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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

(no subject)
1 message

Diane Canup <rdcan@cox.net> Wed, Mar 20, 2013 at 9:00 PM
To: rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us

Mr. Pabalinas,

We bought our retirement home in Cameron Estates and selected it because of the remote location and open spaces near
it. Our home also borders Deer Creek. We are very disturbed about some of your plans which infringe on our property.  Although
we are currently renting out our home, we plan to retire there in 2-3 years. 

We plan to oppose the LimeRock Valley re-zoning unless a 500 foot wide environmental buffer is established at the boundary
with Cameron Estates in addition to zoning for five acre-only parcels on the LimeRock Valley side of the buffer. We bought in
this area of Cameron Park/Shingle Springs because of its rural qualities and the privacy of the neighborhood.  We are
surrounded by five and ten acres lots and I feel strongly we need to protect the rural quality of life here.  Please closely evaluate
environmental impacts of this project.  For instance, there is a creek on the boundary with LimeRock Valley that serves as a vital
source of water for many species, including deer, turkey, bobcats, coyotes, beaver, river otters, turtles, rabbits and frogs etc. 
The wildlife migration path needs to be protected.  It cuts through from many of our properties to where LimeRock Valley is
proposing several homes to an acre immediately adjacent to Cameron Estates. I ask that the developers construct fencing that
does not block views or impede wildlife migration.  Three rail fencing would be appropriate. One particular species of oak that
has been located in the proposed development area, and is quite rare, is the very beautiful, oracle oak. These trees, more than
any other, should be protected. I also request that street lighting is respectful of rural life and does not cause light pollution that
would interfere with our spectacular nighttime skies.  Light as well as noise, traffic and air pollution is a concern with this re-
zoning application.  The five acre parcels in addition to the 500 foot wide environmental buffer zone would help mitigate these
issues.  There should be a transition to a higher density development from a lower density area. This makes sense from a
county planning perspective and will serve to go a long way to creating good neighborly relations with Cameron Estates, which
prides itself on providing a safe and serene community. 

 

Respectfully,
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Russell and Diane Canup

4571 Brookside Rd., Cameron Park

 

Mailing address: 
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Lime rock
1 message

mandy eells <mandyeells@yahoo.com> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 10:26 AM
Reply-To: mandy eells <mandyeells@yahoo.com>
To: "rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us" <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Mr. Pabalinas,
 

We plan to oppose the LimeRock Valley re-zoning unless a 500 foot wide environmental buffer is established at the boundary with Cameron Estates in addition to zoning for
five acre-only parcels on the LimeRock Valley side of the buffer. We bought in this area of Cameron Park/Shingle Springs because of its rural qualities and the privacy of the
neighborhood.  We are surrounded by five and ten acres lots and I feel strongly we need to protect the rural quality of life here.  Please closely evaluate environmental impacts
of this project.  For instance, there is a creek on the boundary with LimeRock Valley that serves as a vital source of water for many species, including deer, turkey, bobcats,
coyotes, beaver, river otters, turtles, rabbits and frogs etc.  The wildlife migration path needs to be protected.  It cuts through from many of our properties to where LimeRock
Valley is proposing several homes to an acre immediately adjacent to Cameron Estates. I ask that the developers construct fencing that does not block views or impede
wildlife migration.  Three rail fencing would be appropriate. One particular species of oak that has been located in the proposed development area, and is quite rare, is the
very beautiful, oracle oak. These trees, more than any other, should be protected. I also request that street lighting is respectful of rural life and does not cause light pollution
that would interfere with our spectacular nighttime skies.  Light as well as noise, traffic and air pollution is a concern with this re-zoning application.  The five acre parcels in
addition to the 500 foot wide environmental buffer zone would help mitigate these issues.  There should be a transition to a higher density development from a lower density
area. This makes sense from a county planning perspective and will serve to go a long way to creating good neighborly relations with Cameron Estates, which prides itself on
providing a safe and serene community. 
 

Respectfully,
 

Christopher and Mandy Cloutier
4990 Sleepy Hollow Rd.
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Notification List for Village of Marble Valley and Lime Rock Valley Specific
Plans
1 message

Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us> Tue, Jun 18, 2013 at 11:28 AM
To: gosser-shirley@comcast.net

Hello, Ms. Gosser:

I appreciate your interest on these projects. I will include you in our notification list for these
projects. If you would like to receive notification via mail, please respond to this email with your
mailing address. Alternatively, you may subscribe to our website and receive notification. The link
is http://www.edcgov.us/Planning/ .

Per our conversation, I will also review the emailed comments that I've received for these
comments and let you know if I am able to email them to you.

My contact information is below in case you need to reach me.

Thank you.
=======================================
Rommel (Mel) Pabalinas, Senior Planner
El Dorado County Community Development Agency- 
Development Services Department
Planning Division
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667
Main Line 530-621-5355
Direct line 530-621-5363
Fax 530-642-0508

http://www.edcgov.us/Planning/
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Proposed Lime Rock Development
1 message

John Hovey <jl_hovey@pacbell.net> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 8:47 AM
To: Rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us

March 21, 2013

7175 Steeple Chase Drive

Shingle Springs, CA  95682

 

RE: Lime Rock Development Proposal

Dear Mr. Pabalinas,

I believe I left out several important issues in the document I submitted to you on Tuesday.  These are the issues
of groundwater recharge and groundwater pollution.  If G3 and Parker Development were to develop the parcels
submitted in the Lime Rock Development Proposal, using the current general plan zoning on these parcels, they
could develop a maximum of 57 individual rural estate parcels.  But now they are asking for up to 800 city lots. 

First, as I mentioned before, the Lime Rock Development Proposal area is surrounded by five acre parcels. 
These parcels rely on well water for domestic use.  In Royal Equestrian Estates (REE) we have been
experiencing wells running dry and wells with very low flow rates.  When drilling a new well in REE this summer,
the contractor commented that depth to which he has to drill to find ground water in this area is ever increasing. 
The Lime Rock Valley area is, as described, largely a valley which plays a role in recharging the groundwater for
the surrounding wells.  By covering this area with 800 homes and other impervious materials such as blacktop
and concrete, the groundwater recharge area will be greatly reduced.

Secondly, the list of chemicals used in and around homes, such as cleansers, fertilizers, pest controls, weed
controls, paints and solvents, etc., is almost endless.  Add to that, pet waste and cleaners, solvents and oils
used in motorized vehicles and you have 800 homes and approximately 1,600 vehicles polluting the groundwater. 
This is a far cry from the 57 homes which the existing zoning currently would allow.

The developers claim they are leaving 42% of the area in open space.  One hundred and twenty acres of the
proposed development are already in open space.  This represents 16% of the proposed project.  So in fact G3
and Parker Development are offering to keep 26% of the remaining developable land in open space.  So in effect
they are proposing to cover 74% of the watershed of REE and surrounding properties.  In addition, the open
space proposed in this plan is very fragmented and will undoubtedly experience many of the same pollutants from
the activities of several thousand individuals and runoff from surrounding properties.  If this area was developed as
zoned, the open space would be near 90%.

If the two steep 40 acre parcels which adjoin REE were developed into eight 10 acre parcels, the 120 acre open
space parcel was left undeveloped and in open space, and the remaining 540 acres were developed into one
hundred and eight 5 acre parcels, G3 and Parker Development would net  116 parcels.  This is double the
amount that the existing zoning of 57 parcels would allow.  I think this is a very reasonable compromise.  Who
shouldn’t be happy to double their investment?

Sincerely,

John and Linda Hovey
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Lime Rock Valley Development Proposal
1 message

John Hovey <jl_hovey@pacbell.net> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 9:01 AM
To: Rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us

 

Dear Mr. Pabalinas,

 

I forgot to request a delivery receipt when I sent you an e-mail earlier this morning.  Since we are so close to the
deadline, I wanted to insure you received it.

I have attached a copy in any event.

 

Thank you for your understanding

John Hovey

Second letter to Pabalinas.docx
16K
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March 21, 2013 
7175 Steeple Chase Drive 
Shingle Springs, CA  95682 
 
RE: Lime Rock Development Proposal 

Dear Mr. Pabalinas, 

I believe I left out several important issues in the document I submitted to you on Tuesday.  These are the issues 

of groundwater recharge and groundwater pollution.  If G3 and Parker Development were to develop the 

parcels submitted in the Lime Rock Development Proposal, using the current general plan zoning on these 

parcels, they could develop a maximum of 57 individual rural estate parcels.  But now they are asking for up to 

800 city lots.   

First, as I mentioned before, the Lime Rock Development Proposal area is surrounded by five acre 

parcels.  These parcels rely on well water for domestic use.  In Royal Equestrian Estates (REE) we have been 

experiencing wells running dry and wells with very low flow rates.  When drilling a new well in REE this summer, 

the contractor commented that depth to which he has to drill to find ground water in this area is ever 

increasing.  The Lime Rock Valley area is, as described, largely a valley which plays a role in recharging the 

groundwater for the surrounding wells.  By covering this area with 800 homes and other impervious materials 

such as blacktop and concrete, the groundwater recharge area will be greatly reduced. 

Secondly, the list of chemicals used in and around homes, such as cleansers, fertilizers, pest controls, weed 

controls, paints and solvents, etc., is almost endless.  Add to that, pet waste and cleaners, solvents and oils used 

in motorized vehicles and you have 800 homes and approximately 1,600 vehicles polluting the 

groundwater.  This is a far cry from the 57 homes which the existing zoning currently would allow. 

The developers claim they are leaving 42% of the area in open space.  One hundred and twenty acres of the 

proposed development are already in open space.  This represents 16% of the proposed project.  So in fact G3 

and Parker Development are offering to keep 26% of the remaining developable land in open space.  So in effect 

they are proposing to cover 74% of the watershed of REE and surrounding properties.  In addition, the open 

space proposed in this plan is very fragmented and will undoubtedly experience many of the same pollutants 

from the activities of several thousand individuals and runoff from surrounding properties.  If this area was 

developed as zoned, the open space would be near 90%. 

If the two steep 40 acre parcels which adjoin REE were developed into eight 10 acre parcels, the 120 acre open 

space parcel was left undeveloped and in open space, and the remaining 540 acres were developed into one 

hundred and eight 5 acre parcels, G3 and Parker Development would net  116 parcels.  This is double the 

amount that the existing zoning of 57 parcels would allow.  I think this is a very reasonable compromise.  Who 

shouldn’t be happy to double their investment? 

Sincerely, 
John and Linda Hovey 
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

CECSD Response Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan
1 message

Hope Leja <cecsd@sbcglobal.net> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 6:12 PM
To: rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us
Cc: Ray Nutting <bostwo@edcgov.us>, Amy.Wolfe@g3enterprises.com, George Coverick
<gcoverickcecsd@yahoo.com>, CECSD Hope Leja <cecsd@sbcglobal.net>, Doris Miller
<djmcecsd@hotmail.com>, Ken Moonitz <kencecsd@prodigy.net>, Smokey Riggert <smokeycecsd@yahoo.com>,
James Sholl <jsholl@cameronestates.net>

Hello Mel:

 

Attached is the Cameron Estates CSD response to the Planning Department's Notice of Preparation for

the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan (File No. SP12-0001) to be considered and included in the EIR. Please

confirm the receipt of this correspondence. Thank you. 

Regards,

 

Hope Leja 

General Manager/Secretary 

Cameron Estates Community Services District

(530) 677-5889

CECSD_Response_LRV_Specific_Plan.docx
22K
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Cameron Estates Community Services District 
P.O. Box 171 Shingle Springs CA  95682 

Phone and FAX: 530.677.5889, email cecsd@sbcglobal.net 
   ___________________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

 March 22, 2013 

 
Rommel (Mel) Pabalinas, Senior Planner 
El Dorado County Development Services  Department, Planning Division 
2850 Fairlane Court, Building C 
Placerville, California 95667 

Re:  Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report 
  Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan (File No. SP12-0001) 

Dear Mr. Pabalinas: 

This letter is a response to the Planning Department’s Notice of Preparation of a Draft 
EIR for the Lime Rock Valley project.  As you are aware, the Cameron Estates 
Community Service District (“CECSD”) adjoins the Lime Rock Valley project area to the 
north. 

The CECSD has several concerns regarding the Lime Rock Valley project: 

1. CECSD limits access and use of its roads pursuant to Government Code Section 
61105, which provides as follows:  

(f) The . . .  Cameron Estates Community Services District . . . may, for 
roads owned by the district and that are not formally dedicated to or 
kept open for use by the public for the purpose of vehicular travel, by 
ordinance, limit access to and the use of those roads to the landowners 
and residents of that district. 

Vehicular access into the CECSD from the Lime Rock Valley project must be 
prohibited in order to properly mitigate potential impacts to the CECSD.  In 
addition, emergency access roads should not be allowed (Deer Creek Road 
access) since the County has a history of subsequently opening emergency 
access roads to through traffic.    The CECSD is interested in reviewing the 
mitigation measures that will be imposed restricting access into the District and 
will be meeting with the developer to explore additional ways in which the 
developer can guarantee that the Lime Rock Valley Project will not allow access 
through the CECSD.  

2. Ingress/egress of the development is proposed to be through the Village of 
Marble Valley without any other access points. The project will have 
detrimental effects on traffic flow of the surrounding existing roadways, 
intersections and freeway interchanges at Cambridge Road, Bass Lake Road, 
Cameron Park Drive and Coach Lane which are already at suboptimum levels 



 
 
page 2  
and the additional traffic from this development will add to the congestion 
certainly creating level F (or worse) conditions.  

3. The proposed 800 dwelling units are out of character with the existing 
neighboring communities of Cameron Estates and Royal Equestrian Estates, 
each with minimum zoning of RE-5. The current RE-10  zoning designation of 
the project is similar with the existing surrounding parcels. The project as 
proposed is inconsistent with the existing general plan and zoning and should 
significantly reduce the proposed number of dwelling units.  

4. The resident committee of Cameron Estates has requested a transition area 
between the CECSD and Lime Rock Valley by creating a 500 foot wide buffer 
zone and 5-acre parcels on the perimeter of the development(consistent with 
the Marble Valley Plan).     

5. There are existing wildlife corridors in place in the undeveloped valley, and 
mitigations should include continued areas of access by the local wildlife 
populations. Wildlife friendly three rail fencing would encourage wildlife 
corridors. Consideration should be taken regarding the preservation of wildlife 
friendly ponds and creeks.  

6. The presence of rare Oracle oaks has been noted in the development area and 
should be protected.  

7. Mitigations should be in place regarding low light emitting, downward 
facing street lights to prevent the reduction of night time star visibility.  

8. The CECSD would request non vehicular access to the multi-use trails system 
proposed in the Lime Rock Valley development, possibly through Deer Creek 
Road.  

9. Adequate mitigation should be in place to control the migration of fugitive 
dust from the significant grading proposed. This area likely contains naturally 
occurring asbestos and should be handled appropriately.   

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the Lime Rock Valley Specific 
Plan Draft EIR. 

Very truly yours, 

 

Hope Leja, General Manager 

 

Cc:  Board of Directors  

        Supervisor Ray Nutting  

        Amy Wolfe, G3 Enterprises  
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Fwd: LimeRock Valley
1 message

Patrick Mccorkle <psmcc777@gmail.com> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 8:29 AM
To: rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: "Stephanie McCorkle" <4mediawings@gmail.com>
Date: Mar 21, 2013 2:29 AM
Subject: LimeRock Valley
To: "Patrick Mccorkle" <psmcc777@gmail.com>
Cc: 

Send to: Rommel Pabalinas rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us

 
 

Mr. Pabalinas,

 

I plan to oppose the LimeRock Valley re-zoning unless a 500 foot wide environmental buffer is established at the
boundary with Cameron Estates. I bought in this area of Cameron Park/Shingle Springs because of its rural
qualities and the privacy of the neighborhood.  We are surrounded by five and ten acres lots and we need to
protect the rural quality of life here.  Please evaluate the impacts of sensitive environmental issues in the area.  For
instance, there is also a creek on the boundary with LimeRock Valley that serves as a vital source of water for
many species, including deer, turkey, bobcats, coyotes, beaver, river otters, turtles, rabbits and frogs etc.  The
wildlife migration path needs to be protected.  It cuts through from many of our properties to where LimeRock
Valley is proposing several homes to an acre immediately adjacent to Cameron Estates. I ask that the developers
construct fencing that does not block views or impede wildlife migration.  Three rail fencing would be
appropriate. One particular species of oak that has been located in the proposed development area, and is quite
rare, is the very beautiful, oracle oak. These trees, more than any other, should be protected. I also request that
street lighting is respectful of rural life and does not cause light pollution that would interfere with our spectacular
nighttime skies.  Light as well as noise, traffic and air pollution is a concern with this re-zoning application.  Some
of these risks would be mitigated by establishing five acres parcels on the other side of the 500 foot environmental
buffer I have requested.  There should be a transition to a higher density development from a lower density area.
This makes sense from a county planning perspective and will serve to go a long way to creating good neighborly
relations with Cameron Estates, which prides itself on providing a safe, wholesome and serene community.  

 

Respectfully,

 

Patrick McCorkle

Deer Creek Road

Cameron Park, CA  95682

 

 

 

mailto:4mediawings@gmail.com
mailto:psmcc777@gmail.com
mailto:rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Comments on Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan File No. SP12-0001
1 message

Terrie Mitchell <mitchell5370@sbcglobal.net> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 1:28 PM
To: rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us
Cc: mark-n-lisa@sbcglobal.net, Terrie Mitchell <mitchell5370@sbcglobal.net>, bostwo@edcgov.us,
raynutting@hughes.net

Dear Mr. Pabalinas:
 
Attached are our comments on the Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report
and Notice of Pubic Scoping Meeting for the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan (File No. SP12-
0001).
 
Please review and address these comments in the record.
 
Regards,
 
Terrie Mitchell
5370 Amber Fields Dr
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
530-672-6294

Mitchell Santos Comment Ltr on LRVSP 3-22-13.pdf
4692K
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March 22,2013

Rommel (Mel) Pabalinas, Senior Planner
EI Dorado County Development Services Department
Planning Division
2850 Fairlane Court, Building C
Placerville, CA 95667

SUBJECT: Comments on Notice of Preparation of Draft Environmental Impact Report
and Notice of Pubic Scoping Meeting for the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan
(File No. SP12-0001)

Delivered Via e-mail to:=<.ommet.oabalinasrcI>edcgov.us

Mr. Pabalinas:

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the proposed Lime Rock Valley Specific
Plan, specifically on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) to identify additional information,
analyses and alternatives that we believe should be included and addressed in the Draft
EIR that will be prepared in the coming months. We are residents of EI Dorado County
and own property located on Amber Fields Drive, which is just south of this proposed
development. We live in Royal Equestrian Estates, a gated community with private
roads that has an active Home Owners Association (HOA) which is comprised of 77
estate residential lots that are either 5 or 10 acres in size. Our comments are
summarized below.

As a property owner & resident of Royal Equestrian Estates, we are greatly impacted by
the proposals being put forward for the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan. The Lime Rock
Valley Project is surrounded by rural land whose residents enjoy the serenity of five
acre and larger parcels in the communities of Milton Ranch, Milton Estates, Cameron
Estate, Royal Equestrian Estates (REE) and other subdivisions of five acre and larger
parcels. The notion that this project of city size lots is in keeping with this rural
environment is objectionable. It proposes up to 6 dwelling units per acre - which is not
low density development as implied in the Project proponent's application. These parcel
sizes are appropriate for a suburban city, not a rural environment. As a comparison,
this area currently contains parcel sizes of 5 - 10 acre parcels. To be consistent with
their surroundings, we believe that all parcels created within the proposed Lime Rock
Valley Project should be a minimum of five acres. At the very least all parcels which will
be adjacent to REE and the parcels overlooking our valley on the Western and Eastern
slope, should themselves also be a minimum of five acres or more and include an open
space buffer.
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Our specific comments in relation to the NOP are outlined in more detail below.

Additional Alternatives that Should be Addressed in the EIR

The Lime Rock Valley Project proposes to change the existing land use designations
from rural 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres, to what the proponent references as "low
density" parcels. Overall, we are concerned that the current project description is
misleading to the public and should be appropriately termed what we believe is high
density housing (up to 6 dwelling units per acre) backed up to existing rural estate
residential subdivisions that are 1 dwelling unit per 5 or 10 acres. As proposed, the
open space that is allocated for the project wit! provide no buffer or transition in land use
patterns to maintain the integrity and rural nature of the existing subdivisions that are
adjacent to the proposed project. The associated environmental impacts to the area
and effects to the existing rural subdivisions will be significant.

As a result, we request that the Draft EIR evaluate the following project alternatives, in
addition to the no project alternative, so that the associated impacts can be analyzed
and the comparative merits of the alternatives can be evaluated. Other alternatives
could substantially lessen the significant effects and environmental impacts of the
proposed project, but still achieve its basic objectives.

• Alternative 1 - Rural Density Residential that is 10 acre minimum per dwelling
unit.

• Alternative 2 - Rural Density Residential that is 5 acre minimum per dwelling unit

• Alternative 3 - Rural Density Residential that includes an open space buffer with
adjacent subdivisions (e.g., Royal Equestrian Estates, Milton Ranch, Cameron
Estates), followed by 5 and 10 acre minimum per dwelling unit.

• Alternative 4 - Rural Density Residential that lncludes an open space buffer with
adjacent subdivisions (e.q., Royal Equestrian Estates, Milton Ranch, Cameron
Estates), followed by 5 and 10 acre minimum per dwelling unit, then potential 1
acre minimum per dwelling unit for those parcels that are on the interior of the
proposed project so that there is a more appropriate and aesthetic progression in
land uses. The eastern & western slopes of the development should be
maintained with a 5 to 10 acre minimum per dwelling unit.

Potential Environmental Effects
In addition to the issues identified in the NOP to be considered, we request a thorough
analysis be conducted on the following issues both on the proposed project, the no
project alternative and Alternatives 1-4 highlighted above. This analysis will provide the
ability to compare the various impacts from each alternative, possibJe mitigation
measures and alternative land use designations to minimize the impacts to the
environment and surrounding communities.
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RE: Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan
March 22, 2013

• Traffic and Circulation
Traffic and circulation on surface roads, major transportation corridors and freeways
must be thoroughly evaluated. It should be clearly identified that the ingress and
egress for the proposed project will not utilize any of the private roads located within
the Royal Equestrian Estates subdivision. The portion of Amber Fields Drive that is
located within Royal Equestrian Estates is a private road and access is limited to
residents of the Royal Equestrian Estates HOA via a gate. It is our understanding
that the parcel numbers associated with the Lime Rock Valley Project have no
easement or access rights to the portion of Amber Fields Drive that is within the
Royal Equestrian Estates subdivision boundaries.

• Hydrology, Water Quality and Water Resources
The Project proponents have indicated that they plan to use EID water. However,
the project area has yet to be annexed into the EID service area. Will the
annexation be a condition of approval of the Lime Rock VaHey Specific Plan? Does
EID have the capacity to provide sewer service and water supply for this Project,
other projects, such as Marble Valley and existing customers? If E1D service is not
provided, water quality and hydrologic impacts should be evaluated from the
increased use of septic systems and private wells. An adequate description of
where EID will secure the additional water supply for the Project should be provided
along with an analysis of impacts. For instance, wHiit have an impact on existing
groundwater or surface water supplies? Win any aspects of the Project utilize private
ground water wells (e.g., for open space or parks)?

• Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Have there been any environmental investigations on the existing project land to
determine if any hazardous conditions from past mining operations exist? Has an
investigation been completed to verify there is no groundwater or soil contamination
resulting from previous mining activities?

• Cultural Resources
There is rich cultural heritage in the Project area. Native American Indians have
inhabited the local area,as well as past mining activities. These historic activities
should be identified and preserved, where possible.

Noise and Vibration
Noise and vibration effects must be evaluated on the proposed project and
alternatives. The increased housing density will significantly increase noise and
vibration levels due to traffic, trail use, parks and the associated increase in
residential and visitor population.

• Biological Resources
The draft EIR should evaluate the displacement of animals and habitat as a result of
the project and proposed aUernatives.
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• Visual Resources
Impacts to visual resources from the Project need to be evaluated, such as the
aesthetic impacts of high density housing to those adjacent rural subdivisions. The
views from existing homes and subdivisions will be significantly compromised.
Rather than viewing natural tree-lined hillsides and valleys with abundant wildlife,
views will consist of high density subdivisions, rooftops and roads. In addition, light
pollution in the night time sky will increase significantly and obscure views of the
stars. The impacts from light pollution must be evaluated and mitigated.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the NOP and look forward to working with
you on the Draft EIR. Please include our contact information for future notifications
related to this proposed development. If you have any questions regarding our
comments, please do not hesitate to contact me at the address and phone number
below.

~IY.-' ..---~.

Teresa L. Mitchell and Giles Mitchell
5370 Amber Fields Drive
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
916-876-6092

/f1
Mark & Lisa Santos
5441 Farrell Road
Shingle Springs, CA 95682
530-676-1240

cc: Ray Nutting - EI Dorado County Board of Supervisors
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Lime Rock project input
1 message

Steve Palmer <steve@innotek.com> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 2:18 PM
To: Mel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>
Cc: Ron Mikulaco <bosone@edcgov.us>, Ray Nutting <bostwo@edcgov.us>, Brian Veerkamp
<bosthree@edcgov.us>, Ron Briggs <bosfour@edcgov.us>, Norma Santiago <bosfive@edcgov.us>, George Coverick
<gcoverickcecsd@yahoo.com>, James Sholl <sholls@sbcglobal.net>, doris miller <djmCECSD@hotmail.com>,
Smokey Riggert <smokeycecsd@yahoo.com>, Ken Moonitz <kencecsd@prodigy.net>

Dear Mr. Pabalinas,

Please accept the attached input for Draft EIR scoping for the Lime Rock project (SP12-0001)

Thank you,

Steve Palmer
4391 Cameron Road
Cameron Park, CA
95682

Lime Rock Draft EIR Scoping letter.pdf
129K

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=004a388b99&view=att&th=13d93f761b863ffe&attid=0.1&disp=attd&safe=1&zw
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March 22, 2013 
 
 
Rommel (Mel) Pabalinas, Senior Planner 
El Dorado County Development Services Department 

Planning Division 2850 Fairlane Court, Building C 
Placerville, CA 95667 

 

 
 RE:  Scoping Meeting for the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan (File No. 

SP12‐0001)  
 
 Via email: rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us 
  
 

Dear Mr. Pabalinas, 
 
I have reviewed G3 Enterprises’ Lime Rock Valley proposal for development in the 
Marble Valley area and submit these comments regarding the scope and content of the 
Draft EIR.  In addition to those scoping issues already identified in your February 20, 
2013 NOP letter, I would like to see the following issues specifically addressed in detail. 
 

• Habitat - The proposed development has been relatively undisturbed for a 
significant period of time.  This undeveloped acreage is habitat for numerous 
species of plants and animals.  It is bounded on almost all sides by current rural 
residential lots, some of which are developed, but are very low density with 
wildlife corridors and enough open space for some habitat.  If developed as G3 
proposes, much of this habitat would be eliminated.  The Draft EIR should 
consider habitat preservation, high quality animal corridors, and “safe” areas.  In 
the Draft EIR, project alternatives should include much lower density 
development, such as rural residential development at one dwelling unit per 5 
acres (or less dense) based on current land use and zoning.  Having the Draft 
EIR review this lower density alternative and its impact on habitat impact would 
allow review of a project more suited to the area and surrounding neighborhoods 
without having to go through this evaluation separately. 
 

• Light pollution  - The Draft EIR should evaluate and measure current sky glow 
and nighttime light levels from multiple locations in and around the proposed 
project area.   It should calculate light pollution and its effect for each project 
alternative.  Additionally, the EIR should evaluate lighting options for each plan 
alternative for methods to reduce light pollution as much as possible.  Currently it 
is possible to enjoy the night sky and see the Milky Way on many clear nights in 
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neighborhoods surrounding the proposed development.  With proper mitigations, 
this can remain so to the benefit of neighbors, as well as future Lime Rock 
residents. 

 
• Visual Impact – If “Visual Resources” as used in your NOP means view of man-

made and natural objects from locations within and outside of the project area, 
my concerns should already be addressed in you issues list the Draft EIR.  
Please consider in detail the visual impact of the proposed development and 
alternatives on neighbors.  This evaluation should include the impact on 
neighbors at significant distance, recognizing that due to the topography of the 
area, many neighbors are in line-of-sight of the proposed development. 

 
• Traffic – Although traffic is already in the County’s list of scope and content, I feel 

it’s important enough to bring up the concern here.  The Cambridge Road 
intersections are already busy most of the day and VERY busy around Blue 
Oak/Camerado school start and end times.  The Draft EIR should include a 
complete traffic study and mitigation ideas as appropriate. 

 
 

Thank you for considering my input. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Stephen L. Palmer 
4391 Cameron Road 
Cameron Park, CA  95682 
 
 
 
Cc:  El Dorado County Supervisors 

 Ron Mikulaco, Ray Nutting, Brian Veerkamp, Ron Briggs, Norma Santiago 
 

 Cameron Estates CSD Board of Directors 
  James Sholl, Ken Moonitz, Doris Miller, Smokey Riggert, George Coverick 
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Response to the Notice of Preparation for the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan
1 message

Lindell Price <lindellprice@gmail.com> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 5:00 PM
To: rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us

Rommel Pabalinas, Senior Planner, County of El Dorado:

Response to the Lime Rock Valley Specific (LRVSP) Plan Notice of Preparation:

The LRVSP requests a change from the General Plan Land Use designation of Open Space to other land use
designations.  A change in the General Plan land use designation can only be justified by an optimal project.  

Assess the potential of LRVSP to preclude future traffic circulation connections to the north, south, east and
west of the project thereby worsening the cumulative traffic circulation impacts.  

Assess differences in the amount of road pavement, traffic speeds, air quality, green house gas emission, public
safety, and incident related congestion related to longer indirect traffic circulation routes versus shorter more
direct routes, as well as potential mode shifts to walking, bicycling and public transit if short, inviting 24-hour, all-
weather routes are provided.

Address  the cumulative impacts of additional motor vehicles from the project on pedestrian and bicycle access
to Cambridge Road, and especially to the El Dorado Transit stop at Cambridge Road and US 50.  Also, assess
the impacts of motor vehicle traffic from the project to the roads serving the library, community center, schools
and businesses just to the north of US 50 as well as the existing and potential roads and business south of US
50.

Address how the LRVSP impacts the jobs/housing balance in the area.  Where will the residents of LRVSP
work?  What will be the traffic and circulation, green house gases, air quality, and land use planning impacts of
work commutes resulting from LRVSP?  Will the residences in LRVSP meet El Dorado County's need for
moderately priced housing?

Does the LRVSP alleviate out-of-county travel to access services and retail shopping?  Consider alternatives that
reduce the need to travel to access services and retail.

How will on-going maintenance and public access to trails, pathways, parks and open space be insured?

Review expanding the Community Region of Cameron Park to include the LRVSP instead of including the LRVSP
in the Community Region of El Dorado Hills.  Review amending the Cameron Park Community Service District to
include the LRVSP instead of the El Dorado Hills Community Service District.

Lindell Price

3672 Millbrae Road 

Cameron Park, CA 95682 

(916) 804-7316
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Public Imput for Draft Environmental Impact Report for Lime Rock Valley
Specific Plan
1 message

Stanley Price <2stanleyprice@gmail.com> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 4:34 PM
To: rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us

Rommel Pabalinas, rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us
Senior Planner
El Dorado County Development Services Department, Planning Division

--

Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan

Recreation:

Analyze an equestrian trail from the west, by way of Tong Road, Old Placerville Road, north of SR 50, to the El
Dorado Trail to the east, that would provide an exemplary opportunity for attracting equestrians from near and far.
With the large open space obligation, consider the possible connectivity that could be provided between
Sacramento County, and the Sierra through El Dorado County. There could be a connection to the VMVS, and
the ECDHSP to create a superb trail..

Public Service and Utilities:

Review the water supply and sewer availability by provider, domestic and irrigation, that is available, and what
proportion will be required by the LRVSP. Include infrastructure requirements and costs, and ongoing costs, as
well as the responsible party for financing the infrastructure and water supply..

Traffic and Circulation, Air Quality, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions:

Review the Pedestrian Circulation Plan, and determine of there is good connectivity within the project, as well as
from the project in every direction (to schools, stores, senior center, and to Cameron Park.)

Review the Bicycle Circulation Plan, and determine of there is good connectivity within the project, as well as
from the project in every direction (to schools, stores, senior center, and to Cameron Park.) Please note that the
“Preliminary Trail Circulation Plan” is not adequate.

mailto:rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us
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Review the Trails Circulation Plan, and determine of there is good connectivity within the project, as well as from
the project in every direction (to schools, stores, senior center, and to Cameron Park.)

Review the Vehicle Circulation Plan, and determine of there is good connectivity within the project, as well as
from the project in every direction (to schools, stores, senior center, and to Cameron Park.)

Land Use Planning and Agricultural Resources, and Population and Housing, and Greenhouse Gas Emissions:

Analyze and review how this rezoning, or development, benefit or hinder the County in meeting the current
Housing Element requirements as provided by the California Department of Housing and Community Development
(2013 forward).

Study where the construction workers for the project will be living, and the vehicle miles traveled during the
construction of the project. Utilize El Dorado Hills construction as the data source for builders..

Study where the residents of VMVSP will work, the transit options that they would have, and their VMT's.

Study where the employees of the built-out project would live, (for example, the retail employees, the gardeners,
grounds-keepers, security, child-care, and home-care workers), their transportation options from where they can
afford to live, and the vehicle miles traveled (VMT). Consider vehicle and fuel costs and compare their projected
wages.

Stanley Price
3672 Millbrae Road
Cameron Park, CA 95682
(530) 677-5052

tel:%28530%29%20677-5052
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Please do not let these ruin Cameron Park
1 message

Jim Riordan <jriordan@riordanco.com> Wed, May 1, 2013 at 2:23 PM
To: Rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us

Dear sir,

 

Please do not let these projects ruin our city.

 

Best Regards

James F. Riordan
CEO

The James F. Riordan Company, Inc.
Ph. 530.676.4729
Fax 530.676-0810
Website: www.riordanco.com

“Choose carefully the most important things in your life, for they are your options and become the VALUES of
your life.  Your values determine your priorities which govern your choices.  Your choices dictate your decisions.
Your decisions generate actions, attitudes and habits which become your character and the CONSEQUENCES
of your life.”    Howard J. Riordan  (1913-1997)

Statement of Confidentiality: The contents of this e-mail message and any attachments are confidential,
Copyrighted by J. Riordan, 2011, and are intended solely for the addressee. The Information may also be legally
privileged. This transmission is sent in trust, for the sole purpose of delivery to the intended recipient. If you have
received this transmission in error, any use, reproduction or dissemination of this transmission is strictly
prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please immediately notify sender by reply e-mail or at (530) 676-
4729 and delete this message and its attachments, if any. E-mail is covered by the Electronic Communications
Privacy Act, 18 USC Sections 2510-2521 and is legally privileged.  Thank you for your cooperation.
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James F. Riordan 

3110 Camerosa Circle, Cameron Park, CA 95682 

Ph. 530.676.4729 FAX 530.676.0810 
 
May 1, 2013 

 

To: Editor 

The Mountain Democrat 

 

VIA Email 

 

Dear Editor,   

 

No on (S)Lime Rock Valley and Marble Valley developments.  

Last night, on April 30, a meeting was held at the CPCSD to “brief” community members about two 

developments proposed just across highway 50 from Cameron Park. This is a wakeup call to all Cameron Park 

residents. I’m sure most of you will find it “entertaining” that we residents of Cameron Park were perhaps the 

LAST group to be shown this briefing.  Why?  Because we have lots to lose and nothing tangible to gain. I hope 

that those of you concerned will contact Mr. Rommel Pabalinas, the County Senior planner by email at 

Rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us  and voice your feelings about what certainly appears to be a sound screwing of 

Cameron Park residents in my opinion.  

 The first and foremost reason that most residents attended this briefing was to find out what the traffic 

impact would be. Guess what?  There was no traffic plan.  Some vague reference was made to enlarging the 

Cambridge interchange along with some vague references to a new or larger connection to these developments 

at or near the existing Bass lake road interchange.  (The “S”lime valley project will be dumping traffic onto 

Hwy 50 at Cameron Park drive) Certainly both of these plans will be really appealing to us Cameron park 

residents who would now have to share these already crowded THREE entrances to Hwy 50 with only about 

3,000 more homes each morning. You think the 50 corridor is crowded now?  Try adding maybe 3,000 to 6,000 

more cars each day. You WILL be in Sacramento smog from then on.  

 When one resident at this meeting asked if the Marble Valley development will fall under the Cameron 

Park CSD, they were told “No, this new development would be part of the El Dorado Hills CSD”.  

mailto:Rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us


WHAAAAT?  Folks, fellow residents, this is pure BS to me and I hope it is to you as well. EDH gets all the 

CSD money, and we get all the congestion, added smog, and zero benefit.  During the winter it is entirely 

possible that those valleys will fill with smoke and potentially cause us issues with using our own fireplaces. 

This is a lot of proposed homes folks.  I fly over these valleys several times a month and I have seen where the 

smoke settles in the winter.  

 These two developments are being proposed by Parker Development and G3 (Gallo brothers). Yup the 

Serrano folks. You can take a “fly-over” view of this proposed, in my opinion “revolting development” at 

http://www.thevillageofmarblevalley.com/proposed-land-plan-summary.html   This development will include 

high density areas as well, which will attract more of the same people many of us wish would stay in 

Sacramento. 

A visit to the website also shows a “Monolith Event Center for weddings, concerts, corporate retreats, 

charity events and other organized functions. With vineyards planned to surround the quarry site and an 

adjacent indoor banquet facility”. That along with a lake with boating, kayaking and oh yes, a dock, pier, 

gazebo and outdoor amphitheater for “occasional theater performances and outdoor events” . .So wake up folks, 

direct competition right under your nose for the already failing Cameron Park CSD and lake which is already 

under used. 

  Personally, I moved here 1n 1989 to get away from the crush of the Bay area and all of its “planned 

communities”  to me, this is a lose, lose, lose for Cameron Park Residents.  El Dorado hills gets the revenue, we 

get the traffic, smog and congestion. Nice!   If you feel the same, please email the county official above and tell 

him “Just say NO to (S)Lime Rock and Marble Valley.”  For a map showing both of the sites and how the Lime 

Rock plan will affect Cameron Park Drive traffic, see http://limerockvalley.com/site-location.html  

 Contact Mr. Rommel Pabalinas, the County Senior planner at his email Rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us  

and voice your opposition now.  

Sincerely, 

http://www.thevillageofmarblevalley.com/proposed-land-plan-summary.html
http://limerockvalley.com/site-location.html
mailto:Rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us


 
Jim Riordan  
530-676-4729 
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Fwd: No high-density homes in the proposed Marble Valley-Lime Rock project
1 message

Char Tim <charlene.tim@edcgov.us> Thu, May 23, 2013 at 7:47 AM
To: Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>, Peter Maurer <peter.maurer@edcgov.us>, Roger Trout <roger.trout@edcgov.us>

fyi...

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: David Yancey <dkyancey@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, May 22, 2013 at 4:58 PM
Subject: No high-density homes in the proposed Marble Valley-Lime Rock project
To: charlene.tim@edcgov.us, bosone@edcgov.us, bostwo@edcgov.us, bosthree@edcgov.us, bosfour@edcgov.us, bosfive@edcgov.us

As a resident of El Dorado County, I object to the construction of high-density housing in the proposed Marble Valley-Lime Rock project for

the following reasons:  

Traffic from the estimated 40,000 more car trips per day at the Hwy 50/Bass Lake interchange would be a severe

impact.

Do not go against the General Plan. This land is already planned for 5- to 20-acre parcels.  It was planned this way for a

reason and it remains a good idea still.

The County should be planning to use our remaining Highway 50 road capacity for new job projects – not large housing

projects adding even more commuter traffic.

We want an Advisory Vote election scheduled as soon as possible to give Cameron Park area residents a voice in this plan.

David Yancey

2825 Vista Verde Dr.

Cameron Park, CA 95682

-- 

Char Tim
Clerk of the Planning Commission
County of El Dorado Community Development Agency
Development Services Division
(530) 621-5351

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it may contain confidential information, and are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 
 Any retransmission, dissemination or other use of the information by persons other than the intended recipient or 
entity is prohibited.
 If you receive this e-mail in error please contact the sender by return e-mail and delete the material from your 
system. 
Thank you.

mailto:dkyancey@gmail.com
mailto:charlene.tim@edcgov.us
mailto:bosone@edcgov.us
mailto:bostwo@edcgov.us
mailto:bosthree@edcgov.us
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Public Comment on LRVSP
1 message

Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us> Tue, Dec 4, 2012 at 4:07 PM
To: "Chiu, Bonnie" <Bonnie.Chiu@icfi.com>
Cc: Amy Wolfe <amy.wolfe@g3enterprises.com>

Hi Bonnie:

For your review and record, here is a letter from the public on Lime Rock. It was addressed to Amy and I was a
CC on it. 

-- 
=========================================
Rommel (Mel) Pabalinas, Senior Planner
El Dorado County Development Services Department
Planning Division
2850 Fairlane Court
Placerville, CA 95667
Main Line 530-621-5355
Direct line 530-621-5363
Fax 530-642-0508

James Blodget.pdf
69K

https://mail.google.com/mail/?ui=2&ik=004a388b99&view=att&th=13b686368b2f69cf&attid=0.1&disp=attd&realattid=f_habp2ukv0&safe=1&zw
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Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Caltrans' Comments: Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan NOP, El Dorado County
1 message

Wilson, Susan L@DOT <susan.wilson@dot.ca.gov> Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 1:22 PM
To: "rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us" <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>
Cc: "scott.morgan@opr.ca.gov" <scott.morgan@opr.ca.gov>, "Fredericks, Eric B@DOT"
<eric.fredericks@dot.ca.gov>

Hello Mel,

Attached please find Caltrans’ comments regarding the Notice of Preparation for the Lime Rock Valley Specific
Plan development project. We appreciate the opportunity to review the NOP documents and provide comments to
El Dorado County.

 

We would appreciate your response to this email to confirm receipt. Also, a hard copy of this letter has been
sent to you via US Mail.

 

Please let me know if you have questions regarding our comments or need additional information.

 

Thank you,

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Susan Wilson

(916) 274-0639

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~

Caltrans District 3

Division of Planning & Local Assistance

Office of Transportation Planning - South

2379 Gateway Oaks Dr., Suite 150, MS-19

Sacramento, CA  95833

~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~
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April 2, 2013 

Mel Pabalinas 
Senior Planner 

EL DORADO LAFCO 
LOCAL AGENCY FORMATION COMMISSION 

550 Main Street Suite E • Placerville, CA 95667 
Phone: (530) 295-2707 • Fax: (530) 295-1208 

lafco@edlafco.us • www.edlafco.us 

EI Dorado County Planning Services 
2850 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: Notice of Preparation of a Draft Environmental Impact Report for the Lime Rock Valley Specific 
Plan 

Dear Mr. Pabalinas: 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comments on the Lime Rock Valley Specific 
Plan (LRVSP), which is a planned residential community totaling approximately 740 acres in the 
Cameron Park area south of U.S. Highway 50. LAFCO's State mandated role is to promote orderly 
growth and development and to encourage efficient service areas for local service providers. The 
LRVSP proposes a mix of low-density residential and open space uses, including up to 800 
residential units, a 15-acre neighborhood park, and 314 acres of public and private open space. 

As you are aware, APNs 109-010-13 and -14, and 109-020-01, -04, -OS, and -20 are not within the 
boundaries of the EI Dorado Irrigation District (EID); however the parcels are within the EID sphere 
of influence. APNs 109-010-09, -10, and 109-020-06 are within EID. The LRVSP project will require 
municipal water, wastewater, and recycled water services from EID in order to support the proposed 
development. In addition, the project description also indicated the landowner will request to amend 
the EI Dorado Hills Community Service District (EDHCSD) sphere of influence area to include the 
LRVSP area and annex the LRVSP area into the EDHCSD service area for parks and recreation 
services. 

LAFCO approval for annexation is required prior to receiving these services. It is recommended that 
the applicant contact LAFCO near the end of the tentative map approval process to request 
annexation into EID and EDHCSD. 

Since the above project will require LAFCO involvement for multiple boundary changes and LAFCO 
would also require an environmental review for the application, it is in the best interest of the 
applicant and all involved parties if one CEQA document is prepared that covers all of the necessary 
processes. LAFCO respectfully requests that the Initial Study address the following potential issues: 

Cumulative Impacts: The Initial Study needs to consider potential cumulative impacts based on a 
range of recent, probable and reasonably foreseeable projects, including land use projects recently 
approved by the County and pending projects slated to move forward with the approval of the 
County's General Plan. 

COMMISSIONERS 
Public Member: Don Mette • Alternate Public Member: Niles J. Fleege 

City Members: Hal Cole. Carol A. Patton • Alternate City Member: Wendy Mattson 
County Members: Ron Briggs. Ron "Mik" Mikulaco • Alternate County Member: Brian Veerkamp 

Special District Members: Ken Humphreys. Vacant· Alternate Special District Member: Shiva Frentzen 
STAFF 

Jose c. Henriquez. Executive Officer • Erica Sanchez. Policy Analyst 
Denise Tebaldi. Interim Commission Clerk· Andrew Morris. Commission Counsel 
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Park and Recreation Services: The Initial Study should address issues associated with the 
provision of park and recreation services; specifically the impacts that the proposed planned 
development would have on existing EDHCSD facilities and the financial implications to the District, 
as well as other residents of the District. Also, in the analysis for the provision of park and recreation 
services to Lime Rock, annexation to Cameron Park Community Services District should be studied 
as an alternative. 

Water Supply, Pumping and Treatment Facilities: The Initial Study should include a discussion of 
the potential water supply impacts that may occur as a result of the project. This would entail how 
much water would be required to adequately serve this project, and whether that water is currently 
projected to be available, the existing infrastructure that will be used to deliver service; the location, 
size and capacity of existing infrastructure, and how this water requirement will affect the overall 
water supply for the service area. Attention should also be given to any potential adverse effects 
that may occur to surrounding residents who are currently receiving water service. The same scope 
of discussion should occur in regards to local pumping and treatment facilities; including the location 
and size of the existing infrastructure of the nearest water treatment facility and whether it has the 
capacity to serve the proposed project or if additional infrastructure will be required for pumping the 
water to the project site. In addition, overall cumulative impacts to water availability as a result of 
this project should be examined. 

Water QualitylWastewater Treatment Issues: The same scope of discussion that was required for 
water issues should also be studied for wastewater treatment issues. 

Agricultural Land Issues: Where applicable, the Initial Study should address any potential impacts 
on agricultural uses. This would include any project that would potentially impact the physical and 
economic integrity of agricultural land in the County due to increased competition for scarce 
resources, and introduction of new development into agricultural lands. In addition, the Initial Study 
should also discuss any economic impacts to agricultural activities in the surrounding area as well as 
any efforts to be undertaken to minimize any conflicts in land use. 

Regional Growth Goals: The Initial Study should identify the income category housing that the 
proposed development will provide and how that fits into the County's RHNA target goals for housing 
allocations. 

In addition, please ensure that LAFCO is listed as a Responsible Agency for this project when the 
draft environmental document is prepared and circulated, so that we may have a chance to provide 
comments before the final document is adopted. Once again, we thank you for giving LAFCO the 
opportunity to comment and we look forward to receiving additional materials in the future. 

I can be contacted at (530) 295-2707 if you have any questions or if the applicant would like to 
further discuss initiating the reorganization application. 

Sincerely, 

~se~1Qk-
Erica Sanchez 
LAFCO Policy Analyst 

cc: Lori Grace, EI Dorado Irrigation District 
Brent Dennis, EI Dorado Hills Community Services District 
Mary Cahill, Cameron Park Community Services District 
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Erica Sanchez <ESanchez@edlafco.us> Tue, Apr 2, 2013 at 5:00 PM
To: Rommel Pabalinas <rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us>

Hi Mel,

 

Attached are LAFCO’s comments relating to Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan; thank you for accepting these late comments and adding
LAFCO to the LRVSP distribution list.  An original copy was put in the mail today, which you should receive in the next few days. 

 

Please  let me know if you have any questions regarding my comments and keep LAFCO updated as this project moves forward.     

Thank you,

 

Erica Sanchez

Policy Analyst

El Dorado Local Agency Formation Commission

 

550 Main Street, Suite E

Placerville, CA 95667

(530) 295-2707

esanchez@edlafco.us

www.edlafco.us

 

From: Rommel Pabalinas [mailto:rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 26, 2013 8:10 PM
To: Erica Sanchez
Subject: Re: Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan NOP Comments

 

Hi Andrea:

I appreciate your comments on the VMVSP NOP. Also, I apologize for not sending you the other NOPs for LRVSP and
CEDHSP. I made sure that all agencies received all three but its possible that one envelope didn't have all three. If
LAFCO has comment on LRVSP, please provide and I'll take it as a late comment.

Thanks, again.

 

On Fri, Mar 22, 2013 at 4:26 PM, Erica Sanchez <ESanchez@edlafco.us> wrote:

Hi Mel,

 

Attached are LAFCO’s comments relating to the Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan.  An original copy was put in the mail today, which
you should receive in the next few days. 

mailto:esanchez@edlafco.us
http://www.edlafco.us/
mailto:rommel.pabalinas@edcgov.us
mailto:ESanchez@edlafco.us
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Also, please be sure to add LAFCO to the distribution list for all materials relating to the Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan and the
Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan…we did not receive notices for either of these projects via mail; I just happened to notice them on your
website today when looking at the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan (we did receive a notice for that project, thank you).

Please  let me know if you have any questions regarding my comments and keep LAFCO updated as this project moves forward.     

Thank you,

 

Erica Sanchez

Policy Analyst

El Dorado Local Agency Formation Commission

 

550 Main Street, Suite E

Placerville, CA 95667

(530) 295-2707

esanchez@edlafco.us

www.edlafco.us

 

--

=======================================
Rommel (Mel) Pabalinas, Senior Planner

El Dorado County Development Services Department
Planning Division

2850 Fairlane Court

Placerville, CA 95667

Main Line 530-621-5355

Direct line 530-621-5363

Fax 530-642-0508

NOTICE: This e-mail and any files transmitted with it may contain confidential information, and are intended 
solely for the use of the individual or entity to whom they are addressed. 

 Any retransmission, dissemination or other use of the information by persons other than the intended recipient or 
entity is prohibited.

 If you receive this e-mail in error please contact the sender by return e-mail and delete the material from your 
system. 

Thank you.
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