From: Jean M. Wilson <jmwilson@joyfulheart.com> isrSent: Thursday,
June 3, 2021 12:55 PMistiTo: Mary Beth Van Voorhis
<mvanvoorhis@loomis.ca.gov>itiCc: Sean Rabe
<Srabe@loomis.ca.gov>st-Subject: Concerns about RV park proposal
on Brace Road

| am perplexed about an RV park being proposed on Brace Road. It
seems to me to violate both the spirit and specifics of what our general
plan lays out for this area, and most specifically in regard to Brace
Road. The General Plan specifies under "Land use and Community
Development, Section G, Policies for Specific Areas, section 5," the
considerations for development in the Tourist Commercial (Tourist
Destination) area. ‘

ltem 5c specifically provides that “Commercial uses shall not front on
Brace Road and shall be set back and/or buffered from Brace Road
to maintain the rural residential character of the roadway

corridor.” This is a “shall” not a “should.” Brace Road is to be
protected from bringing the Tourist Commercial element onto the Brace
setting. How can this project be approved without violating this
provision?

It was intended that the Tourist Commercial property be developed as a
whole, or at least in a coordinated manner. See 5a: “Create an identity,
appearance, and mix of land uses that provide for the integrated
development of all parcels....” What kind of identity or integration is
being proposed? Paragraph 5 notes the concern for “the Town's image
along 1-80, and potential impacts on adjacent residential areas.” How
will this look from 1-80? What does it say about Loomis? And what of
the impact on Brace, as far as appearance and particularly traffic? The
Tourist Commercial traffic is not supposed to be funneled onto Brace!

To get to this spot, RVs will most likely be getting off the freeway at
Horseshoe Bar, traveling through the narrow and curving road down
over Secret Ravine, back up to the T stop and turn right toward the
Methodist Church, another right turn, and then proceed back on Brace
down over Secret Ravine at the WPA bridge before finality getting back
to the RV park entrance next to the freeway. That's a lot of country




road/residential travel for something that is not supposed to be affecting
the neighborhood that way. (Alternatively , the RVs could come from
I-80 onto Sierra College Blvd., right on Brace at the Costco site, through
the residential neighborhoods of Brace Ranch Estates, Hunters
Crossing, Hunter Oaks, and Stone Road, past the rural area on the
right, crossing the freeway and then turn left into the RV park. Neither
route respects the neighborhood when it brings commercial traffic onto
the area, and bigger vehicles at that. Brace is also not the safest road
for RVs to be making turns on.

If an RV park were to be there at all, it should be entered from the
Horseshoe Bar end of the Tourist Commercial, as planned. It certainly
does not fit with the 5b provision to “transition to more locally oriented
commercial and office uses”—i.e. quiet down the uses as you get toward
Brace, not make it a tourist destination on and accessed from

Brace. Further, a commercial access there would potentially open the
door to even more businesses wanting to front on Brace Road along the
Tourist Commercial designatioin.

Please take seriously this General Plan provision as you process this
application. | do not see how the Town can allow such access onto
Brace without either violating the clear General Plan provision or
requiring a General Plan amendment

Thank you.
Jean Wilson






From:
Subject:
Date:
To:

Mary Beth Van Voorhis mvanvoorhis@loomis.ca.gov

FW: Loomis Campground project on Brace rd.

March 28, 2022 at 10:04 AM

Sean Rabe Srabe@Iloomis.ca.gov, A Huage ahauge@haugebrueck.com, C Consolini CConsolini@haugebrueck.com

Information share!

From: Aaron Zurek <aaronzurek6l@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, March 28, 2022 1:56 AM

To: Greg Obranovich <GObranovich@loomis.ca.gov>

Cc: Mary Beth Van Voorhis <mvanvoorhis@loomis.ca.gov>
Subject: Loomis Campground project on Brace rd.

Hello Mr. Planning Chairman,
| am referencing loomis Municipal Code Title 13 Zoning,
Division 2 Zoning Districts And Allowable. Land Uses,
Chapter 13.26 - Commercial Zoning
Districts.

13.26.070 - CT Standards. Proposed Subdivisions, other development and new land
Uses within the CT Zoning District shall comply with the following requirements,
consistent with Specific Area Policy 5, Section G of Land Use and Community
Development Element of the general plan.

S R
B. Design Standards.

Each master development plan and any subsequent proposals for replacement land
Uses or redevelopment after initial site shall incorporate site planning and building design
measures to accomplish all of the following, as required by the general plan.

1. Create an identity, appearance and mix of land uses that provide for the
integrated development of all parcels and that would be attractive to both travelers and
town residents. The arrangement of uses on the overall site should be allowed to
emphasize the creation of a destination or significant stopover for travelers, provide
enhanced shopping and entertainment opportunities for town residents and tie into the
historic downtown area to support the economic viability of the downtown.

2. Provide traveler - oriented commercial uses that are accessed primarily by
automobiles and concentrated near the Horseshoe Bar road interchange. Uses on the
site shall then transition to more locally- oriented commercial and office uses, laid out to
provide a pedestrian orientation.

3. Provide primarily access to commercial development from Horseshoe Bar road,
with limited , secondary access on Brace road. Commercial uses Shall Not front on Brace
road and Shall be set back and/or buffered from Brace road To maintain the rural
residential character of the roadway corridor.

4. ...

5 e

6. Provide for adequate and appropriate access between separately owned parcels
within the CT Zoning District as determined by the review authority to be necessary to
avoid unnecessary access points to public roads, traffic congestion and hazards on
public roads.
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Mr. Planning Chairman, this is the general plan stating that main access SHALL BE
accessed only on Horseshoe Bar road. With no commercial fronting Brace road. |
believe this project should never have gotten this far along. The town planning officer
Mary Beth should have informed the proposer of the project that the proposed use is not
within the law of the general plan. Brace Road is of Rural character and should be kept
that way. This is a land locked parcel left over from the failed " Turtle Island " proposed
project. This parcel was never intended to be a stand alone CT Parcel and the developer
should have read and investigated further before buying this parcel, with the intention of
developing this parcel independently of the overall CT District. The CT District was
intended to be developed as a whole. With access off of Horseshoe Bar road being the
main access to support the downtown core.

Thank you for your attention to this matter concerning the CT Zoning Standards as it
relates to the proposed loomis Campground project.
Sincerely, Aaron Zurek (916 ) 316 - 5049



March 22, 2022

Mary Beth Van Voorhis

Town of Loomis Planning Director

3665 Taylor Road

Loomis, CA 95650

VIA Email: mvanvoorhis@loomis.ca.gov

RE: Application 21-04 Conditional Use Permit and Design Review — Loomis RV Campground

Dear Ms. Van Voorhis:

I am writing to inform you that adoption of a Notice of Exemption under Section 15332 of the CEQA
Guidelines is not warranted for the above-referenced project. Given the level of public controversy, lack
of public involvement, and potential for significant impacts to occur, an Initial Study should be prepared
and publicly circulated in accordance with CEQA requirements.

To use the Class 32 Infill Development Project exemption under Section 15332, the Lead Agency must
specifically determine that a project would not result in significant traffic, noise, air quality, or water
quality impacts. Furthermore, the site must have no value as habitat for endangered, rare, or
threatened species.

The applicant-provided technical studies attached to the March 22, 2022 staff report do not provide
substantial evidence supporting the conclusion that no significant impacts exist, as follows:

Traffic — The traffic study plainly states that Class A RV axle weights exceed the 6,000 weight limit for the
historic Secret Ravine bridge on Brace Road. Given the prevalence of electronic navigation apps, there is
simply no way to effectively prevent large RV’s from exiting at Horseshoe Bar and working their way
south to Brace Road, all the while making tight turns on narrow roadways. Without an alternate access
route south from Horseshoe Bar parallel to 1-80, the Secret Ravine bridge weight limits will be
exceeded, probably quite regularly. This will eventually necessitate extensive repair of a historic
resource at taxpayer expense.

Noise - The applicant-provided noise study analyzes noise entering the site from 1-80, but does not
address the effect of project-generated noise on surrounding sensitive land uses, including a preschool
and existing rural residential properties. Noises typically associated with RV parks include: generators,
loud voices, and heavy diesel RVs and tow rigs entering/exiting the park at all hours.

This is a potentially significant effect that should be properly analyzed in accordance with CEQA
requirements. Furthermore, the project description in the staff report does not mention a sound wall,
although one would be required in order to mitigate freeway noise levels.

Endangered Species Habitat — Since no biological assessment was attached to the staff report, there is
simply no evidence in the record to assert that the project site has NO value as habitat for
endangered, rare, or threatened species, as is required for Class 32 exemption. At a minimum, the
project site has the potential to provide foraging habitat for the state threatened Swainson’s hawk, and
could also support elderberry shrubs which are the host plant for the federally listed valley elderberry
longhorn beetle.










The town recommended changing the land use (LU -9.2.5) to eliminate "PRIMARY ACCESS NOT FROM BRACE RD AND
ALSO PRIMARY ACCESS TO COMMERCIAL DEVELOPMENT FROM HORSESHOE BAR ROAD WITH LIMITED SECONDARY
ACCESS ON BRACE ROAD."

Now it says: "COMMERCIAL-USES SHALL SET BACK AND BUFFERED FROM BRACE ROAD TO MAINTAIN THE RURAL
RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER OF THE ROADWAY CORRIDOR"

How do we object to this as a neighborhood?

The town is also trying to change their position on the berm and vegetation requirement and allow sound wall barriers
instead. Berms are more costly and require more land. The Hunter Oaks neighborhood was required to do this. Why
would we change this requirement now? From the outside looking in, it looks bad on the town and appears we are
changing requirements to appease Jared Taylor's project. We hope this is not the case as we understand neutral ground
should be held on behalf of those involved.

5) Regarding the 5 Findings of the Planning Commission Consistent with the Municipal Code for the RV Park (see
attached), we challenge the argument (#2) that it is consistent with the Current General Plan. (#3) that it is compatible
with the existing future land uses (#4) that it is physically suitable for the density being proposed (#5) not detrimental to
public safety, health etc. You will find support against each of these findings on the attached document.

Thanks for all you do! We know your jobs are tough.

Whitney Perona
801-884-2286
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Date

2022-03-21

2022-03-21

2022-03-21

2022-03-21 .

" 2022-03-21

2022-03-21

2022-03-22

2022-03-22

2022-03-22

Name

Dorothy
Robinson

Aaron Zurek

Corey Whitney

Whitney

Perona

Devan Perona

Janet Van-Y

Lance Ulmer
Joni Lowe

Audrey
Schoen

Place of
residence

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United

States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United

States

Loomis, United
States

GRANITE BAY,
United States

https://www.petitions.net/print_signatures.php?petition_id=359245

Commept

We will be heavily Impacted by this RV Park. The noise and traffic on Brace is
already bad. Adding RVs ta the mix will only increase noice.

¥'m signing because | feel the Loomis Campground. project is not consistent
or a good fit with the rural , predominantly residential open space of the
Brace Road, Martin lane, Betty lane neighborhood and the architectural look

. of the rural, predominantly residential open space of the brace road, Martin

lane, Betty lane neighborhood.

I'm a neighbor to this property and | DO NOT want this development due to

_ the reasons listed.

This wifl directly affect the property value and safety of our home, This will
also diminish the rural fife we enjoy in Loomis.

This property used to be zoned residential/rural. It was changed to
Commercial/Tourism during the Turtle Island project. Once that was rejected
it was never zoned back like it should have been. The CEQA docs have been
avoiding on this property and Jared Taylor needs to find a better use for this
space. Despite what Jared (the developer) says, Loomis doesn't need another
RV park. Build it somewhere else!

| grew up on Martin Lane and then purchased a home on Brace Road with
almost 46 years as a resident of Loomis. I've watched the sleepy rural
community grow and | embrace growth that is measured and consistent with
the town’s general plan and mission statement. This proposed development
is not consistent due to the proposal’s conflict to the following principals:

+ A quality of life in which families can grow and enjoy the small-town
atmosphere. '

o The families on Brace Rd and surrounding side roads moved to Loomis to
enjoy a small-town rural atmosphere. Bringing a transient population to a
residential area endangers our families and the children in daycare on the
adjoining propetty.

+ A plan that calls for slow, quality growth while preserving the financiai
integrity of the town. ‘

" o The proposed development is not ”quality‘; growth but rather will

deteriorate the property values and quality of life for aif residents in the
immediate surrounding area. '

The town council's direction and guiding principles indicate this is the
appropriate time to resolve inconsistencies with the town general plan, which
is focusing on land use, The residents in the surrounding neighborhood do
not support or want this development. We are not against growth but desire
something complimentary to our neighborhood and urge the Loomis
Planning Commission and Town Council to reject this proposal and protect
‘our rights as residents and productive members of this community.

1 live across the street from the proposed development and am concerned
about children's safety in the area, Opposed for the reasons listed.

My children attend the school adjacent to this proposed development and we
live.in the neighborhood.

. As a family who's children go to Little Orchard Pre-school, this would cause

hazards that could put my family in danger.

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM
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Date

2022-03-22

2022-03-22

2022-03-22

2022-03-22
2022-03-22

2022-03-22

2022-03-22

2022-03-22

. 2022-03-22

2022-03-22

Name

Blaire Lunsford

Casey
Robertson

Christina
Fletcher

Matthew
Winans

Jaclyn Arevalo

Peter Kessler

Shari Schultz

Amado Lepe

Charlene
Marcom

Andrea
Robertson

Place of
residence

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United

‘States

Roseville,
United States

Loomis, United
States

Penryn, United
States

Penryn, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis , United
States

Loomnis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

https://www.petitions.net/print_signatures.php?petition_id=359245

Comment

I'm signing this because | am both a homeowner on Brace Road as well as a
parent of children who attend Little Orchard Preschool. Not only do | have
concerns regarding the negative impact this will have on my home,
neighborhood and community, but also the negative impact it will directly
have on my children while attending preschool. Another RV park has no place
in Loomis, especially in the location proposed, and has no place next door to
a preschool!

I am concerned about having an RV Park next to a preschool. As a mother
whose two young children attend Little Orchard | worry about all the negative
impacts it will have on all the young children in the area. Little Orchard is a

. loved and well desired preschool that has been serving the community for 30

years. The RV Park will hurt the owners business as well as all the other small
businesses on the street.

fam signing as | oppose the RV park in this area/neighborhood.

I am signing this as a parent who has a child at the pre-school, Little Orchard
Pre-school. It is dangerous enough to enter and exit the pre-school with the
current traffic and speeding that occurs, The addition of an RV park will
continue to strain the currently over used road.

My child attends the preschool next door, having an RV park next door could
potentially impact the safety and welfare of the children and the staff, Also, as
a RV owner myself, a RV Park in the middle of residential area has no appeal
for a "vacation destination”. It's clear the owner is looking to use the property
for long term RV parking even if they haven't openly declared such use.
Further, Brace Road is not conducive to RV driving and access. The narrow
roads and low limbed trees make driving on Brace in an RV dangerous. RV
Campgrounds have appeal in tourist/recreational destinations, Loomis is not
one of those towns. It's clear the property owners intention is to use the
campground as RV long term rental as apposed to a vacation campground.

My children attend LITTLE ORCHARD daycare and we don't feel comfortable
with that transient type business that RV parks attract. We are concerned for
the safety of our children,

This proposed project is in close proximity to a pre-school....| am concerned
with (1) safety and security of school aged children with the transient nature
of an RV park/campground (2) environmental, air quality, traffic and noise
pollution impact and (3) additional toll and strain on public services -
including public safety.

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM
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Date

Name

2022-03-23  Ryan Werner

2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23
2022-03-23
2022-03-23
2022-03-23

2022-03-23

Matt Harrison

Cody Orbea

Samantha
Nelson

Jaime Bruno

Tyler Lunsford
Jessica Levy
Nicole Miller
Jeanne Bonner

Holly Bonner

Place of
residence

Citrus Heights,
United States

Loomis, United
States

Rocklin, United.
States

Rocklin, United
States

" Loomis, United

States

Loomis, United
States

LOOMIS, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

https://www.petitions.net/print_signatures.php?petition_id=359245

Comment

As a father of four that that was born and raised in Loomis | am stunned that
the town would approve this type of business on brace Road. Two of my
daughters have gone to little Orchard preschool and my third daughter is still
attending. The idea of having a RV Park down this narrow two lane road just
baffles me. The traffic and noise associated with motorhomes, trailers, and
horse trailers is not the type of normat traffic for a rural residential
neighborhood, | was stunned when Loomis change the zoning of brace road
to begin with, Once Turtle island never went through all those areas should
have been rezoned back to residential, especially in"a time where Loomis is
growing in population I can only imagine the devastating effect that this will
have on the surrounding neighborhoods but also little Orchard preschool! if
this trailer park was there when | was looking for a preschool there would
have never been a way that | would allow my children to go there. | believe |
speak for a majority of parents not do not want to have their children
surrounded by unknown people that come and go like the wind

I support the petition. A rural residential road with no freeway access is not
an appropriate location for a RV park. The close proximity to Little Orchard
Preschool is a primary concern of mine.

My three year old attends the daycare on'Brace road. This type of facility,
added traffic, and crowd attracted is unwanted and does not fit with this
quiet residential street,

Our child attends a preschool next door to this lot. It would be dangerous for
our child to have so many strangers, possible drug users, possible sex
offenders near by. This type of business is not what the community needs. We
need to keep the charm and beauty Loomis is known for. Please keep Loomis
beautifult :

1 oppose the rv campground. 1 believe it is very poorly planned, being right
next to a preschool, area not : :

1 oppose putting in that type of facllity next to or adjacent to a long
established preschool,

I'm a parent and our children have been attending Little Orchard for over 5
years. As a Loomis resident and a parent | am opposed to an RV park being
adjacent to a preschool. | urge you to consider the children, families and
community this will impact. Thank you.

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM




Firefox

#

30

3

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

11

42

40of 10

Date

2022-03-23

2022-03-23
2022-03-23
2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23
2022-03-23
2022-03-23
2022-03-23
202;-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23

Name

Susan Piette

Cheryl Benson

Nlck Hoffart

Valentin
Krasnodemsky

Talia
Herrnberger
Marcie
Holman

Arnica Kemnec
Abigail
Villalobos

Sara Haney

Leigh West

Sarah Bailey

Wendy Rose

Michal
Whitney

Place of
residence

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Penryn, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

https://www.petitions.net/prianignatu_res.php?petition_id=359245

Comment

The project will affect my livelihood —and potentially cause the preschool to
shut down, Parents will not want to bring their children to a preschool that is
not what they originally signed up for. They don't want to risk exposure to so
many unknown people, the added dust particulates, diesel fumes, smoke
from cigarettes and campfires, generators, Just ask them. They are very
willing to share their feelings.

Traffic will be horrendous and cause accidents. Cars will be carrying children
and families -

Brace Road is not meant for that much traffic and weight -

No turn around and they will use the preschool as a turnaround when they
don’t know what else to do when they miss the entrance.

The RV park will create unsafe conditions including, traffic, unknown
transients that could potentially be criminals everyday of the week.

I RV Parks are a bad fit in this area. And a disregard for those living here.

| don't see anything positive from a RV campground being established in this
location,

Ali of the above, described in the petition,

Absolutely not the place for an RV park. There is a preschool/ daycares, a
swim school and many families that live in that area that would greatly be
impacted in a negative way if this RV park goes in, ’

The location is adjacent to a pre-school and children’s rehabilitation center
and many families live nearby with small children. There is no way to prevent
sex offenders from living in the RV park.

An RV park is a really bad fit for the proposed location,

This is not a place for an RV park because of all the listed reasons. .
Funny enough the Taylors didn’t want an RV park there either 2 years ago and
made sure to tell all the neighbors of a potential RV business going in. They
were second in line to buy and If they bought the property they would never
do that. Hmm, | guess all morals & ethics go out the window when there is
money to be made.

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM
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55

Date

2022-03-23

- 2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23
2022-03-23
2022-03-23
2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-23

2022-03-24

Name

‘Kathryn

Hanson

Jessica Kimball

. Michael

Morgan

"Ashley

Orsaba-
Finders

Hollyann
Rutledge
Natalie Day
Sarah Morgan
desiree
Ochotorena

Richard
Fenbert

Char Altman

Holly Clawson

Benay Nielson

Edward
Bonner

Place of
residence

Granite bay,
United States
Loomis , United

States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis , United
States

Loomis , United
States

Loomis, United
States .

LOOMIS, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis , United
States

Loomis, United

‘States

https://www.petitions.net/print_signatures.php?petition_id=359245

Comment

This property is located nextdoor to a preschool and you can have pedifiles
watch children play on the playground and they don't have to regtsterfor
Megan's law staying at this camp ground.

| agree with all the points made in this petition about the potential negative
effects to the area if this project is allowed to move forward,

There are too many “What ifs” and not enough facts presented for this to
happen. Always side on what is current. For me to even be okay with this,
roads need to be redone to allow this many vehicles and their weight, proper
turnaround area so an accident doesn't happen when someone backs up
onto roads, impact on crime for our Sheriffs, noise ordinance, power, sewer, a
safety measure in place for children, proper routing from freeway, traffic
surveyors, impact on environment, etc.

Brace Road is a narrow local road and should not be the home of an RV park.
RV parks can be magnets for non-desirable types of people that may be
detrimental to the existing preschool next door. If my children were going to
that preschool | would be extremely worried about the type of people that
could be fiving there.

This is not the area an RV park should be placed.

I'm against the RV park being proposed on Brace Road in Loomis, CA,

1). There's no emergency fire access.

2). Would exceed weight limit on brace bridge thar already needs replacing.
3). This property is located in a rural residential setting and is not wanted by
majority of the neighbors,

4). The applicant dose not understand that you cannot cater to only traveling
contractors and nurses using a third party app and has no clue who his clients
would be and needs to state as such.

Do Not allow an Additional RV park in Loomis!! Zoninbg Has to be Residential
Agricultural, Noise and additional traffic. Brace Road Cannot handle this. Will
be next to long time Loomis Fam|!y husiness.

We live off Brace Road on Hunter Oaks Lane so would be impacted negatively
by the RV traffic this would bring into our area. We don't fee! that this Is the
right area for that type of business, Brace Road is already very busy with

~ traffic,

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM
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57

58

59

60

61

62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70
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Date

2022-03-24

2022-03-24

2022-03-24
2022-03-24
2022-03-24

2022-03-24

' 2022-03-24

2022-03-24

2022-03-24

2022-03-24

2022-03-24

2022-03-24

2022-03-24

2022-03-24

2022-03-24

2022-03-24

Name

Paula Valencia

Andrea Bell

Jennifer
Bagwill

Mel Lockard

Elli Rodriguez

Tanya

Razumovsky

Gretchen, R
Rainbolt

Linda Jaeger

Danielle
Meyer

Cathleen Perez

Debbie
Regan-Nace

C,j. Regan

-Sarah Swisley

Chelsey LaPray

Maria Duncan

Amy
Chamberlain

Place of
residence

Penryn, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Penryn, United
States

Lbomis, United
States

Roseville,
United States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

https://www.petitions.net/print_signatures.php?petition_id=359245

Comment

Location next to a preschool is unacceptable. Does not bring value to our
town.

This will bring undesirable transients to our community. Loomis already has
an RV park & I'm sure if you run the numbers 90% of the “guests” live in the

-park full time. The city doesn’t have the funding to make sure this doesn’t

become a nuisance.

Being an avid RV'er, | highly doubt this location will attract recreational
campers. it will attract those who cannot afford permanent housing in our
area. )

I wish for this not to be here in our nice street that is already a busy street

My family and | are against the building of an RV campground on Brace Road.

I don't think this RV park Is best suited in this location. This parcel should
have never been zoned this way in the middle of all these homes

I support the Brace road neighborhood and their wishes.

This is a bad idea,

RV Campground is NOT a Fit for the Community}!!

I'm against an RV park being put in so close to my home,

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM
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80

81

82

83

84

Date

2022-03-24
2022-03-24
202?—03—25
2022-03-25
2022-03-25
2022-03-25
2022-03-25
2022-03-25

2022-03-25

2022-03-25

2022-03-26

2022-03-26

2022-03-26

Name

brook kelly

“James Bailey

Kristin

Lambourne

Bob Abel

Jen Matsuoka

Amanda Ripp

Allyson
Winans

Jackie Martin

Elizabeth Croft

George Croft

Brittany Nolen

Maricela
Martin

ANDREW

- SMEJS

Place of
residence

Loo.mis , United
States

Loomis, United
States
Loomis , United

States

Loomis, United
States

"Loomis, United

States

Loomis, United
States

Loomid, United
States

Sacramento,
United States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Citrus heights,
United States

LOOMIS, United
States

https://www.petitions.net/print_signatures.php?petition_id=359245

Comment

If we allow one to do this in our area then more will be allowed.

| oppose having an RV park on Brace road
Increased traffic

I'm concerned this will impact safety of the nearby preschool my children
attend.

Brace road is a lovely country road in Loomis that meanders toward the
uriincorporated beautiful outskirts of the area. Many who have invested their
time and energy into making this area their home would be saddened to see
the roads leading into their beautiful estates marred with unnecessary eye
sores that bring not only esthetic but also environmental and health concerns
for this town. 1 100% disagree with this development on Brace Rd. The
proposed business among other issues will bring short term tenants who are
not invested in this particular neighborhood or town. There are many other
options for this space that would better serve our existing neighborhood,
businesses and community. NO TO THiS TRAILER PARK!

Brace Road is a road with a community preschool, a community swim center,
and two community churches nestled among country estate style homes.
What it is not, is a place for a transient trailer park that is not part on the
community. The local community does not support this trailer park. Let's keep
Loomis the small town and values that attracted us here. VOTE NO on the trail
park. :

I'm signing this because the location they are planning to develop this is
adjacent to a pre-school that my daughter attends. Many family live nearby
with small children. The RV park will attract strangers to this residential
neighborhood. Most importantly there is no way to prevent sex offenders
from living in the RV park. This type of business in this location is not a good
match.

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM
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92
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94

95

96

97

98

99

Date

2022-03-26

2022-03-26

2022-03-26
2022-03-26
2022-03-26
2022-03-26
2022—05-26
2022-03-27

2022-03-29

2022-03-29

2022-03-29

2022-03-29

2022-03-30

2022-03-30

2022-03-30

Name
Stephanie

Williams

Janet Smith

Robert Yeager
Cari Dehart
Stacy Schmidt
Billy Burns
YerryAFoos
Cheryl Isheim
Karen Hoyt

Erica Wildrick

Shannon
Sweeley

Kristen Z

William
Hooper

Bettina
Hooper

Ella Isheim

Place of
residence

Loomis, United

States

4170 dias lane,
Loomis, 95677,
United States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, Unitgd

 States

SACRAMENTO,
United States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

https://www.petitions.net/print_signatures.php?petition_id=359245

Comment

I do not think adding an RV PARK is a good idea for the community of
Loomis. There are very nice neighborhoods and this would bring the value of
our homes down.

| care about property value ! | care about traffic pattern!
Already have drug type houses on the street

Cari Dehart
Stécy Schmidt

I'm STRONGLY AGAINST an R.V. park at this location,

I live here and | do not want a campground here,

[ believe this will cause more damage to existing roads in need of repairs, -
including multiple pot holes we must dodge daily. In addition, this will bring
more traffic and congestion and crime will surely follow.

There should NOT be an RV park allowed to be installed in the middle of a
peaceful residential area. Especially backed up against a pre-school}

Brace and small roads conecting to Brace are not being taken care of now,
some literally crumbling. Our vehicles should not have to take any more
damage from the pot holes, bumbs and dips. Crime has already gone up in
recent years and this will bring unknowing people with various backgrounds
to our front doors and probably parked on the side of our roads if someones
reservation goes wrong. it is scary for this type of business to be next to an
established preschool. It also seems it could be a potential fire hazard.

I am 100% opposed to this project

An RV park is not suitable for a residential street. There are to many safety
concerns, traffic issues, and potential depreciation of the surrounding area.
Let's keep Brace Road rural | :

Sketchy campground should not be next to preschool.

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM
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101

102

103

104

105

106

107

108

109
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112

Date

2022-03-30

2022-03-30

2022-03-30

2022-03-30

2022-03-30

2022-03-30

2022-03-30

2022-03-31

2022-03-31

2022-03-31

2022-03-31

2022-04-01

2022-04-01

Name

Melanie Keller

Tanner Keller

Rose Stevens

John Stevens

Tanner Keller

- Olivia Keller

Alyson
Whitaker

Nyle Keller

Santokh Mann’

Patricia

Ferguson

Sharon Evéns

Jacquelyn Euer

Lisa Wojcik

Place of
residence

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Rocklin, United
States

Rocklin, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Léomis, United
States

Loomis, United

States

Rocklin, United
States

https://www.petitions.net/print_signatures.php?pelition_id=359245

Comment

Brace Rd neighborhoods has been re zoned for Homewood, and The Otter
Swim School and now COSTCO. '

We have been inundated enough. This is entirely an inappropriate use for
Brace Rd and should never have been zoned for tourism. Brace road should
not be accessed for these types of vehicles and this type of transient living. It
is not consistent with the roads, the neighbors, the surrounding environment,
the existing properties and homes that have beenestablished for decades.

1 went to Little Orchard Preschool and my family lives off Brace Rd. This is SO
WRONG, Our road shouldn’t have a bunch of RVs and creepers like the
Loomis RV. 'm sure you wouldn't like to live next to it and we should not
have to either.

I've family who live on Brace Rd and visit often. This is not OK! This road has
heavy traffic already and all the new huge motor vehicles will make this little
country road far worse and dangerous.

This RV park will directly affect my family who live in a neighborhood on
Brace. To approve a wheeled transient facility (RV Campground/parking lot)
on next to a schoo! with young children unconscionable.

It's the right thing to do.

I oppose the proposed RV park on Brace Rd. Loomiis already has an RV park,
another one is not needed. Brace Rd cannot safely handle the increased
traffic. And the guise that this will increase “tourism” in our small town is
simply ludicrous. The loophole that states guests can stay up to two years will
bring unwanted transient population to town, potentially putting children at
risk. This should not be approved. :

This is completely inappropriate next to a very long standing, well regarded
preschool, This type of development should in no way should be zoned for
tourism, The property was rezoned to accommodate that project and should
have reverted back to residential acreage when Turtle Island was scrapped.
The Town of Loomis should be liable for subjecting the Brace Road residents
and neighborhoods to this flasco.

1 am against mobile trailer park.

I'm opposed to this trailer park at this location.

| do not feel that placing an RV park, with strangers to the community
coming and going constantly, next to a preschool is a good idea.

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM
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Date

2022-04-02

2022-04-02

2022-04-02
2022-04-02
2022-04-03
2022-04-03
2022-d4~03
2022-04-04

2022-04-04

2022-04-04
2022-04-04

2022-04-04

Name

Darby
Isenberg

Jean Piette

Rene Cowden
Nathan
Bloxsom
Nadine Hart
Kashmir Mann
Jennifer Prior
Rick Van-Y
Jeff Pierce

Jennifer
Ritzema

Janine
Bloxsom

Molly Tamm

Place of
residence

Loomis, United
States

AUBURN,
United States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Penryn, United
States

Loomis, United
States

Loomis, United
States

https://www.petitions.net/print_signatures.php?petition_id=359245

Comment

I don’t think an RV park is a good idea for our rural community. This would be
too close to the FANULOUS Little Orchard school. We moved to this
community 35 years ago for a peaceful life. Adding this RV park would be a
BIG mistake. DONT ALLOW this to happen,

The idea that the town of Loomis is seriously pursuing the project of having a

" trailer park on a three (3)acre piece of property on a rural road with no access

to the interstate is incomprehensible. The community is primarily residential
with services for the people including a long time established preschool next
to the property with travelers of all sorts. What are the town planners doing?
It clearly is inappropriate to encourage out of town strangers bringing traffic,
noise, pollution as well as potential dangers and harm to the people including
children, This cannot happen. This must not be approved. Loomis has never
had an image that is anything other than one that supports families and
beautiful communities with acceptable businesses in acceptable locations. It
must continue that positive image.

I absolutely do not want an RV Park on Brace Road. This is a terrible idea.

Live off of brace road

| am against RV parking camp ground

No trailer park for all the reasons already listed!

This road his turned into a speed way at night and the last thing we need is
our local preschool that has taught so many children feel threatened by a
Halfway house/ RV park. Loomis has been a small quiet and friendly town
that'has been a part of my life for the past 25 years. Let's keep it that way,

We don’t need another RV park. It will decrease the value of our area and
increase people and traffic.

I am an LCSW who works closely with low income and | housed persons. |
know first hand how difficult it is to monitor and/or regulate RV parks that
attract transients and persons on a 290 or 288 status, Offering a temporary
housing situation, right next to a preschool would not only be irresponsible
to the community, but guaranteeing unnecessary exposure to young children.

4/3/2022, 5:25 PM



















































the homes in the surrounding areas will be negatively impacted. Who wants to buy a house
across the street from an RV Park?

The integrity of the owner, Jared Taylor, is questionable. Bait and switch tactics have been
used etc, etc, etc.

This doesn't fit the rural feel of our area. Loomis already has enocugh RV and Trailer Parks. We
don’t want to become the town of trailers?

We would like this property and our surrounding properties to be rezoned back to
residential/agriculture. We have suggested to Jared other alternatives to this property like an
assisted care living facility/homes. He can also request to rezone and develop beautiful homes there.
Or he can build the petty zoo he promised he was going to build originally for this property. We also
offered to buy the property from him. He was not interested in any of these suggestions. Thank you
for listening to those that live here.

Best Regards,

Devan Perona
Cell Phone: 925-405-6066






residents and if an endorsement of the project is appropriate. The former mayor, Tim Onderko,
appears to be using undue influence associated with the prestige of formerly serving as town Mayor
and relationships he forged with town council and commission members to promote this project
citing the benefits to the town of Loomis and comparing this project to that of Costco. Really?
Costco stands to provide the town of Loomis a substantial amount of revenue, which cannot be
compared to a trailer park, if approved, that will eventually become a drain on town resources such
as law enforcement, Fire and our school systems, if yelp reviews of other local trailer parks are to be
indicative of the future state of this project.

My final concern is that if the RV Park is approved, what will prevent it from turning into the
something resembling Loomis RV Park? Who will be charged with monitoring all aspects of
compliance including the monitoring of criminals and sexual predators to ensure they are not living
2000 feet from a daycare when the actual distance from one property to the other is closer to 200
feet? '

| urge the Town of Loomis, the Planning Committee, and the Land Use Committee to carefully
evaluate the proposed project and weigh the stated benefits with the detrimental consequences to
the local community and residents. The developer has everything to gain and there is little to no
upside for the community or the Town of Loomis.

Respectfully,

Janet Van-Y












My name is Whitney Perona. We live on Brace Rd. with our 4 children aged 5 and
under. We love Loomis.

My husband and | would like to address some of the commentary at the Land Use
Meeting held March 28™ and 29%". We noted who was speaking and the
recommendations they were making. We want to make clear that we, and the
majority. in our neighborhood, are in complete agreeance and support of - Loomis
Municipal Code 13.26.070-CT that states “provide primary access to commercial
dévelopment from Horseshoe Bar Rd, with limited, secondary access on Brace
Road. Commercial uses shall not front on Brace Rd and shall be set back and /or
buffered from Brace Rd to maintain the rural residential character of the roadway
corridor.” We believe upholding this code is essential to maintaining appropriate .
traffic flow and the integrity of our roads and neighborhood. We purchased our
‘residential properties with this understanding. We would not have purchased our
properties otherwise.

We disagree with any recommendations to allow primary access to commercial
developments via Brace Road. Costco could potentially cause a huge change in
traffic flow. Allowing other Commercial projects to have primary access from
Brace would push traffic over the edge. We disagree with any recommendation to
change policy, code, or the general plan to significantly increase this traffic. There
is no way to widen Brace road without going into the front yards of residents, and
the road was not built to support this flow.

We would also like to maintain the integrity of Loomis and keep the requirement
of Berms and disagree with any recommendations to simply aIIoW sound walls.
Other Loomis freeway developers have complied with this requirement. Example:
Hunter Oaks Lane. To remove these types of requirements to appease developers
does not protect the beauty of our town or the resident’s interests. Why would -
we do this? Are we trying to attract developers who want to enhance the beauty
and rural feel of our town — or degrade it and cut corners?

We support changing parcels on Brace Road who are currently zoned CT back to
what they were originally zoned as --which is residential. This should have been
done after the Turtle Island project was Squashed. And because that was
néglected, it is now causing severe issues of conflict between the neighborhood
and potential future projects. ’




{ would like on the record that the neighborhood of Brace Road has invited
everyone from the town — Sean and Mary, the entire Planning Commission and
entire Town Council to our neighborhood to discuss matters of interest regarding
rezoning and potential upcoming projects. We are puttmg efforts forth to be
heard and have our perspective fully understood. We were disappointed that 1
Town Council Member and 3 Planning Commissioners did not so much as respond
in any form. You are the governing voice of the community, and we need you. We
would like to again extend this invitation to those who have not physically come
out. We would love to meet you and have an open d!scussmn of all our concerns.
Thank you.

Whitney Perona



My name is Whitney Perona. My husband and | live on Brace Road with our 4
children 5 and under. We do NOT want an RV Campground built directly across
the street from our home. We ask that the land where the proposed RV
Campground is located to Martin and Betty Lane be rezoned as
Residential/Agriculture so this isn’t a constant fight in the future.

When we met as a rural neighborhood of about 30 people, one of the biggest
issues, of which I will focus, was the evasion of CEQA approval. The purpose of
CEQA documents, is “to inform government decisionmakers and the public
about the potential environmental effects of proposed activities and to prevent
sighifica_nt, avoidable environmental damage.” Without those documents, it is
hard to accurately access the impacts of this project.

There is criteria that must be met to avoid receiving CEQA approval. We believe
they do not meet 2 of them such as 1) being “substantially surrounded by urban
uses.” We are not in an urban uses setting, we are rural. This is evidenced by
looking at a Google map, driving through the area...the Taylor’s advertise
themselves as, “designed to mesh within the small-town vibe and surrounding
rural setting.”

The second reason is that a project must have “no significant effects on traffic,
noise, air and water quality (Section 15332). We challenge their assessment. For
traffic, they state “The Loomis Campground is estimated to generate a maximum
of a 100 vehicle trips per day.” Lets say each vehicle makes a maximum of 2
outings per day (go and come back, go and come back) 34 cars x 4 = 136 vehicle
trips. Way over their stated maximum. This estimate also does not include the

~ fact that Jared is planning on allowing any RVs in the vicinity or traveling to Tahoe
~to dump in our neighborhood. '

Furthermore, the turn in for the RV Campground would be immediately after the
overpass. A location not expected by most drivers to be a place to stop. Also a
location where cars go extremely fast. If someone breaks quickly or is stopped
unexpectedly right after the overpass, this could cause severe accidents.
Especially if there is a backup of vehicles waiting to check into the park on a 2 lane
road. Not to mention the preschool entrance will be competing with the RV





















































































From

: Mary Beth Van Voorhis mvanvoorhis@loomis.ca.gov

Subject: FW: Objections to the recommendation of the proposed RV/Campground

Date:
To:

May 4, 2022 at 8:22 AM
C Consolini CConsolini@haugebrueck.com

FYI....

From: Mary Beth Van Voorhis

Sent: Wednesday, May 4, 2022 8:22 AM

To: Cheryl Benson <ca.benson@yahoo.com>

Subject: RE: Objections to the recommendation of the proposed RV/Campground

Good morning Cheryl,
Thank you for forwarding the email of 4/30/2022 sent to the Planning Commissioners.

All public comments are forwarded to the Commissioners and will be included in the
agenda package for the next meeting.

At the last meeting, this matter was continued to the meeting of May 24, 2022, however,
at this time it is on schedule for the June 28, 2022 meeting.

Let me know if you have any additional questions.

Best regards,
Mary Beth

Mary Beth Van Voorhis

Town of Loomis, Planning Director

3665 Taylor Road, PO Box 1330, Loomis, CA 95650
(916) 824-1514 - mvanvoorhis@loomis.ca.gov

From: Cheryl Benson <ca.benson@yahoo.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 4, 2022 7:16 AM

To: Mary Beth Van Voorhis <mvanvoorhis@loomis.ca.gov>

Subject: Fw: Objections to the recommendation of the proposed RV/Campground

Greetings,

Do you provide this info to the planning commission we send? And if you do when
is the next meeting about this.

Cheryl

----- Forwarded Message -----

From: Cheryl Benson <ca.benson@yahoo.com>

To: gobrananovich@loomis.ca.gov <gobrananovich@Iloomis.ca.gov>; LindaKelly@loomis.ca.gov
<lindakelly@loomis.ca.gov>; MichaelHogan@loomis.ca.gov <michaelhogan@loomis.ca.gov>;
BonnieLondon@Ioomis.ca.gov <bonnielondon@loomis.ca.gov>; StephanieYoungblood@Iloomis.ca.gov
<stephanieyoungblood@loomis.ca.gov>

N MATTI NMADINIONN cAdAtAbAv/ANAAl AArAs: CAannia Miusnlavr cAaAdnmiAa Avtrlav/Av Al AA AAdA~ s VWA idn AL,



mailto:mvanvoorhis@loomis.ca.gov
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mailto:StephanieYoungblood@loomis.ca.gov
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CL. VU TIE RMUDINOUIN SUULLE Waul.LUITL~, DUIlljd LupIiel spulljd.LUpiel wyadlivu.Lulti~, vviliuiey
Perona <whitneylerie@gmail.com>

Sent: Saturday, April 30, 2022, 01:43:00 PM PDT

Subject: Objections to the recommendation of the proposed RV/Campground

After reading the municipal code, state codes, title 25 it clearly confirms this
RV/Campground should not be recommended by the Planning Commissioners.

1) Fails the test in the municipal code uses in CT.
2) Fails state codes

3) Fails the community support.

http://qcode.us/codes/loomis/?view=desktop&topic=13-2-13 26-13 26 02

Respectfully Submitted,

Cheryl Benson
Brace Road, Loomis California


mailto:dotster@aol.com
mailto:sonja.cupler@yahoo.com
mailto:whitneylerie@gmail.com
http://qcode.us/codes/loomis/?view=desktop&topic=13-2-13_26-13_26_020













letter to the Town “Loomis Campground is designed to mesh within
the Small-Town Vibe and surrounding rural setting...” And in the May
22, 2018 Planning Commission Meeting staff report it states the
following. ” The surrounding area is characterized as rural residential
with a daycare adjacent to the east, a group home to the west, and
residences across Brace Road. Down Dias Lane, within the City of
Rocklin, is a RV dealership.” There are multiple documents
characterizing the area as “rural residential”. The Town seems to be
inconsistent with labeling.
* We do not believe that the landscaping and lighting Jared Taylor
has proposed will mitigate the negative aesthetic impact it will have
on our neighborhood, community and homes. Surrounding residents
will have to look from their windows into an RV Park. No amount of
brush and trees will mitigate the aesthetic damage it will do to the
community.
o D) How is this “less than significant ”?
* 5 lights will have a significant impact on the glare and night time
views of residents in the area. These lights will come into residents’
homes.
s [X. Hazards and Hazardous Materials
o C) How is this “less than significant”? Studies should be done to ensure there is no
hazardous emissions or localized air quality. ESPECIALLY considering this is within %
mile of a preschool.
o F) How is this “less than significant”? There is only one point of entrance and exit.
e XI. Land Use and Planning
o B) How is this “less than significant”? The General Plan Policy 13.26.70 is
inconsistent and directly contradicts what the applicant Jared Taylor is proposing
with having main commercial access from Brace. Furthermore, this inconsistency has
the potential to negatively impact the aesthetics of the neighborhood and violate
CEQA. The issue is not mitigated.
e XIlI. Noise
o A} How is this “less than significant with mitigation”? The study doesn’t seem to
address how it will mitigate noise between the RV Park and residents/the

surrounding the RV Park.

s VX11. Transportation
o A-How is this “less than significant”? Directly goes against policy with a
commercial access point which endangers the bicyclists and pedestrians who
normally travel on that road. We notice groups of bicyclists from 3-15 regularly
riding down Brace Road daily. The air force from an RV traveling down the road can
literally knock a cyclist over. Furthermore, there is simply not enough room on the
road for RVs to pass cyclists without going into the other lane.
o C—How is this “less than significant”? There will be 4 points of entrance and exit
within a small radius immediately after an overpass. Dangerous intersection — Dias
residents, RV Park residents, Preschool parents, our residential driveway. They
should at least recommend adding a left turn lane — especially with it being a two
way road that will stop all traffic should any accidents occur.
o D~—How is this “less than significant”? There is only one way of access for
emergency. Shouldn’t there be 2?

We would like to conclude with a reminder of an excellent email (attached) from Tom Lagerquist in
April who was a CEQA practitioner for 35 years. As a neighborhood, we request a CEQA and EIR
report to be done. Thank you for your attention.

Whitney Perona















green light, Loomis will be over developed in no time. This is a precedent setting project.

Safety - I will be out watering bushes and see bikers going down Brace Road everyday. On
the weekends groups of bikers as large as 30 come down the road. It is difficult, and
dangerous for small cars to pass these groups let alone a large truck pulling a 30- 40 foot RV.
Accidents will happen.

This project is not worth the grief' it is going to give. As that old saying goes, you can put
lipstick on a pig...but it is still a pig. Applies perfectly to this situation.

Best Regards,

Devan Perona
Cell Phone: 925-405-6066












addition to a excess history of DUT accidents on Brace Road (a straight road) and
Horseshoe Bar Rd.

3. Excessive weighted RV's create damage to infrastructure.

4. With large 40,000 RVs kicking up dust all over the cars and properties. A need to
enlarge roads and walkways which down grade rural environment. The presents of 40 ft.
RV's parked on Brace Road waiting to access the RV Park. Large lighted sign visible
from the freeway and Brace Road. RV Park guests walking down neighborhood
driveways disturbing the long time peace of homeowners. Lighting from the RV Park
visible from Brace Road. All at the expense of the environment.

5. The town of Loomis will be required to make numerous changes to accommodate one
small business approved as an office building for four employees and no customers as
referenced in 13.26.70 of the Loomis Municipal Code. For a small business that isn't
required to contribute to road construction or maintenance for 40,000 pound RVs. Even
though Brace Road isn't constructed to accommodate this kind of business. Clearly,
changing the environment by allowing an onset of customers to a neighborhood of
houses.

6. The current condition of Brace Road is a two lane with rural drains and no shoulders.
There is limited development on the Brace Road and is historical known as Placer
County Road 34 with its rural character continued.

7. This RV Park will bring down home values, require increase car insurance, home
owners insurance for those living near Brace Road.

8. No bathrooms in RV Park or laundry facilities which is often used by short term stays
and add to outside use of property for these much needed services in RV Parks. It is my
understanding that its required that RV/Campgrounds have bathrooms that includes
ADA RV access sites. Which would have to include ADA bathroom access.

9. Idling RV's next to homes, daycare etc. adds unhealthy condition from emissions and
adverse environmental conditions. I also, believe there is a state law to control the
excessive emissions while idling a diesel engine.

10. The most concerning of all....the town is inviting visitors driving houses into
neighborhoods. Stress the school, create a place to hide crime and a place to store one of
your children picked up down the street. Environmental crime created by transit housing
right in the backyards of Loomis citizens.

Respectfully Submitted,
Cheryl Benson
Loomis, Ca. 95650

Sent from my iPhone
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access to the proposed project and drivers may be traveling too fast to react safely to these
stopped vehicles.

Lighting from the proposed project will light up the rest of the neighborhood at night. We
moved to the country to avoid city lighting.

Large signs will negative impact the aesthetics of the rural neighborhood.

The proposed project land use is incompatible with the other land uses in the area. Brace
Road is not built to accommodate this type of business or this proposed influx of large
vehicles. The road is primarily single-family homes with some smaller support businesses
(Preschools, churches, etc.). The presence of a preschool immediately next door creates a
land use conflict and introduces unnecessary risk of danger to the children at the daycare
that has been serving our community for more than 30 years.

Brace Road and connecting roads serve as a road that biking groups frequently use. The
small road and large vehicle combination will be deadly to residents, children, and biking
groups.

Exhaust from idling vehicles as well as the generators typically used by RVs will pollute our
neighborhood and significantly impact the air quality for the neighboring day care.

For the reasons | list above, this project has the likely potential to create significant impacts under
CEQA and should not be exempted from CEQA guidelines. | urge you to obtain a CEQA report to
validate the safety and environmental concerns of the local residents,

Sincerely,

Rick and Janet Van-Y









We respectfully demand that a CEQA study be performed to satisfy the residence of Loomis,
especially those of us who five on Brace Road. If Mr. Taylor is confident in his position performing
this study to satisfy his neighbors shouldn’t be an issue. My other questions, comments, concerns
are:
s The possibility of CostCo going into Loomis at Sierra College and Brace Rd. While we won’t see
too much traffic going East, West bound traffic will increase.
¢ What is the environmental impact to the area? More traffic means more damage and erosion
of our country area. The foliage will slowly die from the traffic.
» What amount of revenue can the town expect to see from the RV Park?
e What amount of revenue can the town expect to see from CostCo?
¢ Who is more likely to help the community with road repairs via applicable taxes?
* Which business is going to have a positive and beneficial impact for the town?
¢ Where will bike and foot traffic travel down Brace Rd? We don’t have a full ‘bike lane’ now.
e (an the town afford both businesses traveling down a two-lane road?
¢ How much Loomis business will really be generated with all the food venues at the Crossings?
Travelers will get off 180 at Sierra College Blvd: According to what Mr. Taylor claims is the
applicable route into the RV Park. When they come off the freeway, they will see all the places
to eat! Traveling East on Brace they will not see one venue on Taylor.

There are several more reasons to find another area for Mr. Taylor to erect his RV Park. You are
hearing several from my fellow residence. Why can the town not offer Mr. Taylor an alternate
focation for his park? Something right off the freeway at HSB? The town has indicated they have
property: Why can’t you trade space for space? That is a win win for all parties!

Thank you for your time in this matter.

Dottie Robinson

Principle

Caring for HealthCare LLC
818.679.4566

This electronic message transmission, including any attachments, contains information from Caring
for HealthCare, LLC which may be confidential or privileged. The information is intended to be for
the use of the individual or entity named above. If you are not the intended recipient, be aware that
any disclosure, copying, distribution or uses of the contents of this information is prohibited If you
have received this electronic transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately by calling
Caring for HealthCare, LLC at 818-679-4566. Please destroy all electronic and hard copies of the
communication, including attachments.









My second concern is 2) Also, on page 41-42 the report discusses class A Motorhomes, on
what the weight limits to protect the Brace Bridge on what will be basically an honor system
to stay under maximum weight or Reloop to Sierra College and Brace entrance. It's a plan
doomed to fail with most RV'er not understanding what their fully loaded weights are. The

report fails to discuss the true weights of 51 wheels and travel trailers, but the attached

Appendix E- Pg 4 of K. D. Anderson & Associates, shows sources for 5 wheels and travel
trailers exceeding these weight limits. If my memory is correct the Town Engineer

stated, the Brace Bridge is on its last legs with a rating of 17 out of 100 and a price tag of 5
million to replace.

My third concern is 3) Where is guest or second non-towing car parking? Maps seem to show
maximum 24 ft. wide roads. Otherwise, parking is moved to residential neighboring streets.

From “Town of Loomis Planning Application Compliance Form Loomis Campground General Plan
Consistency Checklist” Pg 13 item 2. “The Town shall design streets and approve development in
such a manner as to prevent and eliminate high traffic flows and parking problems within residential
neighborhoods.”

From “Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration for Loomis RV Campground” Pg 6 Placer
County Fire District Conditions 1. “Since the proposal shows one way in/out, all roadways in the RV
park need to be a minimum of 20-feet wide with no parking on either side. If parking is needed along
the roadway shoulder, an additional width of 8-feet is required to accommodate parked cars.”

4) | don’t understand with all these concerns how this project of basically 34 housing
units is moving forward without a full EIR report and financial disclosures.

Don't know how financially the town can accept this project knowing the taxes don’t
pay the RV residents fair share of town infrastructure. Loomis will have to forever dip
into the general fund to cover the costs for allowing this second long-term RV Park as
we currently do with the Taylor/Sierra College RV Park.

As always thank you for your time, Jesse Lunsford, 6133 Smoke Wood Ct., Loomis
95650









your load, speed, run stop signs, destroy the environment....and never
get caught or have to pay. Better yet...Loomis is seriously considering
an RV Park Campground on Brace Road. Adding large trucks
(Recreational Vehicles) that can't be managed at all. Like the recent
NEWS where the 16 years old has been reported missing. Last place
seen....a Family RV Park in Placer County.

1 do understand, we have a lack of public comment in Loomis. Have

you ever wondered why that is? Do you really think people don't care
about their health, environment or children? Do you really think citizens
don't want something done about these things this town turns their back
on? Smiling and doing nothing might add to the lack of willingness to
make comments. Whats wrong with this picture?

Maybe stop spending $100 of thousands on consultants who don't even
live here. Even living states away giving enviromental community input.
Then they tell Loomis what this community needs. The only people that
knows whats needed here is ...those who live here. You know... the
ones that don't work full time, or have young families and ability and time
to address the issues. Seem to be few. The 44 average age of Loomis
is very busy. Others don't even use the internet. There are many who
have horrible internet service. Did you all think of that when you post
stuff on the Loomis town website? What do you expect? Do you expect
citizens to do the work they pay taxes for? We have a large amount of
government of consultants. That is big government.

Hang some flower baskets isn't going to fix the lacking health and safety
issues in the town of Loomis. Loomis does has money. How its being
spent is very concerning.

Health and Safety should be the first concern of this town.
Respecitfully Submitted,

Cheryl Benson, Brace Road Community
Loomis, Ca 95650

























Jean Wilson August 8, 2022

Comments on the Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
for Loomis RV Campground

Although this study is in many ways thorough and the project in isolation seems well designed,
there are nevertheless sufficient problems with this project that it should not be approved. Most
of the serious problems relate to its location, which brings issues relating traffic safety as well as
conflict with the General Plan location requirements for this type of commercial business as well as
the General Plan concern for consideration of the a surrounding neighborhood and area, in this
case a rural residential one. A project may meet the technical aspects required (utilities, setbacks,
landscaping, site planning, etc.) but still not be a right fit for the location.

I will try to summarize first the areas of primary concern before | go on to page by page comments
on the document. The areas | find most compelling for rejecting the project relate to traffic safety,
General Plan location requirements, and lack of concern for compatibility and not adversely
affecting the quality of life in the adjoining neighborhood. (Consistency D3).

1. Traffic. The traffic study does the usual evaluations of LOS, sight distance, internal roadways,
and the like. But it seriously fails to look at the bigger picture of traffic issues in the surrounding
area, the “traffic environment” for this project. It claims Brace is an arterial and not a residential
road, though acknowledging there are “some residences” on it. Actually except for the CT, all the
surrounding area is rural residential, primarily RE (2.3 acres) with a number of larger parcels. The
three arterials of the area are all rural residential, RA (4.6 acre minimum) and RE zones. Arterial
does not mean it’s not residential, so the type of traffic proposed to be added, not just the amount,
should be considered, but is not. The only problem considered is the weight limit on the WPA
Brace bridge, not whether deliberately adding daily RV traffic to a residential area is appropriate.
(Besides the rural area on to the east side of the freeway, the proposed route also pauses by three
residential subdivisions and an apartment complex on the west side of the freeway.)

That traffic is a problem on these narrow country rods is obvious to those of us who live here. |
am about % mile from the Brace/Barton intersection and almost all my trips either are either on Brace to
Rocklin or on Brace and Horseshoe Bar for the freeway or downtown Loomis. | am well aware of the
issues out here on both roads; | have driven and observed them for over 30 years. The roadways are
often narrow with little or no shoulder, sometimes not even a ditch. There are cyclists (often clubs),
pedestrians, school children, school busses with stops, mail trucks with frequent stops, and too many
speeders. | have seen my share of leftovers from accidents—fences down, skid marks, tire gouges in the
ditch, steel sign pole pushed over. | have heard my share of screeching tires and sometimes the awful
thud that follows. . I've seen how large or mutli-axle vehicles sometimes have a tendency to drift a bit
into the other line, especially at Horseshoe Bar curves. | have heard residents at Council meetings
complain of rural traffic problems and seen the many reflectors on the Horseshoe Bar curves, large ones
posted by the Town, and fences dotted with reflectors by residents trying to keep traffic from plowing
into their property. Horseshoe bar has serious curves and narrowness to maneuver, while Brace has a
couple of big dips to the creek that can “hide” a vehicle going a little too fast so it is not seen unit it
suddenly comes out of the dip—pretty scary if you think you are making a safe turn onto the road. These
are country toads in a rural residential area. They do not need the added burden of RV traffic. In fact, as
the Planning Commission learned last week at presentation of the new Local Roadway Safety Plan (see
also Loomis News for July 29), this segment of Horseshoe Bar from 1-80 to the Laird T is one of the top
five accident “hot spots” in Loomis (not counting unreported accidents). No, we don’t need to invite
RVs—large and unfamiliar with the roadway-- into this situation.




The traffic studies seem to see no traffic issues except the weight limit on the WPA Brace bridge,
which is unsuitable for some Class A RVs. The solution offered is simply to have the applicant
advise Class A clients not to use that approach to the project. In some places, the study says to
advise Class A drivers; in other places it assumes this stipulation will go to all RVs and therefore no
RVs will be using the Horseshoe Bar/Brace approach. Supposedly this will cure the problem. Any
issues with Horsemen Bar, or Brace or large RVs turning at the two T’s at Horseshoe Bar/Laird and
Laird/Brace are not even considered.

However, how likely is it that all RVs will heed the directions from when they register online? (Such
directions at check-in are too late for those who already arrived. From the east). After all, as the
applicant vociferously proclaimed at a public hearing, it's a public road and people can do whatever
they want. (Perhaps this undermines a bit how serious he is about seeing that his campers actually
don’t use the eastern approach?) As several of us have said at the hearings, people increasingly
use their GPS phone app to get somewhere, not written direction from an online registration,
perhaps done some time ago or without a print copy...

So we did a little road test experiment to see just how the phone GPS would take us. We drove up
I-80 several stops toward Auburn (twice) and told our Google phane app to take us to the RV
address on Brace. How did it take us? Horseshoe Bar Exit! Right to a Loomis accident “hot spot”!
(There was no bridge weight limit warning.) The Sierra College Blvd exit was not even given as an
alternative. (Few people probably print and carry Google Maps printouts anymore, but we did
check when we got home. Sure enough, it also showed getting off at Horseshow Bar.) Given that
people do use their phones increasingly for such directions, | think it is hard to argue that there
would not be RV traffic on Horseshoe Bar and Brace, including the bridge.

True, only some of the RVs will be overweight Class A, but what are they to do when they get to
the bridge and see the weight limit sign? There is no place to turn around so they either have to
back up the hill through two big dips and turn around in a church parking lot or proceed illegally
over the bridge. Neither is a good proposition.

My point is that the suggestion that RV traffic will not come from the Horseshoe Bar exit and onto
Brace, as is proposed, is highly unlikely. Therefore, the study is incredibly insufficient in not
further analyzing this traffic likelihood. The suggested mitigation may or may not have much effect
when the GPS says “ get off here.” The study fails to offer any other alternatives (I don’t know
what). Neither traffic safety on these problem roads is considered nor effects of adding regular
daily RV traffic on the residents of the neighborhood.. | conclude the study is seriously defective
given these considerations. An accident 'hot spot” is a serious matter. RVs are an unwarranted
addition to the problem.

2. General Plan Location Compliance.

The study claims that the project complies with the General Plan for the tourist commercial
designation. It is true that an RV park is an allowable use for the CT zone (TD designation).
However, the specifics are very clear that traveler—oriented automobile type uses belong nearer
Horseshoe Bar rather than Brace Road, with a “transition to more locally oriented commercial and
office use.” This project very clearly does not comply with that layout. An RV parkis about as
travel-oriented as you can get. It is not “ locally oriented” and it is not a low key commercial or
office use. Nor does bringing | daily RV traffic help to “maintain the rural character of the
roadway”.

From General PlanG5 {document p.110):



“The Town's goals for the Tourist/Destination Commercial land use designation are for proposed
development to:

(Goal 8b).” Provide traveler-oriented commercial uses that are accessed primarily by automobiles
and concentrated near the Horseshoe Bar Road interchange. Uses on the site shall then transition
to more locally-oriented commercial and office uses, laid out to provide a pedestrian orientation”

Study’s comment: “Provided: land use, density, access and circulation, utility infrastructure,
landscaping, (no phasing, no structure design as these are individual RV pads and existing residence
to remain). A. Development of a single parcel with a campground at I-80 = tourist commercial B.
Traveler-oriented commercial use between Horseshoe Bar Rd and Sierra College Blvd. Not Jocally
oriented, but allows for access for heavier vehicles from Sierra College Blvd.” (Italics mine)

Please note that the comment has nothing to do with the requirement. This traveler —oriented use
is not near the Horseshoe Bar interchange and it is by its nature not locally oriented. It does not
meet the criteria, period. Further, the comment about bringing heavier vehicles via Sierra College
Blvd. works in opposition to item c. below, to maintain the rural residential character of the
roadway.

Conclusion: The project simply does not comply with this section of the General Plan.

Goal 8 c. “Provide primary access to commercial development from Horseshoe Bar Road, with
limited, secondary access on Brace Road. Commercial uses shall not front on Brace Road and shall
be set back and/or buffered from Brace Road to maintain the rural residential character of the
roadway.”

As noted above, bringing heavy vehicles does not help maintain the real character of the roadway.
A heavy vehicle RV park is hardly a “limited secondary access to Brace Road.” The original concept
behind not allowing business frontage on Brace Road was to limit the amount of commercial traffic
though individual driveways onto the traffic corridor (similar to our having subdivision lots face
interior streets rather than individual lots and driveways all fronting onto a busy street). The
purpose is to limit the number of vehicles directly accessing the road from individual businesses.
Since the Town does not totally preclude access from Brace, the principle remains—for safety, to
limit the amount of vehicle traffic direly accessing Brace. A travel-oriented business like an RV park
does not meet this principle. The existing Teeny Tots and preschool do not have large amounts of
vehicles accessing the street, nor or they inviting heavy vehicles. The applicant’s 2018 office
business permitted for this site did meet this criteria in that it was limited in the number of
employees and no customer/client visits. Access to Brace was not precluded; it was simply limited
in the amount of vehicle traffic it would generate. It fit with the low key office and commercial
expectation of the General Plan for this area (“more locally-oriented commercial and office uses”),
which an RV park simply does not.

No one is guaranteed that every use allowed in a zoning district will be appropriate for a particular
site. There are other considerations besides zoning required. This site has allowable access and
businesses that can be considered appropriate, as demonstrated by the applicant’s successful 2018
permits for an office business with access. Demonstrably, denying an RV park does not deny him
all uses or access for this property; it would only deny him a particular use that is deemed
inappropriate for various reasons.

3. Neighborhood Compatibility.

General Plan Consistency Checklist E3: “ New development should not create undue demand on
schools, roads, or adversely affect the quality of life in adjoining neighborhood.” (study comment
again assumes that it is only the amount of traffic that matters, not the type of traffic itself.).




There are various paints in which the town’s requirements too on the importance of preserving
neighborhoods. But the study makes no attempt to look at the neighborhood it is supposed to not
be adversely affecting. It dismisses the residential nature because it is an arterial road. It neglects
to recognize that not only is the project located along a rural residential (RE section of town), but
that it is also agricultural. Across the road is a pasture with grazing sheep and llamas. Down the
road is a strawberry patch and across form it are horses grazing. Going west from the project are
the neighborhoods of three subdivisions (Hunter Oaks Hunters Crossing, and Brace Ranch Estes),
plus individual residences. These people all consider themselves part of the Brace “neighborhood”
that will be affected by RV traffic through their area. That “neighborhoodness” can be seen in the
proliferation of yellow yard signs that say “No RV park in our neighborhood.” This is not a NIMBY
proposition; it’s not that they don’t like RVs—some own them..It’s that regular commercial RV
traffic doesn’t belong on and should not be invited to, these neighborhood streets.

These people know that there are walkers, joggers, mail trucks, cyclists (singly or in club groups),
school buses, and children at bus stops, regularly using Brace Road, in addition to vehicle to usual
vehicle traffic. Only portions of the westerly area have sidewalks, and none on the easterly portion
of Brace. The study dismisses this need by citing (hopeful} CIP plans. Although there was some
overlay work done, the sidewalks, widening and bike paths have yet to materialize and may not for
years. (It's a matter of money and priorities. They should not be counted as if they are already or
soon will be there. So these people don’t need the add ion of deliberate RV traffic in their area,
with potentially large vehicles, often towing boats, jet skis or ATVs or autos as well. Deliberate
extra RV traffic does not belong here.

The study tries to make it appear the project site already a commercial area by citing the adjoining
businesses and the RV sales business on Dias Lane. Owner, the RV business is not an active sales
fot but primarily a storage yard for a Rocklin RV business. (It is also in another jurisdiction and came
into being under the County years ago before the area was annexed by Rocklin.) My husband and |
walk on Dias Lane fairly often and have yet to see any RVs moved in or out. They obviously have to
be to be to go to the sales location in Rocklin but it is certainly not a customer-based facility or one
that can be compared to the daily traffic of an RV park. Similarly, the two business adjoining the
site, the Teeny Tots therapy center and Little Orchard Preschool, are low key businesses serving
local clientele, not at all traveler-oriented or inviting large numbers of heavy vehicles daily to their
facilities. They have been there with no disruption of the community they serve for years. (A
preschool daycare center is an allowable use in both the CT and in all residential zones of Loomis.)
the applicant’s approved 2018 low key office business for the site also fit this low key, locally-
serving description. Similarly, the study also tries to make the case that RV park dally traffic is no
different than individual residents suing pubic streets for their RVs. But there is a huge difference
between the occasional homeowner taking out his RV, compared to regular daily RV park traffic
on the road and accessing the site. This comparison is invalid. Citing neighborhood RV use as if it
were commercial reflects a lack of appreciation for the area as a residential neighborhood.

In evaluating environmental impacts, the report focuses on the site itself with little or no attention
to the local environment issues outside the site except the Brace bridge issue. Yet in evaluating
environmental impacts (2): All answers must take account of the whole action involved including
off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.” Yet there is little or no attention to any offsite
effects, such as inviting regular travel-oriented RV traffic through residential neighborhoods.
There is no recognition that RV traffic affects the subdivision neighborhoods on the west side of the
freeway and the rural residential and agricultural area on the east side of the site. There is also no
consideration for the residents of Horseshoe Bar who already live in a accident hot spot and don’t



need RV heavy RV traffic added to the mix. There are also concerns about crime. | have heard but
have not verified that the sheriff’ department has a higher volume of crime at the RV park near
Sierra College Blvd, but if true, it is a valid concern of to neighbors.

Even the impact on the neighboring preschool is not fully appreciated. Parent of small children will
have heavy loves pulling in and out next door during drop-off and pick-up times.. Parents are
concerned about the transient occupancy and already expressing that concern to the preschool
owner. There are concerns about air quality, when the study uses “light duty gasoline” vehicles at
motels and mobile home parks he most of the RV traffic will be heavier low mpg (more polluting)
and diesel vehicles. (The motel/mobile home park figures are only relevant for the long term stay
RV customers.) And while the overall noise may be accounted for at the preschool, the irritant
intermittent factor of diesels starting, entering, leaving, idling at check-in or for warm-up on cold
morns is not accounted for. These are not factors that would b associated with low key businesses
that would be appropriate for this site.

The study cites the financial advantage to the town of the transient occupancy tic, but does not
mention that after one month occupancy, that tax is no longer collectible. Yet unlike mobile home
parks, there is no priority tax paid for the unit, and thus no other contribution to local funding.
Again, the Town is careful to balance the revenue aspect with its other values, relating here to
compatibility of the business with its rural values: “4. (Finance: “Loomis shall support the
development of new commercial and industrial activities to increase the Town’s discretionary
revenue( which provides funds for capital projects and improved municipal services) provided that
the new land uses are consistent with the Town’s distinct rural character.” Again, the Town is
concerned for values beyond the revenue. The site area rather epitomizes Looms’ rural character.
You can’t get much more rural than the sheep and llamas grazing across the street. This is the
“neighborhood" that is supposed of be protected, which an RV park does not. The RV business
plan focuses on on the site, not on impacting the neighborhood as is also required. by the Town.

My conclusion is that this project while on its own may well be well done, it’s location causes it not
to meet the standards required by Looms. There are deficiencies in not recognizing the actual
traffic impacts. There are specific failures to meet General Plan requirements for locating this type
of business, and there is a general failure to recognize the neighborhood and the proposals impact
on the areas’ neighbors. As well-designed as the site plan may be, this proposal does not meet the
standards for approval. it may be a good plan but just does not fit/ is not compatible with this
location.

Specific report comments
Following are some of my comments on various specific parts of the report. Some areas have
already been covered in remarks above.

Zoning allows for RV park to have a public restroom. | would suggest that, even if not of the
general public, the COP require an onsite restroom even though all units should have their own.

Air quality and greenhouse gas discussion focuses on motel and mobile home park light ordinary
gas auto emissions. This is relevant for only the long-term stay customers who may be leaving their
RVs in place and using another ordinary vehicle to get about. But the emissions for regular RV
users (heavier duty, perhaps towing as well) is not accounted for here.

Land use Planning, p.24. “unlawful to deny access when it fronts Brace Road”: True of the
principle in general if there is no access from the Horseshoe Bar direction, but denying this project
does not mean that access to the site has been denied for any business, as demonstrated byte




applicant’s 2028 approval for a business office. There is also discussion her of the other currently
designated CT parcels on Brace Road. Teeny Tots next door is content with the CT donation. But
there is also an application underway for a zone change of the other parcels (and several behind
them) to return to a residential zoning, Council will be making a General Plan decision on making
these RR (1 acre minimum) residential parcels. These all have considerable agricultural allowable
uses should they so choose. If this prospective change is made, there will only be Teeny tots and
the RV site as commercial sites. Note: A preschool (day care) is allowable under both CT (P) and all
residential z ones (UP).

p.42 Traffic discussion of the CT area, regarding primary access from Horseshoe Bar Road and
limited secondary access on Brace. The study comments state: this General Plan statement
addresses development of the area in general, when all the parcels with this designation were once
considered for a large, multi-parcel commercial development. “this General Plan statement
addresses development of the area in general, when all the parcels with this designation were once
considered for a large, multi-parcel commercial development.” (ltalics mine). This statement is a
misrepresentation. All the parcels were never considered as part of one large commercial
development. Only the specific Turtle island parcels were proposed for a project; all the other
parcels would have to wait for a further developer woo wanted to develop further down toward
Brace. There were no guarantees or plans in the works. They would all have to wait for any future
commercial availability if they wished to develop commercially. l.e. there was no single large
commercial development, only the one large one and a number of smaller parcels in the wings for
later

General traffic discussion has been somewhat covered above. Especially concerning is the
assumption that a registration notice to use Sierra College Blvd exit to access the site will be
effective, especially when GPS says to use Horseshoe Bar when coming from the east on I-80. No
consideration was given to looking at the roads in the area other than assuming all traffic would
come via Sierra College Bld. No thought was given to the impact of RVs in residential
neighborhoods, nor any attention to the road conditions, which are deemed "poor” and that there
are some CIP proposals for improvements (which have yet to be funded. No, the traffic impact fees
will not cover these. The bridge replacement in a decade or two will cost $5 million in today’s
dollars. How likely is a replacement in nay near future , and yet overweight RVs may well accede it
in the meantime. The accident corridor of the Horseshoe bar segment RVs will use if using phone
directional apps is of real concern, and yet this segment was never even consider, nor the impact
on the residents there.

(I had more comments but time has run out for spelichecking.. Sorry.)












RECEIVED

AUG 0 9 2022
Susan Piette TOWN OF LOOMIS
5895 Brace Road
Loomis, CA 95650

(916) 316-4954
August 9, 2022
Re: Proposed RV Park at 5§47
Brace Road, Loomis, CA

Dear Loomis Council,

| write you today to share my concerns regarding the proposed RV Park on Brace Road, right
next door to Little Orchard Preschool. Forthe past 30+ years | have owned the property at
5895 Brace Road, Loomis, directly next to the property proposing to operate an RV Park that
will take away the aesthetic feel and function of our neighborhood. Loomis has emphasized
and always considered the importance of the aesthetics to the rural areas in Loomis. The
environment consists of family homes, churches and preschools along Brace Road, a small 2
lane road without sidewalks. The aesthetics of the environment is an important component of
the quality of life for the families living off Brace Road, most whom have lived here for over 35
years! The Town of Loomis has ensured those residents that the aesthetics of the environment
is important to the Town’s small family feel.

There is a preschool right next door to the proposed project, single family homes across the
street where people cross the small 2-lane road to get their mail out of the rural mail boxes
sitting right on the edge of the road. There are no sidewalks or buffers on the small rural road.
Residents are safe to get their mail without fear of turning around to find themselves
confronted with an RV Tractor Trailer barreling down the road. Children and adults walk back
and forth to get mail but also walk down the road to bring their children to preschool. The
school buses stop in front of Little Orchard Preschool and across from Dias Lane and between
the proposed RV park property and Tiny Tots Therapy. Children walk to their homes along Brace
Road and to the preschool for afterschool care.

Aesthetically, Brace Road is lined with trees, a historical stone bridge, and creek along the way.
Loomis has maintained that all fencing should be open to maintain the rural open feeling that
we all experience every day. Driving along Brace Road you see single family homes, chicken
coops, fruit trees, tire swings hanging from the old oak trees, barns, livestock, and gravel dirt
roads that are named after residents from families still living there today. The only traffic that
occupies the road are family vehicles transporting children to and from school or coming home
from work and school buses transporting the children from the neighborhood schools. The
properties are mostly an acre or more of land to a single family. The cars that occupy the road
are passenger vehicles and do not significantly affect the road conditions. They do not cause
undue noise in the community. They do not drive up and down the road day and night. There
are not intrusive signs lighting up the road to impede the rural county atmosphere we all have






















written that it will be useful. (I have been too upset about it to even go back and look at what | sent
or how much | didn’t get to include) '

Sorry to hear Sean has rebound covid. I'm glad he was able (we hope) to resolve the Croftwood dirt
hauling issue,

Jean (No reply necessary)






Jean Wilson August 8, 2022

Comments on the Draft Initial Study and Mitigated Negative Declaration
for Loomis RV Campground

Although this study is in many ways thorough and the project in isolation seems well designed,
there are nevertheless sufficient problems with this project that it should not be approved. Most
of the serious problems relate to its location, which brings issues relating traffic safety as well as
conflict with the General Plan location requirements for this type of commercial business as well as
the General Plan concern for consideration of the surrounding neighborhood and area, in this case
a rural residential one. A project may meet the technical aspects required (utilities, setbacks,
landscaping, site planning, etc.) but still not be a right fit for the location.

I will try to summarize first the areas of primary concern before | go on to page by page comments
on the document. The areas | find most compelling for rejecting the project relate to traffic safety,
General Plan location requirements, and lack of concern for compatibility and not adversely
affecting the quality of life in the adjoining neighborhood. (Consistency D3).

1. Traffic. The traffic study does the usual evaluations of LOS, sight distance, internal roadways,
and the like. But it seriously fails to look at the bigger picture of traffic issues in the surrounding
area, the “traffic environment” for this project. It claims Brace is an arterial and not a residential
road, though acknowledging there are “some residences” on it. Actually except for the CT, all the
surrounding area is rural residential, primarily RE (2.3 acres) with a number of larger parcels. The
three arterials of the area are all rural residential, RA (4.6 acre minimum) and RE zones. Arterial
does not mean it’s not residential, so the type of traffic proposed to be added, not just the amount,
should be considered, but is not. The only problem considered is the weight limit on the WPA
Brace bridge, not whether deliberately adding daily RV traffic to a residential area is appropriate.
(Besides the rural area on to the east side of the freeway, the proposed route also passes by three
residential subdivisions and an apartment complex on the west side of the freeway.)

That traffic is a problem on these narrow country rods is obvious to those of us who live here. |
am about % mile from the Brace/Barton intersection and almost all my trips are either on Brace to
Rocklin or on Brace and Horseshoe Bar for the freeway or downtown Loomis. | am well aware of the
issues out here on both roads; | have driven and observed them for over 30 years. The roadways are
often narrow with little or no shoulder, sometimes not even a ditch. There are cyclists (often clubs),
pedestrians, school children, school buses with stops, mail trucks with frequent stops, and too many
speeders. | have seen my share of leftovers from accidents—fences down, skid marks, tire gouges in the
ditch, steel sign pole pushed over. | have heard my share of screeching tires and sometimes the awful
thud that follows. . I’'ve seen how large or mutli-axle vehicles sometimes have a tendency to drift a bit
into the other lane, especially at Horseshoe Bar curves. | have heard residents at Council meetings
complain of rural traffic problems and seen the many reflectors on the Horseshoe Bar curves, large ones
posted by the Town, and fences dotted with reflectors by residents trying to keep traffic from plowing
into their property. Horseshoe Bar has serious curves and narrowness to maneuver, while Brace has a
couple of big dips to the creek that can “hide” a vehicle going a little too fast so it is not seen unit it
suddenly comes out of the dip—pretty scary if you think you are making a safe turn onto the road. These
are country toads in a rural residential area. They do not need the added burden of RV traffic. In fact, as
the Planning Commission learned last week at presentation of the new Local Roadway Safety Plan (see
also Loomis News for July 29), this segment of Horseshoe Bar from [-80 to the Laird T is one of the top
five accident “hot spots” in Loomis (not counting unreported accidents). No, we don’t need to invite
RVs—Ilarge and unfamiliar with the roadway-- into this situation.




The traffic studies seem to see no traffic issues except the weight limit on the WPA Brace bridge,
which is unsuitable for some Class A RVs. The solution offered is simply to have the applicant
advise Class A clients not to use that approach to the project. In some places, the study says to
advise Class A drivers; in other places it assumes this stipulation will go to all RVs and therefore no
RVs will be using the Horseshoe Bar/Brace approach. Supposedly this will cure the problem. Any
issues with Horseshoe Bar, or Brace, or large RVs turning at the two T’s at Horseshoe Bar/Laird and
Laird/Brace are not even considered.

However, how likely is it that all RVs will heed the directions from when they register online? (Such
directions at check-in are too late for those who already arrived from the east). After all, as the
applicant vociferously proclaimed at a public hearing, it’s a public road and people can do whatever
they want. {Perhaps this undermines a bit how serious he is about seeing that his campers actually
don’t use the eastern approach?) Asseveral of us have said at the hearings, people increasingly
use their GPS phone app to get somewhere, not written directions from an online registration,
perhaps done some time ago or without a print copy.

So we did a little road test experiment to see just how the phone GPS would take us. We drove up
1-80 several stops toward Auburn (twice) and told our Google phone app to take us to the RV
address on Brace. How did it take us? Horseshoe Bar Exit! Right to a Loomis accident “hot spot
(There was no bridge weight limit warning.) The Sierra College Blvd exit was not even given as an
alternative. (Few people probably print and carry Google Maps printouts anymore, but we did
check when we got home. Sure enough, it also showed getting off at Horseshow Bar.) Given that
people do use their phones increasingly for such directions, | think it is hard to argue that there
would not be RV traffic on Horseshoe Bar and Brace, including the bridge.

II'

True, only some of the RVs will be overweight Class A, but what are they to do when they get to the
bridge and see the weight limit sign? There is no place to turn around so they either have to back
up the hill through two big dips and turn around in a church parking lot or proceed illegally over the
bridge. Neither is a good proposition.

My point is that the suggestion that RV traffic will not come from the Horseshoe Bar exit and onto
Brace, as is proposed, is highly unlikely. Therefore, the study is incredibly insufficient in not further
analyzing this traffic likelihood. The suggested mitigation may or may not have much effect when
the GPS says “get off here.” The study fails to offer any other alternatives (I don’t know what).
Neither is traffic safety on these problem roads considered nor effects of adding regular daily RV
traffic on the residents of the neighborhood. | conclude the study is seriously defective given these
considerations. An accident 'hot spot” is a serious matter. RVs are an unwarranted addition to the
problem.

2. General Plan Location Compliance.

The study claims that the project complies with the General Plan for the tourist commercial
designation. It is true that an RV park is an allowable use for the CT zone (TD designation).
However, the specifics are very clear that traveler—oriented automobile type uses belong nearer
Horseshoe Bar rather than Brace Road, with a “transition to more locally oriented commercial and
office use.” This project very clearly does not comply with that layout. An RV park is about as
travel-oriented as you can get. It is not “locally oriented” and it is not a low key commercial or
office use. Nor does bringing in daily RV traffic help to “maintain the rural character of the
roadway”.



From General PlanG5 (document p.110):

“The Town's goals for the Tourist/Destination Commercial land use designation are for proposed
development to: _

(Goal 8b).” Provide traveler-oriented commercial uses that are accessed primarily by automobiles
and concentrated near the Horseshoe Bar Road interchange. Uses on the site shall then transition
to more locally-oriented commercial and office uses, laid out to provide a pedestrian orientation.”

Study’s comment: “Provided: land use, density, access and circulation, utility infrastructure,
landscaping, (no phasing, no structure design as these are individual RV pads and existing residence
to remain). A. Development of a single parcel with a campground at 1-80 - tourist commercial. B.
Traveler-oriented commercial use between Horseshoe Bar Rd and Sierra College Blvd. Not focally
oriented, but allows for access for heavier vehicles from Sierra College Blvd.” (Italics mine)

Please note that the comment has nothing to do with the requirement. This traveler—oriented use
is not near the Horseshoe Bar interchange and it is by its nature not locally oriented. It does not
meet the criteria, period. Further, the comment about bringing heavier vehicles via Sierra College
Blvd. works in opposition to item c. below, to maintain the rural residential character of the
roadway.

Conclusion: The project simply does not comply with this section of the General Plan.

Goal 8 c. “Provide primary access to commercial development from Horseshoe Bar Road, with
limited, secondary access on Brace Road. Commercial uses shall not front on Brace Road and shall
be set back and/or buffered from Brace Road to maintain the rural residential character of the
roadway.”

As noted above, bringing heavy vehicles does not help maintain the rural character of the roadway.
A heavy vehicle RV park is hardly a “limited secondary access to Brace Road.” The original concept
behind not allowing business frontage on Brace Road was to limit the amount of commercial traffic
though individual driveways onto the traffic corridor (similar to our having subdivision lots face
interior streets rather than individual lots and driveways all fronting onto a busy street). The
purpose is to limit the number of vehicles directly accessing the road from individual businesses.
Since the Town does not totally preclude access from Brace, the principle remains—for safety, to
limit the amount of vehicle traffic direly accessing Brace. A travel-oriented business like an RV park
does not meet this principle. The existing Teeny Tots and preschool do not have large amounts of
vehicles accessing the street, nor or they inviting heavy vehicles. The applicant’s 2018 office
business permitted for this site did meet these criteria in that it was limited in the number of
employees and no customer/client visits. Access to Brace was not precluded; it was simply limited
in the amount of vehicle traffic it would generate. It fit with the low key office and commercial
expectation of the General Plan for this area (“more locally-oriented commercial and office uses”),
which an RV park simply does not.

No one is guaranteed that every use allowed in a zoning district will be appropriate for a particular
site. There are other considerations besides zoning required. This site has allowable access and
businesses that can be considered appropriate, as demonstrated by the applicant’s successful 2018
permits for an office business with access. Demonstrably, denying an RV park does not deny him
all uses or access for this property; it would only deny him a particular use that is deemed
inappropriate for various reasons.

3. Neighborhood Compatibility.

General Plan Consistency Checklist E3: “New development should not create undue demand on
schools, roads, or adversely affect the quality of life in adjoining neighborhood.” (Study comment
again assumes that it is only the amount of traffic that matters, not the type of traffic itself.).




There are various points in the town’s requirements too, on the importance of preserving
neighborhoods. But the study makes no attempt to look at the neighborhood it is supposed to not
be adversely affecting. It dismisses the residential nature because it is an arterial road. It neglects
to recognize that not only is the project located along a rural residential (RE section of town), but
that it is also agricultural. Across the road is a pasture with grazing sheep and llamas. Down the
road is a strawberry patch and across form it are horses grazing. Going west from the project are
the neighborhoods of three subdivisions (Hunter Oaks Hunters Crossing, and Brace Ranch Estes),
plus individual residences. These people all consider themselves part of the Brace “neighborhood”
that will be affected by RV traffic through their area. That “neighborhoodness” can be seen in the
proliferation of yellow yard signs that say “No RV park in our neighborhood.” This is not a NIMBY
proposition; it’s not that they don’t like RVs—some own them. It's that regular commercial RV
traffic doesn’t belong on and should not be invited to, these neighborhood streets.

These people know that there are walkers, joggers, mail trucks, cyclists (singly or in club groups),
school buses, and children at bus stops, regularly using Brace Road, in addition to usual vehicle
traffic. Only portions of the westerly area have sidewalks, and none on the easterly portion of
Brace. The study dismisses this need by citing (hopeful) CIP plans. Although there was some
overlay work done, the sidewalks, widening and bike paths have yet to materialize and may not for
years. It’s a matter of money and priorities. They should not be counted as if they are already or
soon will be there. So these people don’t need the addition of deliberate RV traffic in their area,
with potentially large vehicles, often towing boats, jet skis or ATVs or autos as well. Deliberate
extra RV traffic does not belong here.

The study tries to make it appear the project site already a commercial area by citing the adjoining
businesses and the RV sales business on Dias Lane. The RV business is hot an active sales lot but
primarily a storage yard for a Rocklin RV business. (It is also in another jurisdiction and came into
being under the County years ago before the area was annexed by Rocklin.) My husband and |
walk on Dias Lane fairly often and have yet to see any RVs moved in or out. They obviously have to
be to be to go to the sales location in Rocklin but it is certainly not a customer-based facility or one
that can be compared to the daily traffic of an RV park. Similarly, the two business adjoining the
site, the Teeny Tots therapy center and Little Orchard Preschool, are low key businesses serving
local clientele, not at all traveler-oriented or inviting large numbers of heavy vehicles daily to their
facilities. They have been there with no disruption of the community they serve for years. (A
preschool daycare center is an allowable use in both the CT and in all residential zones of Loomis.)
The applicant’s approved 2018 low key office business for the site also fit this low key, locally-
serving description. Similarly, the study also tries to make the case that RV park dally traffic is no
different than individual residents using public streets for their RVs. But there is a huge difference
between the occasional homeowner taking out his RV, compared to regular daily RV park traffic on
the road and accessing the site. This comparison is invalid. Citing neighborhood RV use as if it were
commercial reflects a lack of appreciation for the area as a residential neighborhood.

In evaluating environmental impacts, the report focuses on the site itself with little or no attention
to the local environment issues outside the site except the Brace bridge issue. Yet in evaluating
environmental impacts (2): All answers must take account of the whole action involved including
off-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as project-level, indirect as well as direct, and
construction as well as operational impacts.” Yet there is little or no attention to any offsite
effects, such as inviting regular travel-oriented RV traffic through residential neighborhoods. There
is no recognition that RV traffic affects the subdivision neighborhoods on the west side of the
freeway and the rural residential and agricultural area on the east side of the site. There is also no
consideration for the residents of Horseshoe Bar whom already live in an accident hot spot and -



don’t need RV heavy RV traffic added to the mix. There are also concerns about crime. | have
heard but have not verified that the sheriff’ department has a higher volume of crime at the RV
park near Sierra College Blvd, but if true, it is a valid concern to neighbors.

Even the impact on the neighboring preschool is not fully appreciated. Parents of small children
will have heavy RVs pulling in and out next door. Parents are concerned about the transient
occupancy and already expressing that concern to the preschool owner. There are concerns about
air quality, when the study uses “light duty gasoline” vehicles at motels and mobile home parks
while most of the RV traffic will be heavier low mpg (more polluting) and diesel vehicles. {The
motel/maobile home park figures are only relevant for the long term stay RV customers.) And while
the overall noise may be accounted for at the preschool, the irritant intermittent factor of diesels
starting, entering, leaving, idling at check-in or for warm-up on cold mornings is not accounted for.
These are not factors that would b associated with low key businesses that would be appropriate
for this site.

The study cites the financial advantage to the town of the transient occupancy tax, but does not
mention that after one month occupancy, that tax is no longer collectible. Yet unlike mobile home
parks, there is no property tax paid for the unit, and thus no other contribution to local funding.
Again, the Town is careful to balance the revenue aspect with its other values, relating here to
compatibility of the business with its rural values: “4. {(Finance: “Loomis shall support the
development of new commercial and industrial activities to increase the Town'’s discretionary
revenue (which provides funds for capital projects and improved municipal services) provided that
the new land uses are consistent with the Town’s distinct rural character.” Again, the Town is
concerned for values beyond the revenue. The site area rather epitomizes Loomis’ rural character.
You can’t get much more rural than the sheep and llamas grazing across the street. This is the
“neighborhood" that is supposed of be protected, which an RV park does not. The RV business
plan focuses on on the site, not on impacting the neighborhood as is also required. by the Town.

My conclusion is that this project while on its own may well be well done, its location causes it not
to meet the standards required by Loomis. There are deficiencies in not recognizing the actual
traffic impacts. There are specific failures to meet General Plan requirements for locating this type
of business, and there is a general failure to recognize the neighborhood and the proposal’s impact
on the area’s neighbors. As well-designed as the site plan may be, this proposal does not meet the
standards for approval. It may be a good plan but just does not fit/ is not compatible with this
location.

Specific report comments
Following are some of my comments on various specific parts of the report. Some areas have
already been covered in remarks above.

Zoning allows for RV Park to have a public restroom. | would suggest that, even if not for the
general public, the COP require an onsite restroom even though all units should have their own.

Air quality and greenhouse gas discussion focuses on motel and mobile home park light ordinary
gas auto emissions. This is relevant for only the long-term stay customers who may be leaving their
RVs in place and using another ordinary vehicle to get about. But the emissions for regular RV
users (heavier duty, perhaps towing as well) is not accounted for here.

Land use Planning, p.24. “unlawful to deny access when it fronts Brace Road”: True of the
principle in general if there is no access from the Horseshoe Bar direction, but denying this project
does not mean that access to the site has been denied for any business, as demonstrated by the




applicant’s 2028 approval for a business office. There is also discussion here of the other currently
designated CT parcels on Brace Road. Teeny Tots next door is content with the CT designation. But
there is also an application underway for a zone change of the other parcels {and several behind
them) to return to a residential zoning, Council will be making a General Plan decision on making
these RR (1 acre minimum) residential parcels. These all have considerable agricultural allowable
uses should they so choose. If this prospective change is made, there will only be Teeny Tots and
the RV site as commercial sites. Note: A preschool (day care) is allowable under both CT (P) and all
residential z ones (UP).

p.42 Traffic discussion of the CT area, regarding primary access from Horseshoe Bar Road and
limited secondary access on Brace. The study comments state: “this General Plan statement
addresses development of the area in general, when all the parcels with this designation were once
considered for a large, multi-parcel commercial development.” (Italics mine). This statement is a
misrepresentation. All the parcels were never considered as part of one large commercial
development. Only the specific Turtle island parcels were proposed for a project; all the other
parcels would have to wait for a further developer who wanted to develop further down toward
Brace. There were no guarantees or plans in the works. They would all have to wait for any future
commercial availability if they wished to develop commercially. l.e. there was no single large
commercial development, only the one large one and a number of smailer parcels in the wings for
later.

General traffic discussion has been somewhat covered above. Especially concerning is the
assumption that a registration notice to use Sierra College Blvd exit to access the site will be
effective, especially when GPS says to use Horseshoe Bar when coming from the east on 1-80. No
consideration was given to looking at the roads in the area other than assuming all traffic would
come via Sierra College Bld. No thought was given to the impact of RVs in residential
neighborhoods, nor any attention to the road conditions, which are deemed "poor” and that there
are some CIP proposals for improvements (which have yet to be funded). No, the traffic impact
fees will not cover these. The bridge replacement in a decade or two will cost $5 million in today’s
dollars. How likely is a replacement in any near future, and yet overweight RVs may well access it
in the meantime. The accident corridor of the Horseshoe bar segment RVs will use if using phone
directional apps is of real concern, and yet this segment was never even considered, nor the impact
on the residents there. ‘

(I had more comments but time has run out for spelichecking.. Sorry.)
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The Town must prepare an EIR instead of an MND if there is any substantial evidence in
the record supporting a fair argument that a project may have a significant effect on the
environment, even if other substantial evidence supports the opposite conclusion. (Pub.
Resources Code, § 21151(a); CEQA Guidelines § 15064(£)(1)-(2); No Oil, supra, 13
Cal.3d 68, 75; Architectural Heritage Ass’n v. County of Monterey (2004) 122
Cal.App.4th 1095, 1109.) It is the function of an EIR, not a negative declaration, to
resolve these conflicting claims. (See No Oil, supra, 13 Cal.3d at p. 85.) The fair
argument standard is a “low threshold” test for requiring the preparation of an EIR. (Id.
at 84.) ‘

The requirement for an EIR cannot be waived merely because additional studies
are required; in fact, an agency’s lack of investigation “may actually enlarge the scope of
fair argument by lending a logical plausibility to a wider range of inferences.”
(Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 311.) An MND is
proper only if project revisions would avoid or mitigate the potentially significant effects
“to a point where clearly no significant effect on the environment would occur, and . . .
there is no substantial evidence in light of the whole record before the public agency that
the project, as revised, may have a significant effect on the environment.” (Pub.
Resources Code §§ 21064.5, 21080(c)(2); see also Mejia v. City of Los Angeles (2005)
130 Cal.App.4th 322, 331.)

Input from non-experts, lay testimony, can be substantial evidence when such
testimony is credible and does not purport to embody analysis that would require special
training. Thus, “statements of area residents who are not environmental experts may
qualify as substantial evidence if they are based on relevant person observations or
involve ‘nontechnical issues.” (Bowman v. City of Berkeley (2004) 122 Cal.App.4th 572,
583 (aesthetics); Ocean View Estates Homeowners Association, Inc. v. Montecito Water
District (2004) 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 402 (aesthetics); Mejia v. City of Los Angeles
(2005) 130 Cal.App.4th 322 (traffic and biology); The Pocket Protectors v. City of
Sacramento (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 903, 932 (land use); Oro Fino Gold Mining Corp v.
County of El Dorado (1990) 225 Cal. App.3d 872, 882 (noise); Citizens Association for
Sensible Development of Bishop Area v. County of Inyo (1985) 172 Cal.App.3d 151, 172
(traffic).)

A. THE PROJECT WILL HAVE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS TO AESTHETICS

The numerous public comments on the Initial Study supports a fair argument that
the Project may have significant impacts to aesthetics. In Georgetown Preservation
Society (2018) 30 Cal.App.5th 358, 375-376, the court held that lay comments from
community members that the project is too big and too boxy or monolithic to blend in,
such that its presence will damage the look and feel of the historic center of Georgetown
were sufficient under the fair argument standard to trigger an EIR. (/d.) The court stated:
“While a few stray comments may not be enough, “The evidence here goes beyond a few
people expressing concern about the aesthetics of the project. There is substantial
evidence to support a fair argument that the project may have a significant adverse
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aesthetic impact.” (Ocean View Estates, supra, 116 Cal.App.4th at p. 403; see Grand
Terrace, supra, 160 Cal.App.4th at pp. 1337-1338, [distinguishing Bowman; “there is
evidence the environmental impact is not just obstruction of the views of a few adjacent
homeowners. The impact creates a change in the aesthetic environment and interferes
with scenic views of the public in general.... Aesthetic issues, such as public views, ‘are
properly studied in an EIR to assess the impacts’”’]; cf. Clover Valley, supra, 197
Cal.App.4th at 243, [EIR case; CEQA is concerned with project's effects on the
environment, not individualized complaints]; Taxpayers, supra, 215 Cal.App.4th at 1042
[individualized aesthetics complaints do not meet fair argument standard].)

In this case, a large number of interested people believe this project would have a
significant and negative effect on aesthetics of the rural character of the surrounding area.
Lay comments by local residents regarding the Project’s impacts to the aesthetics of rural
character of the Project area constitutes substantial evidence supporting a fair argument
that the Project may have significant impacts. These lay comments discuss the rural
character of the adjacent area and the Project site. They emphasize that Brace Road is a
small two-lane road without sidewalks. Moreover they discuss how the aesthetics of the
rural character and how planning . Loomis has always valued those rural aesthetics.
These numerous lay comments constitute substantial evidence supporting a fair argument
that the Project may have significant impacts to aesthetics. (Georgetown Preservation
Society v. County of El Dorado, supra, 30 Cal.App.Sth at 375-376.) As such CEQA
mandates the preparation of an EIR.

A.  THE PROJECT WILL HAVE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS TO TRAFFIC SAFETY

Although the Initial Study concludes that transportation impacts will be less than
significant, the record supports a fair argument that the record will have significant
impacts to traffic safety on Brace Road. (IS/MND at 39-42.) Brace Road in the Project
area is a narrow two-lane road with no shoulder in most places and no room for a bike
lane. Residents in the area use Brace Road for daily exercise walks and cyclists,
including groups of cyclists, also use the road. The lay testimony demonstrates that
traffic backs up because the current unsafe passing conditions. Residents, based upon
their experience and personal knowledge, have commented that the heavy traffic of RVs
and diesel trucks would cause significant traffic safety issues. And due to lack of room,
there is no way to improve these traffic and safety hazards.

One commenter pointed out that the sight distance from the top of the Interstate
80 freeway overpass to the proposed project is an approximately 16 foot drop off from
the top of the overpass to the project and based upon that resident’s experience does not
constitute enough time and space for any vehicle to respond, especially a recreational
vehicle (because of the weight). Other commenters discussed that the overpass creates a
blind entrance to that location.

Whitney Perona’s comment letter discusses that the entrance to the proposed RV
Park is at a place where drivers would not expect to stop and being on a two-lane road is
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