there is no
substantial evidence in light of the whole record belore the public agency
that the project, as revised, may have a signilicant elfect on the
environment.

Therefore, only where the cffects of a project do not have a significant effect on the

. environment, or where those efiecls are sufficiently mitigated so that there is no signilicant
effect on the environment, may an MND be adopted and avoid the need for the preparation
ofan LIR. That is not the case here—turaffic effects were not properly evaluated, project
lighting in this rural area was not properly addressed, foraging and nesting grounds of raptors

was not properly identified or evaluated, protection of the historical resources on the subject
property were not adequately addressed, and the cumulative impacts of this project and
planned subsequent phases of this project were neither disclosed nor addressed. Thus. the
MNI} 15 invalid and the County should require the preparation of a full LIR prior to
permitling this project.

l. Traffic

As a threshold matter, the trallic counts used for the project were done in 2005—-
more than four years ago. Such counts are stale and the Traflic Impact Analysis (“TTA™)
must be viewed with skeplicism. Nonetheless, the TIA acknowledges that, cven at 2005
traftic levels, the intersections of Cavitt Stallman and Auburn-Folsom Roads, and Wells Ave.
and Laird Road were already at peak hour warrant levels requiring traftic signals. Even at
2005 tevels it appears that the A, B and € Levels of Service (“T.OS™) are exceeded on a daily
basts—the addition of the project’s tratfic will create a significant impact which has not been
adequately addressed in the Initial Study.

At 2009 traftic levels, these levels are undoubtedly exceeded. The Initial Study
simply fails to either recognize or to sufficiently mitigate the traffic conditions resulting
when the proicct’s projected traftic is added o existing levels,

Sipnificantly, neither the TIA nor the Initial Swndy acknowledge or consider waftic
levels should a 400-student school be added.
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Aesthetics & Lighting

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

Similarly, the historie buildings on the site will be 150lated and overwheimed by the
proposed project. A significant impact is delined, in part, as a physical alleration of the
historical resouree’s immediate surroundings. Clearly, the proposcd project will have a
significant impact on these historical resources, yet there is no consideration or mitigation of
the adverse eftecls.

-

3. Raplor Habitat

The Initial Study identifics protected raptor species associated with the subject
property, and identifies potentially significant impacts to nesting and foraging arcas. The
project proponents identify mitigation for nesting impacts, but make no mention, of
significant impacts o toraging.

4. Cumulative limpacts

Public Resources Code section 21083(b)(2) and Section 15064{h) of the CEQA
Guidelines require that cnvironmental reviews consider the cumulative impacts of “probable
future projects.” It appears clear that the 400-student school is & “probably {uture project”
and its impacts should have been considered in the Initial Study.

Therefore, alter reviewing all of the materials, I'm not at all sure that that the Project
Description in the MUP or the MIND is correct. T understand that early on the St. Joseph
Morclle project included 4 school and, for reasons not clear, the school was deleted from the
project. However, I also understand that the project description provided to the Corps of
Lingineers for permitting docs include the school. Given these facts, the Board of
Supervisors must ask:

s Why does the proponent’s application to the Corps of Engineers include 2
future school, while the school has been delcted from the application for the
MUP and from the CEQA Initial Study?

A5
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o [oes the “project” actually include the school, or has it been carved up to
avoid having to deal with the environmental significance of perhaps quadruple
the vchicle traffic represented in the Initisd Study, and associated increase in
enmtissions and detertoration of air quality?

* Has the project description been revised solely to deceive Placer County?

= How can the County and residents respond 1o a subsequent application for the
construction of a school on the property-—especially after the church and
multi-purpose building have been approved and built?

There are a number of other concerns and irregularities with the Initial Study, its
findings and proposed mitigations, as well as the Traffic Study which you have already
identified and which, therefore, are not repeated here.

In the interest ol good government and good public policy, the Placer County Board
of Supervisors should treat the $t. Joseph Morello Church Project just as the County has
other large church projects in the County and require the preparation of an EIR. This is
especially true in this case becanse, unlike the other church projects which were sited in
primarily suburban areas, the St. Joseph Morello project is situated in a largely rural area and
will make an even greater environmental change to the area.

-

Very truly yours,
NT & JEPPSON

o

Robert W, Hunt

RAWTH: ks
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Re: 8t Joseph Marello - Response of the_Appllcant Team to Issues
Raised on Appeal

Dear Chairman Uhler and Members of the Board: '

On December 16, 2008 the Board of Supervisors was presented with a letter
from Dr. Gary Gaugler in support of his appeal of the November 12, 2009
decisions by the County Planning Commission to approve a Mincr Use Permit for
the 8t. Joseph Marello Church (the “Project”) and adapt a Mitigated Negative
Declaration (the "MND"} in accerdance with CEGQA.

Changes were made to the Project following the initial 2006 submittal and before
going before the Granite Bay MAC. Subsequently letters describing the Project
were sent 10 nearby neighbors to facilitate meetings with them. In our meeting
presentation to the Hidden valley HOA {located 1o the east across the street from
the Project, we heard concerns regarding petential traffic impacts that might
result from including a school. Because a schoot would not likely be feasible or
needed on a program basis for quite some time, the Diocese agreed {o remove
the school from the Project under application. We aiso had meetings with
Shelbornea residents to the south and other newghbors 1o the north and west, but
O GONCEerns were raised.

The Project has been presented to the GB MAC twice, and received a
unanimous vote of support at their September 2009 meeting. It also received a
unanimous vote of approval from the Planning Commission on November 12.

We have reviewed the December 16, 2009 letter from Dr. Gaugler, a follow-up to
fiis appeal filed on November 20, 2009, The letler includes an Attachment 3 with
additional comments as well as a letter from the Law Offices of Hunt and
Jeppson dated December 14, 2009. The points raised in the altorneys' letter are
reiterated by the Gaugler letter, and thus do not require a separate response.

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

For consideration by the Board, and for the purposes of the record, we wish to
respond to the various arguments brought forward by Dr. Gaugler in the
December 16 letter and ils Altachment 3. For ease of reference, the criginal text
of each comment is presented in the indented paragraphs below, followed by our
responses:

LETTER FROM DR. GARY GAUGLER DATED DECEMBER 16, 2009

According to the Traffic Impact Analysis conducied by KIY Anderson & Associates,
Inc. ou June 22, 2009 there are significant esvors and omissions. Traflic counts were
made in Decomber 2005, This data is stale, belng four years old and not reflecting
current irathic Toad{s).

We requested that KD Angerson and Associates (KDA) review the comments
of Dr. Gaugier related to traffic and circulation, and to provide a2 writien
response. The responses provided by KDA are contained in a letier dated
January 15, 2010 (the "KDA Letter”), attached to this lelter as Exhibit A

The KDA Letter indicates that the traffic counts conducted in 2005 remain
representative of current conditions, and that no additional analysis is required. It
should be further noted that CEQA does not provide that data conducted beyond
a cerlain time pernod prior to project approval is stale or obsolete. Under CEQA,
the age of the analysis is irrelevant if the analysis continues to depict current
circumstances, See Snarled Traffic Obstructs Progress v City & County of San
Francisco (1998) 74 CAdth 79 (upholding the use of a nine-year old Negative
Declaration where no substantial change in circumstances occurred in the
meantime).

This is in stark contrast to traftic data compiled for Del Oro Estates Draft EIR which
includes data that 15 as rgcent as one year.

As described in the KDA Letter, none of the Del Oro Estates study locations
were common to the St Joseph Marelie traffic study, and therefore the
reference provides no indicalicn of any change in traffic valume in the area of
St Joseph Marello Church, Absent any data to the contrary presented by the
comment, it is appropriate to regard the traffic counts contained in the traffic
study as representative of current conditions on the roadways and
intersections analyzed..

Traffic on Auburn-Folsom Road has dramatically increased in the last two years, The
completion of the new bridge connecting Auburn-Folsem Road to Folsom (bypass for the
Folsom Dam Road) s a major contmibutor 1o north and south traffic on Auburn-Folsom
Rovad.
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As described in the KDA Letter, Auburn Folsom Road remains a roule {o El
Dorado County with and without the new bridge, and thus it is unlikely that the
bridge would have an appreciable effect on conditions 4 miles away. In addition,
lhe comment offers no evidence that the volume of traffic on Auburn Folsom

Road has in fact increased, when a slight decrease would appear to be likely
consistent with recent trends.

By 2010 o1 2011 when the proposed project would be completed, the situation will be
worse. The rraffic data should be updated and used for the recent analysis rather being
based on the old data.

As described above, the traffic analysis in the MND depicts current conditions.
which have not changed significantly since 2005. The comment does not contain
any substantial evidence to contradict this. Under Pubtic Resources Code
§521080(e) and 21082.2{c), and CEQA Guidelines §§15064(f}(5} and 15384, the
following constitute substantial evidence:

*» Facts
» Reasonable assumptions predicatad on facts; and
+ Exper opinions supporied by facts.

Under the same sections, the following do not constitute substantial evidence:

* Argument,

=  Speculation;

= Lnsubstantiated opinion or narrative,

« Clearly inaccurate or erronecus evidence; and

+  Evidence of social and econamic impacts that do not contribute to, and
are not caused by, physical impacts on the environment.

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

Traffic counts and Level of Service (LOS) already appear 1o violate LOS C (Table 2).
Based on Analysis data and personal experignce at the inersection of Auburm-Falsom
and Caviti-Stallman Koads, T believe LOS D or E is appropriate duc to capacity, unstable
How, and typieal quene time of one o two minutes, especially when turning left one
Aubum-Talsom Road from Cavin-Stallman Road,

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

Therefore, there s a high probability of LOS I along the project site and at the
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imtersection of Aubum-Folsom Road and Cavitt-Stailman Koad. Reference 4, Table 8-1
highlights this condition for an un-signalized wtersection.

The Project will add a small amount of traffic on weekdays, estimated in the
traffic siudy at 22 trips in the a.m. and p.m. peak hour at full buildout. This traffic
will primarily use the project's Auburn Folsom Road access, and its contribution
lo the Auburn Folsom Road / Cavilt Stallman Road intersection is tag small to
have any significant effect on the weekday Level of Service. The traffic study
identified Levels of Service occurring on Sundays before and after church
services, indicating that the Auburn Folsom Read / Cavitt Stallman Road
intersection would operate at LOS C during both fime periods under “existing
Plus Project” condifions. As noted in the traffic study, signalization of the Auburn
Folsom Road / Cavitt Stallman Road intersectlion is included in the current Placer
County traffic fee program / CIP. Thus, although the church does not create the
need for improvements, it will contribute its fair share to the cest of improving the
inlersection by paying adopted fees.

The Analysis failed to include the traffic from the notth church location. It only
considered the traffic from the Granne Bay Junior High School location, As stated by the
project planner, there are two separate church locations--a north and a south that would
be consolidated a1 the proposed site. Thus, there 1s new wraffic in a south direction on
Auburn-Folsom Road to the proposed site as well as new traftic 1n a north direction on
Aubum-Folsom Road to the proposed sile.

As discussed in the KDA Letter, the comment appears to relate 1o a statement
made at the November 12, 2009 Planning Commission meeting regarding
current travel 1o the facilities used by St Joseph Marello church members.
Church services are currently held at Cavitt Jumor High School, and parishioners
also attend a variety of evening activities and meetings at the facility located on
Wetls, between Laird and Barton. The traffic study correctly assumed that on
Sundays trips to and from the church would continue to originate at the
parishioners’ residences, and the trip distribution is based on the locations of
church member residences, as indicated by the Parish. The majority of
residences are located to the south of the Project, but as noted in the study,
some are to the north. The construction of new Project facilities might even
resull in a reduction of trips which currently originate from the south of the
Project. St Joseph Marello Church Traffic Study assumptions and conclusions
are valid. '

Widening Auburn-Folsom Road to lour lanes south of the Douglas Blvd intersection
serves no practical purpose with respect to the project. My assertion is that i will cause
further congestion and queue times at Avburn-Folsom Road north of Douglas Boulevard
because the road narrows to two lanes just north of Donglas Bivd,

The Auburn Folsom Road widening project is a phased improvement being
coordinated by Placer County. As noted in the comment, this construction project
is limited to the area south of Douglas Blvd. Widening Auburn Folsom Road
south of Douglas Bivd will improve the overall flow of traffic through areas that
are today “constrained”, especially the signalized Auburn Folsom 8lvd / Eureka
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Road intersection: However, the locations of constraint are far south of the
Project. The improvement project does not change the overall capacity of the
signalized intersection closest 1o the church {i.e., Auburn Folsom Road f Douglas
Blvd intersection). As a result, the effect of the improvement project on Sunday
traffic conditions near the 5t Joseph Marello site would not be significant.

Cieneration of an additional 2,100 daily wips is inconsistent with the physical
characieristics of Auburn-Folsom Road a0 and around the project site. The nairow lanes
on Auburn-Folsom Read leave little room for bicyclists to safely mix with trafiic (see
attached photos). Auburn-Folsom Road (s a major bicyele roule from Aubum to the
American River at Greenback Lane and Auburn-Folsom Road.

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

Many of Placer County’s rural roads are used by recreational and commuter
bicycle cyclists. In most cases bicycle traffic is accommodated on paved
shoulders that are 2 to 4 feet wide but are not standard Class (| bike lanes. This
15 the current condition on Auburn-Folsom Road in the area between Cavitt
Stallman Road and the urbanized area near Douglas Blvd. While the Project will
increase the volume of autormobile traffic in this area, the church is required 1o .
improve its Auburn Foisom frontage. These improvements will include a multi-
purpose trail along Auburn Folsom Read from the south property boundary to the
church entrance and will widen the road for all transpariation modes.

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

i1 particular, see Reference 4, page B-13 "Existing Bicvele Svstern™ and Table §-5
discusses the classifications of Granite Bay On-Road Bikeways. Neither Cavitt Stallraan
Road, Laird Road or Barton Read have any designated bikeway(s). Auburn-Folsom Road
has dual direction bikeways but in most arcas, they fail to meet any of the listed

AT TRANS classifications.

As indicated by the KDA Letter, the commenl is incorrect and is based on
information from the Ranche Del Oro EIR that describes bicycle facilifies in
another area of Granite Bay. Table 8 of the Granite Bay Cammunity Plan's
Circulation chapter discusses planned bicycle facilities. This table notes that
Barton Road from Douglas Blvd to the Loomis Town limits is the “top priority” for
class |l bike lanes. This work is included in the current County fee program f CIP.
Cavitt Stallman Road from Barion Road to Auburn Folsom Road is a “high
prigrity” for Class |l bike lanes. This work is in the fee program/CIP. The
Community Plan notes that class Il bike lanes are a "lower prionty” on Auburn
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Falsom Road from Douglas Bivd to Dick Cook Road, and class |l bike lanes from
Douglas Blvd to Joe Rogers Road are in the fee program / CIP. Finally, the fee
program / CIP includes funding for class || bike lanes on Laird Road from Cavitt
Stallman Road to the Loomis Town limits.

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

Furthermaore. the project’s projected traffie would violate the Granite Bay Community
Pian in the Circulation Arca, Goal 1, and is Policies 1, 2, 5, 7 (increases load on Auburn-
Folsotn Road)

The comment suggests thal the Project viclales these policies because of
increased traffic on Auburn Folsom Road. Project froniage improvemenls will be
designed and constructed in accordance with the Granite Bay Community Plan’s
requirements {Folicy 1), and right of way dedication along the Project frontage
will provide the space needed for paving, trails, utilities, etc.(Policy 2). As noted
in the traffic study the addition of Project traffic to Auburn Folsom Road does not
result in post-project conditions in excess of adopled standards, nor does the
proposed church create a significant impact by contributing to conditions that
may already exceed mimimum standards on weekdays. Improvements to the
Auburn Folsom Road / Cavitt Stallman Road intersection and to Auburn Folsom
Road are already included in the adopted fee program {Policy 5}. Primary Project
access s to Aubum Folsom Road, a regicnal facility, as suggested by Policy 7,
which is one of the busiest roads in the Granite Bay Communily.

Folicies 9. 11,13, 10 17,18, 19 (Cavilt-Stallman Road is extremely dangerous afier recent
re-paving due 1o severs drop-off along the edges of cach lane as well as a myjor blind
spot [hill] west of the proposed Cavite-Stallrman entrance o the project), and 24 (see §8-
6}

The comment suggests that St Joseph Marello Church will violale the referenced
policies based on the existing Cavitt Stallman Road conditions. However, the site
access has been designed in consultation with Placer County staff to avoid the
use of a traffic signal at the Praject access by making secondary use of an
existing {private} access to Cavitt Stallman Road (Policy 9) at Laird Road. The
Project mitigates for any impact to designated scenic or country roads such as
Auburn Folsom Road and Cavitt Stallman Road (Policy 11 and 18) by providing a
25-foot landscape buffer along the site’s Auburn Folsom Road frontage. A
multipurpose trail will also be provided along the site’s Auburn Folsorm Road
frontage and 10D's are provided an other frontage (Policy 13). The Project shall
contribute to regional bicycle facilities by improving its Auburn Folsom Road
frontage and paying adopted fees (Policy 16 and 18). New pavement will
conform to Placer County requirements (Policy 19). Required improvements to
Auburn Folsem Road and to the Laird Road/Cavitt Staliman Road have been
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presented to the Granite Bay Municipal Advisory Committee {MAC) and the
Piacer County Planning Cammission and approved by each bady (Policy 24},

Specifically, the pavement work completed on Cavitt Stallman Road by Placer
County is generally consislent with the intent of the County’s traffic fee program /
CIP and does not represent a negative impaci to safety in thig area of the
County. The sight distance limitation on Cavitt Siallman Road west of the Laird
Road intersection was noted in the traffic study, and with perpetuation of the
existing all-way stop at Laird, current conditions are not significantly impacted by
the church. The existing Cavilt Staliman/Laird Road intersection, which will
provide secondary access to the church, will be improved as part of the Project's
construction. Improvements to Cavitt Stallman Road, to the Cavitt Stallman Road
{ Laird Road intersection, and 1o the Cavitt Staliman Road / Auburn Folsom Road
intersection, are all included in the existing fee program. Development of the
Project is consistent with Policies 9, 11, 13, 16,17, 18, 18 and 24.

Aldse vielated s Goal 2 and ils Policies 14 and 17.

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

Also violated is Goal 3 and its Policy 7 (as slated in Reference 4. "Existing Transit
Systemn,” [Mal-A-Ride would appear to be the only available public transit provider,
Huwever, it serves six dayvs a week and excludes Sundavs.

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

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

Gioal 4 and its Policies 3 through 8 are also not followed.

The existing County CIP / fee program addresses roads, intersections, traffic
signals and bike lanes in the area of the church {Policy 3). The Project will
include frontage improvernents to Auburn Folsom Road (Policy 4) and will pay alf
agoptad fees (Policy 5). The County's fee program was recently updaied in 2009
and reflects development of facilities that are needed based on anticipated
development (Policy 8). St Joseph Marelio Church will also pay for a new
emeargency traffic signal at the South Placer Fire District Station (Palicy 7). The
updated Placer County fee program includes bicycle facilities {Policy 8).

Mo details.ate provided or seen how the project will comply with the Amcricans with
Imsabilities Act (ADAY Tile N With respect to Title I, 11 would seent that the county
would have w construct disability access from the project sile to at least Douglas Blwd.
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(Reference 4, §8-9)

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

What was the rationale {or starting such a large project at the limited access on the
Caviu-Stallman and Auburn-Folsom Roads proposed location rather than the existing
Marello property on Wells Ave (City of Loonus)? There 15 existing infrastructure.
facilities and access north and south on Barton Road such thal therg would be mimimal
0T na bicyele 1ssues (see allached pictures).

The MND analyzes the environmental impacts of the propased Project at the
identified site near the intefsection of Auburn-Folsom and Cavitt-Staliman
Roads. Because the Project does not rasult in any significant and unavoidable
impacts to the environment, CEQA does nol impose the obligation 1o prepare an
EIR or conduct an analysis of aliernative locations. The comment does not
provide any specific information to support the claim that locating the project at
the Wells Avenue location would reduce any environmental impact. in fact, we
would argue that the proposed Project is better-located on an existing major
arterial than deeper within a rural area served by smaller roads. Moreover, the
project site has been owned by the Church for more than 20 years, and was
acquired for the purpose of constructing a church facility, consistent with and
contemplated by the Community Plan. The Marello Youth Retreat Center at
6530 Wells Avenue currently holds weekday meetings and occasional mid-week
evening events, but would not be a suitable site for a permaneni church facility
alongside given the ierrain, location and limited road access to the existing
Center. In fact, nearty all those activities which currently take traffic north past
the Project sile to the Marello Youth Retreat Center will be accommodated at the
new church, conceivably reducing some of the current trips through the area.

Uneopvinced that the Planning Comtmission considered off-siwe as well as on-site cffects,
Indireet as well as direct effects and cumulative effects based on delined {bresholds-if
factual and quantitative or is missing, this and other factors led to poor policy decision
making and inplementaton (to wit. Seiver and Hatfield, 2001

The MND analyzed off-site environmental impacts, including but not limited to
off-site infrastructure improvements, noise impacts potentially affecting off-site
receptors, and potential traffic impacis at off-site roadway and intersection
locations. [CEQA does not require Negative Declaralions tc consider or analyze
cumutative impacts]. See CEQA Guidelinas §15030. In determining that a MND
was appropriate under CEQA for this Project, the County found that the Project
would not make a cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts
on the environment. See the MND at Page 32.

Based on the requirement 1o address cumulative impacts as delineated in CIi0A this

project cannat g0 forward without a more detalled review by the Planning Compussion
becanse the US Army Corp of Engincers Form 404 permic application includes a schoot
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at the sitc--to be built at some time 1n the fulure. Since this Is an indefinite inpact at an
indefintte fature tume, there 15 no guanhtative method of assessing the environmental
imipacts in the long term. & comprehensive EIR now which includes the school inight
1esolve Lhis 1ssue.

As stated above, the Project will not result in any significant impacts on a
cumulative basis, and all CEQA requirements for analysis of cumulative impacts
have been satisfied. The Project initially presented to the County included school
facilities, which were subsequenily withdrawn from the application, leaving only
the church and multi-purpose buildings for evaiuation and approval by the
Planning Commission.

The Project as initially proposed did oniginally include school facilities thal were
subsequently withdrawn, leaving only the church and multi-purpose buildings for
evaluation and approval by the County. The Project as approved by the Planning
Commission did not propose nor does it now include school facilities. These
conceptual future school facilities were, however, included in the Army Corps
Secticn 404 Individual Wetlands Permit application to depict a concent of
ultimate site development 50 that the Church could secure a single wetland
permit today to mitigate for all potential wetland and special status species
impacts at the Project site. By including these school facilities in the US Army
Corps of Engineers application, the Church will achieve considerable efficiencies,
fiscal and logistical cost savings by: {1) purchasing all required current and
future, potential offsite mitigalion at today's prices; and {2} avoiding the
considerable cost of onsite mitigation {e.g. onsite conservalion easement,
preserve management, and endowment) required under a Nationwide Wetlands
Permit, which the Project would have qualified for without including the school
facilities as a conceptual element of future development.

I in the future a school is proposed at the Project site, the Church would be
required to make a separate application to the County, and to undergo additional
CEQA review and approval as required. The commenter i1s correct that impacis
of a future school are indefinite both in terms of nature as well as timing, but it is
the US Army Corps of Engineers that evaluales weiland impacts and issues
wetland permits. The application process for the federal Section 404 permit does
nol bear upon the validity of the County's CEQA delerminations with respect lo
the Project as defined before the Caunty.

Analysis of a school in the MND would have required both the County and the
applicant to engage in a great deal of speculation, which CEQA strongly
discourages. See CEQA Guidelines §15145.

ATTACHMENT 3, Dated December 2009

Public Review of Subsequent Mitizated Nepative Declaration - Per Section 18.16.070
{Subscquent negative declarations} of the Placer County Code, "If a previously adopted
negative declaration is revised o include an expanded project description or ather
substantial new information pursuant to Secuon 15162 of the CEQA Guidelines, the
subsequent negative declaration nust comply with the netice and review (Section
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15.16.030) provisions of this chapter. (Ord. 5119-B (part), 2001}1."

A mitigated negative declaration (MND) for the project was prepared and circulated for
public review. Following receipt of commens on the MWD, the County prepared a
revised MND which included a new project deseniption discussion that had heen
sigmificandy expanded (an entirely new paragraph that describes the anticipated weekday,
evenmg and ancillary activities and fusctons ol the proposed use was added). However,
as stipulated in Seetion 18.16.070 of the Placer County Code, the expanded project
description should have resulied 1n the preparation of a subsequent MNTD, and thar
subsequent MND sheuld have been properly noticed for public review per the notice and
review provisions (Section 16.16.030) of the Placer County Code.

The comment is correct thal supplemental text was added to the Project
description section of the revised MND. These addilions were mads to provide
additional clarification and detail concerning the Project, largely in response (o
the Appellant's prior comments on the circulated MND. The added text did not
represenl a change in the Project as proposed or analyzed in the MND, and the
revisions do not constitute "new information” requiring recirculation under CEQA
or Placer County Code §18.16.030.

Height and Setbacks: Per Section 17.44.010 E (Site Development S1andards), the
maximuwm permitted height in the Residential Agricultural (RA) Distriet is 36 feet
maximum, with footnotes to Scehon 17.54.020 (Height hmits and cxceptions). Section
17.54.020 D 1 notes that houses of worship may be erected 10 2 maxinmum heisht of tifty
(30} feet: provided, that alt required sethacks shall be increased by one foot for cach one
fool of height that the building exceeds the normal height Limit established by the zone.

The project includes a church building 50 feetin height, with two matching bell towers
each with a height of 37,5 feet (plus architectural teares of an additional 10 feet), The
placement of the church building is proposed 30 leet from the western property
houndury; per Section 17.44.010 E (Site Development Slanderds), the required rear
sctback in the RA zone is 3 feet minimuwm, Given that the elhreh building is proposed
at 50 feet 1all, which exceeds the allowable height of 36 feet by 14 feet, the rear sethack
for the project would need to be 2 nunimum of 44 feet (30 feet as reguired by zomng plus
additional foot for every foot of height that the building exceeds the normal height limnit
established by the zone). The 44 foot setback requirement s considered to be
conservatlve. as 1l does not take into account the fact that the project will have bell towers
at 37.5 feet and architectural features of an additional 10 fect (675 feet exceeds the 367
foot height Lmit by 31.5 feer, which would equate w0 a required rear sethack of 61.5 feet).
Kepardless, the project as currently proposed viclates the rear setback requirement
because of the height exceedance and (he project must be made to comply with the
appropriate sethack requirements.

Phase | of the Project contains a multi-purpose building, the roof of which is at a
height of 36 feet — 6 inches at the mid-point of the building. An architectural
feature located toward the front of the building will be at a height of 39 feet, at
approximately 130 feet from the rear property line. The building setbacks
proposed actually exceed the minimumn referenced in Section 17.54.0210 E by
approximately 6. !t is also sited 360 feet back from the western edge of Auburn
Foisom Road, more than 200 feet over the required minimum. Phase !l of the
Project contains the main church building, the height of which the commenter
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carreclly descripes. However, the main church will be sited 128 feet from the
rear property line and 270 feet from Auburn Folsom Road. The lowest roof
heights at the rear of the building are also at least 58 feel from the closest side or
rear properly lines, exceeding the minimum reqmrements required of a singie
family home in this zone district,

Incansistency with Granite Bayv Community Plan (GBCP)

The GBCP includes ten General Community Goals and Policies that are general in nature
and basic to the entite Plan. One of the stated len goals is "To provide only those
comnicreial, professiotal, and institutional services and facilitics which are required 10
meel the trequestly recurring needs of residents of the comumunity and which are scaled
to meet only the Jocal resident’s needs” femphasis added). Presumably having a level of
importance as one of only ten major goals, this particular goal recognizes the need to
provide the GRCP residents with needed services and facilities, but only at o scate and

© size 10 meet only the local resident’s needs. While we can aceept that churches should not
be limited in membership based on geographic boundaries, the development of a house
of worship that 1s over 41,000 square feetan size is clearly not just lunited to weeting the
needs of the residents of the community and is far bevond the scale needed to meet only
the local resident's needs.

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

Il should be further considerad that the Appellant’s position on this issue, if
accepled by the Board, would raise concerns under the federal Religious Land
Use and Instilutionalized Persons Act (42 U.S.C. § 2000cc (RLUIPA)). This
federal law states: “No governmeni shall impose or implement a fand use
regutation in a manner that imposes a substantial burden on the religious

C exercise of a . . . religious . . . institution, unless the government demonstrates
that imposition of the burden on thal . . _inslitution (A) is in furtherance of a
compeliing governmental interest; and (B) is the least reslrictive means of
furthering that compelling governmental interest.” (42 U.5.C.A. § 2000cc, subd.
(@) THA)- {B italics added )} "Religious exercise” is defined by RLUIPA as
including *any exercise of religion, whether or not compelled by, or central to, a
system of religious belief.” (42 U.3.C. § 2000cc-5(7 ¥A}.) RLUIPA’s purpose,
among other things, is to prevent the government from treating religicus
crganizations in a manner that is unequal te similarly situated entities. (Ventura
County School v. City of San Buenaventura (C.0.Cal. 2002) 233 F.Supp.2d
1241, 1247.). The Appellant essentially requests that the Project be devsloped
at a size and scope 1o serve “tocal” residents only. Not only is such a limitation
not justified by or consistent with the Community Plan, it would place a
substantial burden on religious exercise in @ manner that would be prohibiled by
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RLUIPA under 1he circurmnstances.

The GBCP Land Usc Element's first stated goal is "Preservation of the unique character
of the Granite Bay area, which is exemplified by the penerat rural environment, mix of
land uses and densities, and high quality of development, s a major goal of the plan."
The development of the project site as currently zoned would result in several rural
residences, a development consistent with the "major goal” of the Plan of preserving the
unique character of the Granite Bay area that i exemplified by the general rural
envirpmment, The developmeni of a house of worship that is over 41 000 square feet 1n
size impacts and disrupts the gencral rural environment and unique character of the area,
creating an inconsistency with a "major goal” of the GBCP.

To further the (iBCP's major goal of preserving the unique character of the Granite Bay
area, the GBPC Land Use Clement includes the following palicies:

15, Buildings shall be of a size and scale conducive to maintaining the rra)
residential atmosphere of Granite Bay, The architectural seale of non-residential
hunidings. as differentiated from size, shall be more sunilar 1o that of residential
buiidings than that of monumental buildings. T '

16. Noo-resideotial buildings shall generatly be of small or inoderate size and,
where groups of buildings are used, connected by plazas, terraces, porches,
arcades, canoples or roods, to provide a pleasant environment as well as safeey
and shelter o pedestnians.

The proposed project Ls inconsistent with these policigs; the development of a house of
worship that 15 over 41,000 square feet in size would result in a farge project (not siall
or motlerate sized) that is not m an architectural scale that s conducive to matntaming the
rural almosphere and s more sumilar 1o 2 monumentzal bulding than residennal huildings

See response above. In addition, the Project has been designed with a
traditional architectural style that is residential in look and scaie.

The GBCP Land Use Element also contains "Specific Policies of Intensity of Use”,
including policy 3 - "Intensity of use of individual parcels and buildings shall be
poverned by considerations of: health and safety; unpact on adjoining properties due 1o
noisc, traffic, night Lghting, or other disturbing conditions; and protection of natural land
characteristics. ™ - B

The proposed project's size and scale will trapact adjoining properties due to noise,
eraffic, night lighting, particularly when compared to what adjoining properties would
have heen subject 1o if the propenics were develeped per thelr land use designation and
ZONning,

The Project site is designated Rural Estales under the Granite Bay Community
Plan, and zoned Residential Agricuiture. A "house of worship” is an allowable
use in this zone district and on this site, subject to County approval of a Minor
Use Permit (MUP), As described in Zoning Code §17.44.010, other MUP uses in
the Residential Agriculture zone include libraries, schools, chilg care facilities,
and similar non-residential uses. The propesed change of the Project site from
residential lo church use is described in the MND, including the change in
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aesthetic character. The MND further analyzes impacls with respect to noise,
traffic, light, and health and safety, consistent with Policy 3.

The GBCFP Land Use Eiement also containg "Specific Policies for Public and Private
Lustitutions”, including policies 2 and 3. respectively: "The intensily of use of an
insticutional site shall be limited to that which is compatible with adjotning uses and in
kecping with the rural character of Granite Bay, the institution should not generdre '
excessive noise or traffic.”, and "Institutional buildings shall be of a size and scale
compatible with the raral atmosphere of the Companity "

The proposed project's size and scale 15 not compatible with adjoining uses and is not in
keeping with the rural character and atmosphere of Granite Bay. The institution will
generate excessive noise and taffic, and although not considered by the Planning
Commigsion to be a significani impact in the project’s enviromnentat analysis, the level
of noise and traffic from the project is far beyond what can be normally anticipated for a
property with residential/agricnltural zonmg.

As described in the MND, the Project will not have a significant and unavoidable™

impact on noise or traffic conditions, and impacts will be less than significant with
the implementation of adopled mitigation measures. Absent a significant and
unavoidable impact with respect to noise or traffic, the Project cannot be said io
be "excessive” in these regards. The County's noise thresholds are defined by
the General Plan, and vary depending on the affected land use. Trafiic
thresholds are defined by the County General Plan and the Community Plan.

In summary, the size and scale of the propesed project are inconsistent with the poals and
policics of the Granire Bay Cormmunity Plan. The proposed project results ina much
mor¢ intense and environmentally damaging development of the project site, as
compared o if the site were to be developed under existing land use designations and
zoming. The Granite Bay Community Plan did not contemplate a development of this size
and specifically included goals and policies lo prevent development on a scale as being
praposcd from occurring. The projeet's staff report supports 1his reasoning by
apprehensively noling the tollowing on page 4 "Houses of worship" are generally
considered compatible with rural residential land uses. The proposed project appears to
be in scale with what was contemplated by the Granite Bay Community Plan.” femphesis
rdded),

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

The revised Mitigated Negative Declaration {MND) 15 inadequate in multiple areas. and
that there is substanbial cvidence that the project will result in significant eonvironmemal
effects such that an Environmental Iimpact Report ("ETR ™) must he prepared.

The California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires a lead agency te prepare and
VIR whenever a "fair argument” can be made that the project may have a significant
adverse effect on the envirenment. Per CEQA Guidehnes section 13073.5, "If dwring the
negative declaration process there is substantjal evidence in light of the whole record,
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before the lead agency that the project, as revised, may bave a significant effect on the
environment which cannot be mitigated or avoided, the lead apency shall prepare a draft
FIR and certify a final FIR prior w approving the project. Tt shall cirgulate the draft EIR
for consultation and review pursuant to Sections 15086 and 153037, and advise reviewers
in writing that a propuosed negative declaration liad previously been circulated for the
project.” The "fair argument” threshold established by CEQA for requinng the
preparation of an EIR 15 an extremely low threshold.

YWe do not believe that issues raised by the Appellant constitute “substantial
evidence” supporting a fair argument that the Project would have a significant
impact on the environment. it is recognized that a strong presumption in favor of
requiring preparation of an EIR is built into CEQA. This presumption is reflected
in what is known as the "fair argument” standard, under which an agancy must
prepare an EIR whenever substantial evidence in the record supports a fair
argument that a project may have a significant effect on the environment. No OFf,
inc. v City of Los Angeles {(1974) 13 C3d 68, Quaif Botanical Gardens Found.,
inc. v City of Encinitas {1994) 29 CA4th 1597 Friends of "B" St. v City of

- Hayward (1980) 106 CA3d 988.

The fair argument rule does not mean ihat the lead agency has no discretion
concerning the evidence or the delermination of significance. The County must
consider the entire record and decide whether the information reiating to potential
impacis is "substantial evidence” sufficient {o support a "fair argument” that the
impacts may occur and whether the identified impacts should be considered
"significant.” The Planning Commission considered the issues now on appeal,
and found that they did not rise to the level of substantial evidence, and thal
adoption of 3 MND was appropnate.,

Complaints, fears, and suspicions aboutl a project's potential environmental
impact do not constitute “substantial evidence” for CEQA purposes. See
Portervifie Citizens for Responsible Hillside Dev. v City of Porterviffe {2007) 157
CA4th 885(general objections to project density and guality were nat substantial
evidence of environmental impact), Bowman v City of Berkeley {2004) 122 CA4th
572 {generalized aesthelic obijections to project were not substantial evidence).

Without substantial evidence in the record showing that significanl adverse
impacts will rernain after mitigation, a court musi presume that the conditions
adopled by the agency in a mitigated negative declaration will be effective and
will ensure that impacts are mitigated to an acceptable level. See Perfey v Board
of Supervisors (1982} 137 CA3d 424, In other words, lthe burden is on the
petitioner 1o demonstrate that there is substantial evidence in the record
supporting a fair argument that the proposed project may have a significant effect
even after mitigation measures are considered. Cilizens for Responsible & Open
Gov'l v City of Grand Terrace (2008) 160 CAdth 1323, Architectural Heritage
Ass'n v County of Monterey (2004) 122 CA4th 1095, If the petitioner does not
mee! lhis burden, the mitigated negative declaration must be upheld. San
Bernarding Valley Audubon Soc'y v Metropofitan Water Dist (1899} 71 CA4th
382, Citizens for Responsible Dev. v City of W. Hollywood (1995) 39 CA4th 490,
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The MND addresses the project's aesthenc impacts by poting comphiance with the
Granite Bay Community Plan Sceme Corridor design standards, Rural Design Guidelines
and elements of the project that will result in landscaping, sethack bullers, and down
shielded lighting. The development of two large buildings totaling 41,300 square feet,
with building beights of 36 and 50 feet (67 feet with bell towers and architectural
features) will have a substantial adverse impact on a scemc vista, Such development will
alse substantially alter the rural character of the area in such 2 way that was not
anticipated or addressed in the Granite Bay Community Plan EIR ("GBCP EIR") since
that envirgnmental analysis assumed current land use and zoning of the project site as
Rural Estates and 4.6 acre minimuam building sites. Because of the proposed project's
intensity, scale, size of development and itz amount of lighting, it will substantially
deprade the visual character and quality of the site and 118 surroundings and 10 will create
a new source of substantial heht and glare, again in such a2 way that was not anticipated
or addressed 1o the GBCP EIR. Lighting concerns also include the project’s affzct on the
night sky that 15 afforded by the raral characier of the area, Bevond the direer sipnificant

impact, the project also contribotes significantly to a cumulatively considerable aesthetic
mpact,

The aesthetic impacts of the Project are described in the MND. While the
generalized concems of the commenter regarding the aesthetic impacis of the
project are recognized, the comment does not appear to raise any issues not
addressed in the MND. The Project site is designated Rural Estates under the
Granite Bay Community Plan, and zoned Residential Agriculture. A “house of
worship” is an aflowable use on the site, subject to County approval of a Minor
Use Permit (MUP}. Impacts on nighttime lighting are analyzed in the MND, and
are addressed through adopted Mitigation Measures, Conditions of Approval and
compliance with County Code requirements. The comment does not indicate the
nalure of the “cumulative” aesthetic impacts of concern, or how this Project
specifically confributes.

While Plager Countly hag chosen 1o prepare a MIND for this project, they have also chosen
to prepare an EIR for the Amazing Facts Minstry project on Sierra College Boualevard,
Natwithsianding the fact that the Amazing Facts project is larger and perhaps has more of
a $Cenic view i a singular directuon becaose of the site's elevation, there 1s relatively no
difference hetween the two prajects in the sense thai both involve the developroent of
large houses of worship that were never anticipated in the GBCP EIR. Why then is an
EIR being preparcd for onc of the projects 1o in part address a cumulatively considerable
significant aesthetic impact, when a MMND s being prepared for the other? The County's

analysis in the Su Joseph Marello Chuarelh MND does not support the less than significant
aesthetic impact conclusions that were made.

As required by CEQA, the County's determination whether to prepare an EIR or
a Negative Declaration for a padicular projecl was based upon ihe facts and
circumstances that apply in each situation. As described in the Notice of
Freparation (February 8, 2008] for the Amazing Facis Ministry project, ihat
project proposes to develop approximately 208,000 s.1. of worship space and
related uses, including a school, gymnasium and office uses. The Amazing
Facts Ministries project is over 5 times the size in terms of building square .
fooctage as the Project.

The original MND's air quality analysis concluded that the project will not conflict with
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the Placer County Ajr Quality Management Plan to attain lederal and state ambient air
qualiry standards, The 1991 Placer County Al Quality Ataiument Plan and subsequent
updates, including the recent Sacramento Regional 8-hour Ozone Attamment and
Reasonable Further Progress Plan did not account for the development of the project site
with the intensity that will result with the proposed project, and as such, the project's air
quality criissions were not anticipated in any prior environmental review and have not
been adequately addressed tn the MND, The project's waffic analysis indicales that the
project will result in approximately 2,100 daily Sunday trips and average weekday datly
irips of approximarcly 549 If the 12.8 acre project site were to be developed according to
current land use desipnations and zoning. automabile trip peneration and the associated
vehicular envissions from (hat type of development would be significantly less (12.8 acres
% 0.73 [gross o ner conversion] = 9.6 acres; 9.6 acres with 4.6 acre building site
minimams zoting would allow for 2-3 residenual units; 3 residential units generate 9.3
daily weekday trips per unit and 8.78 Sunday wips per unit, using 1TE Trip Generation
Marual rates, for a total of 28,5 daily weekday trips and 26.34 Sunday ips). In
conclusion, the number of trips that the proposed project will gencrate is nearly 20 times
higher than the number of weekday wrips and nearly &0 times higher than the number of
Sunday trips that would result if the project site were developed according to current land
use designations and yoning. The ndmber of automebile trips and the resultane pollutant
erissions created by the proposed project have nol been adequately addressed in the
MNTI and will result in a significant air quality impact.

The Project site is designated Rural Estates under the Granite Bay Community
Plan, and zoned Residential Agriculture. A “house of worship” is an allowable
use on the project site, subject to County approval of a Minor Use Permit (MUP}.
The comment is incorrect to the extent that it concludes that only single family
residentiat uses are permitted in the Residential Agriculture zone, or that the Air
Quality Attainment Plan was based upon this assumplion. ! should be noted
that CEQA does not permit the impacts of a project o be evaluated against a
baseline of uses allowed under a Community Plan or zoning. instead, impacts
must be evaluated in terms of the change compared to existing conditions.
CEQA Guidelines §15125(a). In this case, the MND accounted for the fact that
the site is currently undeveloped, and therefore that all emissions were new,. No
subtraction was given to account for the level of residential use that could have
alternatively occurred on Lhe site, or for the fact that the Parish currently
conducts worship services at multiple alternaiive lecaticns which would cease or
otherwise significantly diminish when the Project is completed. The MND
congluded that Project impacts on air quality are less than significant, in that
Project emissions are below adopted daily thresholds of significance.

Even the most basic of air quality modeling tools involve & project site's underlving land
use and xoning to project air quality impacts from property or propenies that have not yet
been developed. The [act that the propoesed project 15 an altowed use m the particular
zoning district subject 1o the issvance of a Minor Use Permit (MUP) does not relieve the
County from reviewing polenual environmental impacts, particularly those related (o an
quality. If the County philosophy of "it's an allowed use in that zone subject to a MUP" i3
carried out to the extreme, one is left to wonder how many MUPs can be granted before
it i5 recognized that envitonmental impacts thal have not been previously addressed or
disclosed are being created through the isswance of a MUP(s).

The revised MND's air quality analysis stll concludes that the project will not confhict

Responses 10 5t Joseph Marello Church Appeal ' Page 16 of 16

A



with the ability 10 meet the region's air quality attainment standards because the project-
refaced emissions are below the Districs thresholds, While the project's emissions may
not exceed the Distnier's thresholds. the preject will sl result in significant long-term aw
quality impacts andd curnulative impacts im the Sacramente Valley Air Basin,

See above response,

A lead agency must find that a project may have a significant effect on the enviromment
and must prepare an EIR if the project's potential envirenmental impacts, although
individually Timjted, are curnulatively eonsiderable. {Pub. Resources Code, Section
21083(b); CLOQA Guidelines Section 15065(c); see San Bernardine Valley Audubon
Sociery v. Mewvopolisan Water Disrrict (199%) 71 Cal. App.4™ 382, 398.) The Fiith
strict Court of Appeal has found that ") tjhe relevant question to be addressed in the
EIR 1s not the relative amount of precursors entitted by the projeet when compared with
preexisting emissions, but whether any additional amount of precersor emissions shawld
he considered significant in fight of the serions nature of the ozone problems in this air
Basin, " (Kings County Farm Bureau v, Ciiy of Hanford (19903 221 Cal App.3d 692,
781, emphasis added ). The Fifth District concluded that the more severe the existing
covironmeittal problems are, the fower the threshald for _ﬁud:'ng that a project’s
cumulative impacts are Sapenificans. (fd . emphasis added). The MND fails to analyve this
issne, and simply dismisses the potentially significant cumulative impacts Lo air quality
by noting that daily emission thresholds would not be exeeeded. This contradicts the
ruling in Kings Cownne which stated that the more severe the existing environmental
problems, the lower the threshold {or finding a project's cumulative unpacts are
significant.

The daily emigsions thresholds of significance adopied by the Placer County
AQMD reflect a determinalion thal impacls below these levels are less than
significant. These threshold levels reflect conditions in the Sacramento Valley Air
Basin, as well as the emission levels required for compliance with the AQMP
wilhout the need for additional mitigation. 1t should be noted that even though
the Project will not have a significant impact on air quality based on project-level
threshelds, the Project is subject 10 twenty standard Mitigation Measures to
further reduce impacts. The porticns of the Kings County case cited by the
comment gstablished the "one molecule” rule for analyzing cumulative impacts.
This rule has since been rejected in Communities For a Befler Environment v.
California Resources Agency (2002) 103 Cal. App. 4th 98, which held that
cumulative impacts should be evaluated under CEQA Guidelines §15064{1)1),
i.e. whether the cumulalive effect is significanl and whether the project’'s effects
are "cumulatively considerable.”

It should be noted that Placer County has prepared EIRs on several ather large houses of
worship projects that are either now built or are being proposed, and that those projects
each requircd an EIR. The EIRs for thosc projects recognized that the proposed uses ware
much mere intense than previously studied or assumed for the subject properties, and as
such, vach of those FIRs identified that the project would result in a cumulatively
considerable air quality impact. Specifically, the ETR prepared for the Bayside church
mcluded the following analysis/discussion:

"Praject-generated emissions, together with emissions from exigting and future
prijects, would coniribute to existing and projected exceedances of California
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and Mational AAQs for CO, PM IO, and 33 in the Sacramento Yalley Air Basin,
as well as Placer County. Due to the existing nonattainment designation, and the
new federal standards, continuing growth in western Placer County contribules to
a significant and unaveidable cumulative impact. Mitigation measures presented
below would reduce the project's contribution to regional pollutant emissions.
Ilowever, the project would have to reduce project emissions [00% to achieve a
less than signiticant cormulative impact.”

Simtlarly, the FTR prepared {or the Amazing Facts Ministries project includes the
following analysis/discussion:

"Placer County is ¢lassified as a severe nonattainment area for the federal ozone
standards. In order w0 improve air quality and attain healih-based standards,
reduclions in emissions are necessary within the nonattainment area. The growth
in vehicle usage and business activity within the nonattainment area would
contribute to curnulative regional air gualily impacts. Additionally,
implementaticn of the proposed project may either delay attainment of the .
standards or require the adoption of additional contrels on existing and future wir
pollution sources 1o offset project-relaied emission increases. The Placer County
Ceneral Plan inciudes policies auned st redocing ozone precorsor and particulae
emiissions associated with cumulative development in Placer County. These
polieics are of particutar importance since the portion of Placer Coumy
surrounding the proposed project site 35 currently designated as being in
nonattainment for the state and federal 1-hour ozone standard and the state PMI0
standard. The proposed project would result in an increase in regional crileria air
podbutant emissions. The inercases, as compared to the federal and state
standards. are identitied in Secuon 7.0 of this Draft ETR, Though mingation
migasures included in this Draft EIR would reduce project-relzted emissions,
ihese mitigation measures would not reduce emissions below the significance
threshaolds. Even with feasible mitigation measures, the propased project's
meremental conlribution to regional criteria pollulant emissions 1s considered
cumalatively considerable and thus a significant and unaveidable impact. No
leasible nitgation is available to completely mitigate this impact.”

Both of the EIR documents nored above recogmized that because of the existing air
quality conditions and nen-attainnlent status for certain pollutants in Placer County and
the region, the projeets would have an incremental contribution to regional paliutant
coissions and a sipnificant and unavoidable itmpact was identified. Such direction should
he followed swith the St Joseph Marelio proposal and an EIR should be prepared to
address the project’s cumnulatively considerable contribution 1o 2 significant air quahity
Impact,

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

Finally, the Placer County Air Polluuon Control District has wtilized a 10 Ibs /day
cumulative threshold in the past and has required participation in offsite mitigation

programs -t is unclear why such a threshold and mitigation mcasure was not applicd 1o
this project.
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The MND recognized that the Project would contribute emissions of ROG, NGO,
and CQ; to the air basin, contributing incrementaily to cumulative impacls. The
MND determined that the implementation of Mitigation Measures [l1-16 through
[11-20 would reduce Project-related contributions to a less than significant level.

The discussion ol items TV -1, 2, and 4 in¢ludes the statement "The riparian woodland at
the project site could, however, provide sultable nesting habatat for Cooper's hawk, and
white-tatled kite, while the open grassland habitat of the project site could provide
suitable foraging hahitat for these species, as well as the Swainson's hawk.” The MND
identifies potential inpacts o suitable foraging habimt for several bird species, but
declines o offer mitigauon to address this significant impaet. The project's legal counsel
provided responses to comments on the MND 10 the members of the Planning
Commission. 1n this response 10 comment document, the Planning Comnuission was (old
in Respanse to Comenent 2-3 that "Impacts of the project on foraging habitat for raptor
specias s addressed in the Mitigated Negative Declaration.” - this statement, which in
part was used by the Planning Commission to make their decision o certify the

environn] entai document, is stmply false. The MND addresses the impacts of the project
on foraging habitat for raptor species by noting that such impacts could cccur. but there is
no mitigation oftered in the MND (0 address this potential impact {mitigation is identified
for potential impacts 10 nesting raplots, but not for 1loss of foraging impacts).

The MND recognizes that the open grassland areas of the Project site could
comprise polential foraging habital for raptor species, but did not conclude that
the loss of such potential habitat would result in a significant impact to the
affected species. Absent a conclusion of significant impact, no mitigation for
foraging habitat is required by CEQA. The Appellant does nol offer any factual
support for a contrary conclusion beyond the analysis already considered by the
Pltanning Commission in the MND. The MND does recognize that site contains a.
high potential for nesting habitat. Pre-construction surveys for raptor species
during the nesting season are identified as mitigation in the MND. See Mitigation
Measure MM V-5,

The discussion of cultural resources describes the presence of two historic sites that are
imtended to be aveided by being fenced olf. While such actions will serve to aveid dircct
mnpacts to the historic site, the analysis does not clearly address whether the inteprity of
the sites will be jeopardized and indirectly impacied by the Proposed project. [t is unclear
tfronn the discussion in the MND if the istoric sites are historic in nature in part because
of the setling and surroundings that exist, However, if such conditions cxist, then the
praposed project wil) have a significant impact on a historc resowrce, Per CEQA
Guidelings section 15064 5(b), a project with an effect that may cause a substaintial
adverse change in the significance of an historieal resource 13 2 project that may have a
significant effect on the environment. (1) Substantial adverse change in the significance
of an hustorical resource means physical demolition. destruction, relocation, or alteration
of the resource or its immediate surroundings such that the significance of an historical
resource would be materially impaired {emphasis added); (2) The significance of an
historical resource is materially impaired when a project: (A) Demolishes or materially
alters in an adverse manner those physical characleristics of an historical resource that
convey its historical significance and that justify its inclusion in, or eligibility for,
inclusion in the Califormia RBegister of Historical Resources; or {B) Demolishes or
materially aliers in an adverse nianner those physical characteristics that account for its
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inglusion in a local register or histerical resources pursuant to section 5020.1 (k) of the
Public Resources Code or its identification in an historical resources survey meeting the
requirements of section 30241 () of the Public Resources Code, unless the pubtic
agency reviewing the etfects of the project establishes by a preponderance of evidence
ithat the resource 15 not historically or culturally significant; () Demolishes or inaterially
aliters in an adverse manner those physical characieristics of an historical resource that
convey its historical significance and that justify its eligibility for inclusion in the
California Repister of Histarical Resources as determined by a lead agency for purposes
of CLOA,

The MND's cuitent analysis does not demonstrate that the proposed praject will not have
a significant impact on coltural resources as a result of the alteration of the historic
resource’s immediate surroundings, including the removal of a tree that may have some
association with the historical site,

The histaric dweiling on the northeast corner of the sile (abandoned) will be
retained on a separate parcel of 4 6 acres. Specific changes to the Project’s
circulation and intersection improvements were made (0 ensure no direct impacts
on this structure and to provide a buffer to avoid potential, indirect impacts from
any increased traffic. The State Historic Preservation Officer {(SHPQO), in
consultation with the US Army Corps of Engingers as part of the Section 404
Wetlands Permit process, has confirmed that the proposed Project will not
adversely impact this struciure or its immediate surroundings {see attached letter
dated August 24, 2009 from the Office of Historic Preservalion to the Army Corps
of Engineers, attached as Exhibit B). '

In addition, the MNID does not adeqguately support the conclusion that the-project site has
no poteniial to vield signilicant fossils.

The geology of the site primarily consists of a late Mesozoic-era, baserment
intrusive igneous formalion of dioritic rock {i.. rock cutcrops}, and as such, has
little potential to yield significant fossils, which cccur primarily in sedimentary
substrates. Regardless, the MND has ideniified standard County construction
conditions will apply 1o this Project, requiring the involvement of a paleontologist
in the event fossil resources are discovered during grading and consiruction
aclivities. : -

The MNDY's Land Use discussion item IX.-7 notes that "The proposal to construct a house
ol worship will not substanually slter the present of planned land use of the area as this
land use would be consistent with the Granite Bay Community Plan land vse desjgnation
and underlying Residennal Agricultural zone district because a house of worship,
although not a residential use, supporis the need of a rural community and 15 "gencrally
an allowed uge™ "

The discussion fails w acknowledge that the proposed project reguires a Minor Use
Pernut. A nuner use permit iy a discretionary penmit authonizing a pariicular land uge ina
zone where such use 15 permutied only by the issnance of a perimil, and ot as a matter of
right. By the very definition of a winor use permit and the County's acknowledgentent
that such a permmnt is required of the proposed project, the proposed project 1s not an
allowed use by right. and as such, because of the project's size and mass, will resultin a
substantal alteration of the present of planned land use of an arsa.
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The Project site is designated Rural Estates under the Granite Bay Community
Pian, and zoned Residential Agriculture. A "house of worship” is an allowable
use on the Project site, subject to County approval of a Minor Use Permit (MUP).
As described in Zoning Code §17.44.010, other MUP uses in the Residential
Agriculture zone include libraries, schools, child care facilities, and simitar non-
residential uses. The proposed change of the Project site from residential to
church use is described in the MND, including the change in aesthetic character.
The County's CEQA obligations do noi rise or fall based upon whether the
proposed project is allowed as a matter of right under existing zoning, or instead
subject to a use permit requirement. The MND analyzes the physical impacts
associated with the development of the Project as proposed, and assesses those
impacts in reference to existing environmertal condifions.

The discussion of potential noise impacts from the proposed project does nor address the
noise levels that can be expected from the project's extra-curricular activities 25 noted in
the revised project deseription. The MIND fails to discuss whether the evening services
parking lot noise levels will meet the County's nighttime exterior jevel noise standards

As stated above, the supplemental text added to the project description did not
change the "Project.” All potential impacts have been identified and analyzed, -
including future sports activities. As staied in the MND at Page 25, the Project
will comply with all adopted County naoise standards.

The discussion of the project’s mipact on public services notes that "The project does not
gencrate the need for more maintenance of public facibties than what was expected with
the buildeut of the Community Plan, The projects inpacts 1o public services are less than
sigmiticant and no mitigatios measures are required.” These false siatements are not
supported in the MND.

As demonstrated in Item B above, the proposed project will result in a significantty
higher number {20-80 nmes) of automaobile trips on local roadways when compared 1o
the nwmber of trips that would ocecur with the development of the property under current
land vse designations and voning. Such additional vehicle trips will clearly accelerale the
deterioration of the Tocal roadways and bkely require mamtenance activitles in advance
of what 15 planned. Whith this intorimation in mind, coupled with the fact that the project
site will no longer generate the tax vevenue to the County's general fund at the levels that
would be anticipated if development were (o ocour under existing land use designations
and zonming, the project will clearly senerate a lugher need Tor maintenance than what was
cxpected with buildowt of the Granie Bay Cornmunity Plan.

As indicated above, the proposed Project is allowed under the current
Community Plan and zoning designations applicable to the site.  As discussed in
the MND, the Project will not result in a significance increase in vehicie trips, and
will not result in deterioration of local readway facilities out of proportion to trips
generated. The comment correctly notes that the Project, as a house of worship,
is exempt from the payment of local properly taxes. This exemption is
established by state law, and based upon constitutiona! principles. This
exemption does not extend to payment of permit and mitigation fees assessed by
the County to compensate for the Project’s impacts an public facilities.
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With respect 10 police and fire services, while not as easily demonstrated as the
accelerated pavement deterioration that the project will create, the praposed project will
resuit in additional calls for service heyond those that would have occurred under existing

land use designations and zoning simply due te the large nember of persons gathenm ar
One site.

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

" Mitigation options include requiring the project to supplemeant the County’s roadway
tmaintenance lund as well as the operating budgets of the Fire and Sheriffs Departiment 1o
aceount for the additional demands created. At minimum, the project should fund some
level of monitoring by the County (o decrmine how much additional and more [requent
roadway maintenance the proposed project 15 credtm;;, and how many ‘additional calls for
service W palice and flre the proposed project is creaung.

See above response.

CEQA requires that "[e]ach public azency shall mitigate or avoid the significant effects
om the environment of projects that it carries out or approves whenever i1 is feastble ta do
30." {Pub. Resources Code Section 21002.1 (a), see Cinizens of Goleta Valley v Bowrd of
Supervivors of Sana Barbara Cowntp (19907 52Cal 3d 553, 564-65), Linder CEQA.
global wanming is an "effect on the enviranment” and a project's conmribution to global
warming can be significant or cumulatively considerable. CEQA reguires thart all phases
of a project must be considered when evaluating the project’s impacts on the environment
{CEQA Guidelines Section 15126)

The MND {ails to adequately address GHG emissions. Placer County fails @ completely

. . vecopnize the Governor's Office of Planning and Research's June |9, 2008 Techmical
Advisory entitled CEQA and Clhimate Change: Adaressing Climate Change Through
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Keview. Tn the Technical Advisory, OPR
provides a recommended approach:

Each public apgency that is a lead agency for complying with CEQA needs to develop its
own approach to porforming a climate change analvsis for projeets that generate GTIG
ermussiens. A consistent approach should be apphed for the analysis of all such projects,
and the analysis must be based on best available information. For these projects,
camphance with CEQA entais three basic steps: idenufy and gquanily the GHG
emissions, asscss the significance of the impact on elimate change; and if the impact is
round to he significant, identity alternatives and/or mitigation measures that will reduce
the impact below significance. {Technical Advisory, page 5}

The Technical Advisory alse direets lead apencies to assess wheiber the emissions are
mdividually or cutnubatively significant. {id) Thus, the lead agency must consider the
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impact of the project when viewed 1n connection with the effects of past, clicrent, and
probable future impacts. ficft In identifying GHG enussions, OFR's Technteal Advisory
states: '

Lead agencies should make o good-[aith effort, based ou available information,
1o caleulate, moedel, or estimate the amount of CO2 and other GHG emissions
from a project, including ihe emissions associated with vehicular raffic, energy
consumption, waler usage and construction activities, {Technical Advisory, page
3)

The Techmical Advisory dentifies technical rescurces/modeling tools to estimate GHG
emissions, (Technical Advisory, pages 15-17). Placer County's original MND, however,
did not use apy of these modehing tools. The revised MND did incorporate an URBEMIS
model run to caleulate CO2 emissions that would be gonerated by the project, but the
revised MND failed to calculate the project's emissions related to all af its energy

consumption (1.e. eleciricity usage) and water usage, as recommended in the OPR
Technical Advisory,

It is withour dispute that Placer County's MNT) failed o establish a baseline or establish
the threshold of significance. As such, the MND (ails 1o comply with the requirements of
CEQA. The California Attorney General’s office has concluded that "even small,
tncrernental emissions can e cumulatively considerable”, and that the absence of state
thresholds is not an excuse to avond determining significance.

OPR’s Technical Advisory cautions lead agencies that GHG emissions should not be
distnissed without substantial evidence to support the decision.

lead agencies should not dismiss a proposed project’s divect sndfor indirect climate
change impagt without careful consideration, supported by substantial evidence.
Documentation of available information and analysis should be provided for any project
that may signiticant]y contribute new GHG ermissions, either mdividually or
cumulanvely, directly orindirectly (e g, transportation impacts) (i,

In the present sitvation, Placer County's analysis docs in fact dismiss the project's GHG
cmissions without any substantial evidence. The MND makes an uwotmplete effort 1o
guantify the project’s GHG emigsions. [t alse fails 1o establish the baseling or threshold of
sipnificance for GHG emissions.

The Project site is located within the Sacramento Air Basin portion of Placer
County which is designated as non-attainment for ozone and PMip. As noted in
Section Il of the MND, impacts related {o construction equipment exhaust and
fugitive dust (PM:;) would be at a tess-than-significant level. The Projeci would
be well below emissions threshoelds, particularty with the implementation of
Mitigation Measures 1111 through Il .20 and would cause an insignificant
contribution to existing or projected air quality violations.

Various gases in the Earth’s atmosphere, classified as atmospheric greenhouse
gases (GHGs), play a criical role in determining the Earih's surface temperature.
Solar radiation enters Earth's atmosphere from space, and a paortion of the
radiation is absorbed by the Earth’s surface. The Earth emits this radiation back
toward space, but the properties of the radiation change from high-frequency

Responses to 5t Joseph Marello Chuyrch Appeal Fage 23 of 23

ATb



selar radiation 1o lower-frequency infrared radiation. GHGs, which are
transparent to solar radiation, are effective in absorbing infrared radiation. As a
result, this radiation that otherwise would have escaped back into space is now
retained, resulting in a warming of the atmosphere. This phenomenon is knowr
as the greenhouse effecl.

Amaong the prominent GHGs contributing to the greenhouse effect are carbon
dioxide {CO3), melhane {CHas}, czone, water vapor, nitrous oxide, and
chloroflucrocarbons. Greenhouse gases specifically listed in Assembly Bill AB
32, the California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006, are carben dioxide,
methane, nitrous oxide, hydrofluorocarhons, perfluorocarbans, and sulfur
hexafluoride, Human-caused emissions of these GHGs in excess of natural
ambient concentrations are regarded by many researchers as respensible for
enhancing the greenhouse effect. Emissions of GHGs contributing to global
climate change are attributable in large part to hurman activities associated with
the industrialfmanufacturing, utility, transportation, residential, and agricultural
sectors, in California, the transportation sector is the largest emitter of GHGs,
followed by electricity generation.”

GHGs are global pallutants, unlike criteria air pollutants and toxic air
contaminanis, which are pollutants of regional and Ipcal concern, respectively.
California is the 12th to 16th largest emitter of CO; in the world and produced
492 milliont gross metric tons of CO; equivalents in 2004. Carbon dioxide
equivalents are 2 measurement used to account for the fact that different GHGs
have different polential to retain infrared radiation in the ‘atmosphere and
contribute to the greenhouse effect. Expressing GHG emissions in CC;
equivalents takes the contribution of all GHG emissions o the greenhouse effect
and convents them to a single unil equivalent to the effect that would occur if only
€02 were being emitted. Current modeling for climate change is not an exact
science and there is a high degree of uncertainty in projecting future climate
change.

Emitting CO; inlo the atmosphere is not itself an adverse environmental affect. It
is the increased concentration of CQ; in the atmosphere potentially resulting in
global climate change and the associated consequences of such climate change
that results in adverse environmental affects (e.q , sea level rise, loss of
snowpack, severe weather events). Although it is possible 10 generally estimate
a project’s incremental contribution of CO; into the atmosphere, it is typically not
possible to determine whether or how an individual project’s relatively small
incremental contribution might translate into physical effects on the environment.
Given the complex interactions between various global and regional-scale
physical, chemical, atmospheric, terrestrial, and aquatic systems that result in the
physical expressions of global climate change, it is impossible to discern whether
the presence or absence of CO; emitted by the project would result in any
altered conditions,

California Encrgy Commission. 2006, Tnventory of Californin Greenhouse Gus Dmissinns and

Sinks: 1990 fo 2004, (Staft Final Report). Publication CEC-600-2006-013-5F.
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No air districl in California, including the Placer County APCD, has idantified a
significance threshold for GHG emissions or a methodolagy for analyzing air
guality impacts relaled to GHG emigsions. In June 2008, the Office of Planning
and Research’s (OPR) issued a technical advisory (CEQA and Climate Change)
to provide interim guidance regarding the basis for determining the proposed
project’s contribution of greenhouse gas emissions and the project’s contribution
to globai climate change. In the absence of adopted statewide thresholds, OPR
recommends the following approach for analyzing greenhouse gas emissions:

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

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

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

The URBEMIS-2007, Version 9.2 .4, program was used to calculate the CO;
emissions that would be generated by the proposed project. It is important to
nole that this CO; emission estimate for vehicle trips associated with the Project
is likely much greater than the emissions that will actually occur. The analysis
methodology used for the emissions estimate assumes that all emissions
sources (in this case, vehicles) are new sources and that ermissions from these
sources are 100 percent additive to existing conditions. This is a standard
approach taken for air quality analyses. In many cases, such an assumption 1S
appropriate because it is impossibie to determine whether emissions sources
associated with a project move from ouiside the air basin and are in effect new
emissions sources, or whether they are sources that were aiready in the air basin
and just shifted to a new location. However, because the effects of GHGs are
global, a project that merely shifts the location of a GHG-emitting activity {(e.qg.,
where people live, where vehicles drive, or where companies conduct business)
would result in no net change in global GHG emissions levels.

The Project proposes a house of worship facility of approximately 41,000 square
feat, which would serve an existing parish and cengregation in the Granite Bay
community, Similar to other new development in the region, the-Project would
incerporate medern construction and design features that reduce energy
consumption to the extent feasible. Implementation of these features will help
reduce potential GHG emissions resulling from the devalopment of the proposed
project. In light of these facters, impacts related to the Project’s expected
contribution 1o GHG emissions would not be considered significant, either on a
project-level or curmnulative basis. Impacts would be less than significant.

In surmiary, the proposed project’s MIND analvsis is inadeguate i multiple areas and the
project’s potential environmental impacts are such that an EIR should be prepared. The
comients provided above rmeet the fair arguenent standard that there 1s substantial
gvidence that any aspeet of the praject, erther individually or cumulatively, may cause a
significant ctiect on the environment, regardless of whether the overall effect of the
project is adverse or beneficial. As such, per CEQA Guidelings section 13063, the lead
agency shouwld prepare an EIR. Additonally, per CEQA Guideline section 15064, if the
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lead agency dewermines thai there 15 substantial evidence in the record that the project
may have a significant effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EIR
fFriendy of B Streer v, Critv of Hmoward (19800 106 Cal App.3d Y88). Said ancther wayv,
if a lead agency is presented with a fair argument that a project may have a significant
effect on the environment, the lead agency shall prepare an EJR even though it imay also
be presenied with other substantial evidence that the project will net have a significant
eftect on the environment {No O, fne v, Ciny of Los Argeles (1974Y 13 Cal 3d 68).

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

During the Planning Conunission's meeting on the project the applicant proposed that
they would install timers on the parking lol lights {presumably to address a concern abount
night sky impacts raised by the public). After some deliberation the Planning
Commission ultimately apreed o apply such a condition o the project, which was
encouraging from the public point of view. owever, il was extremely disappointing (o
have the Planning Commission then make light of the condition for putling the parking
lot lights on & timer. Members of the Planning Commission made reference 1o the
condition requiring them (0 nstall tmers, but then jolangly noted that nothing o the
condition stated that the timers actuaily had to be used, or what the hours of use would be
on the timers. Upon recognizing (that o proposed condition of theirs was unclear and
vaguc, a reasonahle expectauon would have been for the Planning Commission o
supgest additiona! language so that the condition had greater purpose and meaning. Why
the Planning Commission made no such effort was disconcerung, but it is hopeful that
the Board of Supervisors can strengihen this condition banguage in a way that makes i
more meaningful.

Parking ot lighting is required by Code, and operates at night to provide safely

and security. The purpose of timers is not to turn the lights off at night, but rather _..

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

As staled above, we believe lhal the issues raised on appeal do not have legal
merit, and therefore request that the Board of Superviscrs affirm the November
12, 2009 decisions of the Planning Commission on the St. Joseph Marelio
Projecl. We are graleful for the efforts of lhe Board and Counly Staff in their
review of these comments and our responsas prior (0 the hearing, and igok
forward to addressing these matters further at the hearing If necessary.

Very truly yours,

L

Kevin M.-Kemper

olp Michaed Johoson, Plarhing Birectar
Scall Finley, Depuly County Counsel
Dave Cook, RCH Group
Fr. Amold Ortiz, St Joseph Marella Pansh
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KD Aadersosn & Aiiaciales, Juc.

Transportation Engineers

January 15, 2610

aarf: gf Suptarumm- 5 RECEIVED
A Kevin Kemper ._il CgLinW g; ¢ o e jﬁm ?B iy
2306 Garfield Avenue ot leounty LOounsat .
Carmichael, CA 95608 e-ihiste VS . CLERK OF Tt
u_.l.;iﬂ L‘Iﬂib“l‘i};- i -

RE: ST JOSEPH MARELLO CHURCH: RESPONSE TO ISSUES RAISED 1IN APPEAL OF
PLANNING COMMISSION AFFROVAL.

Trear Mr. Kemper;

As requested, T have reviewed the Gaugler Appeal letter dated December 16, 2009 dl]d have the following
respanses to the comments made therein regarding the project’s traflic study. =7

Comment {1 According (o the Traffic Impact Analysis conducted by KB Anderson & Associates, on
June 22, 2000, there are significant ervors and oméssions. Traffic counts were made in December 2003,
This data iy stele, being four vears ofd and not refleciing currvent mrgffic load(s).

Response. The wafhic study preparer does not agree that any envors and omissions were made. The waffic
siudy notes that iralfic counts were made in December 2005, which would make the data 3 2 years old
when the final report was prepared n June 2009, However, the age of the trafiic counts does not by aself
make the count data invalid.  The extent o which traffic volumes change over titne relates o many
lactors, ingluding the changing level of local development, the overall economy and patential changes to
the arca clirculation svsten. In this case, cwrrent economic condinons have hmited development in the
Granne Bay arca such thar iy gencration from new development has been limited.  In addinion, the
ceonomic slow down has limited tralfic growth on o regional basis,

Where we have had the opporminity o compare data, we have seen a reduction in background traltic
volumes throughout Northem Calilormia over the last few years, primarily due to the change 1o gasoling
prices and the slow economy, Beeause Calirans provides annual count summanes for a consistent set of
comt Tocations. their data is-an indication of overall trends. Far example, Caltrans waflic counts on 1-80
west o Douglas Bhvd for the most recently available year (e, 2008) ore 2% lower than counts made 1in
2003 for that location.

Comment [L20 This is in stark contrust 10 traffic deta compiled for Pel Oroe Esunes Draft EIR which
ireeludles data that is oy receni as one veur.

Responze,  The comment notes that a traffic study for a project in another Placer County Jocation
conducted traffic coumts. Review of that document indicated that traffic cowts were made at various
tirngs from 2007 10 2009, However, nonc of the Del Oro Estates study tocatiuns were common to the 51
Joseph Marello raffic study, and therefore the reterence provides no wndicalion of any change in waftic
volume In the area of 5t loseph Marello Church.  Absent any data to the contrary presented by the
comment, it is appropriate 1o regard the tratfic counts contained in the traiflic swedy as representative of
cwivent condiuons on the roadways and mterscetions anulyzed

-
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Commeni {3 Traffic on Auburn Folsom Read has dramarically iereased i the last nvo years. The
comglerion of the new bridye conrecting Aubtrn Folsom Road 1o Felsom (bypass for the Folsom Dam
Roced) iy & mafor contributor (o novth and south traffic on Aubrn Folsom Road.

Response, The comment sugpests that the volume of traffic on Auburm i‘oisom Road has increased over
the last two vears due to the completion of the new Folsom Bridge located 4 miles to the south of the 51
loseph Marello Church site. Because Auburn Folsom Road remains a route o I Doradoe County with
and wirthout the new bridge, 11 1% unlikely that the bridge would have an appreciable etfect at conditions 4
miles away. In addition, the comment offers no evidence that the volwne of waffic on Aubum Folsom
REoad has i fact increased, when a slight decrzase would appear 1o be likely consistent with recent trends.

Conmmneny 140 By 2000 or 2011 when the proposed project would be completed, the siration will he
worse.

Response, The comment supgests that wallic velumes will be higher in 2010 or 2017 than the volumes
abserved m 2005 This comment is speculatve and offers no evidence to suppart the claim, As staled
ahove, the 2005 data is considered accurake o represent existing conditions, absent subsiantial evidence o
the contrary

Commeni 1.5 The tragfic daw vhowld be updared and used for die recent analvsis rather being based on
the eded daree.

Response. The background data employved for the raffic study remains valid, and no additional analysis
15 Tequired,

Comment 2. Traffic counts and Level of Service (LOY) already appear to violate LOS C (Table 2).
Based on Analysis data and porsonad experience at the intersecion of Awburn Folsom Road and Cavitt
Steldlimen Roads, I believe LOS 1 or F iy approprivte due 1o capacity, unstable flovw, and npfeald gueue
time of one to fwo winutes, especially when terning lefi vmto Auburn Folsom Rowd from Caviet Stallman
Road.

Response. The St Joseph Marello Church traffic swedy notes that the Tevel of Service at one location
exceeds the Grunite Bay Community Plan’s minimwn 1OS C standard. During the weckday am. and.
p.m. peak hotr Fasthound traffic stopped al the Auburn Folsom Road 7 Cavitt Stallman Roead imterscetion
operates at LOS 1. However, trathic volumes are lower on Sundays when the church holds Mass, and the
intersection operates at LOS 3.

Comment 2.2 Thevefore, there ¥5 a ligh probabiline of LOS F along the project siie gnd ot the
infersection of Auburn Folsom Road and Cavitt Stalbnan Road. Reference 4. Taple 8-1 highlights this
conditton for an un-signalized intersection.

Response. St Joseph Marello Chuarch wall add g small amount of traffic on weckdays, ¢stimated in the
traffic study al 22 inps 1n the am. and p.m. peak hour at full buildout. This traffic will primarily use the
project’s Aubum Folsom Road access, and its contnibution to the Aubum Falsom Road / Cavilt Stallman
Road intersection is loo smali to have any appreciable affect on the weekday Leve! of Serviee.

The trafhic study identified Levels of Service occurring on Sundays before and afier church services. The
traffic study noted that the Aubwim Folsom Road /7 Cawvitt Stallman Road intersection would operate at

LOS C dunig both tme periods under Yexisting Plus Project” condittons.
KDA
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The comnient’s reference 15 stmply a table inthe Ranche D¢l Oro FIR descnilung typical Tevel of Scervice
characterisiics and offers noe information regarding specific intersections near St Joseph Marello Church,
none of which were analyzed 1 the Rancho Del Oro EIR,

As noted in the traffie study, signalization of the Aubum Folsom Road ¢ Cavitt Stallman Road
intersection 1$ included in the current Placer County traffic fee program /7 CIP. Thus, although the church
does not create the necd for improvements, it will contribute its fair share to the cost of improving the
intersection by paving adopted fees.

st Joseph Marello Church Traffic study assumptions and conclusions are valid.
Comarent 3.1 The wnadvsis failed to include the wraffic from the north church location.  If onfy

comsidered troffic from the Granite Bay Junior High School Incation. Ay siated by the project planner,
there are two separade church locations — a north and @ south that would be conselidated at the proposed

stte. FThus, dhere is new traffic in a south dircetion on Aubura Folsom Road to the proposed site ay well |

as new frafife in a rovth direction on duburn Folsom Road o the proposed site,

Response. The comment appears (o relale to a statement made ab the Planmng Commission mecting
regarding current trave] to the facihies wsed by St Joseph Marello church members.  Parishioners
currently attend a variety of activities and meetings at the facility located on Wells, between Laird and
Barton, The point made a1 the mecung was that by consolidaing these activitics into the proposed project
at Cavitt Stallman ¢ Auburn Iolsom, the number of trips that mighi otherwise need 1o use the €5 7 AF
itersection may iu fact be reduced,

The vaffic study carrectly assumed that on Sundays trips to and from the church would oniginate at the
residences of church members, and the distribution is bascd on the locations of churchh member
residences, as indicated by the Parish, The majority of residences are w the south, butl as noted in the
study, some are o the notth. St Joseph Marello Chuerch Traffic Study assumptions and conclusions are
valid,

Comment 4.1 Widening Aubwrn Folsom Roud 1o four lanes sowth of Donglas Blvd intersection serves
no practical puvpose with vespect to the project. My assertion is that it will cause further congestion and
guene times along the portion of Auburn Folvom Road north of Douglas Blvd because the road narrows
10 o fanes fust novth of Douglay Bhed. '

Response. The Auburn Folsom Road wideming project is a phased unprovement being coordinated by
Placer County. As noted m the comment, this construction project 15 limited to the area south of Douglas
Blvd. Widening Aubum Folsom Road south of Douglas Blvd will improve the averall flow of iraftic
through areas that are today “constramned”, especially the signalized Aubura Folsom Blvd £ Furcka Road
intersection. However, the locauons of constraint are far south of the 5t Juseph Marello Chureh sie. The
improvement project does nol change the overall capacity of Ihe signalized intersection closest to the
church (l.c., Auburn Folsom Road 7 Douglas Blvd ntérsection).  As a result, the effect of the
mprovement project on Sunday traffic conditions near the St Joseph Marello site would not be
appreciable, Traffie study assumptions and conclusions are valid.

Commient 5.7 Generation of an additional 2,100 daily mips iy inconsistent with the physical
characteristios of Auburn Folsom Road ot and around the project site. The narvow lanes on Auburn
Folsomm Road leave litile room for bicyclists to safely mix with waffic (see attached photas).  Auburn
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Fofsom Road is a major bicvele ronte from Auburn to the Amervican River at Greenback Lane and dubnrn
Folsom Eoad.

Response. The S Joseph Marello Chureh ralffic study notes that while the church may gencrate 2,100
daily trip ends on Sunday at Tull occupancy, these trips may spread to many streets, and the contnibution
1o Auburn Foisom Road south of Cawvitt Stallman Road is 1,555 tnp ends.  However, with this imcreasc
the Sunday wrallic velume on Auburn Folsom Road will contimue to be [ar [ess than the cumment weckday
volume, and on Sunday the road will connnue to operare at LOS B, well within the mmimum LOS C
standard of the Granite Bay Comumunity Plan,

Many of Placor County’s rural reads are used by recreational and commuter bicyele cyclhists. In most
cases bicvele traffic 15 accommodated on paved shoulders that are 2 to 4 feet wide but are not standard
Class 11 bike lancs. This 18 the cureent condition on Auburn Folsom Road in the area between Cavill
Stallman Road and the urbanized area ncar Douglas Bivd. While St Joseph Marello Church will itcrease
the voelume of awomobile traffic in this area, the church is required 1o improve its Auburn Folsam
frontage. This work will also include a mult-purpose trail along Auburn Folsam Road from the south
property boundary to the chureh entranee and will widen the road for all ransportaton modes.

Development of St Joseph Marello Church will not resul in an significant safety impact for eyelists on
Auburn Folsom Road, and tailic study assumplions and conclusions are valid.

Comment 5.2 In particular, see Reference 4, page 8-13 Existing Bicvele Svstem” and Table §8-3
disensses the classifications of Granite Say On-Road Bikeways. Neither Cavire Stallman Road, Laivd
Roael, new Barion Road has any designared biteways. Awhuwrn Folvom Road has dual direction bikenavs
buif im most areas, thev foil o meet any of the Iisted CALTRANS cfassifications.

Response. “The comment 15 incorreet and is based on information Itom the Rancho Del Oro EIR that
describes bicvele facilivies i another area of Granite Bay, Table & of the Grapite Bay Commueinty Plan's
Cirgulation chapter discusses planned bicycle facilities, This table notes that Barton Road from Douglas
Blvd o the Loomis Town limits 15 the “rop prionity™ {ov class 1 bike lanes, Tins work 1s included in the
current County fee program / {IP. Cavitt Stailman Road from Barton Road to Aubum Folsom Road s a
“high priovty” for Class [ bike lancs, This work s in the fee program/CIP. The commututy plan notes
that ¢lass TI bike lanes are a “lower priority” on Auburn Felsem Road from Douglas Blvd to Dick Cook
Road, and class II hike lanes from Douglas Blvd to Joe Rogers Road are in the fee program 7 1P
Finally, the fee program / CIP includes funding for class [I bike lancs on Laied Road from Cavitt Stallman
Road to the T oomis Town imits.

As noted under the response (o Comment 3.1, existing facilities dedicated 1o bicvele use are limited in the
rural aieas ol Placer County. There arc many roral roads (hat lack shoulders, but regardless, bicycles mix
wilh automobiles i many of those instances, The development of St Joseph Marelto Church does not
appreciably change the existing bicycle environment, and the church will contribute s fair share to the
cost of regional ieyele faciliics by installing identified improvements and payimng adopted fees.

Development of St Joseph Marello Church will not result in an significam safety impact for cyelists on
the rural roads near the church site, and traffic study assumptions and conclusionsg are vahd.

Comment 3.3 Furthermaore, the project’s projected traffic would violare the Granite Bay Community
Plou in Circwlation Area, Gogd 1, and iis Policies 12,37 fincreases load on Auwbyrmn Felsom Road),

Wi
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Response,  Circulation Goal 1 is "To provide a system of roadways that ensure safe and efficient
movement of local and throwgh trathic, accommodate area growth, relain the arca’s yural and scenic
quahitics, and accommodale pedestrian and bicyele traffic”

The referenced policies are noted below:

Pohey 1 The County shall plan, design and 'rcgulalc roadways In accordance with the
luncuonal classification sysicm shown on the Circulation diagram and the typical cross sections
included 1 the Commumty Plan.

Folicy 2 — The nghts-of-way for roadways shall be wide enough to accommaodate appropriare
road paving, trails, paths and ikeways, dromage, public utility services, and substantial trees
and shrubs.

Policy 5 - Land development projects shall be-approved anly if LOS C {or the exceprion cited
garlier) can be achieved on roads and intersections after:

a)  traflic from approved projects has been added 1o the systen; and,

b)  improvements funded by the capital improvement program (CIP) have boen
constructed. (This will result in temporary shippage of the 1.OS below the adopied
standards unil adequate funding has been collected for the constraction of CIP
improvemaents, )

Policy 7 = "Through" ralfic that must pass through the conmunity shall be accommodated 10 a
manner that will not encourage the use of residennal or povate roads. Through watfic shall be
directed 1o Douglas Boulevard, Aubum Felsom Road and Sierra College Boulevard. These
routes pravide aceess 1o Folsom lake from all directions. and provide a through north-sauth
route as well as a west-south route,

The comment sugaests that St Joseph Marello Church viclates these policies because of ipereased affic
on Aubuen Folsom Rouad. Project frontage improvements will be in accordance with the Gramite Bay
Community Mlan’s requirements (Pelicy 1), and right of way dedication along the project frontage will
provide the space needed for paving. tratls, unfities, cte {Pobicy 2) As noted m the raffic study the
“addition of project traffic to Aubum Folsom Road docs not result in new conditions in excess of adopled
standards, nor does the proposed church appreciably exacerbate conditions that may already exveed
minimmum standards an weekdays,  Tmprovements to the Aubwim Folsom Road 7 Cavint Swallman Roead
interscetion and o Auburm Folsom Roead are already included in the adopied fec program (Policy 3)
Primary project access s 0 Anburn Folsern Road, a regional facility, as suggested by Policy 7.

Development of the project 15 consistent with Policies 1,2, 5 and 7.

Comment 3.4 Poliey 911 1316, 17 1819 (Caviee Siaffman Road is extremely dangerons after recent
re-paviag due to severe drop-off along the edges of each lune as well ¢x a major blind spor fhill] west of
the proposed Cavitt Swllman cinvanrce 1o the profect), and 24 fsee §8-4),

Response: the noted policies are listed below.

Policy 9 - Swreet Jights, traffic signals and sigms should be used only where essential or practical

ior salety purposes or for efficient traflic flow.
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Policy 11 — Scenic or conservation casements over properties adjacent to the roadway shall be a
condition of approval of new development on designated sceme or country roadways 1o ensure
preservation ol a vista from the road and to preserve the natwral, rural character of the
communily. '

Policy 13 - Meandering paths, separated from the roadway. shall be used in hew of sidewalks in
all developments with a parcel size of 0.90 acres or more and shall be encouraged in
developments with parcel] stzes of 0.4 acres or more,

Palicy 16 Rcgional bikeways shall facilitale travel between commumties and provide access
lo parks. Regional bikeways shall be located on or along collector or arterial roads. County,
state or federal funds or private grants shall be sought for construction of regional bikeways

Policy 17 - L.ocal bikeways shall supplement regional bikeways by linking developments and
parts of the community for safe and enjoyable cwrculation within the community and to access
the repional ikeway system.

Policy 1R Designated scenre or country roadways shall be established and shatl have speaific
development Tules (o maintain their seenie and country qualilies

Policy 19 - Roadway surfacing shall be performed i accovdance with accepted pavement
management strategies within the puidelines for seeme and country roadways and the
constraints of limited financial resources,

Policy 24 - The Community's desire o retain the character of the country roadways and the
design  guidelines for country roadways shall be curnestly considered when designing
mprovements wo artenal or collector roads designated as country roadways. The County shall
strive for a balunce berween local commuy desires and engineering salutions and shall
present proposed designs to the community for review prior to approval. Upgrades made (o
miner anterial and collector roads designated as country roadways should be limited to critcal
safety issues and sufficient shoulder for cyclists and pedestrians,

The comment suggests-that St Joseph Marello Church will violate the referenced policies bascd on the
conditions on Cavitt Stallman Road,  However, the site aceess has been designed 1o consultation with
Placer County staff to aveid the use of a waffic signal at the project aceess by making secondary use ol an
cxisting {private) access to Cavitt Stallman Read (Policy 9). The project does not alfect designated sceme
or country roads such as Aubwm Folsom Road and Cavitt Stallman Road (Policy 11 -and 18). A
multipurpose trall wili be provided along the site’s Auburn Felsom Road Mrontage and 103073 are provided
on other frontage (Policy 13). The project shall contribute to regional bicyele facilities by nmproving its
Aubum Folsom Road fromage and paving adopted fees (Policy 16 and 18} New pavement will conform
o Placer County requiremerts {Poliey 19}, Required improvements to Aulbum Faolsom Road and to the
Laird Road/Cavitt Stallman Road have been presented to the Granite Bay Municipal Advisery Committec
(MAC) and the Placer County Flanming Commission and approved by each agency (Paolicy 24).

Specilically, the pavement work completed on Cavin $S1allman Road by Placer County is generally
constsient with the inlent of the County’s (raffic fee program ¢ CIP and does not represent a negalive
impact to safety in this arca of the County. The stght distance limitation on Caviee Stallman Road west of
the Laird Road intersection was noted i the traffic study, and with perpetuation of the existing all-way
stop, curren! conditions are nol significantly impacted by the chureh, The exisling Cavitt Stallman Road ¢
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lLaird Road intersection, which will provide secondary access o the ehureh, will be improved when the
churely ig constructed. Improvements 1o Cavitt Stallman Read, 1o the Cavitt Stallman Road 7 Laid Road
intersechion, and Lo the Cavitt Stallman Road £ Avbum Folsom Road mtersection, are all inciuded n the
existing fee program.

Nevelopment of the project is consistent with Policles 9, 11, 13, 16, 17, 18, 19 and 24.
Comment 3.8 Also viodoied §s Goal 2 and i1, Poficies {4 and 7.

Response: Goal 21g as follows: "A naturaily scenic community trails system lor non-motorized multiple
use shall be funded, constructed and maintained. It shall foster safe, pleasant, and convement commuting
and recreational opportunitics”.

The nated pohcies are histed below:

Policy 14 - All designaled scenic and country roads shall have suflicient right ol way 10
accommodate a (rail,

Policy 17 — The County shall develop a plan 1o implenment tran], bike lane and sidewalk
improvements along sceme and country roadways where gaps in those facilities exist as 4 resul
of precemcal development and where the likelihood of developiment of the gapsas remote, or the
need o complete the amenitics ahcad of development 1s identified,

A noted under the response 1o Comment 3.2, 51 Joseph Marello Chureh is required to construct a multi-
purpose trail along Auburn Folsom Road from the south property boundary o the church entrance. The
church will also make an revocable offer of dedication (10D¥) Tor the area along ity eastern boundary
north to Cavitt Srailman Roead, and along the Caviit Stallman Road frontage lor use by the County,
imeluding a funere trail (Policy 14 and 17}

Development of St Joseph Marello Church is consistent with Policies 14 and 17,

Cammend 5.6 - Also violated 5 Goal 3 and ity Policy 7 (as stated in Refevence 4, "Fxisting Transit
Systent”, Dial-A Ride would appear 1o be the ondy avadlahle public transit provider. However, 1t serves
siv davy g oweek and excludes Sundays,

Response:  Goal 3 states: “Locual and inter-area public and private transit shall be encouraged and
fransportation systems management strategies shall be applied 1o reduce peak-period traflic, total vehicle
miles traveled, reduce impact on air quality, improve level of service, and improve safety.”

The noted policy 1s listed below:

Policy 7 - Durmg the development review process, the County shall require that land
development projects meet adopied tnip reduction ordinance requirgments.

The existing church sites used by the parish do not have regular transit service, and as noted are not
served by Dial-A-ride on Sundays.  There 1s no expeclation that an appreciable demand for transit

services will accompany the project.

The church will adhere 1o all adopted Placer County ordinances; however, Placer County has no adopled

trip reduction erdmance requirements for churches.
) Ao
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Development of 31 Joseph Marello Church is consistent with Paliey 7.
Comment 5.7 Goal € and 55 Policies 3 through 8 are also not follovwed.

Response: Goal 4 states: A Capital Tmprovement Program (CIP) and other funding mechanisms shall
be developed to provide for the transportation system.”

The noted policies are listed below:
Policy 3 — Capital improvemenis shall be undertaken in response (o development of the arca.

Policy 4 On-site and "frontage™ improvements of land development projects shall be required
as conditions of approval for all land development projects. '

‘Policy 5 - Traffic mitigation [ces to fund the CII déscribed in this Plan shall be required as a
condition of approval for all land development projects within the Plan area.

Policy 6 — lmprovements that enhance safety shall be given a2 high priorty. Afier considering
community recommendations, the Placer County Board of Supervisors shall determine prionty
and schedubhmg of projects from the CIP,

Policy 7 — All new traffic signals or madifications to cxisting Wraffic signals shall incorporate
emergency vehicle preempiion.

Policy 3 — The Coundy shall develop and admnister a CIP that implements the prionitized traily
and Class 1 paths included in the Communmty Plan.

As noted previously, the existng County CIP / fee program addresses roads, tmiterseeiions, traffie signals
and bike lanes in the area ol the church (Policy 3). 56 Toseph Marelle 1s making frontage improvements
iy Aubum Folsom Road (Policy 4) and payving adopted fees (Policy 5). The County’s fec program was
st updated in 2009 and rellects development of facilitics that are needed based on anticipated
development (Pohey 6). St Joseph Maretlo Church will pay for a new emergency wraffic signal a1 the
South Placer Fire District Station (Policy 7). As noted m the response to Comment 5.1 the updated Placer
County lee program includes bicvele facilities (Policy 8}

Develnpment of St Joseph Marello Church 1s consistent with Policies 3,4, 5, 6, Tand §,

Thank you lor your atiention o this information. Pleasc feel lree 1o contact me if you have any guestions
or need more information,

Smeerely,

KD Anderson & Associates, Inc,

Kenneth D Anderson, P, President Se Josephs saelin Chuteh RTC In

e Dave Cook f/fz)
: AN
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STATE OF CALIFONNIA — THE HESOURCES AGENCY

ARNOLD SCHWARZEREGOER, Govemnor

OFFICE OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS AND RECREATION
PO BOX 942838

SACRAMENTO, CA 242060001

{916} BRA-BEZ4  Fax (316} 653002

salthpo@ohp parks.ca gov

wans ohp parks ta gov . ) . o T !.:LI i"-:"-:- ..__- e _L_f ":‘-"’i"?v':."!___ |
August 24, 2009 L Cob ity Eenathes g
e _ S : f_‘: LY Dol
In Reply Refer To: COEQ90727B L | R
' i ~ri iy
Nancy A Haley o '
Chief, California North Section o A
i
- Deparment of the Army @EWED
U.S. Army Engineer District JAM 28 20§
Sacramento Corps of Engineers
1325 J Street D GRS OF THE

‘ . BOARD OF SUPERVIE: Rg
~ Sacramento, California 85814-2622

Re: Cantinued Consullation: Section 404 cf the Ciean Water Act Authorization for the

St. Joseph Marello Parish Church F‘mject Placer County, California {Regulatory
Division SPK-2006-00325).

Dear Ms. Haley:

Thank you for continuing consultation with me regarding the proposed St. Joseph
Marello Parish Church Project. The U S. Army Engineer District, Sacramento Corps of
Engineers, is seeking my comments ¢n the effects that the subject undertaking will have
on historic properties, pursuant to 36 CFR Part 800 (as amended 8-05-04) regulations
implementing Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). Earlier in
this consultation (SHPQ letter of August 3, 2009) | stated that T did not concur with your
determination that CA-PLA-1980H was eligible for the National Register of Historic
Places under criterion B, but that | did concur that it was eligible under criterion C.
Additionally, | stated that | could not concur on your finding of No Adverse Effect since
the supporting documentation stated that the buildings that comprise CA- F’LA 198UH
were going to be relocated by the project proponent.

At this time, in your current letter of August 17, 2009, vou have agreed with my
evaluation that the NRHP eligibility of CA-PLA-1980H is under only criterion C.
Furthermore, you are informing me of a change in the project description regarding the
treatment of the buildings that comprise CA-PLA-1980H. The applicant has redesigned
the proposed undertaking, including roadways and uiilities, and plans to have CA-PLA-
1980H placed in a separate parcel. Based on this revised project description, the

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

After reviewing your letter and considering the redesign of the St. Joseph Marello Parish
Church Project, | now have no objection 1o your finding of No Adverse Effect. Thank you
for seeking my comments and for considering historic properties in planning your
project. Be advised that under certain circumstances, such as unanticipated discovery
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or a change in project description, the COE may have additional future responsihilities
for this undertaking under 36 CFR Part 800, i you require further information, please

contact William Soule, Asscciate State Archeolagist, at phone 916-654-4614 or email
wsoule{@parks.ca.gov.

Sincerely,

Wﬁ/éﬁa&hﬁ

Milford Wayne Bonaldson, FAIA -
State Historic Preservation Officer
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Granite Bay Community Association

P.Q, BOX 2704 X GRANITE BAY, CALIFORNIA 95746 > (916} 7917427

EANCAA HARRIS ' RECEVED
i onrdimr FEB 03 2010
CLERK OF THE
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
February 3, 2010
Board of Supervisors

175 Fulweiler Avenue
Aubum, CA 95603

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

Honorable Supervisors:

This project was presented to Granite Bay MAC as an information item and then in
September as an action item. There was no negative input from the MAC audience or the
MAC and the request for approval was unanimously supported by MAC. Applicant’s
representative aiso presented the item at a Board of Directors meeting of the South Placer
Fire I¥strict and worked with that entity to solve some of the fire department’s concems.

The applicant has been sensitive to the area where the church will be located and the
Gramte Bay Community Plan. The project has been downsized and the school eliminated,

and these revisions have made it a project that the Granite Bay Community Association
Can support.

Please support the Planming Commissions’ approval of this Minor UJse Permit/Minor

Boundary Line Adjustment for St. Joseph Marello Church and Revised Mitigated
Neganve Declaration.

Very tuly yours,

et e ;Zé/w/ ,eé@z@ |

Granite Bay Community Association

A4l




A4




	01
	01R
	01I
	01L
	01P
	02
	03
	03A
	03B
	03C
	03D
	03E
	03F
	03G
	03H
	04
	05
	06
	07
	08a
	08b
	09

	10a

	10b
	11a
	11b

	11c

	11d
	12

	13a
	13b

	13c

	14

	15a

	15b
	16a

	16b

	17a

	17b

	17c

	17d

	17e

	17f

	17g

	17h

	18

	19a

	19b

	19c

	19d

	19e

	19f

	19g

	20

	21a

	21b

	21c




