
Damon Polk 

Subject: Inclusionary Zoning is not the way to go 
Date: Friday, January 10, 2003 3:16 PM 
From: Damon Polk <damon@biasup.org> 

L.ETTER1 

Mon, Apr 21, 2003 4:43 PM 

Cc: Bruce Houdesheldt <bruce@biasup.org>, John Costa <costaj@biasup.org> 

Dear County Supervisors and Planning Commissioners, 

I have included an attached file discussing affordable housing and how units can be built without 
implementing inclusionary zoning. In essence, 1) increase the supply of land available for multifamily, 
condos, mobile home parks, and townhouses through zoning; 2) apply for, advertise, and utilize local, 
state, and federal funding sources for the construction of affordable housing, and 3) provide incentives to 

building affordable housing. By utilizing this formula, affordable units can and will be built without the 
need for inclusionary zoning. 

I thank you for your time, 

Damon Polk 
Field Advocate, Govermnental and Public Affairs 
Building Industry Association of Superior California 
Office (916) 575-1430 
Fax (916) 482-3461 
Mobile (916) 416-3815 

3800 Watt Avenue, Suite 140 
Sacramento, CA 95821 
WW\V. biasup.org 
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··Building Toward a Beu.er Future"' 

Affordable Housing: Solving a Crisis Without 
Creating One 

While the Sacramento Region faces considerable challenges with regard to the provision 
of affordable housing, its situation is not unique - housing prices throughout California 
are at an all time high. Why? For a simple answer, one needs to look no further than the 
basic economic theory of supply and demand. The state Department of Finance estimates 
that California is under-producing housing at an annual rate of roughly 100,000 units per 
year. Over a ten-year period, that adds up to a statewide shortage of l million units. This 
imbalance between supply and demand has made housing prices soar, causing housing 
hardships for all Californians but particularly those of low and moderate incomes. 

That is the simple answer. Unfortunately for the state and local governments, the simple 
answer leads to a series of difficult issues such as how to overcome the current regulatory 
and political structures that serve to hinder housing production and - the most pertinent 
one to this discussion - how to provide housing for the very low, low and moderate
income families with a limited supply of funding. 

Inclusionary Zoning Myths and Realities 
Inclusionary zoning is an increasingly popular method being employed by local 
governments in an attempt to provide low-income housing. It is being touted as a win
win solution, the panacea of affordable housing woes. But as is the case with all complex 
problems, the one-dimensional answers are rarely the best and unintended consequences 
generally accompany their implementation. That is the case with inclusionary zoning. 

Myth #1: Inclusionary zoning is the best way to 
provide low-income housing 

Inclusionary zoning is actually a constr:iint to housing 
production and as such does little to effect much 
positive change on the affordability of the housing 
market. Indeed, inclusionary programs don't build many 
units. A study by University of San Diego reports that 
half of the inclusionary programs started in the 1980s 
produced fewer than 3.4 units per year. In addition, the 
Journal ofAmerican Planning reported that 60 percent 
of municipalities with inclusionary zoning mandates had 
produced less than 100 units since their inception and 
30 percent had not produced any units. 
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Myth #2: Market-rate builders and developers can easily 
accommodate lowaincome units. 

It sounds easy enough: require market-rate homebuilders 
to build low-income units. But the reality is that it is not 
economically feasible for private, for-profit builders to build 
low-income housjng. A study from Hobson Johnson 
Associates states that "the developer makes a living through 
managing risk, evaluating the probable financial return on a 
project in light of assumed risk." The imposition of 
inclusionary zoning ordiances makes it even more difficult 
for a developer or homebuilder to convince a Jender that the 
risk/return ratio is equitable. 

In addition, market-rate homebuilders and developers lack the expertise and 
access to capital that affordable housing developers possess. Indeed, HCD 
reports that "for-profit builders in California cannot economically supply 
significant amounts of affordable housing. If 

Myth #3: Indusionary zoning makes housing more affordable. 

At its core, inclusionary zoning is a fee on new development, and not one which is evenly 
distributed. It provides housing opportunities to a few individuals while locking many 
more out of the housing market. This does not make housing more affordable, but simply 
shifts unmet housing needs. And, like all fees, the fee burden is greatest for households 
at the lower end of the homeownership ladder. What's more, the high inclusionary 
requirements in the Cental Coast are 
cited by HCD as being responsible for 
the high fee totals in that region. At 
the time of the "Pay to Play" study, 
Sacramento's fee average did not 
include any inclusionary programs 
and can be expected to rise with the 
adoption of such policies. 

In short, inclusionary zoning actually acerbates a problem it is intended to fix by raising 
housing prices, restricting housing production and failing to produce an adequate supply 
of low-income units. There is a better way. 
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Getting to "Yes" on Affordable Housing Without Indusionary Zoning 
There is no magic bullet when it comes to affordable housjng, but there are 
things that jurisdictions can do to facilitate and encourage its development. 
Meeting affordable housing goals starts with the acknowledgement that low
income housing is the responsibility of a community - not just one segment of it. 
The best way to provide affordable housing is: 

1) To adequately zone multi-family land and then work aggressively to 
secure financing through broad-based funding sources to ensure that the 
housing gets buiJt; 

2) To minimize government-imposed costs and restrictions that artificially 
raise the costs of all housing; and 

3) To incentivize homebuilders and developers to build it (part of which will 
happen naturally when restrictions are lifted). 

Other jurisdictions are coming up with creative affordable housing solutions, including 
the region's own City of Roseville as well as the City of Los Angeles. 

The Roseville Model 
The City of Roseville's approach to affordable housing is to establish a 10 percent goal 
that reflects fiscal and political realities rather than expectations that cannot be met. The 
City designates affordable housing goals during the Specific Plan process using 
objectives they have quantified in their housing element. For this housing element cycle, 
the City's goal is to produce 5 l 2 units of affordable housing. Other components of the 
model include the following: 

• Recognizes that the provision of affordable housing is the responsibility of the 
entire community. 

o The City actively encourages local businesses to cooperatively establish 
an investment fund to provide financing for the production of affordable 
housing. 

• Establishes and operates under a partnership between the city development 
interests. 

o The City works aggressively to secure and maximize potential funds 
available through existing state, federal and local programs. 

o The City works with all property owners subject to the affordability 
requirements by assisting developers in acquiring appropriate and 
available subsidies to construct affordable housing. If adequate subsidies 
are not available, the IO percent goal may be deferred to a latter phase of 
the project to allow time to assemble the necessary funding. 
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LA 's Housing Trust Fund 
In addition to reducing barriers to housing production, the City of Los Angeles has 
established a $100 million housing trust fund in conjunction with the local BIA, 
businesses and affordable housing groups. The business community provided the City 
with ideas about how to redirect money in the City coffers toward the trust fund. To date, 
the city has not imposed any new fees or inclusionary zoning on 
homebuilders/homebuyers. The proposed funding sources are below. 

Potential Funding Sources Estimated amount to be New or existing General 
generated from Source :Fund (GF) $ 

1A. 25% of Business $5 M/year New to General Fund. Already 

License Tax funds ( at anticipated $20 M total adopted by City Council 

from Amnesty 2001 receipts) ordinance. 

lB. 25% of new Business $!OM/year (based on $66M New to General Fund. Once 
License total projected revenue) AB 63 passes, amend existing 

Tax revenue post AB 63 ordinance (above) 
2. Revenue from Closure of $151\1/year New to General Fund, but 
Central Business District budgeted in 2001-2002 budget. 
CRA Project Area Pacheco motion has already 

proposed this allocation. 
3A. 40% of future property $11- 16M/year New to General Fund monies. 
tax increment citywide. Recommended also by Housing 
Index current property tax Crisis Task Force 
revenues 
3B. AB 1284 (Lowenthal), Unknown. Additional to New to General Fund, as 
creates Housing revenues in 3A. City dedicated future property tax 
Opportunity Districts should study for areas of This bill is now a two-year bill 
(HOD's) which dedicate greatest return if AB 1284 in the state legislature. 
WO% of property tax passes. 
increment to housing 
4. Dedicate future CRA $5 M/year New to General Fund. 
Bunker Hill revenues to 
housing citywide 
SA. CRA dedicate more than $7M/year. This only counts New to General Fund. Requires 
20% of tax increment to the difference between 20% approval of each project area. 
housing. The revenue and 30%, as 20% is considered 
estimates do not include the "old money" 
CBD revenues if new area. $21M/year ifall 30% of tax 

increment is counted towards 
AHTF 

SB. Apply 5A to CBD CRA Unknown. Will be considered New to General Fund. 
area. all new money, since new 

CRA area. 

6A. Dedicate 40% $32 M/yr Diversion from existing General 
Documentary Transfer (DT) Fund. 
tax (0.45% sales tax on real 
estate transactions) 
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6B. Index the Documentary $4 M for each 5% increase in New to General Fund 
Transfer tax revenues, and revenues (likely, based on 
I 00% of additional tax funds surge in development) 
go to H1F 
6C. Increase DT Tax to .5% $9M New to General Fund. Ballot 

measure may be required. 
7. Program income from $13 million/year Redirect from existing CDBG 
housing loan paybacks funds. Does not take funds from 

General Fund 
8. Targeted Neighborhood Roughly $10 M / year Redirect from CDBG funds. Does 
Initiative ('INI) funds not take funds from General Fund. 
reprogrammed when 1NI areas 
9. Bond for slum housing. $100 - 200M non-recurring. New to General Fund. Ballot 
Would be used to purchase Program income goes to Measure is required. 
slum properties and pay for AH1F. 
relocation of tenants 
10. Pooled investment housing Private investment funding New money. Private Investment 
fund (Genesis LA model) contributions with return on 

investments. 

Reducing Barriers, Creating Incentives 
FuHy utilizing existing and creating new funding sources are important components of an 
affordable housing solution. However, there are things that the cities and counties can do 
to help encourage the production of affordable housing. These are listed as follows: 

• Reduce uncertainty, risk and delay in the planning, environmental and permitting 
processes by committing and adhering to targeted timelines. 

o Jurisdiction should work with BIA to develop a reasonable processing 
timeline. Everyone involved in the process should have some degree of 
accountability and incentive to meet the targeted time-line. The time-line 
would be codified in the zoning code. 

• Encourage regulatory costs to be imposed at Certificate of Occupancy, rather than 
at building permit stage. 

• Facilitate mixed-income neighborhoods through flexible zoning policies which 
permit a broad range of densities and a variety of housing types in a single district 
by right (without the need for additionally hearings or approvals) 

o Create a master EIR for the entire area to eliminate requirements for each 
project. 

• Establish an "Affordable Housing Barrier Removal Committee" which would 
identify baITiers to housing and make recommendations to the Planning 
Commission and City Council/Board of Supervisors. This committee should be 
responsible for conducting a "Housing Impact Analysis" as described below. 

• A Housing Impact Analysis should be conducted for all ordinances and policies 
with the potential to impact housing availability and affordability. Criteria should 
be established to assess an action's impact on affordability. (the Urban Land 
Institute identifies three: regulations restricting development of otherwise 
developable land; regulations imposing fees and exactions; regulations adding to 
the uncertainty, risk or delay associated with planning review and approval.) The 
level of impact could be assessed on a scale. 
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• "Fast Track" affordable housing developments by providing relaxed standards for 
density, street width, garages (i.e not require them), set backs street lights and 
sidewalks. 

• Parking and tax incentives could be provided to commercial developers who add 
residential units on top of commercial uses or to business owners who choose to 
locate in residential projects. 

o Add affordable residential to commercial for tax incentives and for 
additional commercial density - the City of Aspen does this. 

• Provide density bonuses and fee reductions or waivers for providing affordable 
housing. 

• Give builders the ability to earn affordable housing credits by producing 
affordable housing in a given area that in turn could be applied towards other 
communities in which they might build. Allow them to sell these to other 
builders to offset their affordability requirements. 

• A City or County could create an Affordable Housing Director position. This 
person would serve as an expeditor and liaison for builders. They would publish 
policies and procedures for obtaining approvals including turnaround times. 
Programs would be put in place that provide gap financing and fee credits. The 
Director would serve to make those incentives readily available and would assist 
developers in obtaining state and federal grants and low-interest financing. The 
Director would also conduct outreach and education programs to encourage 
developers to consider providing affordable housing. 

Next Steps 
Jurisdictions took the first step toward providing affordable housing when 
they updated their housing elements and identified appropriate sites to 
accommodate their future housing needs. Imposing inclusionary zoning 
wont further their efforts in any significant way. The BIA recommends that 
jurisdictions further examine the RoseviUe model, investigate broad-based 
funding sources for the Housing Trust Fund, and aggressively implement 
incentives and remove barriers to housjng production. 

BIA considers itself part of the solution and is available to help the jurisdictions craft 
affordable housing programs that truly makes housing more affordable for all 
residents. 
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The El Dorado Business Alliance 
P.Oa Box 121, Shingle Springs, CA 95682 

LETTER2 

VISION FOR El DORADO COUNTY 
Position on Issues for the Proposed General Plan 

April 10, 2003 

The El Dorado Business Alliance has crafted this Vision for El Dorado County: Position 
on Issues for the Proposed General Plan not as a response to any specific document (those are 
addressed by other documents) but rather as a source of more general recommendations of the 
BA member groups. The goal of this paper is to offer a vision based on the yet-to-be released 
EDC General Plan. It is our firm belief that if we do not offer the public at least the beginning of 
a vision for growth in this area, that the public will once again become disenfranchised from 
efforls to plan for growth - a course that would have disastrous results. The BA members, 
through active trade organizations, have access to important statistical data, resource materials 
and expertise to provide timely information on fundamental land-use issues. We offer this paper 
as food-for-thought, as a compilation of our concerns and possible solutions, and as a means of 
educating our members and the public about basic General Plan issues. For a more in-depth 
understanding of the recommendations of the ED Business Alliance, please refer to written 
public comment sections of the Draft General Plan. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

The Business Alliance encourages local planners, elected and appointed officjals and the 
public to THINK LONG-TERM regarding the General Plan planning process. The document 
should be concise, comprehensible and user-friendly. It should offer a vision that planners, 
public agencies, business people, developers and the public can strive to make a reality. It 
should offer a clear view of how this county will look in 20-50 years. It should plan for all sectors 
of economic expansion and growth projections in order to avoid future gridlock and a shortage 
of necessary infrastructure. Below are some crucial facts that the Business Alliance believes 
must be contained in the final product in order for the document to be useful and successful: 

• Keep in mind El Dorado County's (EOC) varied, often-hilly and sloped terrain when 
setting policies. This will insure a workable product as a result. (For example: biking to 
work from the rural, low-density areas of the community is not realistic - though it may be 
a worthy goal for El Dorado Hills.) 

• Private property rights are an important component of county's customs and culture, and 
the source of much of the area's economic prosperity. Existing property owners' right to 

'· use their land should be protected. 

• The General Plan should identify state and federal policies and programs that have been 
agreed to - to date - that coufd impact General Plan policies and use of private property. 
(For example: Elected officials have agreed to provide land for protection of plant and 

The El Dorado Business Alliance is made up of the following organizations: The 
Building Industry Association. of Superior California (BIASC), El Dorado Builders 1 

Exchange, El Dorado County Joint Chambers Commission, El Dorado Forum, El Dora_do 
County Association of Realtors (EDCAR) and Surveyors, Architects, Geologists and 
Engineers (SAGE). 
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species protection. These agreements should be acknowledged so the public is aware of 
how they will impact the county's future land-use plans.) 

• The Business AHiance believes the General Plan should be incentive based - not 
punitive. 

• It is the position of the Business Alliance that a permanent and secure source of funding 
should be identified for continuing maintenance of existing government-controlled lands 
prior to including additional lands for government protection. 

WATER 

The following general points are the position of the Business Alliance regarding water in El 
Dorado County: 

• The General Plan (GP) should contain water policies that respond to the needs 
generated by realistic land-use planning. and should not be used as a means of 
controUing growth in the county. 

• The GP should reference prior contractual agreements and federal and state Decisions 
that have cited specific protection of EDC's county-of-origin water rights for its own ._.se. 

• The GP should incorporate a drought-preparedness policy for the county that minimizes 
the negative effects of drought on locaJ citizens, business, agricuJture and tourism. 

• The GP should identify major sites that have potential as future water storage sites and 
drought protection (such as Alder Reservoir) based on previously conducted studies like 
the SoFAR project. 

• The GP policies should encourage development of local water supplies for local use, s~le 
and power generation that could benefit local residents. 

• The GP should encourage water conservation and provide incentives for commercial and 
residential projects to use recycled water for landscape irrigation. 

• The GP should protect lands identified in county water, wastewater and recycled water 
master ptans, as needed, for facilities to be constructed in the future to meet the 
requirements of the GP. This would include land designated for open or closed storage 
reservoirs, treatment ptants and conveyance systems. 

TRANSPORTATION/CIRCULATION 

The following states the position of the Business Alliance regarding transportation in El 
Dorado County: 

J 
J 
] 

J 
J 
J 

J 

2-2 

2-3 

2-4 

2-5 

2-7 

• Policy has been established that holds new development responsible for mitigating its 
impacts on the county's transportation system and for which funding mechanisms are in 
place. The county is responsible for funding existing deficiencies attributable to existing 1 2-9 
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residents. The GP should identify specffic funding sources for the county's 
responsibilities for maintenance of county roads to identified revels of service (LOS). 

• The General Plan (GP) should identify all projected major roadways. including White 
Rock Road as an alternative route to Hwy 50 to reach Sacramento. 

• The GP should identify long-term solutions to the Placerville/Highway 50 backlog, and 
should include policies that support expansion of Highway 50, in order to accommodate 
additional projected commuter and tourist traffic. (For example: policies should be 
identified that would be triggered by specific LOS thresholds.) 

• The GP should include a policy to investigate additional mum-Jane routes into the 
Sacramento valley region, including the expansion of Highway 50 to 8 lanes, in order to 
accommodate growth and job projections and to avoid gridlock to the region's major 
metropolitan area. 

• The GP should identify future light rail corridors. 

AGRICULTURE 

The BA recognizes the importance of a strong agricultural industry to El Dorado County's 
economic well-being as well as to its customs and cultural components. We also recognize that 
agricultural needs can be a source of conflict with other land uses - such as housing (refer to 
Housing comments below}. The BA acknowledges the following important points: El Dorado 
County's gross crop value in recent years has been near $50 million, with impacts of around 
$380 million using a standard multiplier and tourism impacts; Agriculture provides citizens with 
alternative lifestyles to urban living; Agriculture encourages and promotes a strong tourism 
industry; Agricultural lands provide much valued open space for local citizens and tourists to 
enjoy. Most importantly, the local agricultural industry contributes to California's ability to feed 
much of the world's population. 

J 
] 

] 
] 
J 

The BA envisions a community where abundant agricultural lands are bordered by a variety ] 
of forms of open space (refer to Open Space comments below} and/or large residential parcels 
that would not be negatively affected by agricultural activities such as pesticide use and field "'z. 

dust. These larger-parcel residential areas could then be bordered by higher density residential 
uses - that would accommodate a variety of housing sizes and costs. ., 

The following points identify some key areas that we believe are necessary in the EDC General 
Plan. . 

\. : 

• The BA encourages the protection of prime agricultural soils as defined by the 
Agricultural Commission and Farm Bureau through the inclusion of incentive based 
policies. 

• The BA supports the protection of private property rights for all landowners and cautions 
against the incorporation of GP policies that would eJiminate agricultural property owners 
right to use their property and make a living from their land. 

3 

J 

l 
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• The GP should consider the pennanent and temporary housing needs of local and J 2_17 
migrant farm workers. 

growing grapes, to developing wineries, to ranching and logging. We believe the GP 
• The BA supports all disciplines within the agricultural community. from raising crops, to . ]'· 

should include positive incentives that take advantage of El Dorado County's abundance 2-18 
of all these uses. 

OPEN SPACE 

The following general points are the position of the Business Alliance regarding open space 
in El Dorado County: 

• The BA believes that open space can consist of any of the foHowjng: wilderness areas. 
national or state parks. BLM lands. land protected under the Williamson Act, land 
designated as "prime agricultural soils", neighborhood parks, golf courses, range lands, 
grazing land, fruit orchards, vineyards, conservation easements and watershed corridors. 
The General Plan (GP) should reflect these areas as open space in its future vision for 
the county. 

• The GP should recognize that over one-half of EJ Dorado County is already protected as 
National Forest and state protected lands. J 

I 

• The Business Amance opposes more federaJ/state designated wilderness areas wjthin El ·]· · 
Dorado County. 

HOUSING 

Business Alliance (BA) members include local, regional and statewide large and small 
builders, a multitude of business people, realtors, land developers, land-use planners, surveyors 
and engineers. Through this broad base of experience, the BA members have previously '+• 

resolved many of the issues that are currently under discussion in El Dorado County. The 
following positions are the result of statistical data, research and the experience of BA 
professionals. It is our fundamental belief that the underlying principle of a successful 
community is that it appeals to all age groups. 

• The General Plan (GP) should identify affordable housing locations within each 
cqmmunity in El Dorado County. 

\ : 
• The General Plan (GP) should identify affordable senior housing policies for each 

·communitywithin Et Dorado County. 

• The GP should identify model projects for often-controversial high-densjty development 
to encourage acceptance of affordabJe housing. 

• The GP should avoid over-regulating policies on housing design. size and type that 
increase costs of homes to consumers. 

4 

J 
] 

2-19 

2 .. 20 

2-21 

2 .. 23 

2-24 

 
        AR 11767



• The GP should establish policies/sources of new funding for affordable housing. J 
• The Business Alliance is opposes inciuslonary zoning policies for El Dorado County. ] 

• The Business Alliance encourages reconsideration of the General Plan's definition of ] 
"high density" currently set at a maximum of 5 units per acre. Statistics show that to meet 
housing needs of seniors, first-time buyers, and those earning the focal pay scale for 
pubHc servants such as law enforcement and teachers, "high" density should be defined 
as 6-8 units per acre. 

• The GP should recognize that for the most part there are no more large parcels available 
for development and the GP should consider land-use planning and funding resources 
with this fundamental fact in mind. 

J 
• The Business Alliance opposes the inclusion of a mandatory "Universal Design" concept ]··. 

due to negative impacts on the cost of new homes with limited benefits. To assure the 
availability of affordable housing, GP policies should encourage flexible design. · -

• To aid in providing affordable housing the GP should include tax deferral policies for 
impact fees. The deferred amount could be recorded/assumed with sale of the property 
to protect the county's interests. 

• It is the position of the BA that it is more productive to give builders positive incentives 
instead of negative mandates to encourage the type of housing needed in the county .. 

] 
] 

• rt is the position of the BA that flexible zonjng is needed to meet the areas housing ] 
needs. For example: allowing residentiaJ living units above commercial/retail shops will · ... 
provide affordable housing, wm deter crime by avoiding the deserted-after-dark syndrome 
that plagues many commercial areas. 

ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

The following positions of the Business Alliance are offered on economic development 
issues in El Dorado County: 

2·25 

2-28 

2-27 

2-28 

2 .. 29 

2-30 

2-31 

2"'32 

• The Business Alliance encourages the GP to balance "desires" with projected costs for 
implementing its policies. 

• Th~ GP should identify a source of revenue for all programs and policies it mandates. 

• '- The Business Alliance believes a main goal of the new GeneraJ Plan should be to 
increase and retain all locally based employers. 

] 2-33 

'J: 2-34 

l 2-35 

• The GP shouJd adopt/identify enterprise zones (which consist of federal rebate money 
based on number of employees~obs created) and redevelopment areas - such as what 
has taken place in lake Tahoe. 

• The Business Alliance believes it is necessary to establish policies aimed at correcting 
the imbalance between the cost-of-living and the cost-of-housing in El Dorado County. 

l 2-36 
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• The GP needs to designate and protect adequate land for industrial uses, as a means of J 
providing high-paying jobs and attempting to balance out the county's income-to-housing- 2-38 
ratio imbalance. " 

The Business Alliance recognizes that this paper has merely scratched the surface of some 
issues. Again, we offer these comments as the result of our member's expertise in a variety of 
areas, but also as an attempt to introduce some vision into the general plan planning process. 
We will provide specific comments on the Draft General PJan and Environmental Impact Report 
upon their release, and offer our assistance in providing our services to the community in this 
ongoing effort. 

' 
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From: Jones Family [janine@d-web.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 10, 2003 11:19 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Comment on plan alternatives 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Re: Parcel 048-121-43-100 & Parcel 048-121-11-100 

LETTER3 

In all the alternatives, the Land Use Designation is LDR. These parcels are an 
island of LDR as there are 2 & 3 acre parcels all around us. 

I am particularly concerned about Parcel 048-121-11 as that parcel is 19.09 
acres. Under the LDR designation, it would be 1 acre short for a 4-way split (5 
acre parcels). This affects the value of the land considerably (particularly as 
we purchased it as a 2 acre splittable piece}. Being able to split it into 4 
pieces is certainly in line with the neighborhood and everything that has 
happened previously. Furthermore, the road was put in with the idea of it being 
splittable and utilities are already available to the parcel. 

As far as 048-121-43 is concerned, I hope that the supervisors will NOT vote the 
no project alternative. This is not good for the county. It is reasonable for 
parcels in the same area to be designated similarly and I would hope that we 
would be able to split this property into two 5 acre parcels. We wish to build 
a new home on the other half of this property for ourselves and sell our 
existing home. 

Thank you for taking these conunents under consideration. 
Janine M. Jones 
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April 14, 2003 

Oystein Solheim 
3570 Vista Grande 
Shingle Springs CA 95682-7602 
530-677-2006 
solheim2636@earthlink.net 

County of El Dorado Planning Department 
Att: General Plan Project Manager 
2850 Fair Lane Court 
Placerville CA 

LETTER4 

Reference: Letter dated April 9, 2003 from your office regarding the General Plan and 
letter from myself Oystein Solheim dated 9/9/2002 (copies) enclosed. 

I appreciate your progress in developing the general plan for the El Dorado County. I 
have reviewed the new plans now available at the County Offices and have the following 
comments. 

My 5 acre property identified as APN-070-160-59 is now shown on your county general 
plans "110 project and 1996 Alt. and alternate #1 roadway constraint six-lanes "plus" 
proposed to be zoned "medium density" for one house per acre. These proposals are in 
accordance with my request. 

I thank you for the positive response to my request. I hope that you will check the other 
alternate plan to make th.em also consistent with my request. 

I thank you so much for your effort. 

Sincerely, 
n I 

d;JJ(J,:_, - Ji{,t,_: •• 

Oystein Solheim 
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September 19, 2002 

County of El Dora.do Planning Department 
General Plan Project Manager ___.·· ... , ··- ~ 
2850 Fair Lane Court // . l,l)i' µrt--; 

Placeivil~ CA (_~=// 
My name is Oystein Solheim 
My address is 3570 Vista Grande, Shingle Springs CA 95682-7602 

I bought my (6) acre property in Shingle Springs in 1970~ At that time the area of 
my property was zoned for (l) acre lots .. In 1975 I built my home on one acre; this 
one acre is identified as APN-070-160-59. Our plan was to have the other (5) acre 
lots available should kids or grandkids want to build their homes there and we 
might also need to sell some lots if I should need money for my retirement 

The zoning of my 5 acres which is identified for tax purposes as APN-070-160-58 
now apparently is in question even though all my neighbors homes are on l and 2 
acres lots. 

I respectfully request that the new county plans will show that my property is zoned 
for one (I) acre lots so I can proceed to submit a parcel map of the 5 acres for future 
records. 

I verbally presented above request at the general plan workshop #3 on August 29, 
2002 during the special meeting of the Planning Commission and was asked to 
confirm my specific request in writing to the General Piao Project Manager for 
implementation. 

I thank you for your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

Oystein Solheim 
3570 Vista Grande 
Shingle Springs CA 95682-7602 
530-677 2006 
;;olheim2636:q'iearthlink net 
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From: ljprotzel {ljprotzel@attbi.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2003 2:33 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Comments for General Plan Consideration 

April 16, 2003 

El Dorado Planning Commission 

General Plan Considerations 

Attn: Peter Maurer 

Cc: Rusty Dupray 

Re: APN 108-010-34 

Dear Peter, 

LETI'ERS· 

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me and explain the current status of 
the El Dorado County General Plan. As I mentioned, I would like to express my 
desire to maintain the same HDR land use designation, as that proposed in the 
1996 GP, and under which I purchased my property, with no uNo Growth" 
provisions. 

My property, APN #108-010-34, has been contemplated for many years to provide a 
viable opportunity for population growth while maintaining its community 
integrity within Cameron Park. This is evidenced by its location and proximity 
to freeways, schools and shopping and reinforced by adjacent existing community 
developments. The property is located just South of Hwy. 50 between Bass Lake 
Rd. and Cambridge Rd., approximately 5 minutes from the freeway and just 10 
minutes from schools such as Buckeye, Blue Oak and Holy Trinity. There is also 
easy shopping access at either EDH or Cameron Park. 

Additionally, infrastructure is currently in place around the property to 
support the HDR land use designation (under the 1996 GP); access roads are in 
place on all sides of the property with surplus capacity to support both current 
and future traffic in the area. There is even a proposed commercial development 
property adjacent to my property. There is every indication that this property 
is well suited to its HDR land use designation, under the 1996 GP, and should 
remain so without any constraints, i.e., No Growth initiatives, etc. 

Please see the attached document for more perspective on this parcel and why I 
am in support of its unencumbered HDR land use designation under the 1996 GP. To 
this end I would like to request to be kept informed on any new developments for 
General Plan consideration and would be happy to participate in support of my 
position at any planning commission hearings, or other appropriate forums. 

Respectfully, 

John Protzel 
Owner: APN # 108-010-34 

(408) 736-6449 
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From: frankseverson [frankseverson@netzero.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, April 16, 2003 10:23 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Yes to environmental alternative 

Dear General Plan Team: 

LETTER6 

Based upon what I read in the Mt. Democrat, the environmental alternative to the 
General Plan looks best. I want the General Plan that is most sensitive to the 
environment, maintaining as much protection for animals and their habitat as 
possible. 

Frank J. Severson 
7014 Stope Court 
Placerville, CA 95666 

phone: (530) 642-1787 
fax : { 5 3 0 } 6 4 2 -18 8 7 
e-mail: frankseverson@netzero.net 
web site: www.frankseverson.com 
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From: Valdes [val5@accessbee.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 19, 2003 1:12 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Environmental Alternative Supported. 

LETTER7 

I've been reading through the environmental scenarios with respect to each 
alternative. I am adamant about environmental protection and and protecting 
open space specifically in the areas of Cool, Coloma, and Pilot Hill. The 
expected increases in development within these areas would have a significant 
effect on wildlife habitat connectivity, significant impact on mortality on 
Highway 49, an a significant impact on water quality: riparian areas and 
watershed condition. 

I favor the Environmental Alternative. Please keep me informed on any actions, 
potential actions and public meetings with respect to the General Plan. Thank 
You! 

Michael Anthony Valdes 
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From: Theresa Storlie [calceltic@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, April 21, 2003 11:19 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Bass Lake Road 

Dear Planning Dept. Members, 

LETTERS 

I would like to offer a suggestion regarding the use of land along Bass Lake 
Road. Under the current climate of water use and supply concerns I would say 
that designating the land in this area as parcels of 2 acres or greater would 
lesson the use of water by lowering the density of population. Also it would 
preserve the county feel of this are and increase the value as time goes on. The 
road is also a concern as plans to develop it and make it safer seem to have 
taken a back seat. Please submit my suggestion to the board. 
Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
Theresa Storlie 
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LETTER9 

The El Dorado Business Alliance 
P.O. Box 121, Shingle Springs, CA 95682 

April 22, 2003 

Heide Tschudin, Project Manager 
El Dorado County General Plan 
Planning Department 
2850 Fair Lane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Heide: 

This letter serves as our request to synchronize the General Plan and EIR public comment schedules. As 
you know the Draft General Plan was released last week on April 9, 2003 giving the public 45 days or 
W1til May 27, 2003 to provide written comments. The Draft EIR release dated is targeted for around May 
12, 2003 and will have its own 45-day review period. This means that public comments will be accepted 
until about June 27, 2003. Under this schedule there is barely more than two weeks to fully analyze and 
compare the General Plan to the EIR, (lthe EIR is released on schedule. If the EIR is postponed, that 
overlap period could shrink to one week or less. 

The biggest problem with the current schedule is that the public is unable to assess the environmental 
impacts of the Draft General Pian. Yet the public is being asked to recommend, or offer their perspective, 
on which of a variety of alternative plans is preferable, based in part on the environmental impacts for 
each of the alternative plans. We find there is already confusion among stakeholders about this staggered 
schedule and it's not clear that each document has its own and separate public comment period. We do 
not believe it is worth putting the current efforts at risk over the prospect of losing four weeks from a 
schedule that appears tentative at best. 

The Business Alliance is further concerned that this decoupling of the Draft General Plan from the EIR 
for the purposes of public comment may not meet the spirit or intent of CEQA and thus may once again 
place the county in legal jeopardy. It is our understanding that the lawsuit filed against our 1996 General 
Plan was based on changes made to the Plan that did not undergo adequate analysis of their impacts as 
prescribed by CEQA. 

The Draft General Plan contains four alternatives that are to receive equally weighted treatment and 
analysis in the EIR. The EIR is anticipated to present an additional eight sub-alternatives that have been 
described as receiving analytical treatment in the EIR that is not to the level or degree of the four equal 
weight alternatives. Additionally, any of the 12 alternatives and sub-alternatives could ultimately become 
part of the final General Plan. Again, the public is being asked to choose amongst several options, when l 
all those options are not now clear. 

The El Dorado Business Alliance is made up of the foil owing organizations: The 
Building Industry Association of Superior California (BIASC), El Dorado Builders' 
Exchange, El Dorado County Joint Chambers Commission1 El Dorado Forum, El Dorado 
County Association of Realtors (EDCAR) and Surveyors, Architects, Geologists and 
Engineers (S.A. G.E.). 
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Heide Tschudin Letter 
April 22, 2003 
Page2 

The Business Alliance believes the most obvious solution to this dilemma is to extend the Draft 
General Plan public comment schedule so that it corresponds to the EIR's. We do not anticipate that 
aligning the two public comment periods will negatively affect the county's schedule, in fact we would 
expect the county to receive fewer comments overall if the timeframes are the same, rather than based on 
two completely separately timed documents. In our informal survey of other jurisdictions, El Dorado 
County seems unique in its approach of separating the General Plan review from its EIR. 

Thank you for your immediate consideration of this request 

Sincerely, 

(Original Signed) 

Kimberly Beal 
Chairwoman 

Cc: Business Alliance 
BA Distribution Lists 
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The El Dorado Business Alliance 
PoO. Box 121, Shingle Springs, CA 95682 

April 23, 2003 

To: Heide Tschudin, Project Manager 
El Dorado County General Plan 

From: Kimberly Beal, Chairperson 
El Dorado Business Alliance 

Hello Heide: 

MEMO 

LETTER10 
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Thank you for meeting with Rick Russell and myself today. We hope you have a better understanding of 
the Business Alliance's (BA) position regarding the General Plan process and timing issues with same. 
The BA has no desire to see the General Plan process slowed overall. As stated in our letter to you dated 
April 22, 2003, we do believe it would benefit all parties if the public comment period on the General 
Plan is extended a couple of weeks, and aligned with the EIR, so that the public can comment on both at 
the same time. We appreciate your positive response to this request. 

To further clarify our position as set forth in our recent newsletter, we were not advocating holding up the 
General Plan process until late fall or winter or even early 2004. We were advocating that our county go 
forward as soon as possible to fill the seat vacated by Carl Borelli's untimely death. It is our under
standing that the county charter has provisions for holding a special election, specifically in response to 
similar situations (ie, board member vacancies) in the past. 

We support your goal of our county adopting a General Plan by December 2003. 

Please let me know if any further clarification of our positions is necessary. 

Cc: ED Business Alliance 
ED Board of Supervisors 

COPY SENT TO BOARD MEMBEi~ 
FOR THEIR INFOtMATION 

DATE ~ - ,;') '-/- ;2 0 0::/' 

The El Dorado Business Alliance is made up of the following organizations: The Building Industry 
Association of Superior California (BIASC), El Dorado Builders' Exchange, El Dorado County Joint · 
Chambers Commission, El Dorado Forum, El Dorado County Association of Realtors (EDCAR) and 
Surveyors, Architects, Geologists and Engineers (S.A.G.E.). 

10-1 

10-2 

 
        AR 11780



From: Dpgirvin@aol.com 
Sent: Thursday, April 24, 2003 11:59 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Assessors Parcel No: 108-030-03 

To Whom It May Concern: 

LETTER 11 

I am the owner of this 7.6 acre property located at the intersection of Wilson 
Blvd. and Ridgeview in El Dorado Hills. This property is surrounded by 
development on all sides. Streets, sewer and water lines are contiguous to the 
property. I purchased adequate water rights when AD3 took place. I started the 
tentative map process for a PUD and was partially thru the County in November 
1998. I have checked the four alternative versions of the general plan online 
and note the land-use designations on three versions calls for HDR while one 
version calls for LDR. I would strongly object to the LDR designation for all of 
the reasons oulined above. 

Can you advise me of what, if any action on my part is required to get this 
designation of LDR changed to HDR for all four plan versions? 

Thank you. 

Richard B. Girvin 
7640 Heathfield Ct. University Park, Fl. 34201 Phone: 941-358-8896 
e-mail: dpgirvin@aol.com 
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From: Chris.Hurley@Wellpoint.com 
Sent: Friday, April 25, 2003 2:49 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Support for Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

LETTER 12 

I am writing to let you know that I support the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative to the 1996 General Plan. A number of points make this alternative 
plan a sound one and will help to ensure that El Dorado County remains 
ecologically whole for many generations. By concentrating growth in already 
populated areas and by protecting biological corridors this alternative plan 
will better keep our natural environment in tact. Protecting tree canopy for 
our abundant avian species, preventing land fragmentation and preserving rare 
plant life is necessary for maintaining El Dorado County's diverse wildlife. 
Landowners and developers may want unlimited freedom to do whatever they want to 
their property, but their choices affect ALL inhabitants of El Dorado County. 
Cutting down trees and building fences can severely damage habitat and it is 
becoming increasingly clear that our resources are not inexhaustible or easily 
restorable. The environmental alternative to the General Plan only slows the 
despoliation of our County, however. With human population increasing steadily, 
this is all it can do. Hopefully though, it will give us more time to find 
permanent solutions to the problems created by human encroachment on the 
environment. Please count my vote for the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative! 

Chris Hurley 
573 Olivene Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
530-622-6273 
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Apr.28, 2003 
Steve & Judy Arrigotti 
1481 Lomita Way 
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 

Rusty Dupray 
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
330 Fairlane Ct. 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Attention: Rusty Dupray, _ 

LETTER 13 

This letter is to inform you of our interest in medium density designations for Lomita Way as 
indicated on the 1996 alternative for the El Dorado County general plan. There are nine property owners 
on Lomita Way who own from 3 to 15 acre parcels and we have maintained our interest in medium density 
designations at public hearings and in letteIS to the planning department since 1978 when this process began 
for us. We have been diligent in voicing our concerns about the large developers who continue to subdivide 
El Dorado County land. and consume EID water while small land owners are prevented from either. 

History: 
Shortly after we purchased our 13 acre parcel in 197 6 I researched the estimated cost of water and 

road improvements for the Lomita Way residents. The total estimated cost of an EID water line extension at 
that time was $36,000. My most recent research has revealed an astounding figure of $160,000 for the same 
line. · 

In Aug. of 1978 we attended hearings to amend the County General Plan and that was the 
beginning of our long and frustrating journey with the General Planning. We attended the workshops in 
August 2002 and, once again, wrote letters to express our interest in medium density designations. Our goal 
is to divide our land into 3 acre parcels and to have access to EID water. . 

Many of the landowners on Lomita Way purchased their property as an investment with the expectation 
that it could eventually be divided into smaller parcels. Several of us have retired and watched our children 
grow up while the General Plan zoning designations changed and EID put a moratorium on water meters. 
We waited in limbo while the land around us was being devoured by large developments with unlimited 
access to EID water. 

• We were involved in the planning meetings that brought about the 1996 General Plan proposal. 
• We lived through the moratorium on EID water meters. 
• We attended Weber Dam meetings with Serrano representatives to insure water availability. 
• We filed the "Facility Improvement letter" and paid the fees to start the process to bring an EID line 

extension down Lomita Way. 

• We intend to begin construction of the water line in 2004. J 
Please support our request for a medium density parcel designation for Lomita Way when approving 

the General Plan of El Dorado County. The land development around us is divided into smaller parcels so 
medium density designations fit the existing development with a natural transition. 

~~-ea ~ 
Thank you for youJ conli eration,- ~cl~ 
Steve and Juffy Arrigott" 481 Lomita Way (13 l acres) Parcel #067-090-161 

Sandra Winters 1480 Lomita Way (12.09 acres) Parcel# 067-090-l 71 
~.e:~ut.~,-.,~ 

Flo~i5a:i~us p;,41 Lo~71 acres) Parcel # 067-090-19 l 

~~ Collins (15.39 ac!riafi;P # 067-090-211 ) 
(__~ ~ 0-, ((1 f--3.J 
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LETTER 14 

C3Ni·1Y-9 PH WfpT COAST OFFICE 

May 1, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, Ca. 95667 

RE: Plot Plan 319-200-31 
Address: 5611 Greenstone Court, Placerville, Ca. 95667 

Dear Sirs: 

56 l I Greenslone Court, Hwy. 50 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Telephone 530 626-4555 
fax 530 626-4557 

Toll free 800 660-LOGS 

Our property is adjacent to both Hwy 50 and Greenstone Road and is zoned Low Density 
Residential operating as Lok-n-Logs' Model Home and Sales Center under a special use 
permit. 

We respectfully request to be considered Commercial. Our proximity to Hwy 50 and 
Greenstone make the reasons obvious. We wish to sell our property for our own business 
reasons, yet we can't sell for residential nor for commercial. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

/l,,.J~i,l~ ~~ 
~~es I. Webb Betty M. Webb, owners 

Cc: Charlie Paine 

Manufacturers of Custom Log Homes - Log Structures - Fort Restoration 
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From: ljprotzel [ljprotzel@attbi.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 02, 2003 9:17 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Cc: bosone@co.el-dorado.ca.us; laly Protzel 
Subject: Clarification of Intent: APN 108-010-34 

Attn: Peter Maurer 

Dear Peter, 

LETTER 15 

In reviewing the two alternatives to the 'NO Project and 1996 General Plan' I 
feel the proposed densities for my property, APN #108-010-34, are not 
commensurate with it's potential. There is a significant disparity between it's 
current HDR designation and the proposed LDR land use designations with no 
consideration for a "Medium" density designation. 

The accommodating topography of this property, flat to gently rolling slopes, 
along with its proximity to freeways, schools and shopping within minutes, 
make's it ideally suited as a transition between community and country living. 

To this end I would like to short stop any density disparity by requesting a 
change in my property's land use designation to medium density residantial 
(MDR), where in the future I can subdivide the property into 1-4 acre parcels. 
Infrastructure is currently in place to support this with access roads on all 
sides of the property. I believe an MDR land use designation would be most 
beneificial to the community by providing accommodation for controlled 
population growth while preserving the integrity of a pristine country-cormnunity 
setting. 

Kind regards, 

John Pretzel 
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Robert CampbeH 
4212 Missouri Flat Road 
Placerville, CA 95667 

May 5, 2003 

El Dorado County Board 
Of Supervisors, 3rd District 
330 Fair Lane 
Placervitte, CA 95667 

Re: New General Plan & Zoning Changes 
APN: 327.213.061 and 327.213.081 

To Whom It May Concern: 

LETTER 16 

I own approximately 13.5 acres of land on Missouri Flat Road, near the Highway 
50 Interchange. Presently approximately 7.5 acres are zoned commercial - as 
they should be. The balance of 6 acres is zoned R1. The existing "dual zoning" is 
greatly restricting my ability to transfer my property. 

In the coming months, as the General Plan is prepared for final approval, please 
do whatever is necessary to insure that the entire area is zoned commercial. I will 
be happy to take any further action necessary to shepherd this request to its' 
inclusion in the new General P1an. 

Should you have any questions or suggestions how I might be dearer as to my 
objectives or effective in getting this change implemented, please let me know. 

Very truly yours, 

--t?-~T ~ -fr c~-P£-
Robert J. Campbell 
530.626.4212 

cc: Helen Baumann 
Charlie Paine 
David Solaro 
Rusty Dupray 

' Conrad Montgomery, Planning Director 
Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project Manager 

18-1 

 
        AR 11786



From: Chris.Hurley@Wellpoint.com 
Sent: Tuesday, May 06, 2003 3:45 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Support for the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

LETTER 17 

I am writing to let you know that I support the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative to the 1996 General Plan. A number of points make this alternative 
plan a sound one and will help to ensure that El Dorado County remains 
ecologically whole for many generations. By concentrating growth in already 
populated areas and by protecting biological corridors this alternative plan 
will better keep our natural environment in tact. Protecting tree canopy for 
our abundant avian species, preventing land fragmentation and preserving rare 
plant life is necessary for maintaining El Dorado County's diverse wildlife. 
Landowners and developers may want unlimited freedom to do whatever they want to 
their property, but their choices affect ALL inhabitants of El Dorado County. 
Cutting down trees and building fences can severely damage habitat and it is 
becoming increasingly clear that our resources are not inexhaustible or easily 
restorable. The environmental alternative to the General Plan only slows the 
despoliation of our County, however. With human population increasing steadily, 
this is all it can do. Hopefully though, it will give us more time to find 
permanent solutions to the problems created by human encroachment on the 
environment. Please count my vote for the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative! 

Chris Hurley 
573 Olivene Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
530-622-6273 
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From: Theresa Storlie [calceltic@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Thursday, May 08, 2003 10:33 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Regarding County Plans 

General Plan Team, 

LETTER20 

I am a resident of El Dorado Hills and I would like to make a few comments 
regarding the current plans under review. Like many people here I moved here 
from the Bay Area. Please take into consideration the drastic changes that have 
occurred in that area in the recent decades. Aside from the obvious population 
explosion the poor quality of life there was in large part created by poor 
planning. 

We live here in a environmental oasis. Please do not be deceived by the open 
space you currently see around you. It dissapears fast. We should encourage an 
environmentally sound plan, preserving open spaces, allowing for biodeversity 
creates a healthier quality of life for us all. Imagine in ten years if you do 
this responsibley what our county can achieve. Less traffic, quality homes, 
space for business growth and potential yet some of the most beautiful wildlife 
preserves and parks in California. 

20-1 
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From: Dpgirvin@aol.com 
Sent: Friday, May 09, 2003 9:02 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us. 
Subject: Parcel No: 108-030-03 

General Plan Team: Peter Maurer and Heidi Tschudin: 

LE'ITER21 

The 7.6 acre parcel 108-030-03 has been processing thru County Planning since 
Nov. 1998 under the Application Processing# TM-98-1357, PD98-10 and Z98-19 
LaCresta Woods. 

The various plans currently under consideration designate this property as NO 
Building on one alternative, LOR on one alternative, and HDR on two 
alternatives. 

The property is surrounded by existing single family developments on 
conventional lots. Streets, sewer and water lines are contiguous to the 
property. E.I.D. has assigned 30 EDU's for this property. These water units were 
purchased years ago when AD3 was established. 

Our PUD is designed to minimize grading, retain trees and allow for open space 
around the clustered detached enmpty-nester homes. This is an obvious in-fill 
project which had approval from all of the various local agencies at the time it 
was being processed thru County Planning. (Then the law-suit!) 
Will you please assign an HDR designation to this parcel for all of the various 
plans under consideration? It certainly isn't good planning to have a single 
home on 7.6 acres when located in the heart of a conventional residential 
neighborhood. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Richard B. Girvin 
7640 Heathfield Ct. 
University Park, Fl. 34201 

e-mail: dpgirvin@aol.com 

Phone: 941-358-8896 
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May 12, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Dept. 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, Cahf 95667 

Subject: General Plan Comments 

LETTER22 

I offer the following comments pursuant to the draft alternatives of the County General 
Plan. 

Consistency of Goals/Objectives 

In comparing the drafts, I find Goals/Objectives vary among the alternatives. While it is 
understandable that in some instances goals maybe specific to one alternative or another, 
it is just as certain that some goals/objectives do overlap and thus should be contained in 
each plan alternative. As such, I believe: 

The noise Objective 6.5. land accompanying policies under the No Project and 19% 
General Plan Alternatives should be included in the other Plan alternatives. 

The Air Quality Goal 6.7 and related Objective 6.7. l in the No Project and 1996 General 
Plan Alternatives should likewise be included in the other Plan alternatives. 

The constraint on development hours, Goal HS 12 and related policy HS 12c in the 
Environmentally Constraint Alternative need to be included in the No Project & I 996 
General Plan Alternatives. 

Other comments regarding other items contained in the draft alternatives: 

General Plan needs to define what is a high volume roadway. See draft '"No Project & 
1996 General Plan Alternatives" Goal 6.5, Policy 6.5. l.5. 

General Plan should include policies, which address speeding problems on local roads. 
Policies at a minimwn should consider traffic calming measures. 

General Plan needs specific policies to implement affordable housing. Existing 1996 
housing incentive goal does little to ensure that affordable housing comes to fruition in El 
Dorado County. It is my belief that such housing wiH not happen through incentives and 
education alone. If it is the County's intent to really want affordable housing than tough 
policies will need to be drafted and approved. Such policies should ensure that 
affordable housing specifically single family units be located through out the Plan area in 
lieu of being concentrated in specific neighborhoods. 
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General Plan needs to address penalties for non-compliance with Plan Policies. Penalties 
need to be harsh enough to ensure compliance. I mentioned this because the current 
requirement that construction activities be from the hours of7am to 7 pm is continually 
violated at least in the area I reside. 

In closing, if I was to select an alternative, it would be the No Project. I choose this 
alternative for several reasons. The air quality is poor in the western portion of EI 
Dorado County and additional development is only going to further worsen the air. Also 
traffic and the related noise such traffic creates is currently a problem. With the 
development projects that are already approved are completed both the traffic and noise 
they create will only further aggravate our current problem. Lastly, water seems to be our 
biggest unknown. However, we do know it is a limited resource. I recall the drought we 
had in the early I970's and the extreme hardships it created for so many residents in this 
County. I absolutely believe that a similar drought today, with our increased population, 
would devastate this County and the people and industries who call this home. 

Sincerely, 

!tJ w. /k;;;;l 
W.W. Sturch 
953 Olson Lane 
El Dorado Hills, Calif 95762 

] 22-8 
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General Plan: All Alternative Zoning Issue 
(Book 109 Page 03) 

May 14, 2003 

Heidi Tschudin, General Plan 
Helen Bauman- Board of Supervisors 
Elizabeth Diamond- DOT 
John Mac Cready, Planning Commission 
Peter Maurer- Senior Planner 

Subject: Conflict of Land Use Designation in Shingfe Springs 

LETTl!R23 

Summary: The present infrastructure surrouriding tt1i parcels in 109-030 does not 
support pedestrian traffic that would be incurred by any additional MFR development at 
this time, let alone the existing developments. DOT has indicated that the 
improvements to Durock Rd. are not to be seen in the foreseeable future, (>5 years 
out). For this reason, it is premature to consider rezoning any of this area until 
adequate walkways and bike lanes are in place. 

The rezoning of Parcels in Book 109 Page 03 would affect six or more existing RE-5 
Single Family Homes, including two that were newfy constructed in 2002. 

There are vast expanses of undeveloped land parcels in the immediate area that could 
be converted from tndustrial, Commercial or other Vacant low Density Residential to 
make up the shortfall in low income housing. These areas are closer to shopping 
centers, without over-shadowing the existing homes in an established neighborhood. 

We urge you to reconsider this portion of the plan, and to stage your priorities in a 
logical manner, rather than reducing the Level of Service to existing residents. 

It is recommended that the utmost consideration be given to shifting the borders of the 
proposed MFR to an area outside of the indicated SFR's, and delay the development of 
any new MFR's until a realistic schedule for the Durock Road improvements can be 
seen on the horizon. 

Residents of Durock. Rd 
C/o Bob Moore 
3755 Durock Rd 
Shingle Springs, CA 95682 

Bob Moore & Margaret Kane 
Laila and Rick Johnson 
Dean and Trudy PiUow 
Others yet to be contacted. 

\oq-oso- \ \ 
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Planning Commission 

County of El Dorado 

2850 Fairlane Court 

Placerville, CA 95667 

LETTER24 

03 HAY I 6 PM I: 55 Mt Murphy Associates 

·-:it-~ ""c l V 1- D 4321 McNeil Road 
hc.l...,1- C. 

PLANNING OEPARTHEl'l!ameron Park, CA 95682 

l4May2003 

Re: General Plan - Mt. Murphy APN 006-011-37-100, 006-011-45-100, 

006-011-44- l 00 

Commissioners: 

We wish to express our concern regarding the proposed designation of the parcels 

known as Mt. Murphy from RA 20 to Natural Resource. We believe that this 

property, which is very steep and rocky, has limited agricultural potential. There 

are approximately 15 to 20 acres at the top of the property and 15 acres at the 

bottom that could be used for grazing or agricultural purposes, but the remainder 

of the 267-acre property is too steep for such use. Its value lies primarily as 20-

acre residential view parcels and is surrounded in large part by I 0-acre parcels. 

Having owed this property for almost 25 years and paying property taxes based 

on 20-acre parcel designation it is of no small consequence to have the value of 

the property rezoned to NR 40-acre minimums. 

We therefore ask that you retain the 20-acre designation. 

Lawrence R. Mancuso 

Mt Murphy Associates 
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May 15, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Dept. 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, Calif. 95667 

Subject: General Plan Comments 

LETTER25 

I offer the following comments pursuant to the draft alternatives of the County General 
Plan. 

Consistency of Goals/Objectives 

In comparing the drafts, my wife and myself find Goals/Objectives vary among the 
alternatives. While it is understandable that in some instances goals maybe specific to 
one alternative or another, it is just as certain that some goals/objectives do overlap and 
thus should be contained in each plan alternative. As such, we believe: 

• The noise Objective 6.5.1 and accompanying policies under the No Project and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives should be included in the other Plan alternatives. 

• The Air Quality Goal 6. 7 and related Objective 6. 7 .1 in the No Project and 1996 
General Plan Alternatives should likewise be included in the other Plan alternatives. 

• The constraint on development hours, Goal HS 12 and related policy HS 12c in the 
Environmentally Constraint Alternative need to be included in the No Project & 1996 
General Plan Alternatives. 

Other comments regarding other items contained in the draft alternatives: 

General Plan needs to define what is a high volume roadway. See draft "No Project & 
1996 General Plan Alternatives" Goal 6.5, Policy 6.5.1.5. 

General Plan should include policies, which address speeding problems on local roads. 
Policies at a minimum should consider traffic calming measures. 

General Plan needs specific policies to implement affordable housing. Existing 1996 
housing incentive goal does little to ensure that affordable housing comes to fruition in El 
Dorado County. It is my belief that such housing will not happen through incentives and 
education alone. If it is the County's intent to really want affordable housing than tough 
policies will need to be drafted and approved. Such policies should ensure that 
affordable housing specifically single family units be located through out the Plan area in 
lieu of being concentrated in specific neighborhoods. 

] 25-1 
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General Plan needs to address penalties for non-compliance with Plan Policies. Penalties 
need to be harsh enough to ensure compliance. I mentioned this because the current 
requirement that construction activities be from the hours of 7am to 7 pm is continually 
violated at least in the area we reside. 

Law inforcement to ensure construction truck traffic does not begin in residential 
neighborhoods before 7 :00 AM. 

A policy is needed to limit vehicular traffic numbers to no more than 2,000 ADT on 
residential streets. We can assure you since we live on a busy street where the number 
average 2000 ADT that the noise and speed of the passing vehicles is intolerable. 

The policy should require that when numbers exceed this 2000 ADT threshold, than 
measures need to be taken to re-direct some of the traffic to other streets. Ifthere is new 
development impacting the vehicle numbers should be put on hold until re-directing 
measures are taken, (better Planing). 

In closing, if we were to select an alternative, it would be the No Project. I choose this 
alternative for several reasons. The air quality is poor in the western portion of El 
Dorado County and additional development is only going to further worsen the air. Also 
traffic and the related noise such traffic creates is currently a problem. With the 
development projects that are already approved but as yet not constructed are completed 
both the traffic and noise they create will only further aggravate our current problem. 
Lastly, water seems to be our biggest unknown. However, we do know it is a limited 
resource. I recall the drought we had in the early 1970~s and the extreme hardships it 
created for so many residents in this County. We absolutely believe that a similar 
drought today, with our increased population, would devastate this County and the people 
and industries who call this home. 

Bob and Patti Anderson 
965 Olson Lane 
El Dorado Hills, Calif 95762 

2 
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LETTER26 

03 NAY 20 PM : 

PLA.:i~f £'¥fD . OED!GETOV/1 FiiE DISTlUCT 

Fast Office Box 42D Georgetown, California BSBH 
Office Phone: S30 333-4111 
Fax S3D 333-4020 

Peter Maurer, Principal Planner 
County of El Dorado 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: Comments Fire and Life Safety, General Plan 

Dear Mr. Maurer, 

May 16, 2003 

The Georgetown Fire District has reviewed the Safety Elements of the General 
Plan and has the following comments: 

1. 

2. 

Under the Draft Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus', Alternative Policy 
HS-2c states in part "The County shall discourage development in areas of 
high and very high wildland fire hazard." 
Under the Draft Environmentally Constrained Alternative Policy HS-2c states 
in part " The County shall preclude development in areas of high and very 
high wildland fire hazard unless it can be demonstrated ......... as determined 
by the local fire protection districts ..... " 

Virtually the entire west slope of El Dorado County is rated as high or very high 
hazard for fire. It appears that the draft documents in both versions attempt to eliminate 
any new development. The words discourage and preclude are clearly stated. Is that 
what the intent is? 

If one of the drafts were adopted as presented, then, by policy, local fire protection 
districts would be required to become much more involved in the mitigation process. 
Consideration must be given to the local fire protection districts as to the impacts of 
additional workload and staff requirements to mitigate new development impacts. 

Thanks for giving the district the opportunity to review these drafts. 

siyf);y(} /Jo 
~o~Chief 
Cc: Georgetown Fire District Board of Directors 

l 
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From: gourds@lanset.com 
Sent: Monday, May 19, 2003 11:40 AM 
To: generalplan@cooel-dorado.ca.us. 
Subject: Draft General Plan 

May 19, 2003 
Steve & Judy Arrigotti 
1481 Lomita Way 
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
Phone: (916) 933-4663 

LETTER 27 

Attention: Peter Maurer, Principal Planner & Heidi Tschudin, General 
Plan Project Manager 
Subject: The Draft General Plan 

It has been brought to my attention that plan 2 and 3 of the proposed 
general plans are directly influenced by the Measure Y Committees 
objections to the "96" plan. We, as residence of El Dorado County, were 
invited to meetings and asked to write letters to guide the planning 
department to a workable plan that would be acceptable to the majority 
of the El Dorado County property owners. In the years since we have 
continued to take an active roll in the meetings that followed. We 
attended workshops, wrote letters and spoke up at board meetings. The 
most recent workshops were in August of 2002 where the ~96" plan 
was on display. All of our neighbors were present and gave input so they 
could go on the record as wanting medium density designations for 
their land. We were pleased to find that the medium density assignment 
to Lomita Way in El Dorado Hills and the surrounding area was 
consistently displayed on the interim maps, on the website and on the 
wall at the planning department, throughout the long process. 

It was a shock and disappointment to see the maps for proposals 2 and 
3 because they are so different from any maps that were suggested or 
proposed beforeo Where did these plans come from? Who suggested 
them? How are they justified as beiog a fair and equitable land use plan 
for the property owners who have waited so long to be able to split 
their land to medium density parcels? We are strongly opposed to plans 
2 or 3 and believe that implementing them would be unfair and out of 
compliance with the designations of the surrounding community. 

The residence between Lakehills Drive and New York Creek were singled 
out for low density in plan 2 and 3 when we are surrounded by medium 
and high density developments; Lakehills, Southpoint and Waterford. 
Plans 2 and 3 excluded us from the El Dorado County Community Service 
District without our knowledge or approval although we pay taxes to 
them. The Community Service District didn't even realize what changes 
might occur if plan 2 or 3 are implemented. 

Historically we have been zoned Medium Density Residential (MDR) and 
part of our tax base has been going for the Conununity Service District 
(CSD}. 

We have attended numerous meetings, written letters and voiced our 
desires that we want the MOR designation for our properties to stay in 
effect. 

Thank You, 
Steve & Judy Arrigotti 
(916) 933-4663 

l 
l 
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May 19, 2003 
Steve & Judy Arrigotti 
1481 Lomita Way 
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
Phone: (916) 933-4663 

Attention: Peter Maurer, Principal Planner & Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project Manager 
Subject! The Draft General Plan 

It has been brought to my attention that plan 2 and 3 of the proposed general plans are 
directly influenced by the Measure Y Committees objections to the "96" plan. We, as 
residence of El Dorado County, were invited to meetings and asked to write letters to guide 
the planning department to a workable plan that would be acceptable to the majority of the 
El Dorado County property owners. In the years since we have continued to take an active 
roll in the meetings that followed. We attended workshops, wrote letters and spoke up at 
board meetings. The most recent workshops were in August of 2002 where the ~'96" plan was 
on display. AU of our neighbors were present and gave input so they could go on the record 
as wanting medium density designations for their land. We were pleased to find that the 
medium density assignment to Lomita Way in El Dorado Hills and the surrounding area was 
consistently displayed on the interim maps, on the website and on the wall at the planning 
department, throughout the long process. 

It was a shock and disappointment to see the maps for proposals 2 and 3 because they are so 
different from any maps that were suggested or proposed before. Where did these plans come 
from? Who suggested them? How are they justified as being a fair and equitable land use 
plan for the property owners who have waited so long to be able to split their land to 
medium density parcels? We are strongly opposed to plans 2 or 3 and believe that 
implementing them would be unfair and out of compliance with the designations of the 
surrounding community. 

The residence between Lakehills Drive and New York Creek were singled out for low density 
in plan 2 and 3 when we are surrounded by medium and high density developments; 
Lakehills, Southpoint and Waterford. Plans 2 and 3 excluded us from the El Dorado County 
Community Service District without our knowledge or approval although we pay taxes to 
them. The Community Service District didn't even realize what changes might occur if plan 
2 or 3 are implemented. 

Historically we have been zoned Medium Density Residential (MDR) and part of our tax 
base has been going for the Community Service District (CSD). 
We have attended numerous meetings, written letters and voiced our desires that we want the 
MD R designad.on for our properties to stay in effect. 

Thank You, 
Steve & Judy Arrigotti 

 
        AR 11803



May 19, 2003 

Planning Commission 
Re: General Plan Alternatives #1 and #4 
RE: PARCELS #10424021, 20,19. 

LETTER28 

Alternatives# 1 or #4 Give me the zoning I want for parcels 10424021 & 20. We would like to have you 
add parcel# 10424019 ( which we now own) to the Tourist Recreational zoning that we desire. 

We would like to develop an upscale RV park in this area. We believe this would be consistent with the 
county plan as well as the Bureau of Land Management plans. Much of the area adjacent to our property 
will be part of the Pine Hill Preserve. Ifwe were to develop a Recreational Vehicle Park in this area, it 
would facilitate travelers who are interested in observing the rare plants. We believe the preserve plans on 
making a nature walk in the area. 
We would also like to build a small Bed & Breakfast Inn with an area for purchasing food and snacks and 
possibly a small restaurant All of this would be consistent with plans for the general area. 
Our proprerty is also very near the rafters disembarking point. I have done a survey of the rafters and they 
have expressed a desire to have a restaurant in the area where they could purchase hot food. 

Our second choice for the. parcels would be MDR (Medium Density Residential). 

Thank you for your consideration 

Charles & Loma Garrett 
184 l Dorado Ridge Trail 
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
(916) 933-5376 
email: celo_g_arrett@iuno.com 

cc: Charlie Paine, Supervisor 
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From: Jones Family {janine@internet49.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 20, 2003 6:58 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Comments on plan alternatives 

To Whom It May Concern: 

LETTER29 

I believe that well-planned development is in the best interest of this county. 
I do NOT think that alternative #1 is an acceptable alternative. For example, I 
have a 10 acre piece that I live on. I would like to split it and build on the 
other half. Everything around me is 2, 3, or 5 acre parcels. For such a split 
to be disallowed would be foolish. It is helpful to the county to have the tax 
basis expanded. The issue is to see that growth is consistent with the 
surrounding neighborhoods and that essentials like water can be provided. 
However, this should be done on an individually decided basis - not a general 
plan that decrees mindlessly that there will be no new growth. 

My preference for the general plan would be alternative #4, but any are better 
than #1. 

Thank you for listening. 
Janine Jones 

1 29·2 
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From: Peter Schwabe [pschwabe@accessbee.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, May 21, 2003 10:39 AM 
To: general plan 
Subject: Re: buffer zone between existing sprawls 

Greetings, 

LETTER30 

On reviewing this material and the General Plan alternatives, I am impressed 
with the thoroughness and expertise evident in their preparation. I have a 
couple comments which I would request be included somewhere in the record. I 
live on the western edge of Bridlewood Canyon. The ridgeline over my fence 
extends from Bass Lake to U.S.50 to the South. It is the last essentially 
undeveloped primary ridge from the Sacramento Valley to Cameron Park. As such, I 
suggest that El Dorado County learn from the experiences of other counties, 
including Sonoma and Napa, and preserve this irreplacable piece of nature. The 
existing zoning is 10-acre parcels. The owners of land on the ridge prepared the 
Bass Lake Specific Plan referred to in the alternatives. While the concept of 
the high density called for in that ffplan" was approved by an early Board of 
Supervisors attuned to an idea favoring high density development, the owners of 
the land constituting the ridge bought their property under its current zoning. 
Regardless of their expectations, they do not, in the absence of contracts, have 
a right to a zone change permitting higher density.( When I practiced law in 
Oregon, I successfully argued this point in court). Similarly, as an adjoining 
owner, I bought my property based on the existing zoning of the ridge, but I do 
not have a right to maintenance of that zoning. The issue, then, is whether 
public policy favors the status quo,i.e., 10-acre parcels. Frank Lloyd Wright 
had a maxim which applies here. He said that to build on a hill is to destoy it. 

Peter Schwabe, 3668 Waldwick Cir., El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
, El Dorado Hills, Ca, 95762 

30-1 
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LETTER31 

Adam C. E. Smith 
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Peter N. Maurer 
Principal Planner 
Planning Department 
El Dorado County 

Re: Parcel 329-091-01-100 
Robert & Alice Fuller 
6120 Lambert Lane, El Dorado 

LETTER32 

This is regarding our 13.79 acres located at the comer of El Dorado Road and Lambert Lane. 
At the present time it is zoned RIA Medium Density Residential. We understand that the new 
general plan is considering changing it to R5 Low Density Residential. 

The property 
1. Is surrounded by parcels of less than five acres. NOW. 
2. Has EID water. NOW. 
3. Has power. NOW. 
4. Has fire hydrants. NOW. 
5. Is on a main county road. 
6. Is one mile from Highway 50. 
7. No other property in this immediate area can be developed because: 

-El Dorado Road is the west boundary. 
-Pasture/wetland is to the south. 
-Surrounded by parcels less than five acres on all other sides. 

We have invested in and developed this beautiful piece of land, planning to do a four way split. 
We were in the process of dividing it when the moratorium stopped us from proceeding. 

A 5 acre split could be done in only one way due to the shape of the parcel and the topography. 
This would drastically affect the value and appeal of the parcels. A four way split naturally fits 
the varying features of the property. 

This is our primary asset for financial retirement and to pass on to our children. 

We have waited patiently/impatiently for the County to settle the dispute regarding the general 
plan. Now we ask that you not betray our trust after we have invested in El Dorado County. 

We are asking you to retain R 1 A Medium Density Residential on our property. 

32·1 
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MEMO TO: El Dorado County 

ATTN: Conrad Montgomery 
Planning Director 

LETTER33 

May 23, 2003 

03 HAY 23 AM fl: 36 

RECEIVED 
Pl.ANNING DEPARTMENT 

RE: Zoning Issues Q 5670 Bassi Road, lotus, CA 

This shalt serve as an update for your file, and to express the concern I have since 
owning (20) acres in lotus from 1971 and paying property taxes all these years! In 
September of 1971, I purchased referenced property from Neil Barrett, and was 
informed at that time that one to eighty acres were available. Unfortunately, my 
family and I could only afford to purchase the property with a home and barn that 
was deslgnated under the general plan (1962-1982} as a minimum of (5) acre 
parcels. This was important to me at the time of the purchase in 1971.1 have four 
children, which would ultimately receive five acre's each. I had planned to remain 
on the property until my death. 

I am now 65 years of age, and it is becoming more then I can handle to maintain 
the (20) acres. In view of the fact, that my property is surrounded by (5) acre 
parcels, I cannot for the life of me understand why my property is being 
discriminated/and rezoned? I need to request In writing from you, as to why a 
planner would color my property In "Brown• • RE-10 when In fact almost all the 
surrounding parcels are eight acres or "less"fl 

Further, I have been on file requesting this restriction be changed to RE-5 since the 
hearings in January 1996! By my calculation, this is 7 years ago - and I have not 
received any consideration or for that matter - a logical explanation as to why I 
have been designated and refused to have my property rezoned to match all other 
parcels that surround me. Perhaps you can reconsider evaluating my personal 
situation at this time? 

It has become necessary for me to move forward, and have my attorney get my wnt 
in order. Therefore, I hereby make a plea to formally request that my children be 
allowed to inherit the (5) acre parcels that we had planned for, and I worked for 32 
years to pay off so I could leave them wtth this beautiful place they grew up on! 
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Page 2 of 2 
Re: Zoning Issue 
May 23, 2003 

I have enclosed for further review and consideration, photos of the land,. along with 
letters to the editor sent In September 2001 expressing my grave disappointment 
then, and still with the elected leaders of El Dorado County. The down-zoning of my 
property is no less then robbery. I am being literally robbed from the "TRUE VALUE" 
of my land, and being prevented of providing each one of my children {4) to inherit 
(5) acres due to zoning discrimination. 

Please, please consider my request to look into this matter and overturn a decision 
that should never had been made that Included my (20) beautiful acres in this plan. 
I purchased It in 1971., and it was always to be considered an option of four (5) acre 
parcels!! Again, I pied with you, to look at the surrounding property and ask why the 
county would single out my land to remain a twenty acre parcel and not the original 
four (5) acre parcels that I could split. Thank you for your timely attention to this 
request. I appeal to you to contact me and review this matter. I am available at 
your earliest convenience to conclude these Issues and would welcome the 
opportunity to sit down with you, while I am stm able to do this. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Bill Rathbun 

33-1 
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L.. QTBIB BIQQIUI CPXP MW UIUOUJLX IVUXT A IU'I lllCllJC 
B1QUB8T APPLJ:CHIQP COIIXPIBID II ffll PQ.QI)JG cmgg:11101n 

1. APN 331-221-16 (0.225 AC), (Eve Marie Andrews) 
Map Panel 14 
current Zoning: R1 

Land Use Designation: High Density Residential (HDR) 

Request: Commercial (C) 

Notes: corner lots surrounded by commercial designation. May 
consider adjacent parcel to the south for Commercial 
designation (APN 331-221-17 [0.207 AC], [Diane Dias]). 

APN 109-161-01 (5. 015), (Enrico Adamo, Tony and Virginia 
Nanci) 
Map Panel 13 
current Zoning: R2-PD 

Land Use Designation: Multi-Family Residential (MFR} 

Request: Multi-Family Residential (MFR) 

109-250-12 (18.73), (Good Shepherd Fund Trust) 
Map Panel 13 
current Zoning: R2-PD and RE-5 

Land Use Designation: Multi-Family Residential (MFR} and Low 
Density Residential (LDR) 

Request: Retain MFR on north portion of parcel. 

4. 041-250-01 (13.0 AC), (Fred and Evelyn Strauss) 
Map Panel 15 

,;/ 5. 

current Zoning: RE-5 

Land Use Designation: Medium Density Residential (MOR) 

Notes: Located within the Grizzly Flat Townsite in the 
Grizzly Flat Rural Center. 

105-080-42 {20.20 AC), (Bill and Marcia Rathbun) 
Map Panel 7 
current Zoning: RE-10 

Land Use Designation: Rural. Residential (RR) 

Low Density Residential (LDR} 
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9/5/01 

letter to the Editor: 

Something is certainly very wrong, when we taxpayers live in this lovely country and 
find that the system has gone amiss! I have lived and paid taxes in El Dorado 
County for some 30 years. I am now in my 60's and looking forward to retirement 
soon on my property. My property is 20 acre's which the county zoned years ago to 
be split into two 10 acre parcels. I would like to build my retirement home on one, 
and sell the other 10. Since I'm still employed, can qualify for the loan to build, etc. 
I feel that my civil rights are being violated! By the time the general plan goes 
through I wm most likely be unemployed, and will not be in a position to qualify for a 
loan! We have appointed our Supervisors to assist us with issues in our county, only 
to find out that our concerns and issues fail onto deaf ears! Perhaps a class action 
suit should be filed on behalf of an the property owners in the County that have 
similar issues to me. I cannot believe I am the onty person wishing to have control 
over his property. Who owns this land anyway? 

From: 
Bill Rathbun 
Lotus 
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FROM : CU CONSTRUCT I ON PHONE NO. 5306269450 

May 24, 2003 

General Plan Team 
ML Peter Maurer or Ms. Sue Lee 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
Fax:530-642o-0508 

Dear Planning Department Representative. 

RE: Proposed General Plan Alternatives #2 and #3 

LETTER34 

May. 28 2003 11:02AM Pl 

We have reviewed the proposed changes and want to express our concerns 
about the direct negative impacts of rezoning our 26.54-acre Parcel No. 329-070-
14. 

Our property, and four connecting parcels, are surrounded by parcels zoned for 
low-density-residential with five-acre minimums. We purchased this property two 
years ago and paid a premium price for it with the understanding that in the 
future we would have the option of splitting it into five-acre parcels to subsidize 
our retirement income. If the County rezones it to ten-acre m1nimums, it 
negatively affects the property's desirability, value, and our retirement plans. We 
understand that this rezoning process was computer generated and respectively 
request that you look at the location of these parcels in conjunction with the 

· surrounding subdivisions of five-acre developments and hopefully you wm agree 
that rezoning is not only unnecessary but detrimental to the property owners. 

We would appreciate your consideration in leaving our properties designated as
is, low-density residential with five-acre minimums. 

J n and Carmen Bet el, Parcel #329-070-14 
4201 lrishport lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 
Phone: 530-626-9150 
Fax: 530-626-9450 
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El Dorado Hills 5-24-03 

EL DORADO COUNTY 

PLANNING D&PARTM&NT 

LETTER35 

Re: Parcel NO. 102-200-01-0wners: Dolores Saenz and Rosalie Saenz
Bianchi 

Dear Sirs 

We have reviewed the latest General Plan four Alternatives and we must 
bring to your attention the following. 

The parcel in question consists of 42,32 acres and ·has been in our family 
since 1951 :Our parents, struggled all their lives~-to:r~lize,"', their American 
dream" by. .being.able .to pay.off.their:land .and.~ My sister and I, are 
now.retir~.andwewere:.boping thatat~srnge·\!Iour-1ives, we could 
pro:fitfrom -0\ll" parents endeavors. 

During .the.many.~that.we..have.owned:thisJand:.~have paid taxes and 
·toolccare.ofthe.:premiser; wbite=~patiemly fm:the:-end of aU the legal 
disputes :wruch ·tiave· beerrhaniperlng.·the·t-OmpJetionofthe'"General Plan for 
the: eoutli¥·: .As. ~-can see:oorJa:mt isr-.s.mr,n11uied:bµmp1y other parcels that 
were..somebow: zonedtn5.acres..tots...-Fot.examp~, -goo yards from our 
parcel,,.:acros& fuearV~is..·&een:~Ranch which is a 
~divided·iu smaffet pan::ehr1n.-artditmrr'Wiffiin a mile there .is 

- ~ ~ 

another substantial de:velnpmentc.a:fted StE:rling Shit"P." whiclrrntunrborders 
. ... -,., 

with the hills of Serrano. 

lt:seem&odd:trr:us;Jnlardcat:wtttre::deveb JJ@eub; whi:clnrre now bordering 
ourJand and-te:dk.e trnJUdter:ovedmif-a: c:etnucy ~still unable to have 
are2m1mlrrtrat:wrnrlrl:reftert:ihe=diffet~ity that surround us. 

· With=the:appow:d nf:the-Gemmd·.P.mn:._-e could benefit 
from-· anq1.are11t::endem.Ionnmd:thm;:makl!.um::tetitµnent more secure. It 

35-1 
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-2-

seems .to us that ·ft-is mrc:right tndi&pase-nf_onqm>peity the ·best way · 
possible-witho11tlrarming oc~he environment. 

T.o.this~endw.ew:illtcy:ond1esreffurts::trr:b-alre.1:he 10 es_,,ent zoning changed 
andwe trostthattlrewmmittee drat wilt exmnitre ~-. rea will find reasons 
to:. acoomurodate:ODt""::wi:sl:rertnJiave:tlre_ n ouog ch _ tu- 5 acres lots. We 
thfrtkthat~ ftve acres lots:willretrin.1he:+mcntic-~of the land, which 
through: tlre:yearx we teu, ue,t 1\,J-love and appreciate. 

We-ta.keJhis·-:in:amtrn::fort:mn~onsideration we trust 
)!Oil~ give to our request. - · 

Best regards 

Dolores Saenz anoRosalie S--aenz Bianchi· 

-------- ' I'~ 

35-1 
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LETTER 36 

~u::(V.a,t Vlt-1 fi~ i 

15( 'J.4/ tl?J 
EDC General Plan Commentary 

~¥¥ , LZ&rmM!&iil G · rn!i IL' !T · ··· ~ · · · ?TM 
by Don Hartley Article No. 1 May 1, 2003 

Background ... To the ~ Agriculture & Forestry 

Future ~ Parks & Recreation 

El Dorado County is in the process of 
selecting one of four proposed Plan 
Alternatives which will determine the 
future development of our county for the 
next generation. The all encompassing 
nature of the General Plan will touch 
every one of us in many ways. Where 
we and our children live, work, shop and 
play will be determined by the choices 
made today. How we manage the 
inevitable growth of the next 20 years 
wm dramatically impact our County's 
economy, affordability, and overall 
quality of life. 

A General Plan is a legaJ requirement of 
aH counties. El Dorado County has the 
dubious distinction of being the only 
county in California without an approved 
General Plan in place. The 1996 
General Plan was challenged in the 
courts and since 1999 we have been 
under a Writ of Mandate to develop a 
plan that satisfies the issues identified in 
the Writ. The various proposals currently 
under consideration all deal with the 
dominant issue of growth in different 
ways. Each of the plans has obvious 
merits and NOT so obvious 
ramifications that are the subject of 
numerous debates among citizens and 
land owners within the county. The 
individual elements include: 

=> Land Use 

=> Transportation & Circulation 

=> Housing 

=> Public Services & Utilities 

=> Health, Safety & Noise 

~ Conservation & Open Space 

~ Economic Development 

=> Tahoe Basin 

The purpose of this letter and others to 
follow is to address the elements of the 
various GeneraJ Plan Proposals, 
element by element, in a manner that 
highlights their inherent differences, 
strengths and weaknesses. The sheer 
volume of materials which must be 
reviewed and analyzed is daunting, but 
the energy expended will be worth the 
effort IF the issues brought to light 
stimulate debate and action at the grass 
roots level. 

The development of the General Plan(s) 
to this point has been an administrative 
process carried out over many years at 
a cost of millions of dollars by the county 
planning department, consultants and 
special interest groups. Finally on April 
9, 2003 the draft documents were 
released to the public. 

The documents are finally available FREE at: 

http://co.el-dorado.ca.us 

Printed copies or CD ROM formats are 
available FOR SALE at the county planning 
office. Large wall maps showing proposed land 
use are on display in the hallway of the county 
offices. 

The public has ONLY a 45 day period 
for public comment. Grass roots input is 
needed and needed quickly. By one 
estimate over 80 % of all parcels east of 
Cameron Park wm be affected by one or 
more of the plan alternatives. Possible 
uses (zoning) of these parcels may be 
restricted with or without the land 
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owner's prior input, knowledge or 
agreement. If you own land, particularly 
vacant unimproved land, it is strongly 
recommended that you investigate how 
your specific parcel(s) may be affected 
under the various proposaJs. If you do 
not understand or do not agree with 
these proposed changes. the time to 
speak up is now. Call or write the 
County Supervisors, the Planning 
Commission, and your local media to 
express your ·tears and concerns. Attend 
one or more of the public meetings 
scheduled in the upcoming weeks. 

Raising Red Flags 

El Dorado County has the distinction of 
being the flashpoint for the start of the 
greatest human migration in history. 
When gold was discovered in 1848 at 
Sutler's Mill on the American River, El 
Dorado County became the desired 
destination for thousands from around 
the world. 150 Years later we are once 
again in a time where thousands more 
want to come to El Dorado County. The 
difference between then and now is that 
when the gold ran out in the late 1800's 
many people went home. 

Today gold is not the draw, but home is. 
The scenic beauty, favorable climate 
and quality of life that we sometimes 
take for granted attract many immigrants 
from more congested and expensive 
areas like the Bay Area or Southern 
California. These newcomers are ready 
and willing to pay higher prices to enjoy 
the country we have already discovered. 
This modem population surge is 
inevitabte. We can already see the 
impact it has had at the western edge of 
the county in Cameron Park and El 
Dorado Hills. Regardless of how you 
feel about growth, it is naive to believe 
that it will not continue. For property 
owners the good news is that home and 

land values continue to rise. Demand is 
high and the desired commodities, 
affordable housing and land suitable for 
homes, are in short supply. Values have 
risen to the level that much of the 
current population cannot afford to buy a 
home here. 

Comments or questions are 
encouraged. Reply to 
don.hartley@century21.com or call 

530-651-1511 

Squeaky Wheels 

Growth management and Land Use are 
the most dominant and controversial 
issues addressed by the General Plan. 
How our representative government 
handles these complicated issues will 
depend largely on the input they receive 
from their constituents. As the saying 
goes "speak NOW or forever hold your 
piece" or is it "peace"? Whichever it is, 
the intent is to let your voice be heard 
before it is too late. The policies decided 
upon today will be with us for the next 
generation and beyond. 

Our county's past record on resource 
management issues and compliance 
with State and Federal regulations does 
not speak well of our ability to manage 
our own affairs. In many cases local 
action or inaction has prompted 
intervention by other government 
agencies or special interest sponsored 
legal action. The court's ruling on the 

36-1 

 
        AR 11828



1996 General Plan is the most obvious 
example, but numerous other examples 
are easily cited. i.e. {mining operations 
oversight, exposed public water 
reservoirs, endangered species, iHegal 
parcels, inadequate affordable 
housing) 

As a result of the county's inability to 
develop a consensus on how or what 
the best plan of action may be we have 
wasted years on debate and millions of 
dollars that should have been spent on 
infrastructure rather than jurisprudence. 
Even at this late date many important 
questions remain unanswered or 
unaddressed. The number of plan 
alternatives under review only tends to 
muddy the water and confuse the public. 
The time for decisions· is here and 
NOW. let's be sure we make the BEST 
ones possible. We must try to avoid 
further litigation and set the county on a 
path of responsible growth 
management instead of the confused 
state of paralysis that has prevailed over 
the last several years. 

36-1 
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FROM: C&J COMSTRUCTION PHONE NO. 5306269450 

May 24, 2003 

General Plan Team 
Mr. Peter Maurer or Ms. Sue Lee 
EJ Dorado County Planning• Department . 
2850 Fa inane Court 
PlacerviUe, CA 95667 
Fax: 530--642-0508 

Dear Planning Department Representative, 

RE: Proposed General Plan Alternatives #2 and #3 

LETTER37 

May. 29 2003 12:00PM Pl 

i have reviewed the proposed changes and want to express my concerns about 
the djrect negative impacts of rezoning my two Parcels No. 319-190-22-100 and 
No. 319-180-13-100. 

My properties, and two connecting parce~s, are surrounded by parcels zoned for 
low-density-residential with five-acre minimums. This property has been in my 
family for years and I have maintained it with the understanding that in the future 
I would have the option of splitting it into five-acre parcels to subsidize my 
retirement income. If the County rezones it to ten-acre minimums, it negatively 
affects the property's desirability, value, and my retirement plans. I understand 
that this rezoning process was computer generated and respectively request that 
you look at the location of these parcels in conjunction with the surrounding 
subdivisions of five-acre developments and hopefully you will agree that rezoning 
is not only unnecessary but detrimental to the property owners. 

I would appreciate your consideration in leaving my properties designated as-is, 
low-density residential with five-acre minimums. 

\.~~=~ 
Catrina Vierra, Parcels #319-190-22-100 and 319-180-13-100 
4200 lrishport Lane ?\ 
Placerville, CA 95667 L, C()ffet}f · i\ffJ 
Phone: 530-622-2560 \S. ~ \q,. t~O ..,. o/1&-

37 .. 1 
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Nay 26,. 2003 

General Plan Tea.a 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

General Plan Teat111: 

LETTER38 
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Below are 50fllle cc:M1aents on your Draft General Plan tthich was furnished 
to the District last Meek. Your Teaa should also be aware that the FAA 
has -funded an Airport Naster Plan for Cameron Park Airport. Work 
started on the Nast.er Plan in December 2002 and to date the sur-vey 
control and aerial mapping is Nell along and the noise study is 
currently in progress. The data from the District~s work on the Naster 
Plan will be -furnished to the ALUC and the County Planning Department .. 

Cameron Park Airport. District cofflt!Rents on the Draft General Plan. 

Copy of the Draft. - RoadNay Ccmst.rained Six-Lane ·Plus" Alternative 

Page 45 Aviation System 

Cameron Airpark Airport IS NOT a privat.ely-DNned and operated 
facility. Caaeron Park Airport District is a Special District 
-formed by Resolution 411-87 on Deceaber 1, 1987. 

Annual operations about. right but Nill be part of master plan 
Nhich will be part o~ t.he Na.ster Plan .. 

Page 58 Policy TC-to 

When the District. Na.S foraed, the County required the District t.o 
aaintain the streets and required that the streets "°'-lid remain 
"public:" .. The streets aaintained by the District. are 100 feet 
wide and serve as taxiways for aircraft and as streets for 
vehicles.. The County should i=tmd the Maintenance O'f'= the streets 
the saflle as it does -for a 50 foot. right. of way street or 24 ft .. 
oF pavetlllllle:mt. plus 3.5 ft. of shoulder each side .. The District 
t«JUld then 11aintain t.he taxiway portions .. 

Page 63 Air Tram3port.at.ion 

The County uses Zoning to regulate land around airports. It could l 
use the Buildillg Code to advise airport. sponsors of proposed 
buildings or aodificat.ion of buildings so that air and avigation 
easet111ents could be obtained Nhere they presently do not exist .. 

1 

3374 Kira Loma Drive, Cameron Park, California 95682 

31-1 
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Page 67 Measure TC-M & TC-N 

Bikeways and pedestrian walkways are not. compatible with airports 
and aust be controlled by the Airport Board in the airport 
vicinity .. 

Page 239 Airport Safety 

Clear zones are known as Rumira.y Protection Zones <RPZ) 

Appendix B page B-1 

The Noise Contour map for Cameron Park Airport will probably 
change in accordance with the Noise Study portion o~ the 
Airport Master Plan which is now underway. The noise study being 
performed by Brown-Buntin, Inc. will be furnished to the Airport 
Land Use Commission when completede 

Page B-5 

There are about 440 acres in Cameron Park now under the Bureau of 
Land l"lanage1111ent:.s The area does not appear to be shoNn on B-5. 

Copy of the DraTt - Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

Pages 19 & 20 General Plan Land Use Element Requirements 

Land use around the Cameron Park Airport should be included in 
cOfflmercial/industrial/open space zoning as compatible with 
airport land use. This comment will also be included in the 
meeting with the Airport Land Use Commission. 

Page 65 Air Transportation 

County regulation by zoning. Should also be through the Building 
Department. Airports should be advised of requests for permits so 
that Air and Avigation easements can be obtained over old 
subdivisions where none exist at this timew 

Page 69 Measures M,. N, 0 Planners should remember that. ait-cra:ft and 
bikes/pedestrians do not mix. 

Page 112 

Please see conwents under Pages 19 & 20 and Page 65. 

Page 241 Airport Safety Policy and Noise 

General comaent.s appear fines Nore speci-fic COfflfflEmts will be included 
in the Airport~s comprehensive land use plan .. 

2 
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Page 248 Goal HS-14 

Ait-port noise study is in progress as part of the Ain)Ort Master Plan 
which will be included with data furnished to the ALUC. 

Page 248 Implementation Program 

Airports are an iaportant part of emergency programs. 

Appendix B page B-1 

The Noise Contour map for Cameron Park Airport will probably 
change in accordance with the Noise Study portion of the Airport 
Master Plan which is now underway. The noise study being perforaed 
by Brown-Buntin, Inc. will be furnished to the Airport Land Use 
Commission when completed~ 

Page B-5 

There are about 440 acres in Cameron Park now under the Bureau o~ 
Land Management .. The area does not appear to be shown on B-5 .. 

Please call me if you have any questionss 

cc: Ra.yaond Vail 

3 
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FROM: FA>( NO. 

Supervisor Rusty Dupray 
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
360 Fir Lane 
Placerville, CA 958667 

LETTER39 

May. 29 2003 02:54PM P1 

May 27. 2003 

I am writing you concerning the down-planning of our property its histori~ land use of 
MDR to LOR on the drafts alternatives, "Roadway Constmint Six-Lane,, (Alternative 2) 
and "Environmentally Constrained" (Alternative 3 ). to the general plans currently under 
considenuion. Our property, APN: 11 o.-020-15· l 00 is located on the equestrian village 
situated to the east and north of tbe northwest Specific Plan in El Dorado Hills. 

As affected property owners we are deeply concerned about this change in land use 
suggested by the Planning Department. It ~Is for the removal of the historic 
designation ofMDR ~ the CC&R ( recorded in January 1977) with a minimum of three 
(3) acres parcels from our properties. To justify the LDR designation in Alternatives 2 & 
3. the exiting Community Region line has been moved from Salmon Falls Road to Lake 
Hills Dri'1e. This action would deny us the services and enforcement of our Cc&R by 
the El Dorado Hills Architectural Committee and future El Dorado Hills incorporation. 

To allow an EIR to be prepared on the basis of superficial analysis and unjustified and 
arbitrary changes involving no more than a 8 lots (changing from 25 to 17), and thus 
forcing us and our attorneys to come back into the process to get back our historic 
designation would be completely unfair and unrealistic. That would completely prejudice 
our position by the very fact that our historic potential use would not have been 
considered in the EIR 

As a neighbomood, we have developed half of our village with million-dollars home, and 
have secured water meters (Weber Dam Contract with EID dated 12-22-2000) for the rest 
of the future development of our properties-a maximum of twenty five {25) new lots of 
three (3) acre each-and have looked forwtmi to the time when we can develop our 
properties. To ignore the long history of hearings, discussions and \X>mmitmems made 
concerning this part of the El DQrado Hilb, and to ignore the wishes of property owners 
to maintain their designation and the remain within the Community Region. and finally 
to ignore the fact that the property designation has persisted through all pre-vious 
irerations of the General Pian, from the very first Administrative Draft to the Final 
adopted plan in January 1996, would be completely unfair~ wtjustified and 
unconscionable. 

As our representative, and a candidate for re-election we realize that you are under 
tremendous pressure form the so-called environmentalists. H-Owever~ we urge you in 
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FROM: FA.X NO. May. 29 2003 02:SSPM P2 

strongest terms t<> resist politicizing the review and approval process and vote for the 
1996 Gmerat Plan (Alternative 4 }, which the community and professionals, not 
lobbyists. have developed, worked on and modified over the past fifteen years. 

cc. Peter Maurer, Principal Planner 
Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project Manager 
EI Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee 
Planning Commissioners 

2 

~=;:;~ _b~~ ~--~~--. 
'--- · Bab.man Fozouni 

3115 Hopkins Place 
El Dorado Hill, CA 95762 

J 
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May 27, 2003 

El Dorado Hills Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: El Dorado County General Plan 

Dear El Dorado County Planning Department: 

LETTER40 

As an El Dorado Hills resident living in Highland Hills Village, I would like to 
comment on the future Silva Valley Interchange project. My concerns with this 
proposed project involves issues of safety, quality of life, and environmental issues of 
noise, and air quality due to increased traffic. It is my hope that these issues will be 
prudently addressed through appropriate safety, traffic, noise, and air pollution 
studies and surveys before the project goes forward. It should be taken into 
consideration that the increased traffic, noise, and pollution will negatively impact 
the schools, library, and the many residential villages- all noise sensitive areas 
located along Silva Valley Parkway.. Safety and preservation of quality of life for 
the residents should be a top priority, and not compromised in favor of 
accommodating future needs. 

Silva Valley Parkway is already experiencing an undesirable increase in road traffic 
noise and pollution due to speeding traffic during early morning commute (6-8am), 
evening commute, before and after school commute. Trucks, commercial vehicles, 
and numerous large and heavy construction vehicles that vibrate and roar 
shamelessly during the day are also major contributors to the noise, which is at an 
unacceptable level. Speed violations are commonplace, and vehicular noise is 
intensified as speed increases. Speeding traffic b.as also become a hazard for 
cyclists, joggers, and for pedestrians attempting to cross the road. 

I also favor limited growth in El Dorado County, for I shudder to think that El 
Dorado County might become another Santa Clara County within the next 20 years, 
if growth continues at its current pace. The beautiful surroundings and rural 
atmosphere th.at enticed so many to become permanent residents of this area will 
cease to exist if the county becomes a victim of over-development. 

Thankyouc 
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ills 
El Dorado Hills, CA 
Champagnetaste2S@aoleom 

Janise A. Oee 
3096 Lennox Dr. 

El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
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--~~rh:Q· 
KELLER & ASSOCIATES 

May 27, 2003 

Planning Dept 
Pete Mauer 
2850 fairlane Ct- Bldg Dept 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: 2.85 acres fair Play Rd (094-020-05) 

Dear Pete: 

03 MAY 30 AM H: 53 

f-{ECEfvr-o 
PLANNING D£P A.RTHENT 

LETTER41 

I own this 2.85 parcel on fair Play Rd. It is presently General Plan designated 
commercial. It is adjacent and contiguous to the Grays comer at the intersection 
of E-16 and fair Play Rd in Somerset. I have spoken with both Pierre Rivas and 
Helen Bauman about the feasibility of a rezone from its present residential 
zoning to commercial zoning at some point in the future. Neither Pierre nor 
Helen could foresee any reason for a rezone to be denied. It is a relatively flat 
piece of property with good road frontage and site distance for access. The 
location' at this· intersection is perfect for some sort of agriculture associated . 
business in the future. I am requesting that regardless of which of the proposed 
general plans you adopt, you leave me the option of being able to rezone and 
develop the site in the future. I am looking forward to a favorable review and 
approval of my request. 

Sincerely, 

Ed Keller 

Cc: Helen Bauman 
Pierre Rivas · 

P.O. Box 25 
Somerset, CA 95684 
Bus: (800)622-1323 
Bus:{530)622-9649 
Fa~: (530)622-1214 
!11de/Jendtmf{1'011'11eda11dopcrated. 
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From: Marilyn L [marilyn3@internet49.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 27, 2003 11:23 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Selection of General Plan 

LETTER42 

We would like to register our comments on the selection of the General Plan. 

We are in favor of the General Plan alternative #1. This was the plan 
originally decided on. With the changes required by the court in place, it 
should remain the plan of choice. 

Sincerely, 

Arlo & Marilyn Lawless 
3461 Forni Rd. 
Placerville,CA 95667 

42 .. 1 
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General Plan Team 
Et Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, Ca. 95667 

Subject: APN 102--020-31-l (120 Ac.) 

To Whom It May Concern: 

LETTER43 

Is it re:dly fair or reasonable to single out larger parcels of land causing what appears to be damage to their 
future potential development? By changing the land designation from Rural Residential ( No Project /l 996 
Alternative) to Natural Resources ( Roadway Constrained. and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives) 
this would be such a result 

The property owners should have the right within reason, to do what they want with their property not be 
forced by agencies or groups who seem to have more pull If the property owner wants to make their 
property open space or so called Natural Resources, that· should be their call. 

If the Board decides to go with the down sizing of property capabilities, are they willing to compensate the 
property owners for the loss of the potential revenue? How does the El Dorado County Governing Board 
plan to account for their decisions if they will ultimately damage the larger property owners? 

Most people who purchased larger parcels of land years ago did so with the intentions of capitalizing on the 
increased value at a later date. Several years ago we purchased an additional legal access to our property so 
that someday, if and when we decided, we would have the potential to split the property into smaller 
parcels. At the time one of the requirements for a rural subdivision was to have more than one access. 

It is amazing to us looking at the maps how magically the eoolGgical-preserve boundaries seem to have 
been established. The same kind of magic was apparently used to determine the natural resources and 
agriculmral designations. There does. ootappear to be any consistency ip. how some of the large parcels 
were singled out. 

Our parcel is surrounded by 5 and 10 Ac. Parcel& When the Final Plan it? established, our property needs 
to have the land use designation of 5 or 10 Ac. Parcels (LOR). Natural Resources designation is not 
a~opriate OI acceptable. We hope that this.can be acrompJished ~t the need of us seeking legal 
co~l. 

Cc: Charlie Paine supervisor 4th district 

Sincerely 

Rene and Christine Thome 
404 l Jayhawk Dr. 
Rescue , Ca. 95672 
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United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION 

IN REPLY REFER TO· 

CC-411 
ENV-6.00 

Mr. Peter Maurer 
Principal Planner 

Central California Area Office 
7794 Folsom Dam Road 

Folsom, California 95630-l 799 

MAY 2 7 2003 

El Dorado County Plannig Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Subject: El Dorado County Draft General Plan 

Dear Mr. Maurer: 

LETTER44 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft El Dorado County General Plan; please 
see the enclosed comments. We look forward to seeing the final document! If you have 
any questions, please call Sandi Richerson at 916-989-7174 (TDD 989-7285). 

Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Thomas J. Aiken 
Area Manager 

J 
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Comments on April, 2003, El Dorado County Draft General Plan 

Page 289-290 (depending on altemative)-under PUPLIC PARKS AND RECREATION 
PROVIDERS, add ... and Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation. 

Page 289-290 (depending on altemative)-under United States Government, add the 
following paragraph: 

U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Reclamation 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) owns a large area of land, partially in the 
County, near Folsom Reservoir and along the lower South Fork of the American River 
which is managed by the California Department of Parks and Recreation as the 
Folsom Lake State Recreation Area. 

Page 208-210 (depending on alternative) should break out water supply by water district, 
individual sources, and water rights. The lump sum given of 55,264 acre-feet per 
annum (AFA) is impossible to analyze for accuracy. 

Reclamation provides El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) with a firm yield of23,000 AFA 
from Sly Park, and contracts with EID for 7,550 AFA from Folsom Lake. Both sources of 
supply are subject to reductions in dry years. Under the contract for Sly Park, EID has 
withdrawn as much as 29,247 AF. 

Public Law 106-377, Section 212, directed Reclamation to transfer all right, title, and 
interest in and to the Sly Park Unit to the EID. Transfer of the Sly Park Unit is expected to 
be complete by the end of 2003. The transfer will include a total of 34,400 AF water rights 
to Sly Park, Hazel and Camp Creeks. 

Public Law 101-514, Section 206, directed Reclamation to contract with El Dorado County 
Water Agency for 15,000 AFA of water. The amount would be subcontracted with EID 
and Georgetown Divide Public Utilities District for 7,500 AFA each. The contract is 
expected to be completed before the end of 2003. 

EID has entered into an agreement with Placer County Water Agency for transfer of2,000 
AF A to be supplied from the Middle Fork Project. Reclamation is planning on contracting 
with EID under Warren Act ("water wheeling") provisions to allow EID to convey that 
amount as well as its pre-1914 ditch water rights (4,560 AFA) for diversion from Folsom 
Lake. 

EID also plans to withdraw additional water from Folsom Lake by way of an engineered 
structure called a Temperature Control Device. This would remove warm water in the 
reservoir and increase cold-water pool water available for dmvnstream fisheries. 

J 

] 

l 
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LETTER45 

STATE MINING & GEOLOGY BOARD 
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

May 29, 2003 

Peter N. Maurer 
Principa1 Planner 
El Dorado County Planning Dept. 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 

GRAY DAVIS 

GOVERNOR 

~:rJ ~ 
zf11 z 
O() I 

OfTl W 
Re: Mineral Resources Management Policies I General PliQ:: -o 

~Pl :JC 

-"'o I)? 

Dear Mr. Maurer: 
:c 
C"1 
z ..... 

U1 

At its regularly scheduled business meeting on May 23, 2003, the Policy and 
legislation Committee of the State Mining and Geology Board (SMGB) 
reviewed the proposed changes to El Dorado County's mineral resource 
management policies. Specifically, three atternate drafts were reviewed: "No 
Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives"; "Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative"; and, "Roadway Constrained Six-Lane Pfus Alternative". 

The Committee determined that the proposed changes and the overall policies 
were in accordance with the requirements of the Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act (SMARA, Public Resources Code Section 2710 et seq.); 
however, the Committee made one recommendation as follows: 

• Reference should be included in the Mineral Resource Management 
Policies to the most recent mineral dassification report submitted to the 
County in mid-April, 2003 titled, Mineral Land Classification of El Dorado 
County, California, CGS Open-File Report 2000-03. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the County's proposals. !f you have 
any questions, please do not hesitate to contact the SMGB office. 
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LETTER46 

03 MAY 30 AH 6: 58 
SERRANO ASSOCIATES, LL~ECEIVED . 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
4525 Serrano Parkway • El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
Telephone 916/939-3333 "Facsimile 916/939-4049 

DATE: May 29, 2003 

TO: El Dorado County Planning Commission 

FROM: Sam Miller, Director of Planning 

Subject: Comments on the Draft El Dorado County General Plan Proposals 

The following comments focus on the two alternative draft plans, the Roadway 
Constrained Six Plan "Plus" Alternative (Roadway) and the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative (Constrained):. 

The commentary is in two parts. The first section addresses those land use map 
designations that have direct relevance to properties owned by Parker Development. 
The second section addresses those policies that have direct relevance to properties 
owned by Parker Development. 

Parker Development represents three separate land holdings in the El Dorado Hills 
area of El Dorado County. Those properties are often referred to as Pedregal, 
Serrano and Marble Valley. 

SECTION ONE -- MAPS 

A. Ped regal: 

Roadway Alternative: Tue land use map designates the bulk of the 
property as Rural Lands. This designation appears to be applied to all 
"unentitled lands, both within and without Rural Areas. This property 
currently experiences significant trespass in that is has 64 single 
family homes and three apartment complexes as neighbors. The 
property has been planned for its currently designated densities since 
at lease the early 1980s and has paid assessments for 113 sewer and 
water hookups. It is also served by two of the six major through ways 
within the El Dorado Hills area (El Dorado Hills Blvd and Wilson 
Way). Olson Lane on its northerly boundary also serves as the 
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Promontory's only direct connection to EI Dorado Hills Blvd. The 
current zoning, at RE-10, provides the County with discretion to 
"force" the housing outcome it desires in the context of all plan 
policies. 
The appropriate designation is a split between multifamily and 
high density residential. This split is reflected on the Constrained 
plan. 

b. Marble Valley 

Roadway Alternative: The land use map designates the northeast 
approximately 120 acres as natural resource. Peter Maurer has 
expressed the thought that this might simply b e a mapping error. 
Given the current development agreement and tentative maps on the 
property it seems this designation should be removed. In the tables for 
the this alternative's traffic analysis the property has 400 dwelling 
units plus a performing arts center, school and neighborhood park. 
This would seem to support the assertion that the designation is truly 
a mapping error. 

SECTION TWO -- POLICIES 

INTRODUCTION .. 

Planning Challenges 
The observations on page 9 (Roadway) indicate that the County 
entered into Development Agreements in the mid to late 90s. The 
first Development Agreements for the Northwest El Dorado Hills 
Specific Plan and the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan were entered into 
in the late 80s. 

The discussion takes a negative view of all development agreement 
projects. First, these large-scale projects provide communities with far 
more flexibility and opportunity than the four by four approach 
included in the Roadway alternative. Secondly, knowing the scale of 
future demand, in real terms, makes planning for large-scale 
infrastructure such as roads, schools, sewer treatment and water 
treatment facilities planning much more meaningful. 

Thirdly, as distinct from all others, the Serrano development 
agreement obligates the developer to make direct investment in 
$120,000,000 in schools and public infrastructure. It is the only plan 
so burdened. 

48-3 
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LAND USE ELEMENT 

Roadway and Constrained 
Policy LU-ld obligating the County to deny project approvals that 
would undermine its ability to fulfill state requirements could be 
construed to require denial of all residential developments. 
Undermine is such a broad term as to be vague; it would be helpful 
to provide criteria for the determination of this vague term. 

Recommend: LU-3i: The County should shall encourage land use 
patterns that locate services such as banks, childcare facilities, 
shopping centers, and restaurants near employment centers and along 
major transportation corridors. 

LU-3k: The location for the complimentary amount of affordable 
housing (serving low, very-low and moderate income households) 
shall be 13revidea identified as a part of all residential and non 
residential development projects. 

PUBLIC SERVICES AND FACILITIES ELEMENT 

Policy PS-lf. It is not possible to obtain will serve letters from the cited service 
providers prior to the broad spectrum of actions described as "discretionary". 
The policy fails to reflect existing policies of other agencies. The policy should state 
"prior to approval of final subdivision or parcel maps" 

The preamble to the policy and the related materials are devoid of the rationale for a 
policy requiring a will serve letter related to power. 

HEAL TH, SAFETY AND NOISE ELEMENT 

Policy HS-2e 
Constrained Alternative: The language contained in this alternative reads 

"prohibit creation of any new gated subdivisions or neighborhoods ... ". The 
policy context is Wildfire Safety. The discussion concerns the existence of narrow, 
dead end rural roads and lack of a public water infrastructure and supply. If the 
policy were to track with the discussion, the policy would be no gated communities 
in rural areas with dead end roads and a lack of water infrastructure. We would ask 
that the policy be revised to reflect the context and suggest: 

The County shall limit gated subdivisions to those areas that meet the 
following criteria: 
1. Are supported by the local fire service provider 

2. Provide a minimum of two (2) points of access from a county 
maintained road. 
3. Contain a public water infrastructure in conformance with local 
fire district standard: hydrants, hydrant pressure and residual water 
pressure. 
4. Contain roads that meet County standards for streets as required 
by the County improvements standards manual standard l O l A. 

l 
] 
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5. Have 24 hour on site professional staff. 
6. Gates must meet local fire district standards for electronic 
override and manual operation. 

CONSERVATION AND OPEN SPACE ELEMENT 

Policy C0-1 c This policy would "discourage" grading activities for more than one
half the calendar year. 

None of the preceding discussion provides a data source for this policy. The 
County is currently gearing up to enforce the National Pollution Discharge 
Elimination Standards program. All projects are now required to install 
NPDES best management practices erosion control methods on a year around 
basis. The policy is so great in its reach in the context of BMP and 
NPDES work over the last several years that it would seem that the 
policy would reflect, at least, a requirement for a greater level of BMP 
during this period of time. 

Policy C0-3f The term hydrologic unit is not defined in the document. As a result 
the meaning of the policy is unclear. The policy should be expanded to include any 
portion of the watershed of either the Cosumnes or American River as the case may 
be. 

PARKS AND RECREATION ELEMENT 

Background. The list of public park and recreation providers fails to include the 
Serrano Owners Association. The Village Green park in Serrano was constructed, 
and is maintained by the Serrano Owner's Association and is subsidized as to its cost 
of maintenance by the Serrano Owner's Association. 

Page 292. The discussion fails to reflect that all neighborhood parks in Serrano are 
privately planned, financed and maintained. 

J 
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From: Marilyn L [marilyn3@internet49.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 30, 2003 3:32 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: -General Plan alternaaatives 

LETTER47 

We e-mailed a comment on our preferance for a General Plan selection of 
selection #1 because it had been included with #4 the 1996 General Plan. It is 
the #4 selection we prefer. Including the two together is confusing and 
misleading to say the least. 

Arla & Marilyn Lawless 
3461 Forni Rd. 
Placerville,CA 95667 

l 47-1 
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LETTER48 

?"' f<1115 t :~~..; ... ;.;r..;..; and rc(;~.1 vcd a one acre ~ning on my 17 Rf'!':"<: !~~!!.~ G:Y, th~ \,:v.:.::~ .. 

(1f Pond1;ro~ and Meder Road m Shingle Springs. I then developed a 22 parcel standard 
subdiVision. I retained pateel APN# 070-300-15-1.00~ which in~luded my home and 8.4 a.er~. 
As set forth in maps 2 and 3. my plan "vas to have the option of selling more parcels in the future. 

Accordingly, I hereby request that you adopt map 2 or 3 which would maintain existing 
one acre zoning and allow me to fulfill my plans. 

If you have any questions or requir~ anything further, please feel free to can me at 530-
677-1449. 

Yours truly, 

Lo (Pf) !!!/I rq/,w 

Don W. Th.omas 
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6/1/03 

El Dorado County 
Planning Dept. 
2850 Fairlane Ct. 
Placerville CA 95667 

RE: Draft County General Plan 

LETTER49 

I have reviewed the DEIR on the EL Dorado County General Plan. 
After carefully considering all four alternatives, I have concluded 
that Alternative #3; the Environmentally Constrained plan is the 
best for the long-term interests of the county. With this plan, the 
county still has the potential to develop, but in a slower, controlled 
manner. 

More acreage put into residential land use, while seemingly a short
term economic solution, is a long-term detrimentally poor 
alternative. The impact on traffic, schools, roads, resources 
including water and air quality would be too costly. 

Perhaps the Planning Department thinks they planned well for the 
services needed after the intense pressure of growth in the county 
since the 1980s. We who drive the pothole-ridden streets, wait in 
traffic (at level Fat times) and breathe brown air, know the 
department did an abysmal job. 

Don't let the developers do the planning as has happened in the 
past .. You are the Planning Department. Please do not add to the 
problems by adopting Alternative 1, 2 or 4. 

~a.!1b ~ for your consideration of this letter. 

~~m?~-L<Ce~~ 

49-1 
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. June 1, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 

ATTENTION: PETER No MAURER, PRINCIPAL PLANNER 

Dear Members: 

LETTER SO 

In reviewing the General Plan alternatives, we request that the 
land use proposed in the 1996 plan be retained for the General 
Plan .. 

Our property (APN 087-040-16, 087-060-01, & 087-010-11) has been in 
the family since the 40's. The property is currently and has 
continually been used as a cattle ranch and has been held for 
an investment for future generations. It is imperative that the 
utmost consideration be given not to adopt a General Plan so restrictive 
that it will devalue and restrict the use of the land for future 
generations .. 

Yours truly, 

~(@~ 
Stella L. Oneto 
Stella L. Oneto Trust 
17875 State Highway 88 
Jackson, California 95642 

c.c. El Dorado Co. Board of Supervisors 
Files 
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EL DORADO COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

LETTER51 

Lorraine Larsen-Hallock ................. District t 
John MacCready ..................... ~ ...... District II 
Dave Machado ............................... District Ill 
Ralph Wetsh .................................. District IV 

2850 Fairlane Court • Placerville, CA 95667 
http://www.co.et-dorado.ca.us/planning 

Phone: (530) 621-5355 
Fax: (530) 642-0508 

Alan Tolhurst ................................. District V 
Jo Ann Brillisour ............................. Clerk of the Commission 

MINUTES 

Special Meeting of the Planni~g Commission 
June 2, 2003 - 9:00 A.M. 

SUPERVISORS MEETING ROOM 
330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 

DRAFf GENERAL PLAN COMMENT HEARING 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Larsen-Hallock called the meeting to order at 9:03 a.m. The following persons 
were in attendance: Commissioners Mac Cready, Machado, Welsh, Tolhurst, and 
Larsen-Hallock; Paula F. Frantz, County Counsel; Conrad B. Montgomery, Planning 
Director; Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Manager; Peter N. Maurer, Principal Planner; Sue 
Lee, Senior Planner; and Jo Ann Brillisour, Clerk to the Planning Commission. 

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

ON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER TOLHURST, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER WELSH AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, IT WAS MOVED TO 
ADOPT THE AGENDA, AS PRESENTED. 

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Commission and those persons in the audience gave a Pledge of Allegiance. 

4. PUBLIC FORUM/PUBLIC COMMENT'° None 

5. TESTIMONY ON THE DRAFT GENERAL PLAN 

Chair Larsen-Hallock turned the hearing over to Heidi Tschudin who introduced Sue Lee, 
Peter Maurer, and Conrad Montgomery. 

a. Procedures for Conduct of Hearing 

Ms. Tschudin said the purpose of the hearings this month is to receive public 
input. Testimony received in these hearings will be summarized but will not be 
transcribed verbatim. Ms. Tschudin asked that individuals submit their comments 
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Minutes of June 2, 2003 Page2 

in writing so they can be included in the record. She informed the audience of the 
hearing procedures. The elements will be discussed in order today. Peter Maurer 
will give a brief discussion on each element prior to any discussion or input on 
that element. The June 4 hearing goes from 9 a.m. to 4 p.m. and will be continued 
to the evening, starting at 7:00 and ending at 10:00 pm. The remaining elements 
of the General Plan will be considered on June 4. Starting June 9, the hearing will 
be to receive comments on the EIR. On June 12, comments will be received on 
both the General Plan and EIR. 

b. Staff Report by General Pian Project Manager 

Ms. Tschudin said her staff report and the agendas are available on the website. 
She briefly went over her report. In September, the Commission should be 
forwarding a recommendation to the Board on which plan, or combination of 
plans, should be adopted. The Board will hold hearings in October, with plan 
adoption by the end of December. The County will be operating under the writ 
until the judge lifts the writ. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock said it is her understanding that the recommendation of the 
Commission could be either one of the plans or a combination of plans. Ms. 
Tschudin said that is correct. However, staff will have to make sure any 
combination is covered under the EIR. Commissioner Mac Cready asked for 
further clarification on taking portions from each plan and making a combined 
plan. 

Ms. Tschudin spoke about the hearings staff is contemplating for the end of 
August, beginning of September. Commissioner Mac Cready asked that the 
hearings not be held at the end of August, as he will not be able to attend. 

c. Public Hearing on the following elements of the Draft General Plan; a) Land Use 
(including testimony on individual properties as designated on the proposed Land 
Use Maps); b) Housing; c) Economic Development; d) and Tahoe Basin. 

Peter Maurer summarized the Land Use Element and pointed out the three 
primary differences between the thr~e maps and four. sets of policies. The land 
use maps were on display. 

Commissioner Tolhurst said he had a technical question for people in the 
audience that might be having individual parcel concerns. He has had several 
calls where people are saying that in one of the alternatives their parcel gets down 
zoned. When they come up to request a specific zoning, are they to say do not 
approve a specific alternative because their parcel gets down zoned? Mr. Maurer 
said the land use designation is an important part of the General Plan. The Plan 
itself does not down zone the property. The land use designation might result in a 
follow-up down zoning. When the County updates the zoning ordinance, the 
zoning must be brought into compliance with the General Plan. Even under the 

] 51-1 
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1996 Alternative, there will be lands that are designated something that would not 
allow what the current zoning on that property would allow. Clearly on the more 
constrained alternatives, that is going to happen more often. Typically, there is a 
range of different zone districts in each land use category. 

Commissioner Tolhurst said in the 1996 and No Project Plans, it is very clear 
what the documents are because there is a Statement of Vision. There is no clear 
goal in the other alternatives. Mr. Maurer said the vision of the County is set 
forth in the introductory paragraph of both those alternatives. Those statements 
begin on Pages 7 and 8. The Environmentally Constrained leans more to 
environmental protection. The vision is not necessarily different, but the 
approach to reaching that vision could be. 

Commissioner Welsh asked if the problem with the 1996 Plan was that it did not 
meet the needs of the community or meet the law. Ms. Tschudin said it was not 
the General Plan. The judge identified some problems with the environmental 
review, in particular the Findings of Fact and a failure to identify appropriate 
substantial evidence for the decisions· that were made. Commissioner Welsh said 
he would like to avoid that. Ms. Tschudin said staff is trying to take care of that. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock opened the public hearing on the Land Use Element. 

Commissioner Machado asked that people identify if they are speaking for 
someone else or a group and their position in that group. 

Nancy Mundt, resident of Georgetown/Garden Valley for 12 years, spoke about 
Community Regions and Rural Centers, Page 4 of the Manager's· report. In the 
1996 Plan, the Georgetown boundaries were enlarged from previous maps and 
designations and placed in the Community Region, and there was a possibility of 
multifamily development. Georgetown lacks an infrastructure component, 
namely sewer. To allow a land use designation that would allow apartments does 
not seem logical. She feels Georgetown is a Rural Center. She does feel 
Georgetown is able to provide low cost housing for its residents. 

Alice Fuller, owner of 13.79 acres at El Dorado Road and Lambert Lane, said 
their property was RlA, Medium Density, and changed to Low Density Five-acre. 
They were in the process of dividing the property when the moratorium occurred. 
They have water, a fire hydrant, and electricity to the property. It is on a main 
road and only one mile from Highway 50. Tuey would like to divide the property 
into four parcels. Most of the surrounding property is one or two-acre parcels, all 
less then five acres. They would lose a lot of value if they could only divide into 
two parcels. 

Sam Miller, Serrano Associates> said it is confusing exactly how the process is 
going to proceed. In one General Plan there are 52 land use policies, and they are 
not in the same in every element. It is impossible for someone to have a 
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meaningful discussion in a three-minute time period about one of those policies 
that has a dramatic affect on their property irrespective of which land use plan 
may be appropriate for the site. It would be helpful if the Commission has a 
discussion as each of the elements comes forward on the differences between the 
policies in each element. Policy 3H in the Environmentally Constrained Plan 
appears to conflict with Land Use Policy 3D. He has sent each of the 
Commissioners an email with comments from the two companies he represents~ 
They are discouraged by having held property for many years, just as some people 
that have spoken, waiting for a General Plan and having paid assessments for 
water and sewer units and paid taxes based on the higher value of the land; and 
now it is suggested, in one case, that the property would be rural surrounded by 
single-family residences and two of the major thoroughfares in El Dorado Hills. 

Mr. Miller said some of the differences in the policies are very subtle but very 
significant. In one alternative, a policy states discourage gates and in another 
alternative it says prohibit them. Commissioner Mac Cready asked if Mr. Miller 
would like the gated communities left in or taken out. Mr. Miller said there are 
circumstances where they should be prohibited He suggested a modification in 
his email to reflect where they are appropriate and where they are dearly 
inappropriate. The first determinate of appropriateness is if the local fire 
department says they can live with it. Most fire departments cannot and will say 
so. 

Commissioner Machado said Serrano has a development agreement. Mr. Miller 
said they O\Vll commercial property outside the development agreement area. 

Ms. Tschudin said staff is aware of how difficult it is to compare policies from the 
different alternatives. With the distribution of the General Plan document, there 
was a 20-page document, dated April 9, from Peter Maurer that contains a large 
table identifying the differences in the policies. The document is also on the 
website. In her staff report, she did a summary of the table (Page 11 of the 
report). 

Chair Larsen-Hallock said one of the concerns she has heard is how the 
Commission is going to work. througQ, the different alternatives and policies. She 
was thinking about a workshop type discussion to go through each policy. Ms. 
Tschudin asked if that could be made a part of these hearings or the hearings in 
August. We need to take advantage of hearings that have been set up. 

Commissioner Tolhurst said Mr. Miller brought up a point, which he thinks needs 
discussion. He does not think his point was gates or no gates, but how does that 
further the goal of one of these plans versus the other? How does not having 
gates further the goal of the Environmentally Constrained versus having gates and 
constraining the roadway construction? Chair Larsen-Hallock asked if the 
Commission wants to have this type of discussion now or after it has heard from 
the speakers. Commissioner_ Mac Cready asked why one alternative says 
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discourage and another one says prohibit. Ms. Tschudin said there were four 
equal weight alternatives. Staff wanted to do a couple of things. They wanted to 
take advantage of the environmental impact report to create a base so there is 
broader spectrum of decisions that can be made. Within the equal weight 
alternatives, since each one was going to be fully developed with policies, land 
uses, and maps, they wanted to focus · in on some key issues that through the 
record in the past have been identified as controversial items for the County and 
give an opportunity to explore the range within an issue. So, in the 
Environmentally Constrained, they used the word prohibit. With the Roadway 
Constrained, they used discourage to bracket that issue and give it to the decision 
makers to decide if that is something the County wants to take on at either end of 
the spectrum. They have done that with a number of issues, with infrastructure 
concurrency, subdivision and growth, and a number of others. It is to allow for a 
spectrum of decision making to be accommodated, depending on where the 
Planning Commission feels the community wants to go and where the Board, as 
the ultimate decision makers, feels the community wants to go. Commissioner 
Tolhurst said it is not an issue that fits more in one alternative than another but 
something for discussion that could be put in either alternative. Ms. Tschudin 
said, in general, if it had to do with being more constraining because of 
environmental issues, staff did try to align it with the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative. There may not always be a definite distinction other 
than to identify and isolate the spectrum so it can be deliberated in the process. 

Commissioner Welsh said he feels the Commission should hear the input from the 
public before discussing any issues. Commissioner Machado said he would like 
the speakers to identify all the issues of concern they have so the Commission can 
discuss them. Commissioner Mac Cready said it is almost impossible to go 
through each policy. There are many that do not vary from one alternative to 
another. The Commission needs to discuss those policies where there have been 
comments made. 

Virginia Crespo, resident of Rescue, said the Roadway Alternative has a policy 
for only allowing four-by-fours, which she feels is very bad planning policy, in 
general. It does not allow the flexibility necessary for affordable workforce 
housing, and tends to further sprawl to an extent that she is not sure we want in 
this County. She is against that policy being instituted. Four-by-fouring has been 
done in the County in the past, and we have seen some really bad results from it. 

Mark Perlberger said they own 33 acres (Assessor's Parcel Number 109-010-02) 
at Highway 50 and Cambtjdge that is currently designated for commercial. He 
has submitted both oral and written comments. They requested changing the land 
use on two-thirds of the property from Commercial to Multifamily. There is not 
enough demand for 30 acres of commercial at this site. There are also some 
single-family homes in the area that do not want to see that much commercial. In 
the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, this change is considered. The 
Road Constrained has the whole property as Commercial. They are not 
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supporting any one alternative but would like the Commission to consider the 
change they have requested. The property works well as a transitional use. 
Commissioner Tolhurst pointed out that as spoken to by Sam Miller, there might 
be the possib,ility for mixed uses. 

Donald Hartley, representing the El Dorado County Association of Realtors, said 
they want to be fully involved in the General Plan pi::ocess. He read his 
comments, which he submitted for the record. 

Art Marinaccio stated that what Sam Miller said about the process really does 
need to be c_onsidered. He does not believe the Planning Commission or Board 
has the ability to absorb all the information. The Commission needs to 
comprehend and understand what it is reconunending. The General Plan is 
supposed to be general. People do not understand how the alternatives may affect 
them. These plans, while useful to look and see what kind of results may occur, 
really do not constitute plans that are in a position to be adopted. The one plan 
that has had scrutiny is the 1996 Plan. The maps do not necessarily relate to the 
policies. You need the level of discussion. The State Mining and Geology Board 
just released the mine, mapping, which must by law be included in the General 
Plan. It has major implications for the land use maps. There should be a half-day 
workshop with the Commission, the mining community, and staff. It is very good 
and useful mapping and does completely eliminate the problem with Marble 
Valley. 

Commission~.r Welsh asked that Mr. Marinaccio give his written comments to the 
Commission and staff. Mr. Marinaccio said he would put his comments in 
writing, but he does not know if this process has tlie capacity to do justice to the 
public. 

The Commission took a short break. 

Debbie Harris said she has submitted her written request. In the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative, they have listened to their request. They have some 
property adjacent to the firehouse and across from the airport in the Swansboro 
subdivision. They would like to coq_struct a small store on that property. On 
some of the properties proposed for commercial across the street, those properties 
cannot be commercial under the CC&R~ s. The CC&R' s do not cover their parcel. 
They have a water meter on the property. 

Shan Nejatian, representing Equestrian Trails, said they are proposed on the Road 
and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives to go from Medium Density to 
Low Density Residential. They have presented their Assessor's Parcel Numbers 
and written request, which are not shown on the plan. The Community Region 
line has been moved so it does not include their parcel. Their historical use has 
not been considered in the EIR. Mr. Nejatian submitted his written comments. 
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Harry Mercado, resident of Lotus representing the Lotus/Coloma Association, 
said he would present their written comments by June 15. The Dam Inundation 
maps for Slab Creek and Chili Bar are the same, and he believes they should be 
different. They believe the Environmentally Constrained Alternative should be 
named the Rural Quality of Life Plan. 

Damon Polk, representing the Building Industry Association, said he notices there 
has been a lot of down zoning, and some of the policies, especially in the Road 
and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives, heavily influence the ability of the 
County to provide affordable housing. It is imperative that the County not down 
zone property in the future or take away people's property rights or their future 
potential to use their property as they may wish. Ms. Tschudin said this is not the 
last chance to speak on the alternatives. Written comments are being accepted 
through June 16, and additional comments will be taken by the Commission in 
August and later by the Board at their hearings. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock asked if the Commissioners had any comments. The 
deliberative comments from the Commission will occur in the August meetings. . . 

Commissioner Tolhurst said there is Multifamily across from the Rancheria in the 
Road Constrained Alternative. That land use is not in the other alternatives. Are 
there any potential changes if the Rancheria goes in? Mr. Maurer said it was just 
in the development of the maps. He will look into this issue during the lunch 
break and get back to the Commission. 

Commissioner Tolhurst said sometime in the next 25 years, the El Dorado Hills 
area might be a city. Mr. Maurer said it is an unincorporated area of the County 
at the present time. Ms. Tschudin said if that effort proceeds, they would have to 
include that in their consideration of seeking city hood. The County is not 
proposing that they incorporate. Paula Frantz, County Counsel, said 
incorporation does not have any affect on the land use designation. If there were 
a city, they would take the County land use designations until they have 
completed their own General Plan. 

There were no other Land Use comments from the Commissioners. 

Sue Lee gave a brief description of the Housing Element. It is the longest element 
and will be updated in five years per State law. 

The public comment period was opened on the Housing Element. 

Beverly Van Meurs, resident of Placerville, said she is Chairman of both the local 
Salvation Army and League of Women Voters Housing Committee, but would be 
speaking as an individual. The Housing Element, in general, looks as satisfactory 
as it can be at the present time. There is a large difference between planning and 
doing. That is their main concern. We have a lot of bad housing in El Dorado 
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County. Mrs. Van Meurs said the League has a committee that has been in 
operation for several years. They have adopted two questions they are going to 
concentrate on. Why has the lack of affordable housing been allowed to persist? 
The answer they have come up with so far is that there have been no economic, 
cultural, social, or political imperatives. The second question is what can the 
League do to discover the root causes, expose, and advocate corrections. They 
have been doing a lot of research into all aspects of the housing situation. What is 
most needed is for the Board to stop being the Housing Commission. They 
recommend that a Commission on housing alone be developed so someone is 
really concentrating on the subject. Commissioner Welsh asked that Mrs. Van 
Meurs put the creative types of housing in writing. 

Bob Smart said affordable housing seems to be going into areas where there is 
existing infrastructure. We do not have sidewalks~ parks, etc. We need to make it 
so people do not mind having affordable housing in their neighborhood. If you 
plan to put in affordable housing in different locations, EI Dorado County needs 
to put in sidewalks, bike lanes, parks~ etc. We need a package of incentives so 
this type of housing will be accepted. 

Virginia Crespo, El Dorado County League of Women Voters Housing 
Committee, said they have been studying the housing situation in El Dorado 
County for quite some time. Recently, they have been focusing how we got into 
the housing deficit and what they can do to create change. Adopting a good 
implementable housing element is a major step. Looking at the Land Use 
choices, there. are no real solutions proposed to get jobs next to housing that are 
affordable for those jobs. The draft Housing Element appears to be unrealistic. It 
has a huge list of possible ways to get housing built, which is good. However, the 
implementation plan seems unimplementable, unaffordable, and unenforceable. 
There are far too many proposed ordinances and other staff intensified things to 
be accomplished by the reduced staff that is available. Increasing staff to 
accomplish these tasks is very unlikely. There is no way to enforce getting the 
implementation done within the proposed timelines. For these reasons, the draft 
Housing Element is unacceptable. There needs to be some serious thought given 
to prioritization of the many parts of this element. A determination needs to be 
made as to which ones need to be first _with an emphasis on the most effective for 
El Dorado County specifically. The bottom line needs to be getting more work 
force housing available for El Dorado County's population that is appropriate for 
the available jobs. They are still working on their written comments that will be 
submitted by June 16. 

Commissioner Machado said when the General Plan is adopted, there will be a lot 
of work that needs to be done. He appreciates Virginia Crespo' s comments about 
staffing. 

Art Marinaccio said one of the things in the Housing Element, Measure HO-C, 
states the County shall adopt a mandatory inclusionary housing ordinance that 
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requires a percentage of units. He cannot imagine a process by which a County 
staff member can put within a document that elected officials shall pass a new 
law. You can put things in for discussion, but they have already sent this to the 
State of California for approval. That really is a problem. Indusionary zoning is 
a tool that might be considered in certain projects and certain circumstances. He 
does not believe it functions very well. The entire process of how an indusionary 
ordinance would be developed and what it would include needs some significant 
discussion before you include it in your General Plan, just saying you will adopt a 
law. 

At one of the last hearings, Mr. Marinaccio said he stated the El Dorado Hills 
incorporation must be included in the Plan. He does not agree with County 
Counsel that it should not be included. 

Damon Polk, Building Industry Association, said there was a question about the 
lack of affordable housing in the County. There are several reasons. There is a 
lack of available parcels. There is a lack of jobs in El Dorado County. As you 
have no housing in the County, you have no jobs coming to the area. There is the 
not in my backyard attitude. People feel affordable housing devalues their 
property and is not attractive housing. They will submit written comments. 

There were no more public comments on the Housing Element. 

Commissioner Machado said infrastructure, sewer and water, is not in many parts 
of the County. It appears the majority of affordable housing is headed for areas 
with infrastructure. There a{e four major developments with development 
agreements that preclude affordable housing. He is frustrated that Cameron Park, 
Shingle Springs, and El Dorado are going to get the majority of the affordable 
housing, and El Dorado Hills, where they have all the infrastructure, will not. Ms. 
Tschudin said the areas that have infrastructure for affordable housing need to be 
discussed. There are ways to do affordable housing throughout the County. 
Where the affordable housing is placed is a policy question. The State just gives 
the County the numbers. Commissioner Welsh asked if he understands that the 
affordable housing could be spread throughout the County even though the 
infrastructure may not be available in-some areas. Ms. Tschudin said that is what 
staff is looking to the Commission for. Commissioner Mac Cready said 
affordable housing implies high density. How can you have high density in an 
area where there is no water or sewer, especially sewer? Ms. Tschudin said it is 
not necessarily a requirement to have high density in order to have affordable 
housing. You need to look at other ways to provide affordable housing. The 
affordable housing unit, if it is designed properly, should not look any different 
than any other unit. The only difference is the income of the person occupying it 
and how it is financed. Based on her experience, it is very difficult to speculate 
the actual cost of an affordable unit. It varies on a project-by-project basis. You 
have to consider the cost of the land, the cost of the units, the number of units, the 
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mechanisms you are using, types of programs you may or may not be choosing to 
take advantage of. 

Commissioner Machado asked if there is any serious talk about going back and 
reopening the development agreements. Ms. Tschudin said the development 
agreements have been executed between tlie County and certain individuals. 
There is no ability to reopen the development agreements without mutual 
agreement between the parties. 

Commissioner Machado asked if there has been consideration of a fee for market 
rate units that goes into a fund to provide affordable housing. Mrs. Lee said there 
has been that type of consideration. The housing trust funds may be one way to 
meet some of the housing needs. Ms. Frantz said inclusionary would be a great 
debate between the signatories of the development agreements. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock opened the comment period on the Housing Element. 

Sam Miller said there is discussion in the alternatives about the cost of affordable 
housing. Fees for a house run between $35,000 and $50,000. It would be helpful 
to have a discussion about what the barriers are for housing. 

Beverly Van Meurs said the beauty of combining the commercial and the low cost 
housing is that the infrastructure is already there. 

Nancy Mun4t spoke about the resale price for modular units. You do not get the 
same resale price for a modular that you do for a house. There are many areas of 
Georgetown that would lend itself to this type of housing if we could overcome 
the attitudes about modular-type housing. 

Bill Snodgrass, Agricultural Commissioner, said all four alternatives have 
adequate agricultural housing. The Agricultural Commission will be looking at 
the EIR and the different elements in the four alternatives. The Agricultural 
Commission will point out strengths and weaknesses of each alternative. 

Art Marinaccio said one thing the Taypayers Association has been speaking about 
for many years is coming up with a comprehensive overriding policy on fees for 
affordable housing. If we want to bring jobs into El Dorado County, we need to 
approve affordable housing projects. 

Harry Mercado said each plan envisions pushing new development out into Rural 
Centers in order to accommodate affordable housing. Transferring the housing 
from along the highways into the Rural Centers is not going to work. TI.,_ 
solution is in the development centers, which is where it should be. 

l 
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Commissioner Tolhurst said El Dorado County is a rural county. We are talking 
about the infrastructure that must be put in to get to the unit. Paying for a road to 
one unit on 40 acres is much more expensive than to a high-density area. 

The Commission took a lunch break. 

After the lunch break, there was a special power point presentation by four 
students from Oak Ridge High School. Stan Iverson, teacher at the school, 
introduced Brian Nelson, Greg Allen, DeAnna Dalton, and Sarah Ziaja who gave 
the presentation, which was on the Effects of Development on Wildlife Corridors 
in El Dorado County. Mr. Iverson said the information presented today was 
student generated. 

Peter Maurer briefly explained the Economic Development Element. 

Art Marinaccio said he was on the committee that helped draft the Economic 
Element for the 1996 General Plan. He urged the Commission to look very 
carefully at the economics for El Dorado County and look at the future. The 
County is generating stich a small amount of tax money that there just is not any 
money to do anything with.,, The Plan that started in 1980 was to move the 
densities to El Dorado Hills. The process of reducing the densities in places like 
South County, Georgetown, Camino, and Pleasant Valley, when you look at the 
disastrous conditions of the local school districts with the loss of population, the 
loss of the type of jobs that use to exist in those communities, it has not been good 
for El Dora<lo County and will just get worse. The moratoriums, lawsuits, etc., 
did not affect the population at all. The people are going to come. The question 
that has to be looked at in the Economic Element is what is the economy going to 
be? Someone has to look at the economics of the County. 

Virginia Crespo, resident of Rescue, said in looking at the Road Constrained 
Alternative, it appears there is going to be an advisory body that will take five to 
eight years to establish. By that time, it will be too late. Commissioner Machado 
agreed. Why is it going to take so long to establish a body? We are losing our tax 
money to Folsom. He had hoped to see the Chamber present today. The Road 
Constrained Plan does not put enough.teeth into the economic issues. 

Harry Mercado spoke about a report the Forest Service did on the divide and in 
the Sierra Foothills because of the loss of logging which became an economic 
hardship. They hired consultants and worked through the Sierra Economic 
Development District (SEDD) out of Auburn to swvey the residents to find out 
their wants, likes, commuting habits, their incomes, their housing, their 
employment, etc. They have the infonnation on their website. 

There was no one else in the audience wishing to give input on the Economic 
Development Element. None of the Commissioners had any comments. 
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amenities available, either roads, water, etc. We should not be caught up trying to 
protect everything on these constrained plans when, in fact, Mother Nature has 
done that for us. We can be sensitive to the things we develop. We can make 
good plans and allow open space in developments but let's not say to any 
landowner that their . land cannot be developed or improved or handed down to 
their children because of these restricted uses that we intend to put on it by down 
sizing or down zoning. 

Another thing Mr. Mercado feels has been neglected is the community 
boundaries. In the past, people have had a saying in whether they are a 
Community Region, Rural Center, etc. That has not been done with this plan. 

Referring to density definitions, Mr. Mercado said there is some language in some 
of the alternatives that actually discourages the expansion of infrastructure. That 
does not make sense to him. There are many commercial businesses along some 
of the roads that are boarded up and have someone living in them. The 
commercial businesses need to be in locations where they can be supported. 
There are no jobs in El Dorado County. Putting low cost housing away from the 
major arteries does not make sense. 

Linda Columbo, resident of Nashville, said she is disappointed there are not more 
people from the public present today. She has purchased the General Plan and 
EIR. She does not know how the average individual can understand what has 
gone on over the past 14 years. It would be nice if there could be acetate maps 
with all the. overlays showing which parcels cannot be built on, what is left to 
build on. There are errors such as transit and transient, special district and special 
zoning districts. Ms. Tschudin encouraged Ms. Columbo to get together with 
Peter Maurer regarding her questions. Staff has been meeting with many people 
and groups, explaining the plans. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock asked if the Commission is going to get a copy of the 
comments made at the community meetings. Ms. Tschudin said they are relying 
on people at the meetings to submit their comments. Staff has been meeting with 
people and groups in the community for many months. 

Commissioner Welsh asked if it is correct that there is a Website with State 
overlays. Ms. Tschudin said that is correct 

Chair Larsen-Hallock clarified that staff will not be submitting information from 
the community meetings but that staff is relying on individuals to submit such 
information. Ms. Tschudin confirmed that is correct. Regarding the costs of the 
materials, unless a jurisdiction has a lot of money, the information must be 
charged for. All the information is also available on the Website. 
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Mr. Marinaccio spoke about the elimination of Industrial from the quarries in the 
Environmentally Constrained Plan. If the Industrial designation goes away, the 
reclamation plans go away. There is no reason to remove the Industrial 
designation. 

The Forest Service is looking at doing a Shingle Springs Plan because of the loss 
of grazing land. That land is no longer economical. Those properties were 
brought into the Community Region but had a Low Density Residential land use 
designation. 

Zak Graves commended staff for the work on the Plan. He spoke for three 
property owners that are proposed for a change from Rural Residential to Natural 
Resource. Mr. Graves presented his written comments. He added that staff has 
been very responsive to his questions. 

Harry Mercado spoke about having a vision statement, which would help the 
Commissioners chose a Plan. 

There were no further comments from the audience or Commission on the 
Elements presented today. 

Ms. Tschudin gave some suggested dates for meetings in August and September. 
They are August 27 and 28, and September 3, 4, 5, and 8. Commissioner Mac 
Cready said _he would prefer the September dates. He will not be in town from 
August 10 to the end of the month. Ms. Tschudin said staff feels the Commission 
would need at least four meetings. Commissioner Tolhurst asked if staff is 
briefing the candidates for District III on the Plan. Ms. Tschudin said staff has 
briefed two of the candidates. Commissioner Machado asked if the next set of 
meetings is where the Commission would make recommendations. Ms. Tschudin 
replied in the affirmative. All the Commissioners confirmed the August and 
September meeting dates. 

At 3: l O p.m., Chair Larsen-Hallock adjourned and continued the hearing to June 
4, 2003, at 9:00 a.m., in the SupervisQrs Meeting Room. 

APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION 
Authenticated and Certified:\ 

~~-f-/d/oJ 
Lorraine Larsen-Hallock, Chair 
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Supervisor Rusty Dupray 
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
360 Fair lane 
Placerville, CA 958667 
June 2,2003 

Dear Supervisor Dupray, 

LETTER52 

~\Jed e,u;f--

.:::.uV1e... 2-1 7-co3 Vle,u1~ 

We are writing you concerning the down-planning of our properties historic land use of 
l\IDR to LDR on the drafts alternatives," Roadway Constraint Six-Lane'~ ( Alternative 2) 
and " Environmentally Constrained ( Alternative 3), to the general plans currently under 
consideration. Our properties are located on the equestrian village situated to the east and 
north of the Specific Plan in El Doardo Hills Community Region. 

The LDR land use alternative was first introduced as one of the suggestion in Measure Y 
Committee letter of June 4,2001, page 2 Specific Areas, District I, El Dorado Hills which 
was disclosed in the agenda packet for the Board of Supervisors, Meeting of June 
26,2001. In a letter of June 24, 200 I to the Board and Peter Maurer, Principal Planner , we 
strongly objected to this unilateral suggestion and explained how unrealistic the LDR 
suggestion was . On June 26, 2001 Board meeting the property owners who were affected 
by the suggestion, once again, explained to the Board how down-planning suggestion to 
LDR would gravely damage our village future master plan .After our presentation to the 
Board, Ms. Sue Olmstead, one of the officers of Measure Y Committee, in conversation 
with one of the property owners, Mr. Shan Nejatian, admitted that she had no knowledge 
of our existing CC&R, the 3 acre parcel limit, and our water contract with EID. Since the 
suggested change from :MDR to LOR would have reduced the number of the lots in our 
Village by no more than a maximum of 8 lots, she agree that there were no justification for 
such a change. Additionally, at the planning Commission Workshop of August 22, 2002, 
Once again we stated our strong desire to maintain our historic :MOR land use. In that 
meeting , the principal Planner, Mr. Peter Maurer requested the parcel numbers for all of 
the affected properties in the village which we provide promptly. 

It appears that our letters, presentations at the Board Meetings and workshop had no 
effect on the Planning Department decision. The proposed change to LDR are now 
replicated in the Alternatives 2&3 to the General Plan. 

As affected property owners we are deeply concerned abut this change in land use 
suggested by the Planning Department . In both alternatives the down planing of these 
parcels is accomplished by arbitrarily moving the community region boundary line to 
exclude these parcels. The existing Community Region Line has been moved from Salmon 
Fall Road to Lake Hills Drive . This action would deny us the services and enforcement of 
our CC&R by the El Dorado Hills Architectural Committee and Future EI Dorado Hills 
incorporation. 
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To Allow an EIR to be prepared based upon these unilateral suggestions and arbitrary 
changes involving no more than 8 lots ( changing from 25 to 17), and thus forcing us and 
our attorney to come back into the process to get back our historic designation would be 
completely unfair and unrealistic . That would completely prejudice our position by the 
very fact that our historic potential use would not have been considered in the EIR . 

As a neighborhood, we have developed half of our village with million-dollars home, have 
secured water meters ( Weber Dam Contract with EID dated 12-22-2000 for the rest of 
the future development of our properties - a maximum of twenty five (25) new lots of 
Three (3) acre each _ and have looked forward to the time when we can complete the 
development of our village. To ignore the long history of hearings, discussions and 
commitments made concerning this part of the El Dorado Hills, and to ignore the wishes 
of property owners to maintain their designation and remain within the Community 
Region, and finally to ignore the fact that the property designation has persisted through 
all previous iterations of the General Plan, from the very first Administrative Draft to the 
Final adopted plan in January 1996, would be completely unfair, unjustified and 
unconscionable. 

As our representative, and a candidate for re-election we realize that you are under 
tremendous pressure from the so-called environmentalists . However, we urge you in 
strongest terms to resist politicizing the review and approval process and vote for the 
1996 General Plan ( Alternative 4 ), which the community and professionals , not 
lobbyists, have developed, worked on and modified over the past fifteen years. 

Sincerely, b 
,L:; 

Nejatian, Sfian 933-4242 

~~ 682 

Fozouni, Bah~Maf~~~33-2221 

~S=y 933-4663 

~~~/?!~~ 
Winters Sandra 933-4466 

CC: Helen Baumann, County Supervisor District 2 
Carl Borelli, CountySupervisorDistrict3 
Allan Tolhurst, County supervisor District 5 
Planning Commissioners 
Peter Maurer, Principal Planner 
Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project Manager 
El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee 
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LETTER53 

Effects of Development on Wildlife Corridors in El Dorado County 

Presentation by Greg Allen, DeAnna Dalton, Brian Nelson, and Sarah Ziaja 
Oak Ridge High School 

Mentoring by Ray Griffiths and Stan Iverson 

In October, 2002 we began an ongoing project to document if, when, and what kind of 
wildlife are using the wildlife corridor determined by Greenwood & Saving, 1990 between 
Shingle Springs Drive and Greenstone Road. This corridor links the open wildlife habitat in the 
north with those in the south and is in danger of disappearing if development in the area 
continues unchecked. We used four heat-triggered wildlife cameras mounted on either side of 
both the Shingle Springs Drive underpass and the Greenstone Road underpass. We experienced 
numerous problems ranging from malfunctioning cameras to vandalism and theft and have 
recently moved the cameras to remote locations alongside the railroad running parallel to the 
highway between Shingle Springs Drive and Greenstone Road. Although we have had 
difficulties obtaining photographic evidence under the highway overpasses, we were able to find, 
photograph and make plaster casts of animal tracks (deer, raccoon, fox, bobcat) under the 
overpasses. Once we moved the cameras to more remote locations in the corridor we were able 
to collect 51 photographs (raccoon, opossum, coyote, skunk, jackrabbit, and one Serval) that 
clearly show that wildlife are using this corridor area. 

We believe that the adoption of Alternative 3, Environmental Constraint of the new El 
Dorado County General Plan, would protect wildlife in this corridor and reduce excessive 
development. This Alternative adopts the area between Shingle Springs Drive and Greenstone 
Road as a wildlife corridor. The County should take the lead in developing protective ordinances 
to maintain this area as a wildlife corridor by preventing excessive development. ff develop 
should occur on these vacant properties, "smart growth" house clusters should occur to leave as 
much space as possible for wildlife movement. CmTent development in the corridor establishes 
several corridor paths that animals could use to connect with populations in the northern oak 
woodlands of the County. The corridor parcels are mostly 5, lO and 20+ -acre properties each 
containing a single housing unit. The corridor contains 113 parcels of undeveloped open space 
(726 acres). We are excited about being involved in this study and hope that our results will 
help increase the current understanding of wildlife movement in the area. 
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Community "Footprint" Effects Wildlife 

By 
Stan Iverson 

In 1981, at Oak Ridge High School in El Dorado Hills, California, I began my 

teaching career. The school's first developmental footprint consisted of temporary 

portables that were nestled near several community villages and surrounded by open 

space. This open space surrounding our school is an oak woodland savannah. Many 

nights after coaching football, I would retire into my room to prepare labs and set up 

practical exams for my students. Sometimes, afterwards, as I walked out through the 

darkness to my car, I would stop to listen to the natural surroundings. Coyotes yipping 

and howling in the distance, owls hooting, deer crossing New York Creek to reach the 

athletic field to dine on green grass. These are some of the sights and sounds I remember. 

Most impressive were the insects, calling to one another generating so much sound it was 

amazing that each species was able to find its own individual mate. During halftime of 

the football games I would watch the swarms of flying insects gathering at the lights. 

Bats would dart through these clusters as they gathered their dinner. I felt fortunate to 

work in such a place where humans were shaling their habitat with so many other 

species. Twenty years ago the biodiversity light was green; however, within ten years all 

this would change. This change came from population growth as our community's 

developmental footprint expanded into many open spaces. 

Today, I rarely see coyotes, deer, owls or bats at Oak Ridge. In my stream studies 

of New York Creek, which bisects our campus, development and private ownership of 

land that borders the creek have changed the aquatic conditions. As a result of these 

"footprints" the insect biodiversity has decreased. This "footprint" increased discharges 
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from development projects, private property, schools, and roads into the stream. 

Development changed the seasonal creek dynamics and flow. Insect families found in 

the creek habitat ten years ago soon disappeared and the bats disappearance followed. By 

the mid 90' s, the biodiversity light was beginning to turn yellow. 

El Dorado County's 1996 General Plan allowed expansive subdivisions in El 

Dorado Hills. The population expanded in El Dorado Hills as this quaint town became 

more urbanized and the highway 50 corridor mushroomed with development. Wildlife 

was hit hard by this expansion. I would see the daily carnage as "flattened fauna" on my 

commute to school. Deer, raccoon, opossum, coyote, ringtail cat, domestic cats, 

domestic dogs, snakes, frogs and birds littered the roadway. As a commuter traveling 

along Green Valley Road I have witnessed or been involved in many incredible scenarios 

involving wildlife and humans. 

A Doe and her Fawn 

One spring day along Silva Valley Road I watched a doe and fawn nibbling at the 

grass in the morning light. Not long after this scene, a student entered my room upset 

saying that a fawn had been struck by a car and needed help. I jumped into the back of 

his truck and we raced to help the fawn. When we arrived, I noticed that the fawn had 

critical injuries, the young man's girl-friend began to cry asking me to help the fawn. I 

gathered the fawn up into my arms, under the watchful eye of the mother, and jumped 

into the back of the truck. We sped up the road to a veterinarian in Cameron Park, but 

the fawn had died in my arms on the way. When we returned to school the doe was still 

standing waiting for her fawn to return. 

 
        AR 11869



Turkeys Experience Hard Landings and A Coyote Survives 

During the last 15 years I have commuted along Green Valley Road to 

School. The traffic was mostly headed down hill towards Sacramento and at 

times heavy. However, this commute was mostly low density cars and a few 

trucks. At one spot east of the entrance to Browns Ravine two grassy knolls occur 

perpendicular to the roadway. I noticed that turkeys would line up on the north 

knoll and fly across the road towards the southern knoll. This particular spot 

benefits turkey pods because it was open, downhill, and favored awkward turkey 

flight. As development continued to move into these open spaces the knoll on the 

north side was cut down. Within months several homes popped up out of the 

ground, yet the turkeys tried in vain to keep their flight path and cross the road at 

this spot. As the commute density increased turkeys that continued to use this 

spot to cross were selected against. Misjudging the height necessary to clear large 

trucks was a major problem for these turkeys as many smashed into the side of the 

trucks. One day, as I was approaching the knoll area, I watched a pair of turkeys 

take flight to cross the road. I watched the first turkey barely clear the car I was 

following. However, the second was a much larger bird and landed in the sunroof 

of the car in front of me. At different times of the year the roadway would be 

littered with dead bodies of many animals. Each day however, they disappeared 

as coyotes took advantage of the free meals. One day I had to stop, yes I was late 

to class, and watch a coyote struggle with a deer carcass pulling it off the roadway 

into a nearby ditch for a meal. 
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A Majestic Buck 

At dusk, one January evening this year, at the intersection of Green Valley Road 

and El Dorado Hills Blvd., I witnessed how our community deals with wildlife. As I 

stopped at the intersection, there was a moment when all the intersection lights were red. 

All car lights were illuminating the intersection. To my left a large buck scampered 

down the embankment and entered the intersection. I sat in amazement watching this 

majestic four point buck pause in the roadway. Seemingly pondering his next move, the 

buck lurched forward. This normally graceful animal struggled across the slippery 

asphalt The buck appeared to be walking on ice and quickly tried to scramble across the 

road to sound footing on the other side. But then, the light changed to green and the 

oncoming traffic had little patience. As traffic moved into the intersection, horns blared 

and the buck panicked. The buck jumped and scrambled to avoid being hit and feces 

dropped in the roadway as the buck's eyes expanded with fear. Missing several cars the 

buck made it, and ran off into the darkness. Why is it so easy for us to place wildlife in 

harms way and accept this carnage and trauma? 

Applying Island Biogeography 

We can apply Robert MacAurther & E.O. Wilson's Theory of Island 

Biogeography to development in El Dorado County. Their theory states that species 

biodiversity is a function of island size. Large islands close to the mainland have greater 

species, while smaller islands more distant to the mainland have fewer species. 

Currently, the human developmental footprint fragments El Dorado County into smaller 

habitat areas surrounded by urban development. Wildlife must find a way to live within 

these "biologicaHslands": adapt or move away into another "island"; migrate or die! 

Our current paradigm is that wildlife must conform with our civilization, and we do little 
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to help them. Developmental companies in El Dorado Hills have left some open space 

and mitigated their impact on the landscape by constructing wetlands, but these "crumbs 

of biological conservation" still remain fragmented and disconnected. In order for 

wildlife to survive, their habitat needs to remain connected and we need to plan and 

develop communities that meet the needs of both humans and wild species. 

Planning to Preserve Natural Capital 

The impact of population growth and urban development in El Dorado County 

has a long history and its' pressure on natural capital will effect the social and economic 

future of the county. El Dorado, Placer and Nevada Counties are the fastest growing 

counties in the Central Sierra Nevada. The 1999 Sierra Nevada Wealth index describes 

this region as follows: 

"The North Central Sierra has experienced the most rapid population growth, the highest 

educational achievement, the most extensive farm land losses, the most dramatic increa.<;e in 

groundwater pumping, the lowest unemployment, and the most robust job growth, particularly in 

the manufacturing sector and the high-wage service sector. The most urgent and critical challenge 

for the North Central region is to find ways to safeguard its natural capital which, over the past 

two decades has created and supported the expansion of its social and economic capital." 

The county's population is expected to double by 2050. Before our biodiversity light 

turns red we must begin to design and plan communities that save our natural capital. 

Why must our natural capital suffer as the counties social and economic capital increase? 

Surely we are capable of planning and designing communities that bring these forces into 

balance. To compensate for our destruction of natural capital and still maintain economic 

stability we have employed preservation or restoration conservation methodologies. 
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Biological conservation began as preservation ecology. John Muir fought to set

aside land and preserve it. These preserved lands became National Parks and today as we 

visit these "biological islands" our over visitation and overprotection are placing wildlife 

in these areas in jeopardy. To offset the developers manipulative approach to the land, 

restoration ecology was developed. Restoring lands and saving them from development 

is the main mission for many environmentalists. Both of these methodologies simply 

prolong the biodiversity yellow light. 

A New Methodology: Reconciliation Ecology 

El Dorado County needs to adopt a General Plan that preserves, restores and 

connects oak woodland habitat that benefits wildlife and human development. Michael 

Rosenzweig, author of Win- Win Ecology: How the Earth's Species can survive in the 

midst of Human Enterprise, provides such a solution. He calls it, "reconciliation ecology, 

defined as the science of inventing, establishing, and maintaining new habitats to 

conserve species diversity in places where people live, work, or play." Rosenzweig's 

reconciliation ecology is an "additional tool in conservation biology" and he illustrates 

many varied examples in his book. In chapter 10, Fighting the Crumbs, Rosenzweig 

states, 

" When you want to save a species, you must of course stress saving its habitat. You work hard 

to find out what the habitat is and then you try to protect it. And you want to know about their 

demographic problems too. How does chopping up the habitat into isolated bits further burden the 

species affected? How can we provide corridors of secondary habitat for our species to use -

corridors that will fuse the bits of primary habitat into a supportive whole?" 

Governmental management of public lands is necessary to save these habitats from 

ourselves; a need to plan for population growth. Most of the land in this county is 

 
        AR 11873



privately owned, but private owner responsibility of their land isn't always under the 

same guidelines and restrictions as public lands. This dichotomy has led to a battle over 

land use and pitted ecology against economics. As this paradigm drives our philosophy 

of land use, we will continue to disconnect and fragment remaining habitats, and wild 

species as a result will go extinct. The idea of incorporating reconciliation ecology into 

our General Planning process not only can begin but has begun. 

Monitoring a Wildlife Corridor 

A Beginning :Reconciliation Ecology in Action 

In 1996, Saving & Greenwood, at the California Department of Forestry, CDF

FRAP, conducted a pre-emptive GIS study of the effects of development on oak 

woodland habitats in El Dorado County, based upon the potential developmental build 

out within the 1996 General Plan. Their case study clearly shows that if El Dorado 

County allows the current build out pattern to occur, the northern and southern oak 

woodlands will become separated and severely fragmented due to suburban 

(subdivisions) and urban growth, and the highway 50 corridor expansion from Folsom to 

Placerville. 

One of our monitoring cameras captures a Raccoon. 

In October, 2002, four Oak Ridge 

Students (Greg Allen, DeAnna Dalton, 

Brian Nelson, Sarah Ziaja) and I began 

working with Ray Griffiths, Center for 

Sierra Nevada Conservation / CSNC to monitor wildlife in the oak woodland habitat 

defined by (Saving & Greenwood), and to determine if the oak woodland corridor 
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between Shingle Springs Drive and Greenstone Road is being used by wildlife. We set

up infrared, heat triggered, cameras under highway 50 overpasses at Shingle Springs 

Drive and Greenstone Road. The cameras were checked bi-weekly until the end of 

December. We were unable to photograph wildlife using the underpasses, but we were 

able to collect plaster casts of foot prints. These footprints were identified: deer 

(Odocoileus hemionus), raccoon (Procyon lotor), opossum (Didelphis virginiana), coyote 

(Canis latrans), and possibly fox or some kind of cat The presence of these cameras 

raised public concern: complaints to Cal-Trans, (big brother is watching), and vandalism 

( covering camera with duct tape, or stealing 

cameras, were major distractions during the 

monitoring process). 

In March 2003, we met with a wildlife 

biologist to discuss new locations and better 

methods of baiting sites to attract wildlife to 
Monitoring camera captures a non-native Serva! 

the cameras. To reduce vandalism, we selected three camera sites south of highway 50 

within the oak woodland corridor on county property near the rail road tracks and 

Buckeye School. We still had one camera stolen. The students & I began biking to 

these sites bi-weekly and gathered 4 7 photographs of raccoo~ coyote, opossum, skunk, 

Black-tail jackrabbit and a single photograph of a non-native Serval. California 

Department of Fish & Game biologists verified the Serval photograph and stated that 

servals are illegal in California. Servais are native to Africa, apparently people bring 

them into the county to raise as pets. We now know that mammals are living in the oak 

woodland corridor. But, are they crossing to the north either under or over the freeway? 

More study and monitoring will be necessary to answer this question. 
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Reconciliation Ecology applied to the El Dorado General Plan 

The county is evaluating four General Plan alternatives. These alternative plans are 

called: 

1. No Project Alternative - this alternative applies conditions outlined in th~ 

1999Writ of Mandate. The county would follow the Writ declaration of 

limiting development if no action is taken. 

2. Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative - this alternative limits 

growth by limiting freeway expansion to six lanes. Highway 50 would remain 

six lanes from the county line on the west end of the county to Ponderosa 

Road. This limitation limits subdivisions to four parcels depending upon base 

land use designation. 

3. Environmentally Constrained Alternative- this alternative is designed to 

limit or prevent adverse environmental effects associated with development. 

Consideration of natural capital, land use de~ignation, and resources are 

involved to develop constraints on development. 

4. 1996 General plan Alternative - this is readoption of the original 96 General 

Plan with minor revisions. 

Incorporating reconciliation ecology concepts into the General Plan can retain the 

oak woodland habitat within this corridor by reducing the human developmental footprint 

on the landscape. If we design and plan development with wildlife habitat in mind {a 

major paradigm shift), and create habitat that remains connected to the larger ecosystem, 

we will reduce the loss of oak woodland biodiversity. 
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If either Alternative number 1 or Alternative number 4 is approved, the oak 

woodland corridor between Shingle Springs Drive and Greenstone Road will be lost. 

The Saving & Greenwood fragmentation case study, as previously discussed, would 

probably come to fruition if either Alternative 1 or Alternative 4 were adopted. 

Wild life Corridors 

Corridor.shp 
c:::J Access Property 

Support property 
C':] Rancheria casino 
Corridor Properties 
CJ Vacant lots 

Due to the inherent attractiveness of living in the foothill oak woodlands, current 

and future development in this area will significantly increase the counties tax base. 

Therefore, it is not politically nor economically feasible to stop development in this 

corridor. However, we need to analyze the effect that development may have upon the 

oak woodland habitat. Alternative number 3, Environmental Constraints, establishes this 

area as a corridor, and designates more land as Rural than the other alternatives. In our 

GIS studies we have calculated that approximately 725 acres of property are vacant in 

this oak woodland corridor. By creating ordinance and zoning restrictions on 
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Open Space produces 
Wide Corridors 

Corrldor_shp 
c:J Access Property 

Support property 
D Rancheria casino 
Corridor Properties 
D Vacant lots 

Dark lines connect homes creating open space where 
Wildlife can migrate through properties between roads. 

development, wildlife corridors 

will remain more open to wildlife. These 

restrictions should allow one single 

family residential (SFR) /10-40 acres. If 

develop should occur, such as low density 

residential (LDR), then the units should be 

clustered to retain as much open space as 

possible. It is in the best interest of all 

private and public landowners in this 

corridor to maintain the ecological health 

of the oak woodlands. 

If the Rancheria casino is built, identified by the blue, yellow & red polygons on 

the diagram, this construction may block wildlife movement. Extensive planning will 

need to be discusst:d and developed to provide sufficient room for wildlife to migrate. 

Connecting vacant lots, green polygons on the diagram, will help provide cover and 

habitat for wildlife. However, Drs. Eric Richart and Bill Newmark, at Utah Museman of 

Natural History, are presently studying corridors for Earthwatch. They are determining 

that more wildlife studies need to focus not only on where animals move but rather on 

why they move into habitats. 

Landowners with vacant property, should be encouraged to minimize the affect of 

development and allow local wildlife biologists access to evaluate the potential for 

wildlife movement. This corridor is currently populated, but the homes are spread apart 

creating open space. Many vacant lots in our study area have the potential to connect 

with patch fragmented oak woodland habitat providing cover for wildlife movement. 
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These open space provides opportunities for wildlife to migrate through the homes, seek 

shelter in vacant lots, and provides a safe covered habitat. Perhaps the county or local 

conservation groups might consider buying some of these parcels to create permanent 

corridor paths. 

All landowners should be informed about wildlife using this corridor and the 

County should encourage landowners to help limit their individual future developmental 

footprint. Landowners can reduce hindrances for wildlife by using fence material that 

allows wildlife movement and limiting light and noise pollution within the corridor. 

Author Bonnie Burgess in "Fate of the Wild", 2001, summaries the conservation 

practices that have been identified by Gray (1993), Meffe and Carroll (1997) and the 

National Research Council (1995): 

• Implement ecosystem-based management on the landscape scale 

• A void further fragmentation and isolation of natural areas 

• Cluster development to maintain open space 

• Protect large open areas and provide connections between fragmented 

isolated areas using corridors. 

• Plan in collaboration with local governments, private landowners and state 

agencies to increase biodiversity. 

Hopefully, together, private and public interests can come together to "reconcile" a 

connected corridor for wildlife in this rapidly disappearing habitat in the Sierra Foothills. 
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-----Original Message-----
From: Douglas Roeca (mailto:droeca@droecalaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 02, 2003 4:00 PM 
To: pmaurer@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: General Plan and APN 319-260-51 

Mr. Maurer: 

LETTER54 

I am writing with respect to the above-referenced parcel and its status under 
the evolving general plan. The property presently has a general plan 
designation of industrial. We have already applied to change the zoning from 
residential to industrial. I understand that the environmentally constrained 
version of the general plan would redesignate this property as RES. I want to 
urge you to recommend against this. This property is actually surrounded by 
already existing and improved industrial property. It is bordered on two sides 
by county roads, Greenstone Road and Greenstone Cutoff. Converting this 
property to residential would make no sense. It then could not be used for 
purposes consistent with the neighborhood, and would be a terrible residential 
parcel given the industrial uses surrounding it. 

In addition, there is only limited industrial property in the county. Any 
property developed for industrial property is actually a more environmentally 
sound use than a residential use. The industrial use will keep jobs in the 
community and keep people from commuting to Sacramento for work. An 
environmentall-constrained plan would encourage the existing zoning, not 
encourage more housing. 

I also wish to address two other issues raised in the various versions of the 
evolving general plan. One issue is the Floor Area Ratio (FAR) that is to be 
permitted on commercial and industrial parcels. Apparently under the existing 
general plan there is a 25% FAR permitted. This is an impossible limitation on 
commercial and industrial uses. The limitation on commercial and industrial uses 
should be parking. An arbitrary limitation that bears no relationship to the 
realities of the use is not good planning. 

Finally, the tree retention policy also is crippling for industrial and 
commercial properties. There is no possible way that canopies of 80% and the 
like can be retained a a parcel that is to be designated for commercial or 
industrial uses. If the county plans to zone for such a use, there must be 
realistic standards imposed. 

Thanks for your consideration of this matter. 

Douglas R. Roeca 
Attorney at Law 
3294 Royal Drive, Suite 202 
Cameron Park, CA 95682 

Phone: (530) 676-4421 
Fax: (530} 677-2033 

droeca@droecalaw.com 

] 54 .. 3 
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-----Original Message-----
From: Douglas Roeca [mailto:droeca@droecalaw.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 02, 2003 4:12 PM 
To: pmaurer@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: General Plan and APN 083-350-03 

Mr. Maurer: 

LETTER55 

I am writing with respect to the above-referenced parcel and its status under 
the evolving general plan. The property is fronted on the west by Cameron Park 
Drive and on the east by Sabana Way. There is corrunercially zoned property on 
the north and south sides. The property presently has a general plan designation 
of HDR. This designation was an error. It was the intention of the county to 
designate this property corrunercial, like the parcels on either side. In fact, we 
have applied to correct the land use designation to commercial, and to change 
the zoning to commercial. The application presently is pending. Conrad 
Montgomery and Pierre Rivas are familiar with this property and the error made 
in designating it HDR. 

I have reviewed the various general plan alternatives. The alternatives are 
confusing, because in some instances it is slated to be commercial, whereas in 
others it is slated to be HDR. The property should be designated commercial. 
There are commercial parcels on either side. If we are considering environmental 
issues, certainly a commercial use that keeps jobs in the county and corrunuters 
off HWY 50, is a better environmenal result than an HDR designation which simply 
invites more people to reside in the community. 

I also wish to address two other issues raised in the various versions of the 
evolving general plan. One issue is the Floor Area Ratio (FAR} that is to be 
permitted on commercial and industrial parcels. Apparently under the existing 
general plan there is a 25% FAR permitted. This is an impossible limitation on 
corrunercial and_ industrial uses. The limitation on commercial and industrial uses 
should be parking. An arbitrary limitation that bears no relationship to the 
realities of the use is not good planning. 

Finally, the tree retention policy also is crippling for industrial and 
commercial properties. There is no possible way that canopies of 80% and the 
like can be retained on a parcel that is to be designated for commercial or 
industrial uses. This is particularly true with respect to this parcel, on 
which there is a scrub-oak forest. Leaving 80% of this canopy almost wipes out 
the commercial utility of this property. Certainly a canopy can be left on a 
residential property. This does not hold true for commercial and industrial 
properties where parking and other uses require more utilization of the space. 
If the county plans to zone for a conunercial use, there must be realistic 
standards imposed. 

Thanks for your consideration of this matter. 

Douglas R. Roeca 
Attorney at Law 
3294 Royal Drive, Suite 202 
Cameron Park, CA 95682 

Phone: (530} 676-4421 
Fax: (530) 677-2033 
droeca@droecalaw.com 
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LETTER56 

Plaru,ing Commhsion ~ ' '~-i , ~I ~ J:: 
2

~~:

3

2 El Dorado County Planning Department \ il J n! · • "" 

2850 Faitlane Court, Placerville CA 95667 -· E -,. r· i \/ ,- D 
PLAf-, \N~~E~iRTHENT 

RE: El Dorado Hills Community Region: APN's 067-270-22, 067-270-23, and 067-270-30. 

Dear Commissioners: 

I once sat where you sit now. I was El Dorado County planning commissioner from March of 1994 to July of 
1996. I worked on the plan that, in one form or another, sits before you now. From this experience, I know you 
have a job as thankless as it is necessary, and I applaud your efforts and thank you for your time. It is vital to the 
future of our community. 

I am writing to request that the land use designation and zoning be preserved on the following parcels: 067-270-

22, 067-270-23, and 067-270-30. They total approximately 30 acres. 

Under two of the prospective general plan alternatives, the line of the El Dorado Hills Community Region 
would move to coincide with the western edge of our property - thereby barely excluding it. In turn, this small shift 
would result in a subtantial land use change from HDR to LDR, and downzoning from current 1 ac parcels to 5-10 
acre parcels. There are several reasons for preserving the existing land use designations. 

First and foremost, this land is truly within the Region, whether the line is drawn there or not. (I love that old 
quote: don't confuse the map with the territory.) Future development of these parcels is appropriate and will not 
encourage sprawl or leapfrog development. They are surrounded by roads and nearby housing, and are near existing 

water and sewer and other development infrastructure. They are entitled to their fair share of water, and the meters 
are available. Over half of the County's 1,800 square miles are federally owned, or otherwise off limits to further 
development. Few spots in the county exist this dose to devdopment resources, and this should continue to be 
reflected in the Land Use Designation and Zoning. 

We recognize that fairness dictates the same opportunities for future generations that we ourselves have had. 
The fact is that every house now sits on land that was once vacant. We purchased this land in 1989 with the . 
reasonable expectation that the land use and zoning on the land would remain. That is, quite si.11ply, all we request 
now. 

Due to lawsuits and moratoriwns, we can't develop now anyway. But the General Plan is a long term planning 
document, designed to accommodate 20 years of growth. By any reasonable, forward-looking planning doctrine, 
regardless of what side of the political spectrum one is on, this parcel should be part of that growth. 

Thank you again for your ha.rd work. 
convenience should you wish to do so. 

Please call me directly at work at (415) 616-6152 to di~~ ~ your 

... ~ -
Brian W. Veit and Katie Ryan 

Also On Behalf of: 
John & Lisa Vogelsang 
Jim and Julie Beecher 
AnnR. Wtlson 

0 ;:-; r,.> 
Oc .. 

;-:- N ::-, 
gt. N ~ 

c::> ~ 

Cc: El Dorado County Board of Supervisors: Charlie Paine, David Solaro, Rusty Dupray, Helen Baumann, Carl 
Borelli, 330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 95667, (530) 621-5390, FAX (530) 622-3645; 

Mr. John Upton, City Councilman, South Lake Tahoe, 1052 Tata Lane, South Lake Tahoe CA 96150. 

1615 GREENW[CH ST• SAN FRANCISCO CA• 94123 

PHONE: 415 616-6152 • FAX: 415 673 5968 
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June 2, 2003 

Et Dorado County Planning Commission 
2850 Fairlane Court · 
Placeaville, CA 95667 

RE: Draft General Plan Update Comments 
land Use Designation for the following parcels: 
092-021-07, 092-030-09, & 092-030-34 

D4;lar Members of the Planning Commission, 

LETTER57 

Mr. Hayden Watson has requested WRG Design to formally submit comments to the. Plannin 
Commission regarding the proposed Land Use designations contained wjthin the 2003 General Pia 
Update. After discussing the properties with Mr. David Shutlze, El Dorado County Senior Planner, i 
has been determined that bQth the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constraine 
Alternatives have identified Mr. Watson's parcels to be designated as Natural Resources. Mr. 
Watson's asks that the Planning Commission instead designate the parcels as Rural land for th 
following reasons: 

• The parcels are located within a region with agricultural uses, but the vast majority of the 
parcel boundaries are contiguous with large swaths of 4and designated as Rural land; 

• Changing the land use designation to Rural Lands wo4ld not circumvent any of the Items 
detailed in lU-7a (e.g., adequate infrastructure available, erosion h~zards, excess noise 
or hazards, the transportation network is adequate, development would not undermine 
County's fair share allocation, and the designation of rural is consistent with nearby ' 
parcels); · 

• Figure AF-1 shows the parcels to be grazing lands, but located extremely close to 
urbanized lands, which would make rural housing to be in character with the area; 

• Figure AF-2 does not appear to have any of the parcels ,desjgnated as 
"Choice Agriculture Lands", which includes Farmland of Local Importance, Prime 
Farmland, Farmland of Statewide Importance, or Unique Farmland; , 

• The Land use maps do not show the parcels to be in any sort of important biological 
corridor or ecological preserve, while nearby properties designated as Rural lands are 
cleQrly within a biological corridor; 

• to use these parcels for natural resources purposes is not viable'because the lands are 
essentially an "i.slandff between Highway49 and Union Mine Road - wildlife other than 
birds would be bound by the roads and the low-density residential to the north. , 

• None of the property is under a Williamson Act contract and the land has not been used 
for cultivation/grazing; 

• Although the property has been determined to have "choice soils" content greate~ than 50 
percent, the topographical constraints of the parcels would not allow for agricultural uses; 
and, - · 

• The property has excellent access to Union Mine Road, which with good design elements, 
could keep the ingress/egress cuts to a minimum. 

· Given this reasoning, Mr. Watson would ask the Planning Commission co,isidE.!r designating the 
parcels as Rural,Lands, which is sir,:1ilar in nature to the surrounding properties unqer both the . 
EnvironmentaUy ·Constrained and Roadway Con;:;trained. Alternatives. Mr. Watson also wishes to 
thank the Commission for allowing him an opportunity to comment on the El Dorado County 
General Plan Update. 

57-1 
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Sincerely, 
WRG Design, Inc. 

'iachary Graves 
Senior Planner 

cc: Hayden Watson 

C:\WtNOOWS\DESKTOP\EL DORADO CO. PC -- CONSUMNES PROP .. OOC ..... 
D E S l G N l NC. 
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LETTER58 
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J cf' 5c;; Pti~L~ 17-1-, 
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l'lfl ~avid T. Beauchamp 
~ 991 Old Neumann Rd. 
MONOLAKE Rescue, CA 95672-9667 
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f)~6~~ 
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El DORADO COUNTY 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY SERVICES 

John Litwinovich 
Department Director 

June 3, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Ct. 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: Comments on the Draft General Plan Housing Element 

Dear Planning Team Members: 

LETTER59 

937 Spring Street 
Placerville, CA 95667 

(530) 621-6163 
Fax (530) 642-9233 

,, 
,-

0 
l>- w .... z :::0 C-

c:: zm :z 
0() I 
Ofll ,.., __ ~ 
~< -0 
;;rn :x 
-40 -:c 
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The El Dorado County Community Action Council serves in an advisory capacity to the County on 
matters impacting low-income residents. At its May 28, 2003 meeting the Community Action 
Council voted to forward comments on the Housing Element of the draft General Plan. Those 
comments are summarized as follows: 

Under the "Special Needs Groups" part of Section 2- Housing Assessment and Need (page 84), the 
Council would have recognized the impact that a lack of affordable and/or subsidized housing has 
in preventing victims of domestic violence and their children from leaving violent situations. 
Victims remain in danger of repeated physical, emotional, verbal or sexual abuse due to a lack of 
options beyond the emergency domestic violence shelters provided by two local non-profit 
agencies. Lack of housing options and fear of escalating violence are recognized as the two primary 
reasons that victims of domestic violence do not leave. 

The Council believes that both domestic violence victims and at-risk homeless or runaway youth 
should be considered priority populations in efforts to provide adequate and affordable housing 
opportunities. Such opportunities will reduce homelessness while ensuring that families move from 
crisis to safety within our community. 

Finally, the Council would have the above recognized populations specifically acknowledged in the 
"Special Needs Policies" part of Section 6 - Housing Goals, Policies and Implementation Plan 
(page 138). This could be achieved by including "victims of domestic violence and homeless 
youth" in goal H0-4, to have their needs addressed through Policies H0-4d, H0-4e and H0-4f. 

Please contact me if you have any questions about the above comments. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~~.J_~ 
John Litwinovich 
Director of Community Services 

59-1 
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GeneratPbm Team 
2850 FairLane Ct 
Placerville, Ca. 95667 

To Whom It May Concern: 

LE:TTER60 

5775 Mt Murphy Rd 
Garden Valley, Ca. 

95633 
June 3, 2003 

This is the third time you've received requests from this neighborhood. 
See petitions dated Jan. 20, 1991, Jan 9, 1993, and now. 

There are now three of us who still want industrial zoning. 

Please consider all of our circumstances outlined on our letters. 

Tha~you,. 

~LJ~ 
Sonia Wilson 
§~<.? -6 ?- -i-- l oc a 

RECEIVED 
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General Plan Team 
2850 Fair Lane Ct 
Placerville, CA 95667 

LETTER61 

June 3, 2003 

0 9/iJ- OFJO -o "7 
o~-oso-04-

To Whom It May Concern, 

I want my entire parcel, located at 5595 Mt Murphy Rd in Garden Valley, 

zoned industrial. This parcel is split by a tax zoning area, 2 Yi acres 

residential & Yi acre industrial. The property is on a county road & is 

unusable for anything else. I also have 2 neighbors that have or want 

industrial zoning. It is logical to re-zone the parcels as industrial. 

Thank You, 

Don Phillips 

700-~·P~ 

Don Phillips 

Phillips Steel 

PO Box 331 

Garden Valley, CA 95633 

530-333-0340 

61-1 
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General Plan Team 
2850 Fair Lane Ct 
Placerville, Ca. 95667 

To Whom It May Concern: 

I want my entire parcel zoned industrial. 

LETTER62 

5775 Mt Murphy Rd. 
Garden Valley, Ca. 
June 3, 2003 

l. This parcel is split by a tax zoning area. One half acre industrial and one acre re5. 

2. It is on a county road near Garden Valley. 

3. The land is unusable for anything else. 

4. This is the third time I've petitioned you for rezoning. 

5. See copies of previous petitions for rezoning. 

6. My neighbors on three sides have or want industrial zoning. The fourth side is a road. 

See composite map of parcels. 

It is only logical to rezone the parcels industrial. 

'~~Cu.Jl~ 
Sonia Wilson 

(;'3 a - 0? i,--( o O 0 
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REQUEST FOR 2010 
GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS 

AND DESIGNATION 

Applicant: _____ <; ___ Q __ ~ __ r_~---~--~---~---)0------~~~----------~ 
s:-z,o ~ /IA. U-f?e#!( ·4 6.~~ [/~ 

Street No. City State/ZIP 
Address: 

Telephone No.: ( C, /G 

Address: G~1ti: 
Street No. City 

G:· A&Of AJ U ALt,0 f 
State/ZIP 

Telephone NO.: ( ~ ) _________ _ 

Property location: 

Address 5;77 S:- ~ 

Location 5'.Q bf'.x_ 

APN( s): 

Area Plan: I 
' ~ '---Land Use Designation:~~l~Jv~O-~-'-->,S...._r_~_t_·~-·-------~~----------~ 

Zoning: ·\ \:,.J D 0 S 1: '2--c.'"4 L-. 

Requested potential use of property: 

I hereby request that my proposal for the future use of the 
above-referenced property be incorporated as a part of the El 
Dorado County 2010 General Plan Development Program. I under
stand that the 2010 General Plan is at least a two year program 
requiring full CEQA review and adoption by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

Signature: OWNER~(-&{~,,..,, /Date 

AGENT :::==:d~ W~ /Date~--------~ 
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REQUEST FOR 2010 
GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS 

AND DESIGNATION 

Applicant: /ltArtt I< E SAAf121fe 

Address: £.t:44 ..rDHNT,wv Ce,FEk 1<12 <id£./l£41 1,/A,t/~Jt CA ,...r'1,r.;, 
Street No. City State/ZTP 

Telephone No.: ( YI? ) J J./ · ,I? .t I., 

Agent=---------~~-~~~-----------~---~ 

Address: __ S_t_r_e_e_t_N_o-.. -------C-i_t_y ____________ S_t_a_t_e_/.,.Z_I_P __ _ 

Property location: 

Location ----------'---------------------

APN ( s) : __ 2f:_K_-_Q_~-------=-~-"1-----------
Area Plan: __________ ..;......___;Acreage: ~.? R" Ac./Sq. Ft. 

Requested potential use of property: fi.E4e..£rT Ta /!'r-,u>/fl'C: 

I hereby request that my proposal for the future use of the 
above-referenced property be incorporated as a part of the El 
Dorado County 2010 General Plan Development Program. I under
stand that the 2010 General Plan is at least a two year program 
requiring full CEQA review and adoption by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

S~gnature: OWNER --~-""-"--........ ~ ..... ·-~---· ____ ....._ _____ /Date 2»/.;1..P / ;1/ 

AGENT ---~-------------/Date ______ _ ... ..,.. 
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REQUEST FOR 2010 
GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS 

AND DES !GNAT ION 

Telephone No. : ( 9/ 4 ) -----1----l ..... ./_·_. __.._./_..,1-.... · .:;;_A''-'~?=----

Address: __ S_t_r_e_e_t_N_o-. ------C-1.,...· t_y _________ S_t_a_t_e_,/,.....Z_I_P __ _ 

Telephone NO.:(_~~ 

Property location: 

Location ----------------------------

APN ( s) : l'J:,f .tt-, ·t; · ,,,. ·9 

Are a P 1 an : -"""6..LrL.,;,.·c<-=~'-'&J"--c ..... >~V--"Y....C"Ac.<."'4..._,;/,.::..'-"'--,;,c.'L--Ac re age : __ ,t_ ..... &;;:c,",..t_· ___ Ac . /Sq . Ft . 
7 

Land Use Designation:_~,,('-,_.._4~,--../1.._ _________________ ~ 

Requested potential use of property: 4#4p1 £.-2 .. :.,., / /4414 ehr 

., 

A/rt,f!. //e:f';4./.;,.-£Te·d/ 0E /1/.£,.,. TA(;,'.f ,,..-;,.,.....,~«<(<" 4"4' i;z:•.., 
_.- Z-;V'4if-'..l',T;?, ',,,,,:/ /;.!/'1/°.t;·.£~ . 
/ t:' ·~ c:;:::;-~ . ., ., . (!. ~ ,• •,e.£...t 4 < ,.,,, T'&;;: 
/'/~·AIJ'A- ;j)",r, ·7::Y / 1~?:" £•r· :;,J;,v)> :,, ..... ,~ , 4i! 

I hereby request that my proposal for the future use of the 
above-referenced property be incorporated as a part of the El 
Dorado County 2010 General Plan Development Program. I under
stand that the 2010 General Plan is at least a two year program 
requiring full CEQA review and adoption by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

Signature: OWNER 

AGENT 

_ __..#l/.~·h
4

".&L:.·~-L'AL~&E.,,_-.,:!:raC~-~.£:~----/Date 1S/ ,r~/2r 

~--~~~~~~-~~~~~~/Date~~~----~~ 
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., f 

11t,f.r REQUEST FOR 2010 
GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS 

AND DESIGNATION 

Address: 6050 Traverse Creek Road, Garden Valley, CA 95633 
Street No. City State/ZIP 

Telephone No.:(~9_1~6 __ )~3~3~3-_4~9~8~9-~-~-~~ 

Telephone NO.:{~~~ ~-n_/_a~~-~~--

Property location: 

Address 6190 Mean Mule Way Garden Valley, CA 95633 

Loe a tion Off Mt. Murphy Road 

APN ( s} : 88-04-09 

Area Plan: ____________ Acreage:_2_.7_5 ____ Ac./Sq. Ft. 

Land Use Designation: __ =Re=s=i=·a=en~t=i=a=l-------------~--

Requested potential use of property:_I_n_d_u_s_tr_i_·a_l~--------

We are involved in a Crafts business, and in the future we would 

like to put a Craft business for wood craftse 

I hereby request that my proposal for the future use of the 
above-referenced property be incorporated as a part of the El 
Dorado County 2010 General Plan Development Program. I under
stand that the 2010 General Plan is at least a two year program 
requiring full CEQA review and adoption by the County Board of 
Supervisors. . !1 
Signature: OWNER ~~ P /Date /-/J-5'L 

AGE~ /Date -------
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REQUEST FOR 2010 
GENERAL PLAN ANALYSIS 

AND DESIGNATION 

Applicant: [of; E ,µJ;pf<? v1 

Address: .>C.. (; U @L P}14 -cp1;7. /:,of J; $0,< S5f 0l(JY~ W,//ey 
Street No. City State/ZIPC;;, 9f*, S ~ 

Telephone No.: (ti& ) JjJ~/ ?CO Wk J; 3· Slf'~· 1 
Agent: ____________________________ _ 

Address: __ S_t_r_e_e_t_N_o_. ______ C_i_t_y ________ S_t_a_t_e_/..,..Z_I_P __ _ 

Telephone NO.:( ___ ~-~------~ 

Property location: 

Address 5-,(., 0 /1[ f11M~fkk £,.f!j} (;l'.G·,2:,_~ .. 1/t:/l,?(1 · 
l J 

APN ( s) : t/ y 3' .. - ~ L-( U - 0 2 
Area Plan: G..-0y£,?~, [~f/~.l-1 Acreage:£ Ac./Sq. Ft. I ...._ ____ _ 

Land Use Designation=~~*-·
1

~,-l..__·-·-A_... ______________ ~ 

Zoning : ___ f~-P-~· · ___ /_v_-------------------

Ph!.<J-;.·e. /\le"'l,·,6,,, /"1"" arr:,:., 'J141,,_e.,,7j-:..,,t·: j~·i7.._qt.AW'••!1_q 
I hereby request that my proposal for the~future u~e of th~ 
above-referenced property be incorporated as a part of the El 
Dorado County 2010 General Plan Development Program. I under-
stand that the 2010 General Plan is at least a two year program 
requiring full CEQA review and adoption by the County Board of 
Supervisors. 

Signature: OWNER -~- /Date f/:./f~ /(;;, 

~~~~-~~~~~~~~~/Date~~-~~~-AGENT 
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June 03, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairline Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: Comment on General Plan.DEIR 

LETTER63 
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WRG Project: HHS3378 . _ _, 

Thank you for the opportunjty to comment 011 the El Dorado County General Plan DEIR'. J 
WRG's client, Mr. Hayden Watson recogn1zes the importance of this endeavor and appreciates . 
the County's efforts in this·General Plan update process. · 

Our only comment is that the four altema~ives inherently have both advantages and ."1 
disadvantages· to them. It is our hope that the Planning Commission will ,"cherry pick" the best of 
each alternative in order to aggregate the best pbssible policies within the General Plan to ensure 
the County's future growth' will be of the 'highest caliber. We feel the General Plan update shouk.l 
recognize that growth in the County will occur and that the Planning Commission should chose the 
policies which it feels.might best pass the court's muster, yet not stymie deveJopment entirely inj 

·,the pro~ess. , 

On behalf of Mr. Watson, WRG Design respectfully requ~ts written notification of proposed 1 
actions and pending decisions regarding the El Dorad6 County General Pian Update pursuant to. 
Public Resources Code Section 21092. Ple~se deliver these notifications to: 

WRG Design, inc. 0 

c/o Zac Graves · 
2130 Professional Drive, Suite 120 
Roseville, CA 95661 

Thank you very much for the opportunity to comment on the El Dorado County General Plan 
DEIR. , . 

Sincerely, 

WRG Design, Inc. 

;f- ~--
Zac Graves 
Senior Planner 

cc: Hayden Wats9n 

63-1 

63-2 

63-3 
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From: H. Mercado [mercadoh@directcon.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 04, 2003 8:38 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 

LETTER64 

Cc: Charlie Paine; Bonnie Morse West; Mike Bean; David Berg; Ron Wolsfeld; Donna 
McMaster; Candie Bliss 
Subject: CLVCA Comments on General Plan 

May 4, 2003 

Dear Ms. Tschudin, 

The Coloma-Lotus Valley Community Association is pleased to offer this response 
to your call for comments. Our Corrununity Action Plan, and more about our area 
and the derivation and goals of our organization, can be found at www.sedd.org. 

This response is the result of two public meetings here in the valley, and 
comments received on our website at http://silver.he.net/cgi
bin/suid/-co1oma/yabb/YaBB.pl?board=CAP;action=display;num=l052327888 . I 
would characterize the unity of our thinking on these matters as a "strong 
majority" at the least, and "near consensus" at the most. But we recognize 
that individual members may come before you for specific items related to their 
particular properties and interests. As the process unfolds, and particularly 
if a hybrid plan evolves, we stand ready to adapt our input to the situation at 
hand. And, we will be happy to provide our detailed reasoning on each of the 
recommendations that follow. 

Can you copy this to the individual Planning Corrunission members? They were most 
kind in taking my many comments at the public hearings. 

Please accept our appreciation and thanks to your group, and particularly Mr. 
Maurer, for your efforts. 

Cordially, 
Harry Mercado 
for CLVCA 

CLVCA POSITION ON THE COUNTY GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVES: 

1. The Coloma/Lotus Community is strongly in favor of preserving our rural 
atmosphere, our unique historical character, scenic beauty and recreational 
gems. These features are the basis for our economy and quality of life. Our 
preferences in this regard are based on the results of a comprehensive community 
survey funded by the U.S. Forest Service, as well as expressions in our open 
public meetings. 

2. We want the county to declare this 5-mile long valley an historic district 
and a scenic corridor on a priority basis, so it can benefit from some of the 
General Plan protections such a declaration can offer. This does not need to 
await the adoption of a new County General Plan. 

3. For county planning purposes we prefer that Coloma and Lotus be a single 
rural center. 

4. In Coloma, we want the small pocket designated "high density residential" to 
be extinguished, with allowance for current lot owners to build out their homes. 

J 

J 
64-3 

J 64-4 

J 64-5 

J M-6 
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4. We urge the county NOT to adopt the "1996" General Plan or the "No Plan• 
alternative. 

5. We endorse the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. This alternative 
adds 53,610 new EDC residents and most closely aligns with our communities goals 
as outlined in point #1, above. We do, however, have the following concerns: 

The biological corridors need to be carefully justified both as to placement 
and purposes. 

We object to having the county pressing subsidized, low and moderate income 
new housing developments out into rural centers (Coloma, Garden Valley, Pilot 
Hill, etc.) We have an insufficient employment base to support these. We feel 
that development centers along Hiway 50 are the best fit and have the most need 
for these developments. 

J 

] 
] 

 
        AR 11913



LETTER65 

~~t;{ Mfp-. ParcelQuest by CD-DATA 

Property Detail 
El Dorado, CA 

· \ ec,(4/o!:. 

John Winner, Assessor 
Parcel# (APN): 

Parcel Status: 

329-301-19-1 

ACTIVE 

Use Description: RURAL. 

Pi.'41 r:~011tve~/6tJ~ 
Owner Name: EL DORADO CO FEDERATED CHU ft,. bl.& -'+7tro 

Mailing Address: 1031 THOMPSON WY, PLACERVILLE, CA 95667 

Situs Address: 

Legal 
Description: 

POR R/S 16-115 

ASSESSMENT 

Total Value: $150,960 

Land Value: $150, 9 60 

lmprValue: 

Other Value: 

% Improved: 

Exempt Amt: 

SALES HISTORY Sale 1 

Use Code: 21 

TaxRateArea: 078079 

Year Assd: 2001 

Property Tax: 

Delinquent Yr: 

Exempt Codes: 

Sale2 

Recording Date: 09/26/2000 08/08/2000 

Recorded Doc #: 0048 077 

Recorded Doc Type: 

Transfer Amount: 

Sale 1 Seller (Grantor): 

1st Trst Dd Amt: Code1: 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

lot Acres: 

lot SqFt: 

Bldg/Liv Area: 

Units: 

Buildings: 

Stories: 

Style: 

Construct: 

Quality: 

17.770A 

0039 498 

Year Built: 

Effective Yr: 

Total Rooms: 

Bedrooms: 

Baths {Full}: 

Baths (Half): 

Bsmt SqFt: 

Garage SqFt: 

Zoning: 

Improve Type: 

Price/Sqft: 

Sale3 

0000 000 

2nd Trst Dd Amt: 

Fireplace: 

NC: 

Heating: 

Pool: 

Flooring: 

Park Type: 

Spaces: 

Site lnflnce: 

u 

Transfer 

Code2: 

Building Class: Timber Preserve: 

Condition: Ag Preserve: 

Other: 

Other Rooms: 

*** The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed. Page: 1 of 1 

65-1 
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LETTER66 

El DORADO COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Lorraine Larsen-Hallock ................• District I 
John MacCready ..............•............. District II 
Dave Machado .........•...........•...•..... District Iii 
Ralph Welsh .......................•.......... District IV 
Alan Tolhurst ...........•...............•..... District V 
Jo Ann Brillisour •.......................•.... Cterk of the Commission 

MINUTES 

2850 Fairtane Court • Placerville, CA 95667 
http://www.co.el-dorado.ea.us/planning 

Phone: (530) 621-5355 
Fax: (530) 642-0508 

Special Meeting of the Planning Commission 
June 4, 2003 - 9:00 A.M. 

SUPERVISORS MEETING ROOM 
330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 

DRAFT GENERAL PLAN COMMENT HEARING (continued) 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

Chair Larsen-Hallock called the meeting to order at 9: l O a.m. The following persons 
were in attendance: Commissioners Mac Cready, Machado, Welsh, Tolhurst, and 
Larsen-Hallock; Paula F. Frantz, County Counsel; Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project 
Manager; Conrad B. Montgomery, Planning Director; Peter N. Maurer, Principal Planner; 
Sue Lee, Senior Planner; and Jo Ann Brillisour, Clerk to the Planning Commission. 

2. Continue Testimony on the Draft General Plan 

Chair Larsen-Hallock said the Commission would be covering the Transportation and 
Circulation; Public Services and Utilities; Health, Safety, and Noise; Conservation and 
Open Space; Agriculture and Forestry; and Parks and Recreation Elements today. Each 
element will be considered individually. Staff will give a brief description of each 
element prior to input from the public. 

a. Procedures for Conduct of Hearing 

Ms. Tschudin said, based on the input received at the last meeting, it does not 
appear the meeting for June 12 will be necessary. There are cards for the public 
to fill out if someone would like to speak. There is a three-minute timeframe for 
individuals speaking and five minutes for someone representing a group or 
organization. The meeting on June 9 will be to consider the EIR. 

b. Staff Report by General Plan Project Manager 

Ms. Tschudin said copies of her report to the Board of Supervisors are available 
to the public. 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of June 4, 2003 Page2 

c. Public Hearing on the following elements of the Draft General Plan: a) 
Transportation and Circulation; b) Public services and Utilities; c) Health, Safety, 
and Noise; d) Conservation and Open Space; e) Agriculture and Forestry; and f) 
Parks and Recreation. 

Craig McKibbin, Department of Transportation, briefly pointed out the 
differences between the four alternatives for the Transportation and Circulation 
Elements. 

Commissioner Tolhurst asked how much control the County has over the nwnber 
of lanes on Highway 50. Mr. McKibbin said in the Road Constrained Alternative 
(TC-0), it states that the County is going to encourage that other agencies not go 
to more than six lanes; however, if they go to eight lanes, there is nothing the 
County could do. If you want to go to eight lanes, you would have to go to 
SACOG and do air quality studies. Other studies would also have to be redone. 
Commissioner Tolhurst asked if you have six lanes and a light rail, would that not 
have the same impact as another lane? Mr. McKibbin said it might. They did not 
analyze that. Toe problem with light rail is that the freeways have to be a mess 
before people will use the rail system. Once the freeway goes to Level of Service 
(LOS) F, it does not go back to LOS E, because once it gets better, people start 
using their cars again. 

Commissioner Tolhurst spoke about developing nodes of high density so light rail 
would work. Mr. McKibbirt said there are some transit-oriented policies to 
encourage commuter traffic. The HOV lanes have helped the commuter busses a 
lot, but the busses are filled to capacity, and there is a waiting list. 

Commissioner Welsh asked if it is realistic that the State would make Highway 50 
eight lanes. Mr. McKibbin said his personal opinion is that the State will never 
make eight lanes. It will rely on local jurisdictions to do that. That will be 
something that is driven by this County, Sacramento County, Folsom, and Rancho 
Cordova. The State will provide some funding, but it will be up to the 
jurisdictions to say this is what they want. We do not have jurisdictional control 
but would have a say. Mr. McKibbin said he does not see that happening. 
Commissioner Welsh asked, assuming the other jurisdictions are not going to 
widen the highway, if would it be prudent for the County to base its General Plan 
on that. Ms. Tschudin said the reason there are alternatives for six and eight lanes 
is because staff believes it is prudent to do that. It would be a policy decision. 

Mr. McKibbin said transit is dependent on very high density. There is a question 
on how high you have to go before it works. The Amtrak from Sacramento to 
San Jose works very well. It is going from a high-density residential area to a 
high-density job area. The concern up here is that we do not have that high a 
density. 

66-1 
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PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of June 4, 2003 Page 3 

Commissioner Mac Cready asked the relationship between the No Project and 
1996 Alternative with respect to Measure Y after the writ. Mr. McK.ibbin said the 
policies from Measure Y are in all the alternatives. Some additional policies were 
put in the Road and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives to clarify the 
policies added by Measure Y. 

Commissioner Mac Cready asked what happens to the level of service on Pleasant 
Valley Road, Cedar Ravine, and Big Cut if Texas Hill is built. Mr. McK.ibbin 
said that was not analyzed. ln the past, they looked at traffic going over the dam. 
Today, they are not looking at traffic going over dams. It will go out Newtown 
Road and up Pleasant Valley to Highway 49. There are some tight turns and 
narrow roads that they would like to straighten out. There is not enough growth 
for Pleasant Valley Road to go to four lanes. 

Commissioner Machado said a lot of people do not believe the fix through 
Placerville is going to be a good one, and they talk about bypassing Placerville. 
Since the County is discouraging Caltrans from going to eight lanes, do they drop 
that, or are they still interested in looking at these alternatives? Mr. McKibbin 
said none of the alternatives considers bypassing the City. It would not be in our 
General Plan. The policy in the Road Constrained Alternative that says the 
County is going to discourage Caltrans from widening beyond six lanes would not 
affect the bypass issue. 

Commissioner Machado asked why the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
supports eight lanes. It seems to go against environmental concerns. Mr. 
McKibbin said the road system designed for all alternatives is based on the LOS 
policies and the land uses proposed. To meet the LOS in the Environmentally 
Constrained, you need the eight lanes. You could stay at six, but you would have 
LOS F. 

Commissioner Tolhurst said, as he recalls, Measure Y was to last ten years and 
then sunset. Paula Frantz said Measure Y has an initial ten years and will then go 
back to the voters. Commissioner Tolhurst said that is not addressed in any of the 
Plans. Ms. Tschudin said the Measure Y policies, if adopted as policies of the 
General Plan, would become perm._ment policies unless language is added for 
reconfirmation sometime in the future. Ms. Frantz said the Board wanted the 
policies under Measure Y to be analyzed as policies for the General Plan. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock opened the public input portion of the hearing on the 
Transportation and Circulation Element. 

Art Marinaccio said there are many comments that came up that need to be 
commented on. Over the past 1 S years, there has been great growth in Folsom. 
Folsom did not want to fix their roads, because they felt if they did, they would 
not get light rail. El Dorado County has kept up with trying lo gel improvements 
in the ground. 
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Mr. Marinaccio spoke about Folsom trying to expand south of Highway 50. 
LAFCO put a condition on the annexation for a complete study and mitigation of 
the impacts to Highway 50. El Dorado County needs to pursue eight lanes. The 
diamond lane needs to become a mixed-use lane. Commissioner Welsh asked if 
the diamond lane is used for mixed-uses after hours. Mr. Marinaccio replied in 
the affirmative. Commissioner Welsh asked if Mr. Marinaccio is saying the 
diamond lane should become a mixed-use land all the time. Mr. Marinaccio 
replied in the affirmative. He does not see it staying the way it is. 

Mr. Marinaccio said it is the same with water. If you do not plan for growth, 
when the County goes to the State for water, it would say you have not planned 
for the growth, so you do not get added water. 

Conunissioner Machado asked if Art Marinaccio supports the Road Constrained 
Alternative. Mr. Marinaccio said he does not support that alternative at all. 
When you start looking at all the constraints we have today, that is your zoning 
map. You might as well go home and not have a plan. 

Virginia Crespo, speaking as an individual from Rescue, talked about Measure Y. 
She believes it is important that a statement that the voters wanted the sunset 
clause be included. She has heard that a lot of people are not satisfied with want 
they wanted the Measure to do. 

Regarding concurrency, Mrs. Crespo said she believes it is a very bad idea. The 
Road Constrained Alternative states that all the roadways should be built prior to 
construction of homes. This is a problem. A lot of projects are phased. Having 
to do all the roadway work first would preclude a lot of projects from being built. 

Commissioner Welsh asked about people being dissatisfied with Measure Y. 
Mrs. Crespo said a lot of people thought the measure would fix existing 
deficiencies, and it cannot do that. Measure Y is for new development. 

Commissioner Welsh asked if Mrs. Crespo favors a phased roadway 
improvement. Mrs. Crespo said that is what we do now. The road improvements 
are completed with the phasing. She feels that a project should only have to fix 
impacts it creates, not problems from the past. 

Mr. Marinaccio said one of the things Ponderosa 50 would have provided was the 
linkage between Cameron Park and Shingle Springs on the north side of the 
freeway. The Bureau of Land Management purchased that property, and the 
County failed to ensure the connection. There needs to be a policy that with 
government acquisition of lands, that acquisition does not keep us from 
implementing our Circulation Plan. This is one issue that needs more attention. 
Another such project is what was called the Kanaka Valley project. 
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Mr. Marinaccio said he disagrees with Mr. McKibbin about Texas Hill. If you 
look at the Placerville Periphery Plan, there is a road that was adopted that 
connects across the north side of Texas Hill to Ray Lawyer Drive to Camino. 
That route was adopted and is no longer discussed. Ray Lawyer Drive was also to 
extent to Camino Heights. 

Another road that is disconcerting is Headington Road. If that road is not put in 
the Circulation Plan as a County road, the commercial development in the area 
will not occur. At this point, he feels there will be a lot of apartments and 
multifamily constructed in the area. 

Commissioner Mac Cready asked for further clarification on the connection of 
Ray Lawyer Drive, Texas Hill, and Camino. Mr. Marinaccio said he should bring 
in the Placerville Periphery map. He explained where the road would be routed. 

Ms. Tschudin asked Mr. McK.ibbin to clarify some of the comments made by Art 
Marinaccio. Mr. McKibbin said Ray Lawyer Drive was never intended to be a 
Highway 50 bypass road. In the modeling, it was found that there was not enough 
traffic to build the road. It would be very expensive. It has not been part of the 
Circulation Element since 1996. There was an east/west road for South County 
and would go through Latrobe, but that again was a very expensive road to build. 
That is not in this plan or the 1996 Plan. With these plans, the growth in the rural 
areas has come down. 

Chair Larse.1).-HaUock asked that Mr. McKibbin speak about the City roadways. 
Mr. McKibbin said the road system for the City is not included in the EIR, 
because they have their own plan. We take them into account in the analysis. 
Ms. Tschudin said the County does plan for the Citfs traffic, roadways, and 
impacts. The impacts have been reported and included. Mr. McKibbin said their 
modeling was based on the City's General Plan. 

Commissioner Mac Cready spoke about interfacing with surrounding jurisdictions 
once the plan is adopted. Ms. Tschudin said staff did and has been interfacing 
with Sacramento, Folsom, Placerville, and South Lake Tahoe. That has been on 
going. It is a necessary part of the {Ulalysis. There are policies to do this in the 
future. 

Referring to Page 6, concurrency on the Economically Constrained Alternative, 
Commissioner Mac Cready asked if those are options for the Commission. Ms. 
Tschudin replied in the affirmative. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock said there have been very few commenters on this element, 
so that is why she has allowed people more time to speak. 
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Mrs. Crespo said in the 1996 Plan, there was the Transportation Demand 
Management (IDM) and Transportation Systems Management (TSM) included in 
the Plan, Goal 3.9, to reduce vehicle demand. That has been deleted from two of 
the options, and she wonders why something that important bas been deleted 
(Page 59 on the 1996 Plan). Ms. Tschudin said there was a change in State law. 
That is why it is not a mandatory element for individual projects. It can be 
included as a policy if the Commission or Board chooses to do that 

Harry Mercado, Coloma/Lotus Valley Association, said they have finalized their _ 
written comments and that is to endorse Plan 3, the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative that they call the Rural Quality of Life Plan. In California, between 
Highway 99 and the valley and 395 east of the Sierra, there is only one 
north/south highway, which is Highway 49. He has heard talk at the County and 
at the State Park about wanting the road rerouted from somewhere just south of 
Placerville to perhaps Lotus. If there were such a plan, it would have been nice to 
have something in these documents so as they are commenting on the next twenty 
years, we might have incorporated some concept of what that was about. 
Personally, the number of lanes on a road has never corrected the overcrowding 
problem. The more lanes you build, the more traffic you have. · 

There was no one else wishing to give input on the Transportation and Circulation 
Element. 

Peter Maurer gave a brief overview of the Public Services and Utilities Element. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock said water quantity is always a big issue. Has there been a 
review by the Water Agency for calibration of water use? Mr. Maurer said staff 
has been diligently working with the Water Agency on this information. Chair 
Larsen-Hallock asked if we really looked at different areas of the County based 
on past use to see if we are using the correct information. Mr. Maurer said staff 
relies on the water providers for that information. Ms. Tschudin said, again, it 
gets down to policies. It is an area the Commission can look at. 

Commissioner Machado referred to Page 9 of the Mr. Maurer,s Summary. 
Alternative 3 requires the County to identify the types of projects that will use 
reclaimed water. Is the identity ahead of time so the applicanfs know? Mr. 
Maurer said the County would develop a list of types of projects that would have 
to connect to a reclaimed water system. They would have to look at the area that 
could be served by reclaimed water. Ms. Tschudin said it would only apply those 
areas that have it available. Mr. Maurer said the policy requires the County to 
come up with standards. If development project meets certain criteria where 
reclaimed water is available, or can be made available, they would have to put in 
that infrastructure and connect to that system. 
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Chair Larsen-Hallock asked to what extent we look at the use of gray water. Mr. 
Maurer said he does not believe staff looked at that issue very much. Ms. 
Tschudin said there are policies that pertain to that issue. 

Commissioner Mac Cready asked if the County requires a development project to 
use reclaimed water and EID does not agree, what do we do? Mr. Maurer said 
that is a separate program that would need to be worked on with EID. 

Commissioner Welsh said he notices there are two different terms that appear to 
have the same meaning, direct and require. Mr. Maurer said direct in the General 
Plan is relating to an activity the County needs to do. Require means the public. 
When a developer comes in, he is required to do something. The terms are 
interchangeable. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock said throughout the documents, we have the wording 
development project{s). What determines what is deemed a development project? 
Mr. Maurer said the definition is in the glossary in the Land Use Element. 
Development in general means all development, either discretionary Qr 
ministerial. Discretionary development is identified as discretionary development 

Judy Arrigotti, represented herself and individuals on Lomita Way in El Dorado 
Hills (nine parcels). Each property owner has IO to 15 acres and has owned the 
property for approximately 20 years. Their property backs up to New York 
Creek. They are · in favor of the 1996 Plan, which shows their property as 
Medium De~ity. Mrs. Arrigotti said she has a postcard from 1976 to attend 
workshops on preparing the previous plan. She feels they were given an 
opportunity on the previous plan to have input. They have been waiting for that 
plan to come to fruition. She does not know where these other plans came from. 
They have 13 acres they want to divide so their children can build their homes. 
They have an application to bring water back to their properties. They wanted the 
water rather than wells so they could have Mediwn Density. They have low rate 
wells at the present time and need the public water. The fire chief is very 
enthusiastic about them bringing water back to the properties, because there 
would be four fire hydrants that could be used to fight fires. Regarding 
transportation, Mrs. Arrigotti said she does not see how the Road Constrained 
Alternative can be effective. 

The Commission took a short break. 

Art Marinaccio said there are a couple of policies that are important. One is 
whether water and other services can be. extended outside of Community Regions. 
One example of where that is important is the property on Lomita. It is on 
Salmon Falls Road before New York Creek. To take that out of the Community 
Region would mean that water could not be extended out there. There have been 
projects proposed in that area that have been stalled for quite some time. They 
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need to be in the Community Region in order to receive water that they already 
have received commitments for. 

Mr. Marinaccio said there is a project he is involved with that is proposing an 
equestrian center that sits behind the new high school and junior high on Green 
Valley Road between Green Springs Ranch and the new junior high. That land 
was designated in 1996 Plan as Low Density Residential within a Community 
Region. Silver Springs and Pioneer Place are bringing a sewer lift station into the 
area. It is in the Bass Lake Road realignment area. It is an area that is prime for 
development. There is going to be a large equestrian center, ball fields, etc., and 
would be a good place for the use of reclaimed water. That cannot happen if the 
area is not in the Community Region. Green Springs Ranch should also be 
included in the Comµiunity Region. They are having problems with their wells 
and could not go ahead with public water if they are not in the Community 
Region. When you are looking at water availability, you are getting down to the 
kind of details that are appropriate for the zoning map. The General Plan is to 
direct growth. To direct growth where the water is would be letting EID control 
growth. You have the Water Agency, Transportation Commission, etc. The plan 
needs to determine where the growth is going to be. · 

There was no one else wishing to give input on the Public Services and Utilities 
Element. 

Sue Lee gave a brief description of the Health, Safety, and Noise Element. 

Art Marinaccio said it is important to understand the natural occurring asbestos 
issues that have occurred since the 1996 Plan. There needs to be some 
responsible mentioning of how that is going to be dealt with. Mr. Marinaccio 
urged the wording to be both responsible and somewhat guarded as to the long
term affect of making statements that very well are going to tum around in a very 
short period of time and be non-essential. There needs to be a strong mentioning 
that the County is going to deal with the issue responsibly. It has not been shown 
that there is a problem. The idea of people having to put something about this in 
their legal description is overdoing it. 

Don Hartley, realtor and property o~er in El Dorado County, said in the EIR, 
Noise Element, there is discussion about noise from Mather. He does not believe 
there is any mention in the General Plan about the issue. Any development in El 
Dorado Hills south of Highway 50 needs to be mentioned with regards to this 
issue. As uses increase at Mather, it will be come more of a problem to property 
owners in the western part of the County. Ms. Tschudin read Policy HS-M in the 
Environmentally Constrained Element, which pertains to this issue. 

Art Marinaccio said it might be useful for staff to compile a list of issues that have 
occurred since 1996 like naturally occurring asbestos and the Mather flight path. 
Ms. Tschudin said she believe staff has done that. It is the table compiled by 
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Peter Maurer. Functionally, the information is there. Staff can provide an 
abbreviated list. Commissioner Machado asked if Mr. Maurer~s summary is on 
the website. Ms. Tschudin said it is. 

Referring to Mr. Maurer's summary, Page 13 pertaining to fire safety in 
Alternative 3, Com.missioner Machado said this precludes development in areas 
of high and very high wild land fire hazard unless it can be demonstrated that the 
hazard can be reduced to a moderate or better level. Is there a standard that tells 
people what moderate is? Mrs. Lee said it is the fire hazard rating and fueling 
rating. All the fire districts are familiar with the system. 

Commissioner Machado spoke about prohibiting gated projects. What does gates 
and Environmentally Constrained have to do with each other? Ms. Tschudin said 
staff has given the range that could be adopted in the two constrained alternatives. 
If the Commission were adopting the Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
and felt the policy was not needed, it could be deleted. 

Referring to Page 16, Highway Safety, Commissioner Machado said in 
Alternatives 2 and 3 it states "Not addressed.,' Why Not? Mr. McKibbin said it is 
not addressed in the Safety Element but in the Circulation Element. 

Commissioner Machado said there are blank squares on Page 19, Special Status 
Species. Mrs. Lee said it looks like an inadvertent deletion. Ms. Tschudin said 
staff would report back to the Commission on this item. 

On Page 20, Trees~ Commissioner Machado asked if there has been any thought 
to breaking out commercial and residential. Mrs. Lee said the Road Constrained 
and Economically Constrained Alternatives do not have that detailed of a policy. 
Staff recognizes the issue. Commissioner Machado said that would be a 
mitigation measure. Chair Larsen-Hallock asked if you would also be able to 
look at agricultural projects under that same oak management plan. Mrs. Lee said 
there are some State programs through the Wildlife Conservation Board that can 
provide funding for oak woodland conservation, but you have to have an Oak 
Woodland Management Plan. 

Commissioner Machado said the policies direct the County to protect access to 
existing public cemeteries. The cemeteries people have a lot longer list than the 
County. Mrs. Lee said their list probably includes private cemeteries. The 
General Services Department has the recognized County list. Ms. Tschudin said 
staff could find out from the General Services Manager what they maintain and 
report back to the Commission. Chair Larsen-Hallock said she would be 
concerned about historical cemeteries that are not public and that people want to 
access. 

On Page 18, Streams, Lakes, Ponds and Wetlands, Commissioner Mac Cready 
said the 1996 Plan talked about discretionary development. Why does it talk 
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about discretionary in the 1996 Plan and not in the other two alternatives? Mrs. 
Lee said she believes it goes back to the definition of development. The first 
bullet under Streams, Lakes, Ponds, and Wetlands in Alternatives 2 and 3 is 
directing the County to develop standards. When we develop the standards, that 
would be when we would determine what types of projects would have to create 
whatever types of evaluations, reports, etc. The second bullet addresses requiring 
development to fully mitigate for the impacts to wetlands. 

There were no more comments from the public or Commissioners on the Health, 
Safety, and Noise Element. 

Sue Lee gave the Commission a brief overview of the Conservation and Open 
Space Element. 

Under Cultural Resources, Commissioner Mac Cready asked the definition of 
Certified Local Government. Ms. Tschudin said it is something that is done at the 
State level and has to do with the opportunity to secure certain funding but also 
means that certain things that have been done State historic agencies have been 
given to the local level to implement. It usually has to be with identification of 
historical resources and sometimes cultural as well. It is basically the delegation 
of authority from the State level. Chair Larsen-Hallock asked about developing 
some interim policies until those programs are developed. Ms. Tschudin said that 
could be done. · 

Commission~r Machado, referring to Page 17 of the summary, Soils, said the first 
bulleted item ranges from no limitation on grading during the rainy season to 

· grading encouraged during the rainy season to grading precluded during the rainy 
season unless impacts are adequately mitigated to avoid sedimentation, etc. Don't 
we have a basic standard now for grading? Mrs. Lee said she believes it is not 
required for all projects. Ms. Tschudin said this would provide the framework for 
the regulations. Staff has tried to make sure there is a relationship between the 
framework in the General Plan and the regulations. 

Commissioner Machado asked, assuming we have regulations now, what the 
potential new mitigation could be? R~dy Pesses, Department of Tri.msportation, 
said what we are doing now with grading in the County is tied to the Grading 
Ordinance. There is a new fee under water conservation. The Stream Water 
Management Plan has been sent to the State. Some of our practices in the past 
have not been totally effective. The new regulations will become more restrictive 
as time goes on. 

Commissioner Tolhurst said one of the issues he has had is with our road projects 
and mass pad grading projects. Has there been any thought about having 
personnel to look at grading and environmental issues? Mr. Pesses said the 
Department of Transportation is reviewing the way they do business at the present 
time. He briefly spoke about the new Stormwater II regulation. They have sent 
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their Stormwater Management Plan to the State and are in the process of working 
out the specifics. His department reviews grading associated with subdivision 
activity. Currently, individual residential grading falls under the Building 
Department review. Department of Transportation staff reviews commercial and 
industrial grading. Toe Best Management Practices are imposed as they have 
been defined in the past 

David Beauchamp, resident of Rescue, supports Alternative 3 because it allows 
for more time to make important plan decisions. They encourage the County to 
keep the open space. They do not want a bedroom community. About twenty 
years ago, he worked on a tree ordinance for the County. He wonders if it could 
be brought back out and put into the General Plan. Ms. Tschudin said currently 
there is no tree ordinance in place. Part of the mitigation measure analysis talks 
about doing additional mitigation for trees. Commissioner Machado asked Mr. 
Beauchamp if they looked at the differences between commercial and residential 
development. Mr. Beauchamp said he would have to look into his files. 
Commissioner Welsh asked that Mr. Beauchamp provide a copy to staff. Bill 
Snodgrass, Agricultural Commissioner, said there was work done on a tree 
ordinance about seven or eight years ago. Sam Miller was on that committee, as 
was Bill Frost from the U. S. Field Extension. Ms. Tschudin said staff has that 
information. 

Virginia Crespo, former Chair of the Cultural Resources Preservation 
Commission, said it is unfortunate we no longer have a Cultural Resources 
Commission_or ordinance. It has been rescinded. It is important at this time in all 
of the Alternatives that the section that called for a Cultural Resources 
Commission be put back in. It is in the 1996 Plan, Policy 7.5.l.5. They are 
supposed to be reconstituting the Cultural Resources Commission, but she does 
not know how long it is going to take. It needs to be done. Mrs. Crespo said she 
was also very involved at the time the plans were being developed with some of 
the changes that the sitting Cultural Resources Commission would like to see. 
The Planning Commission may want to consider putting those policies in the 
1996 Plan if that is what the Commission chooses as its main focus. 

On the public cemeteries, Mrs. Crespo said that is one of the changes they 
recommended. There are a lot of historical cemeteries that are not public. They 
would like to preserve their privacy. County Counsel has the final determination 
on what is public and what is private. 

Mrs. Crespo said the definition of Certified Local Government Status that Ms. 
Tschudin made is a good one. It would help the County get grants. Without the 
Certified Local Government Status, you cannot get the grants. The historical 
districts designation is an important feature to keep within the General Plan, 
because there are a number of areas within the County that should be within an 
historical district. There are only two that are outlined at the present time. 
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Art Marinaccio reiterated his comments on the mineral mapping for El Dorado 
County. This mapping is not overwhelmingly different than what we have seen 
before. There are historical changes that make many of the policies and 
discussions out of date. This document, by law, must be incorporated into the 
General Plan. These mineral resources must be protected. There is a significant 
difference between MRZ 2 a. and b. 

The Vandalia Mine will have to be looked at as to how it is going to be protected. 
There is also the Pacific Mine. There needs to be a reworking of the verbiage. It 
is going to take meeting with the mining industry and the property owners. The 
lack of districts in the two alternatives is unforgivable. 

Harry Mercado, Coloma/Lotus Valley Association, said one of their concerns is 
the corridor on Plan 3. What kind of mischief will occur down the road since they 
are under this overlay (important biological corridor)? They wish it were more 
thoroughly laid out now as to what will occur. 

There was no one else in the audience wishing to comment on the Conservation 
and Open Space Element. 

Peter Maurer gave a brief overview of the Agricultural and Forestry Element 
Ms. Tschudin said Bill Snodgrass, Agricultural Commissioner, would be making 
comments from the Agricultural Commission. 

Commissioqer Mac Cready said in the General Plan No Project, the County is 
directed to protect water for agriculture from relocating to residential use. It is 
not in the other alternatives. This is a problem. He wonders why grazing is 
broken out from agriculture. Does that mean the other types of agriculture are not 
important? If you are going to do that, the County should assess the other types 
of agriculture. Ms. Tschudin said that is certainly where the Commission could 
recommend a change in wording. Commissioner Machado asked if grazing is 
broken out because grazing land is more flat. Bill Snodgrass said grazing is a 
different type of industry. The soils are different. Grazing usually occurs on 
rocky soils. That industry has a different personality and different needs. If you 
identify grazing land, you would be identifying what is going on in El Dorado 
Hills. Chair Larsen-Hallock said grazing also has a different impact relative to 
forestry than any other agriculture because of the leasing of forest properties for 
grazing purposes. 

Mr. Snodgrass gave the Commissioners a draft of the comments that the 
Agricultural Commission is working on. They will be having another meeting 
next Wednesday to finalize their comments, which will be submitted to staff. Mr. 
Snodgrass highlighted the comments he presented. Chair Larsen-Hallock asked if 
there are areas in the County, say Apple Hill, where there may be five-acre 
parcels? Mr. Snodgrass replied in the affirmative. There are, but those are 
existing parcels. Chair Larsen-Hallock asked if the Agricultural Commission has 
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review on all the administrative relief requests. Mr. Snodgrass said there are 
requests that go to the Planning Director and those which go to the Agricultural 
Commission. The majority of the requests have been approved. 

Mr. Snodgrass said every two years the Department of Conservation puts out a 
map indicating how much agricultural land has been lost The Planning 
Department, Agriculture Department, and Assessor's Office submits information 
for this map. 

Water is very important to agriculture. You can set aside as much agricultural 
land as you want, but it does not mean anything if you do not have water. We 
need strong water policies for agriculture. Chair Larsen-Hallock asked if the 
Agricultural Commission has looked at the use of gray water. Mr. Snodgrass said 
reclaimed and gray water is created mostly at one end of the County, and 
agriculture uses are at the other end of the County. If you have to pump the water 
up hill, it becomes very expensive. It becomes prohibitive for agricultural use, 
but it should be put in the plan so it is kept in mind. Twenty years in the future, it 
may be less expensive. 

Mr. Snodgrass said agricultural operations are related to the right-to-farm 
ordinance. The policy is rather long and could be crafted differently. 
Agricultural tourism is an important part of the agricultural industry. The wine 
industry is $165,000,000 per year. The policy on agricultural tourism is an 
important policy. 

Mr. Snodgrass said the Farm Bureau has some concerns. One is that if you have 
over 30 percent slope you have to hire an engineer if you do any grading. Most 
vineyards have some slopes over 30 percent There was also concern about 
removing trees over six inches at breast height. 

Referring to A.2.1.1, Commissioner Mac Cready said at the present time, EID bas 
no policy to save new water for agriculture. There is no policy to take it away, 
but there is none to save it either. He would like to see something put in the 
County policies that if any new water is developed for the County, part of that 
water will be saved or put aside fo( agriculture use. Mr. Snodgrass will talk to 
Ms. Tschudin regarding this issue. He said there are three different agencies that 
are involved with water. The General Plan has the County, the Water Agency, 
EID, and the others. 

Commissioner Machado asked if the Agricultural Commission rewrote a lot of the 
policies. Mr. Snodgrass said they used the same language. Unless the language is 
underlined, it is the same as is in the alternatives. They came up with their list of 
policies they were concerned with and ·then went to the EIR. The mitigation 
measures in the plans are almost identical to those the Agricultural Commission 
recommended. Chair Larsen-Hallock said whatever plan the Commission 
chooses, the Agricultural Commission would like the policies presented by Mr . 
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Snodgrass included in that plan. Mr. Snodgrass concurred. They do not have a 
preferred base plan. 

Commissioner Tolhurst asked if ranch marketing is included in the EIR, or do we 
have to do a separate EIR? Mr. Snodgrass said it is not there. He referred to 
Impact 5.2-2, Page 5.2.63. The Agricultural Commission agrees with the 
mitigation on 5. l -69. 

Art Marinaccio said he thinks most of these issues have been talked about for 
fifteen years. The comments he is hearing are the same old issues. Realistically, 
the Agricultural Commission is going to come up with its wish list. It is the job of 
the Planning Commission to moderate that and make the General Plan work for 
the entire community. One example is the Agricultural Districts. They were not 
only to identify agriculture to be protected but identify residential outside of 
Agricultural Districts. If you are going to have the same regulations inside and 
outside of Agricultural Districts, there is no need to have Agricultural Districts. 
Grazing is a transition use. There are not many operators in El Dorado County 
that could buy their land for grazing use. Dry land grazing is not the same type of 
operation as high intensity agricultural use. SMUD is now looking at putting an 
additional reservoir for pump storage at the north end of Apple Hill. The 
potential opportunity to bring raw water into Apple Hill from that reservoir is 
really exciting. That would only be affordable if, in fact, EID could then use the 
water that is expensively treated for other uses. Mr. Marinaccio said water is a 
difficult subject, particularly agricultural water. 

Harry Mercado, Coloma/Lotus Valley Association, said he would prefer that the 
Williamson Act Contract did not show up in any of the plans. He spoke about 
speculators that enter the Contract, get a shelter from taxes, and later develop the 
property. Tuey are not agricultural operators. They find the agricultural land use 
designation and the words in the Environmentally Constrained Alternative to be 
inspired because they include grazing land, because grazing land is agriculture, 
particularly if it has been a ranch for 100 years. The look ofland that has been 
grazed is different than chaparral or forestry land. It has a special look. It has a 
California look. It has high scenic values in a scenic corridor. If he could invent 
one thing, it would be a way to compensate ranchers for providing this aesthetic 
in our lives while holding these large ranches at under a less than highly profitable 
economic system. 

There was no one else in the audience wishing to comments on the Agricultural 
and Forestry Element 

Commissioner Mac Cready asked Bill Snodgrass to speak about speculator entry 
into the Williamson Act Contract. Mr. Snodgrass said there is an open space 
conversion measure and the Williamson Act Contract. The Williamson Act 
Contract criterion was changed so there is a 50-acre minimwn and fencing 
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required. If it is wider the Williamson Act Contract, they cannot build more than 
one home on the property until it rolls out in ten years. 

Peter Maurer gave a brief overview of the Parks and Recreation Element. For the 
most part, the policies are similar, although the language is different. The 
implementation is the same. 

Commissioner Machado, referring to Alternative 2, Page 25 of the summary, 
asked who thought of the two bulleted items on tourism. Mr. Maurer replied it 
was staff. Commissioner Machado said he does not disagree, but under the first 
bullet, in order to have big events in the County, you need to have hotel rooms. 
:Mr. Maurer said this was contained in the 1996 Plan as well. 

Bob Smart, Recreation and Parks Commissioner, spoke as an individual. His 
comments today are discussed in the 1996 Plan. Policy 9 .1.1. 7 talks about if you 
are an entity that can raise money, you stand on your own. He would like the 
Commission to consider striking the last part of the wording. We are building 
parks where they already have parks. We need to do a needs assessment. Wt: 
need to look at who manages these parks in the future. We are building smaller 
community parks instead of regional parks. 

Regarding the Sacramento-Placerville Transportation Corridor, the corridor is 
coming online and is extremely important. Parks and Recreation has a piece of 
the corridor and so does the Department of Transportation. :Mr. Smart said he 
would like tq- see who is in charge of bringing that trail on line. The Parkway 
Master Plan needs to be updated. 

Virginia Crespo said there is one thing in the Parks and Recreation Element that 
does not have a cultural resources nexus. It is in the 1996 Plan. Policy 9.1.4.1, 
Page 25 of the summary, Policies 9.1.4.2 and 9.1.3.5, Page 266 of the Plan, 
recognize the historical trails. It is very important to the cultural resources 
preservation to have interpretive centers. It is an important tourism item that 
helps maintain our history. She hopes that whatever plan the Commission comes 
up with, that these policies are not lost. 

Harry Mercardo said the 1996 Plan prohibits the County from spending any 
money for parks as open space. They want parks directed into communities. The 
Road and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives are mute on this subject. He 
hopes that provision does not find its way into any of the other plans, if adopted, 
because a number of the State-wide propositions for preserving opens space, 
watershed, etc., have earmarked certain funds on a population basis by county. 
You are going to get money for watersheds and open space if you just apply for it. 
It would be inconsistent to have something in the General Plan that you could not 
put to that use. His concern would be not to carry that restriction over into the 
adopted plan. Commissioner Machado asked Bob Smart his thoughts. Mr. Smart 
said they would like the most flexibility possible. The Parks and Recreation 
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Commission will be meeting next week and he will talk about the possibility of 
obtaining some of that money. 

There was no one else wishing to comments on the Parks and Recreation Element. 

Public Testimony on General Plan-related topics. 

Staff had nothing to add. 

Paul Converse, representing the Federated Church, said they own property in the 
Diamond Springs area that they plan to development sometime in the future. 
There is a parcel on Tullis Mine Road (Assessor's Parcel Number 329-301-19-l)~ 
which is owned by the church. Review of the property, as shown on the website, 
shows Alternatives l and 4 denoting it as multifamily residential. Alternative 
shows the property as multifamily residential and includes the parcel size as l 7 
acres. The Environmentally Constrained Alternative 2 denotes the parcel as high 
density and 21 acres. The Federated Church would like a multifamily land use 
designation. When the church purchased the property, the land use designation 
was multifamily residential. The financial planning for the church has been based 
on multifamily residential. Mr. Converse read his comments into the record. 
They will submit their written comments to staff. The infrastructure in the area 
lends itself more to the high-density development. 

Bob Smart spoke about the Transportation Element as he could not be present this 
morning. _He is concerned about the lack of vision for non-motorized 
transportation in El Dorado County. The Sacramento-Placerville Transportation 
Corridor has four percent grade from Camino to Sacramento County. The 
corridor ties into many of the small communities in the County. He does not 
believe the Plan so far is responsive to public uses in the corridor. There is also a 
lack of thinking about people walking. We do not consider how children can 
walk to schools. We have a wonderful opportunity for people to use this rail 
corridor. Commissioner Machado asked Mr. Smart if he has a suggestion on 
which plan best covers this corridor. Mr. Smart said the Bicycle Master Plan 
needs to be updated with the policies of the General Plan. Art Marinaccio gave 
the Commission some history on the q;,rridor. 

John Stiltzmiller, resident of Placerville, said he was an inclusionary request on 
the previous plan (Assessor's Parcel Numbers 093-021-071 and -072). These 
parcels were zoned ten-acre for 20 or 25 years. He has been defending these 
properties against the proposed Natural Resource designation. Mr. StiltzmiUer 
asked that the 1996 Plan be adopted as many, many people spent a long time 
working on that plan. We are looking at a lack of numbers. There will be many 
people that do not know about down grading of their property. We are the only 
county in the State without a General Plan. Many people would like to keep it 
that way. Without a General Plan, nothing can be done. The 1996 Plan had a 
tremendous amount of input The judge just wanted a simple conclusion done on 
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the EIR. The plan sat for three years. Mr. Stiltzmiller asked that the Commission 
recommend the 1996 Plan. 

There was no one else wishing to give input. 

Commissioner Machado rescinded his resignation of May 22, 2003. 

Ms. Tschudin recommended the Commission resume the hearing at 7:00 p.m. 
She gave the Commission the website address for the digital atlas. 

Ms. Tschudin suggested meeting dates for August and September (August 27 and 
28/September 3, 4, 5, and 8 if necessary). If a sixth day is needed, she suggested 
August 25. Ms. Tschudin asked if the Commission has any strategy for those 
meetings. She suggested at least five hearings, taking three or four elements each 
of the first three days. At the end of the three days, all the testimony should have 
been received. At the fourth hearing, the Commission would deliberate about 
where it wants to go, starting with a base plan to create an alternative. The final 
day, the fifth day, would be when the Commission makes its recommendation .. 
Chair Larsen-Hallock said she likes tal<lng each element one at a time over a 
three-day period. Commissioner Tolhurst said the Commission needs to get the 
base at the beginning and have four days on top of that. Commissioner Mac 
Cready will not be here in August. He would prefer to do the major part of the 
decision making in September. He did suggest going through the evening for the 
September meetings. Commissioner Machado said the Commission would 
choose the b8$e plan on August 27 and take public input on August 27 and 28. At 
the September hearings, the policies would be recommended. Ms. Tschudin said 
she needs to have the Commission conclude its deliberations on September 8. 
Commissioner Machado suggested starting on August 25 and selecting the base at 
that time. Input from the public would occur on August 27, and perhaps August 
28 would not be needed. Chair Larsen-Hallock said she would like to utilize the 
sixth day. The Commission should start deliberations on August 27 on the base 
plan and take public comments. August 28 would also be for testimony from the 
public. Paula Frantz, County Counsel, said the Commission needs to take public 
comment on the base plan first and then choose the base plan it wants to 
recommend to the Board. She suggested deliberation, with public input, on 
August 27 and 28, choosing a base at the end of the day on August 28. 
Commissioner Tolhurst suggested taking one of the harder elements on each day 
with two of the easier elements. If there are going to be evening meetings, 
Commissioner Tolhurst would like them to be on September 4 and August 27. 
Ms. Tschudin said all meetings would start at 9:00 a.m. and end at 4:00 p.m. Toe 
evening portion would start at 7 :00 p.m., concluding at 10:00 p.m. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock said there is consideration of some new legislation 
regarding affordable housing. If something is adopted that requires a certain 
percentage of affordable housing, how is that put in the General Plan? Would 
there have to be an amendment? Ms. Tschudin said it would be hard to speculate 
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at the present time, because we do not know what will be in the Housing Element 
and what the legislation states. 

The Commission took a dinner break until 7:00 p.m. 

Ms. Tschudin said the Commission has been through all the elements of the 
General Plan alternatives. Everyone that was present during the day was able to 
give input She recommended that people come to the podium and be allowed to 
speak for the allowed amount of time. 

Bill Wright, representing the school districts in the County, spoke on the Public 
Services and Utilities Element. He thanked the Commission for holding the 
evening meetings. They are in the process of circulating a letter to the school 
districts for comments on the EIR They will be submitting the comments in 
writing. Mitigation Measure 5.1.3(d) directs schools into the Community Regions 
or Rural Centers. They suggested the County take a look at this policy. There 
should be a map indicating the school locations and how that would relate to the 
existing and planned school facilities. There are a number of schools under 
construction that are not on the County map. He does not believe the policies 
would allow the construction of a school in the Gold Trail School District. They 
would like to see a map that shows the Community Regions and Rural Centers 
with the location of schools. Schools have a restriction for construction in an 
agricultural zone. Why don't libraries, etc., also have a prohibition. What does 
agricultural zone mean? Is it Residential Agricultural, Williamson Act Contract, 
etc? To avoid conflicts, the prudent thing to do is say we need th.is many schools, 
and here is where they are going to go. It is difficult to locate a school after the 
fact. Without designating the school, how do we know we will have the facilities 
where they are needed? The infrastructure needs to be available. They will be 
sending information on school facilities that are approved but not yet built. The 
site that will be located in Valley View should be shown as well as the one in 
Carson Creek if that is not going to be a senior citizen development We should 
be looking at a yield factor of 7.7. South Lake Tahoe should not be included in 
the West Slope school figures, because they are losing children, and there is a 
different situation in that area. Mr. Wright said he does not believe the County 
should allow changes in the General ,Plan that cause overcrowding in schools. 
Chair Larsen-Hallock said it is very important to look ahead and see where we 
can locate schools. We need to be proactive. Who did staff contact to discuss this 
issue? Mr. Wright said they could contact him. and he would find a contact 
person to work with staff. Ms. Tschudin said if there is information that the 
school district could provide in addition to what staff already has, that information 
would be welcomed. She will find out the name of the person from the school 
district that worked with the consultant on the EIR. 

Mr. Wright said there is no restriction on siting a school. The problem is 
obtaining the funding, but they can still place the designation on the site. It is not 
easy to find a site in this County because it needs to be fairly flat. He believes the 
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lion's share of planning school sites in this County is almost complete. Chair 
Larsen-Hallock asked if the schools have already been planned for the projects 
with development agreements. Mr. Wright said they are in fairly good shape with 
the larger projects. The more difficult impact to address is the smaller projects, 
the cumulative affect. Chair Larsen-Hallock asked if Mr. Wright could provide 
staff with the correct yield numbers. Mr. Wright said he would. 

Mr. Wright said he would like to see Policy PS9(c) in the Road and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives. If the policy that states schools will 
be directed into the Community Regions and Rural Centers were deleted, there 
would be no need for mapping. Chair Larsen-Hallock said she would like to be 
collaborative with the school district up front rather than have to do general plan 
amendments. 

Art Marinaccio said the Community Region should go all the way to Green 
Valley Road and include the schools (high school #5 and the junior high school). 
There is no technical reason for leaving them outside the Region. All the property 
along Green Valley Road with the Bass Lake tanks should be in the Community 
Region. ' 

Speaking about the process, Mr. Marinaccio said one thing that might be helpful 
would be to look at things that came out after the 1996 Plan, because he feels that 
plan will be considered as the base plan. In the next set of hearings, he feels the 
Land Use Element should be done last. 

Barry Wasserman, representing the Measure Y Committee, said they would be 
submitting written comments on the Traffic Element. He has read the EIR and 
General Plans. The most important thing he thought about is the existing 
commitments that we have already committed to and the lack of road capacity on 
Highway 50 to accommodate any new growth other than these existing 
commitments. The existing commitments will fill the HOV lanes that have been 
added to the highway. To solve the problem of the over commitment, the 1996 
Plan, Road and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives assume there will be 
eight lanes on Highway 50. The important thing to keep in mind is that widening 
to eight lanes cannot just be in El Dorado County. It must also be widened to 
eight lanes on the Sacramento County side. It must be a multi-County regional 
project. It must be included in the SACOG Metropolitan Transportation Plan 
(MTP). It is not in the plan partially because of financial and air quality 
conformity reasons. It is also not there because there is no clear political 
consensus in the Sacramento region that widening highways solves any problems. 
There are great political arguments made in that region that widening roads just 
promotes rural sprawl, and what the Sacramento region should be doing is 
focusing on is urban in-fill, transit, etc. He is not recommending that, and that is 
not something the County is going to decide. He just wants to help the 
Commission understand why the MTP is not planning to widen Highway 50. 
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Funding is a big obstacle. Even if the other obstacles did not exist, El Dorado 
County cannot afford, nor can the TIM fees absorb, this huge added expense. 

Bill Rathbun, 5670 Bassi Road, said he has 20 acres and is surrounded by five
acre parcels. He would like the General Plan to show what is there. There are 35 
five-acre parcels surrounding his property. He would like to be considered for 
five-acre parcels. Mr. Rathbun is submitting his written request. He asked that 
the Commission consider his request. 

There was no one else wishing to speak. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock closed the hearing for comments on the General Plan. The 
EIR hearing will start on Monday, June 9, at 1:00 p.m., in the Supervisors 
Meeting Room. 

APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION 
Authenticated and Certified: 

~~-~d= 
Lorraine Larsen-Hallock, Chair 
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General flan Commenta 
m Dorado Coun9' Association of Realtors / Govemment Affairs Committee 

(~t'bctl~ . 
Address at Board of Supervisors Meeting June 2, 2003 

Introduction 
The El Dorado County Association of Realtors, 
Government Affairs Committee, would like to 
go on record as an interested party in the 
development and adoption of the General Plan. 
Our Interest in the General Plan process is 
vested not only in our Real Estate businesses, but 
in protecting the interests of our present and 
future clients, the property owners of El Dorado 

County. 

Concerns 
We are concerned that the General Plan 
process has been hampered over the years by 
special interest groups that have eroployed 
tactics to impede the process, and thereby 
achieve their goal of stopping growth. 

• 

We are concemed that El Dorado County 
has the dubious distinction of being the ONLY 
County in the state without an adopted General 
Plan, and so is the ONLY county in the state 
that has been stripped of its Land Use 
Authority. At the very least this is an 
emban-assment, but on a deeper level it has 
retarded progress on all development in the 
county, whether necessary or discretionary. 

~ 
'lo 

co 

We are concerned that since the Writ of 
Mandate was imposed in 1999 the co1mty has 
failed to address those specific issues identified 
in the Writ, and instead pursued the more 
elaborate route of developing "equal weight UI 
alternative plans". Concentrating on a single 
"preferred" plan that would satisfy the Writ 
would have been more expeditious and less 

costly. 

We are concerned by the encyclopedic 
volume of information that has been delivered 
by the Project Manager. We believe it to be too 
much for anyone to absorb and comprehend. 
The result may be reliance on summaries or 8 

excerpts to make decisions that end up being 
policy, without complete investigation of ALL 
relevant facts. 

We are concerned that the county has been 
working on the General Plan for many years, 
but now that the Alternatives have been ....a 
released to the public, the public is limited to a 
45 day comment period. 

!1--~---
lia m 
....... 

We are concerned that the authors of the 

General Plan Alternatives were paid 
consultants, special interest groups, and the .,. 
county planning department, and that public 
comment is just now being solicited. 

We are concerned that the proposed Land 
Use Maps were created by drawing lines on 
paper rather than involving those property 
owners whose lands will be affected. 

N 

We are concerned that the property owners 
whose parcels will be affected, and in most 
cases re-classified to more restricted use, have 
not been advised of the financial and utility Coliit 

impacts these new maps will impose. 

We are concerned that the designation of 
· Community Regions, Rural Centers, and Rural· 
regions was arbitrary and yet will affect Land _. 
Use designations. Who decided the boundaries? 
How were they drawn? 

0, ~-~=~-----..... 
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We are concerned that some new Land Use 
designations NR (Natural Resources), A 
(Agricultural), and others were arbitrarily 

assigned, thereby affecting future value and ~ 
utility on many parcels. Again this was done 

. -without input from the affected landowners. 

We are concerned that the "Constrained" 

Alternatives impose prohibitions to 
infrastructure improvements and project 
approvals based on "overlay maps" that were 

developed by consultants and special interest ...a. 
groups. Adoption of these alternatives will a 
constrain our economic growth and perpetuate 
the belief that El Dorado County has an 
inhospitable business climate. 

We are concerned that the analysis provided 
by the Project Manager implies that less is better 
in that ONLY environmental impacts are 
addressed, and economic impacts are not. The 

qualitative and quantitative impacts are NOT ~ 
"equally weighted!! as directed, but are clearly 
slanted to the Alternatives that minimize 
growth and development. 

We are concerned that the Rancheria Casino 
project will be "slam-dunk" and that the BOS 
position to allocate several hundred thousand ...a. 

dollars opposing the project would be better CO 

spent mitigating the inevitable results. 

mm .......... 
I I ...a.. 

..... . CII 
:.a. ':..a. •• 

We a.re concerned that the pre 0 committnent 
of Development Agreements in El Dorado Hills 

will serve to propel additional growth at the 

Western border of the county. Impending ...a. 

incorporation efforts will have a significant O 

impact on the future complexion of the county . 

R,ccommcndations 
We recommend that the Board ask the · 
Project Manager to develop an abbreviated Plan 

that addresses the Writ of Mandate. By =:: 
satisfying the demands of the Writ perhaps the 
county can regain Land Use Authority. 

We recommend that the Board ask the 
Project Manager and Planning Commissioners.,. 
to recommend a "preferred Alternative" or a N 
hybrid of the four alternatives. 

We recommend that the BOS schedule Town 

Hall Meetings in each of the Community = 
Regions, Rural Centers and Rural regions. We 
believe a high level of public input is needed at 
this stage. 

We recommend that the BOs'acknowledge 

the fact that the General Plan process started 
prior to their tenure and not be pressured to J: 
adopt a Plan until all voices a.re heard. · 

~ 
m !a. 
.....0 .... 
""" ...6 w ""*' :.a. ':..a. ..N 

Condusion 
The El Dorado County Association of Realtors 
in cooperation with the Business Alliance 

(Business Exchange, Chambers of Commerce, 

SAGE) intends to be active participants in the 
General Plan process. We have established 
specific committees to address the various plan 
elements. Each comnrlttee will offer its own 
input at the appropriate time and venue. 

Together we intend to publicize the Plan 
progress to our members and the general 
public. 

It is our hope that the General Plan can be 
adopted and implemented as expeditiously as 
possible. We also hope that the end result 

addresses the 7 expressed goals in such a way 
that the wishes of the county's populace are 
satisfied without undue prohibitions and 
restrictions on land use and property rights. 

l)ullctin })oard 
The Business Alliance in cooperation with the 
Shingle Springs/Cameron Park Chamber of 
Commerce has an on~line bulletin board at 

sscpchamber.or.g 
We encourage everyone to log on and post 
their comments. 
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KFRD Investments, Inc. 

June 4, 2003 

681 Main Street, Suite 220 
P.O. Box 1983 
Pfacerville, CA 95667 

LETTER 68 

Phone: 530-626-4872 
Fax: 530-626-9308 
Email: kfrd@hitechnetworks.net 

"'O 
r- C) 

Dear Planning Commission: > w 
i ::u c... 
zrrr ~ KFRD recently had an industrial subdivision approved by the Planning o O 1 

Commission, P-99-13. ~ m .::--
--o < -0 
~1 .:J; This subdivision received conditions of approval that has concerns that ~ _ 

attention when making decisions on the new General Pfan. ~ Z.., 
z -.J 
-f 

The main items of concern with regards to industrial zoning are: Oak Tree 
Canopy, Building Coverage, and Community Design Review Overlay. 

Oak Tree Canopy 

Currently the county is requiring 85% tree canopy retention. This item needs to 
be reduced to 25% retention, with replacement or transplanting. Higher tree 
coverages under current restriction severely limit the use of industrial zoned 
lands. The tree canopy restrictions need to be reviewed desperately. Agricultural 
lands do not have to comply with tree regulation, which is discriminatory, and an 
environmental disaster. The oak tree ordinance needs to apply to aH oak trees 
even if a parcel is not being developed. The removal of oak trees should require 
a permit. 

Building Coverage 

Currently planning is limiting building coverage in industrial zoned lands. The 
building coverage should be allowed to the maximum. There is a fimlted amount 
of industrial zoned lands in El Dorado County. Please make the most of it~ 

Community Design Review Overlay on Zoning 

This addition to zoning designation is a useless, repetitive, additional expense 
roadblock that accomplishes absolutely nothing. I believe at one time planner 
Robert Britzman had prepared a solution to this issue and planning commission 
should take h1s recommendations. 

~ 
KfRD Investments, Inc. 
Ke~"'e\t. w,\\l,,\'\$o<A.. 
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EL DORADO POST 119 
AMERICAN LEGION 

P.O. BOX 421 
PLACERVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95667 

June 5, 2003 

Supervisor Helen Baumann 
Board of Supervisors 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: New American Legion Building in General Plan Jeopardy 
/\f>N 3\C\-Zk•O-S-L 

Dear Supervisor Baumann: 

LETTER 70 

"'O 
r 0 
J> <,.)-

~:n c__ 
c.: 

zfTl z 
Cl(; I 

Ofll CT, 

fT'I--a< ~ .... 
~fTi 

::-.c 

---10 'P. 
::c N 
l"'l 
z .... 

The purpose of this letter is to alert you that land recently purchased by the American 
Legion for its new veteran's center on Greenstone Road is in jeopardy because one of the 
general plans under consideration would re-designate that property as RE-5 residential 
instead of its current INDUSTRIAL character. 

The Post purchased the property with the intention of pursuing a use consistent with an 
industrial designation. The veterans strongly urge your board to except the Legion 
property from the residential designation. Our property is at the Northeast comer of 
Greenstone and Old Greenstone cut-off. 

Additionally but equally important, there are two development standards which would 
make nearly impossible the construction of our post building on our property. The on-site 
tree canopy retention rule is too onerous. We should be allowed to build on our large 
parcel and either plant additional trees on-site or contribute to tree preservation programs 
off-site. We also object to the footprint restrictions. We need to improve more than 20% 
or 25% of the land. 

These are critical issues for the veterans of our County who have saved money for over 
60 years with the sole goal of buying and building our own Post on Post property. Please 
do not take this honorable goal from thousands of veterans. The Post looked for many 
years for suitable property it could afford. The proposed rules would cause the Post to . 

MEETINGS - FIRST & THIRD WEDNESDAYS 
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suffer a financial loss in the value of the property and they would also drive up the cost of 
other potential sites beyond our reach. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

otcr,uED 8Ui NOT 
arid> ,o Rl(I\D DELAY 

David C. Becker 
Executive Committee 
Cc: Rusty Dupray 

Charlie Paine 
David A. Solaro 
Conrad Montgomery, Planning Director 

 
        AR 11942



June 5, 2003 

C. Boggs, Inc. 
4401 Hazel Ave., Suite 275 

Fair Oaks, CA 95628 
(916) 961-7757 

Heidi Tschudin, Project Manager 
El Dorado County General Plan 
County of El Dorado 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: Split Zoning on APN: 051-461-591 

Dear Ms. Tschudin: 

LETTER 71 

Last week I attended a "Town Hall Meeting" sponsored by The Shingle Springs-Cameron 
Park Chamber of Commerce and the Business Alliance regarding the Draft General Plan. 
Jack Steele and Rick Russell presented an informative update on the General Plan. 

Following the meeting I spoke with Rick Russell regarding a parcel in Diamond Springs 
with split zoning. Rick suggested that I write you with a request to consolidate the 
zoning. 

The subject parcel is owned by C. Boggs, Inc. (APN: 051-461-591). The parcel was sold 
to John P. Casper on September 17, 1997. Mr. Casper defaulted on the "seller carry-back 
financing" and C. Boggs, Inc. reacquired the property last year. 

The parcel currently has split zoning, with approximately 7 acres zoned R2PD, and 
approximately 3 acres zoned RES (see attached map). 

The contiguous property to the east has been developed into an apartment complex, 
known as Diamond Terrace Apartments. The contiguous property to the west has been 
developed into townhouses, known as Courtside Manner Townhouses. 

We respectfully request that the zoning on the parcel be consolidated into R2PD. Thank 
you for your attention to this matter. 

Acknowledged by: c~ . 
C.R. Boggs~ 
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LETTER72 

EL DORADO COUNTY 

DEPARTMENT OF MENTAL HEALTH 
ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICE 

June 5, 2003 

Ms. Sue Lee, Senior Planner 

03 JUN -9 PM 2= f+3 

RE:CEIVED 
PLANNING DEPARTHENT 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fair Lane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Ms. Lee: 

Kathleen M. Burne, LCSW, Director 
Kenneth A. Meibert, MS, Deputy Director 

344 Placerville Drive, Suite 20 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Phone: (530) 621-6200 
Fax: (530) 622-3278 

At a joint meeting of the South Lake Tahoe and Western Slope Councils of the El Dorado 
County Mental Health Commission held May 28, 2003 the Commission members voted 
unanimously to forward the enclosed comments on the Draft Housing Element of the proposed 
County General Plan. 

Housing for mental health clients is a critical issue in the County and we hope that our 
comments will be given careful consideration. 

Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~~~ 
Clay Dawson, Chair 
Western Slope Council, EDC Mental Health Commission 
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El Dorado County Mental Health Commission 

Comments on - Housing Element 
Attachment B: Status of Previous Housing Element 

Attachment B of the Housing Element reviews and analyzes the results of 
policies from the previous Housing Element. Based on this review, the 
current Housing Element proposes to either retain or modify these previous 
polices, and/or add new policies. 

The Mental Health Commission offers the following comments and 
recommendations on policies within the "GOAL: Housing Opportunities" 
section, under "OBJECTIVE: To provide safe, comfortable housing for 
groups with special needs with low to moderate incomes, as follows: 

1) Policy: Community care facilities for six or fewer persons shall be 
allowed by right within all residential land use designations. 

Comment on 1): While it is noted in Attachment B that five community 
care facilities for six or fewer persons were established in the county 
between 1996-2000, it should be further noted that none of these five served 
mentally ill adults whose only source of income is SSI disability. Prior to 
2000, there were only two adult community care homes in this county; 
however, one of these two was forced to close because of excessive costs of 
operation. At present, there is only one such adult home located anywhere in 
the county, and that one is in South Lake Tahoe (i.e. Tahoe Manor). 

There is a significant need to provide housing for mentally ill adults within 
the county, dose to family and friends and close to the county's mental 
health service providers. Currently the Mental Health Department is serving 
over 30 mentally ill adults who have been placed in board and care homes in 
and around the City of Galt, approximately 60 miles from Placerville. Board 
and care homes accepting adult clients at the SSI rate are more plentiful in 
this area because of reduced housing costs. The primary disincentive to the 
creation of such affordable, adult care homes in El Dorado County is the 
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higher price of housing. The cost of housing is less of an obstacle for the 
creation of group homes for children because the reimbursement per child is 
much higher and housing costs are a smaller percentage of the overall 
budget in operating such a home. 

Recommendation on 1): The MH Commission recommends that the 
County revise this policy for the new Housing Element to allow adult 
community care facilities for 5* eight ( instead of six) or fewer persons by 
right within all residential land use designations. This higher number will 
improve the economics of starting up the operation of such adult homes and 
will help to promote their establishment in the county. 

2) Policy: Community care facilities for more than six persons shall be 
allowed by special use permit within all residential land use designations and 
shall be allowed by right in commercial designations. 

Comments on 2): Consistent with the recommendation in the policy above, 
this policy should be revised to state: "Community care facilities for more 
than fil* eight persons ...... ,., 
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Peter Maurer, Principal Planner 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Peter: 

LETTER 73 

Thank you for attending the Pine Hill Preserve Management Committee meeting May 19; 
2003. 

Those present at the meeting were in agreement that the difference between Mitigation Area 
0, or rare plant overlay, as it appears on the Draft General Plan maps, and the US Fish and 
Wildlife Service recovery plan maps, will create a problem if not changed in the final version 
of the General Plan. Of course the Recovery Pian for the Gabbro Soil Plants of the Central 
Sierra Foothills produced by U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in 2002 is the latest and most 
thorough evaluation of the habitat needs of the species, so it makes conservation sense to 
incorporate Service's maps. But there are practical considerations as welL 

As it stands now, for areas within the County Mitigation area O but outside the recovery plan 
boundary, the County will be having people donate conservation easements in areas that 
may not count toward recovery plan goals. These conservation easements are likely to be 
isolated parcels away from fee titfe Preserve lands which will mostly be purchased in the 
recovery plan area (federal funds will be targeted toward fulfilling the recovery plan for 
instance). On the other hand, some important habitat outside the·recovery plan boundary 
may be protected by maintaining the County's present larger overlay. The present overlay, 
where it exceeds the recovery plan, does allow the opportunity for US Fish and Wildlife 
Service to revise the recovery plan boundary and count acreage acquired in conservation 
easements toward their recovery plan targets, in instances where they think this is 
appropriate. 

The big problem is areas within the recovery plan boundary, but outside Mitigation area 0. 
There landowners will be able to pay their fee and develop land that is needed in preserved 
status to meet recovery plan acreage targets. There is a finite supply of land that provides 
habitat for the federally fisted species and that is not already developed. Many peop1e who 
have looked at the present situation believe that it may not be feasible to reach the 5000 
acre goal for the Preserve set in the recovery plan, even under the most optimistic 
assumptions. So the 1oss of additional acreage to development may foreclose the possibility 
of coming close to reaching US Fish and Wildlife Service recovery plan targets. 

Pine Hill Preserve m Al Franklin, Preserve Manager 
63 Natoma St., Folsom, CA 95630 (916) 985-4474 

The Pine Hill Preserve is the result of a collaborative effort among the following agencies and organizations : California Department of Fish and Game, 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, El Dorado County, El Dorado Irrigation District, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Bureau 
of Reclamation, U.S. fish and Wildlife Service, and the American River Conservancy. 
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For this reason I urge the planning department to change an the Draft General Plan 
alternatives to incorporate a rare plant overlay that includes all those iands included in the 
final USFWS Recovery Plan for the Gabbro Soil Plants of the Central Sierra Foothills. If 
these additional lands are simply added, it wm only slightly increase the size of the private 
land included in the overlay, mostly in the Salmon Falls and Cameron Park units. (Additional 
public land that has already been included in the Preserve will also be added to the overlay.) 
A map showing these additions is attached. 

Also lands already in public ownership and forming portions of the Pine Hill Preserve should 
be clearly depicted, on the overlay, and on the General Plan maps. It would be much clearer 
to users if a distinction was made between: (1) lands that are currently in public ownership 
and being managed for the preservation of rare ptant species, and (2) private lands that 
might have potential to some day be added to those preserves if there are willing sellers and 
sufficient funds. These 1ands are mapped together in the overlay, causing potential 
confusion. 

Some already acquired Preserve lands are not shown as Ecological Preserve and/or Open 
Space on the General Plan maps. For instance on the Shingte Springs quad, in the 
Cameron Park Unit of the Preserve, the "No Project'1996 Alternative" map has no jndication 
that either the "Gabbert'' parcel north of Meder Road or the "Ponderosa 50" parcel, north of 
Highway 50, are publicly owned and part of the Preserve. The "Roadway 
Constrained ...... Altemative" map shows the Ponderosa 50 parcel as Open Space, but not 
within the overlay. And on this same map the Gabbert parceJ is not shown as Open Space. 
Only the "Environmentally Constrained Alternative" map has both parcels shown as Open 
Space and Ecological Preserves. To assist in making updates for the maps, the attached 
map also depicts lands currently in Preserve ownership. 

Steve Hust suggested a meeting with you or your staff to discuss these issues. I would be 
very glad to participate in the meeting. Thank you for providing the opportunity to provide 
input for the County Generat Plan. 

Sincerely, 

Al Franklin 
Pine Hill Preserve Manager 

Pine Hill Preserve - Al Franklin, Preserve Manager 
63 Natoma St., Folsom, CA 95630 (916) 985-4474 

1be Pine Hill Preserve is the result of a collaborative effort among the following agencies and organizations : California Department of Fish and Grune, 
California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, El Dorado County, El Dorado Irrigation District, U.S. Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Bureau 
of Reclamation, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and the American River Conservancy. 
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Parcel Map Showing lands within USFWS Recovery Plan Boundary 
not included in El Dorado County Rare Plant Overlay 

Ill Private Lands outside present County overlay but within Recovery Plan 

c:] El Dorado County Proposal 

~ Existing Pine Hill Preserve lands 

c:] Fish & Wildlife Service Proposal 

.. Private Lam.ls Affected by El Dorado COllllty Proposal 

1:59,000 
~Miles 
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Swansboro 
Land & lames 

August 28, 2002 

El Dorado County 
Pwming Dept. 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear General Plan Team, 

RECE1VED 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

LETTER 74 

GATEWAY TO SWANSBORO COUNTRY 

My name is Debbie Harris and my husband and I own a 2 acre parcel #085-722-06 l, which is 
located next to the Mosquito Fire Station in the Mosquito/Swansboro area. I talked with Connie 
Valenski, assistmt to Supervisor Penny Humphreys as well as Pierre Rivas, senior planner last 
year regarding the potential for a roning change which would allow for a small grocery store and 
possibly a resmuram. on our property. Connie called me yesterday and suggested the timing to 
request this change is· now. 

My family has owned this property since 1968, we were also the developers 9f Swansboro 
Country. In 1983 when Unit 8 was developed we decided to put our real estate office on this 
parcel (has a commercial EID meter on it)and we recorded no CC&R's on it, which would have 
prevented any commercial. This property is not in the homeowners association and fronts a 
county maintained road This was all discussed with County planner Ken Milan. we chose this 
parcel as a pot.ential store site because of the location next to the fire station, across from the 
airstrip and central to the Mosquito district and Swansboro Subdivision. We even placed our 
small office on the Jar edge of the property with area for expansion, even the location and size of 
the septic tank and leach lines were considered. 

I discovered only last year that El Dorado County designated pa.reels on the other side of the 
fire house as potential commercial, but these parcels are all subject to Swansboro CC&R's in Unit 
2 which allow for no commercial. As we know from recent history the Placerville school district 
chose to not pick a site in the subdivision because of the CC&R's and the difficulty in changing 
them. 

Approximately l O years ago a neighbor. Sherry Aspenleiter did approach the county with 
plans for a store but she sold the property and these plans were never followed through with. 
Please consider our request in giving our property the potential to be a much needed asset to our 
community. My husband Rusty or I can be reached at 622-6822, or by &x at 622-6826, our 
mailing address is 8781 Rook Creek Rd.~ Placerville, CA 95667. Please let us know what we 
would need to do next. 

cc: Penny Humphreys; Supervisor, attached 2 maps 

(Ofj - r-e~ubt'f\J~J --h p lcnn~ i::J b- 'o-D 3 }f1J 
SWANSBORO LANO & HOMES • OWNERS AND DEVELOPERS OF SWANSBORO COUNTRY 

8781 ROCK CREEK ROAD • PLACERVILLE, CALIFORNIA 95667 • PHONE (9161622-6822 
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C:rans Vest eorporatio11 
Keo/ &statt 4 J11vest1HC1tt 
,~ /Jig Oak lfTPtacervillt, ea/if(Jmia 9 5 66 7 

,34!JIJ ' 

June 5th, 2003 

County Planning Department 
]2850 Fair Lane Court 
Placerville, Ca. 95667 

Reference: Parcels 093-021-071 & 093-021-072 

LETTER 75 

A Zoning of IO Acre re-affirmed by Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors on 
above parcels. 

B. Tentative Parcel Map on 093-021-07 was in process when Judge bonds decision on 
the E.I.R of the approved General Plan. 

We expect the 10 acre zoning and the processing of the parcel map to be completed upon 
adoption of whatever General Plan is determined. 

TransVest Inc. 
Garretson Mortgage 

~2'Z:=.:~c:-7'.r----

Transvest Corp 
Real Estate *timber 

3000 Big Oak Ct. 
Placerville, CA 95667 
530-622-1358 J. Stelzmiller 
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Should the B~ uphold the recommendation of the Planning Commission and keep 
the subject properties designated Rural Residential-Platted Lands (RR-PL), the 
property ownef may make application to subdivide each of the two approximately 40-
acre parcels into four I 0-acre parcels. 

2. If the Board upholds staff's original recommendation. 

Should the Board uphold the recommendation of staff. the properties could not be 
further subdivided. 

5. If the Board upholds the Planning Commission recommendation. what farther action(s) by 
the property owner are required in order to divide parcels into I 0-acre parcels and what 
conditions would (or may) be attached? 

The property owner would be required to submit a tentative parcel map application. Typical 
conditions of approval applied to a tentative parcel map are listed on Attachment A 

6. Additional requirement(s) upon property owner if Planning Commission recommendation 
is not followed? 

Should the recommendation of the Planning Commission not be followed and the current 
general plan amendment application (A97-04) continue to be processed as directed by the 
Board, no additional requirements are anticipated whether or not the general plan amendment 
is' approved. 

7. Additional pertinent information that the Board should consider on this issue. 

The principal issue is that the use of the Platted Lands (-PL) land use designation overlay is 
for the expressed purpose ofidentifying those lands in the County that have been previously 
subdivided and would otherwise not be considered consistent with the current adopted 
General Plan. The -PL land use designation prevents the expansion of the particular land use 
pattern. Applying the -PL land use designation to these parcels is inconsistent with the 
policies of the General Plan because the properties are 40-acres in size and are not now 
subdivided. General Plan Policy 2.2.2.3 states the following: 

)-

2 

The purpose of the Platted Lands (-PL) overlay designation is to identify isolated 
areas consisting of contiguous existing smaller parcels in the Rural Regions where the 
existing density level of the parcels would be an inappropriate land use designation for 
the area based on capability constraints and/or based on the existence of important 
natural resources. The -PL designation shall be combined with a land use designation 
which is indicative of the typical parcel size located within the Platted Lands 
boundaries. The existence of~ -PI overlay cannot be used as a criteria _2r 
precedent to expand or establish new incompatible land uses. 

The -PL overlay designation may also be applied to lands historically zoned with a 
commercial zone district combined with the Commercial (C) land use designation. 

2 
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Agenda of: 

Item No.: 

Staff: 

March 3, 1999 

5.)/. 
e. 

Daniel Uhlar 

STAFF REPORT - PARCEL MAP 

FILE NUMBER: 

APPLICANT: 

AGENT: 

REQUEST: 

LOCATION: 

APN: 

ACREAGE: 

GENERAL PLAN: 

ZONING: 

P98-12 (Transvest Inc.) 

Transvest lnc./Garretson Mortgage 

Gene Thome & Associates, Inc. 

A tentative parcel map creating four ( 4) parcels ranging in size from 9 .65 
to 10 acres on an approximate 40 acre site (Exhibit D). Design waivers_ 
have been requested for the following: . 

a. Allow a dead-end road longer than the maximum of 500 feet in 
length. 

b. Allow roadway width of 20 feet in-lieu of the standard 24-foot 
requirement. 

On the west side of Miners Trail, approximately Ya of a mile from the 
intersection with Sweeney Road in the Somerset area. (Exhibit A) 

093-021-71 

39.65 acres 

Rural Residential - Platted Lands { RR-PL) (Exhibit B) 

Estate Residential Ten-Acre Zone District (RE-10) (Exhibit C) 

ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENT: Mitigated Negative Declaration prepared 

Denial SUMMARY RECOMMENDATION: 

BACKGROUND: The project site was included in a "General Plan Hot Bucket " item request 
that was approved by the Planning Commission in August 3. 1995. on a 4-0-1 vote to allow a land 
use designation of Rural Residential. Planning Staff recommended to the Board of Supervisors 
thereafter that the designation should be Natural Resources, since the property involved 80 acres 
and did not satisfy the intent of the Platted Lands designation, that was intended for isolated areas 
consisting of contiguous existing smaller parcels in the Rural Region where such smaller parcels 
are considered inappropriate. 
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/ 

2850 Faitiane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

May 28, 1999 

EL DORADO COUNTY 
LANNING DEPARTMENT 

http://co,el--dorado.ea.us/planning 

MEMORANDUM 

Steve Hust. Zoning Administrator 

Daniel Uhlar, Associate Planner ~ 

Phone: (530) 621-5355 
Fax: (530) 642-0508 

SUBJECT: Recommendation for Continuance- P98-12 (Transect Inc. -Garretson Mortgage)
Zoning Administrator Public Hearing - June 2, 1999 

The purpose of this memorandum is to formally request that Item 4d. (P98-12- TransvestincJGarretson 
Mortgage), scheduled for the June 2 Zoning Administrator Agenda be continued until July 7. 1999. The 
reasons for the continuance are twofold as provided in the following: 

1. The current Interim Court Order from the Sacramento County Court expressly prohibits the 
County of El Dorado from proceeding with approvals of development applications concerning 
tentative parcel maps for residential purposes; and 

2. The applicant is scheduled to the parcel map request reviewed at June 9 Agricultural Commission 
meeting for purposes of discussion of efforts to address State Frre Standard access issues with the 
Pioneer Fire Department. 

I am aware that the Sacramento Superior Court Judge Cecily Bond is scheduled to review the County's 
request for increased flexibility under the writ to process entitlements, such as this parcel map request The 
scheduled hearing on June 21, 1999 is the rationale for requesting the continuance until July 7 since there 
is the potential that this parcel map request might be able to proceed. 
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EL DORADO COUNTY 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

2850 Faitlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Phone: (530) 621-5355 
fax: (530) 642-0508 

MEMORANDUM 

DA TE: December 5, l 997 

TO: Supervisor John Upton 

FROM: Conrad B. Montgomery, Planning Director 

SUBJECT: General Plan Amendment 97-04 ("Hot Bucket" Item No. 5) 
Assessor's Parcel Number 093-021-71 and -72) 

Below are your questions pertaining to the referenced item foltowed by our response. 

l. Specific past discretionary approvals. if any. 

(1) The subject property was rezoned from unclassified (U) to Estate Residential I 0-
Acres (RE- I 0) in 1982 as part of the adoption of the South County Area Plan. 

(2) Two certificate of compliance applications were approved on May 22, 1996 
effectively dividing the former approximately 80-acre parcel into two 40-acre pa.reels 
(COC 93.:.0016 and COC 96-0061). 

2. Duration of said approvals. 

No time conditions are associated with the rezone or certificate of compliance approvals. 

3. A,v, conditions attached to past approvals. 

No conditions of approval were applied to the rez.one or certificate of compliance approvals. 

4. Specific effects on the property owner of the Board action eitherwqy on Hot Bucket Item No. 
5. 

If the Board upholds Planning Commission action. 
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June 5, 2003 

Ms. Heidi Tschudin 
General Plan Team 

Thomas P. Winn 
2240 Douglas Blvd, Suite 200 

Roseville, CA 95661 
916-783-3224 

916-783-3914 FAX 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fair1ane Court 
Pfacervilte, CA 95667 

Dear Ms. Tschudin: 

LETTER76 

This letter is the latest in a series of letters written to the County of El Dorado 
regarding an inappropriate land use on a particular parcel. The site in question is 
a 6.82-acre parcel located at the Southwest comer of the Green VaHey and 
Francisco intersection in El Dorado Hills. The assessors parcel number is 112-
642-08-100. 

This letter is specifically directed toward the recently published draft general pfan 
and draft environmental documents. White I appreciate the County's desire to 
move expeditiously on the General Plan process, I do not agree with the illogical 
land use conclusions regarding this site. None of the four alternative tand uses 
adequately address the reality of this site. It should be designated a commercial 
use for the following reasons: 

1. The site is located on a heavily traveled, signalized intersection which 
would certainly support a commercial use. 

2. The three other corners of this intersection are existing commercial uses. 

3. The existing zoning, R1-PD, is highly inappropriate given the traffic and 
noise associated with that location. 

4. The sound sensitivities associated with R 1-PD development would, more 
than likely, lead to an unattractive soundwall around the site. 

5. A commercial use designed to serve the area would lessen the impact on 
the surrounding roads by providing services in closer proximity to the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

6. A commercial use on this site woutd eliminate pressure·to zone or develop 
more inappropriately located sites in this general vicinity. 
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Ms. Tschudin 
Page2 

It seems to me that the General Plan process should consider these factors. 
Designating this site as a commercial land use would have a negligible effect on 
the various general plan and environmental documents. In fact, a commercial 
use on this site would more than likely lessen traffic impacts overall while 
providjng the type of planning needed to meet the goals of the General Plan. 

Your attention to this matter is appreciated. Please feel free to contact me if you 
would like to discuss this further. 

Yours truly, 

~ 
Thomas P. Winn 

TPW/lma 

 
        AR 11963



Shirley I.C. Hodgson 
sichodgson@sbcglobal.net 

2828 Easy Street 
Placerville, California 95667 

General Plan Team 

LAW OFFICES 
OF 

WILLIAM M. WRIGHT 
Attom'!_Ys at Law 

June 5, 200~ 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: Comments to General Plan and Draft EIR 

Dear General Plan Team: 

LETTER 77 

On behalf of the public school districts in El Dorado County., we have reviewed 
the draft general .plan and the draft EIR for El DoradoCounty. . -

We offer the following comments: 

1. Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d) recommends revising the land use element of 
the general plan (policies LU-3n for the roadway constrained plan and LU-3o for the 
environmentally constrained alternative) to provide as follows: 

"To promote land use compatibility, the County shall consider schools 
and other public facilities used :regularly by local residents appt"opriate on 
parcels having any land use designation m~cept J'.Jata:ral Resource, Ind1:1strial, 
Research and Development, and Open Space schools and other public buildings 
and facilities shall be directed to Community Regions or Rural Centers. The 
following shall be considered when reviewing capital improvement plans and 
proposals for new facilities by other agencies: 

' . A_. Schools shaff be considered incompatible on land designated Industrial 
Research ~nd Development,. Agriculture,Natural Resources and Opert· 
Space; 

77-1 
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~- Active park land (i.e., playgrounds and ball fields) shall be considered 
incompatible on land designated Natural Resources and Open Space; 

Fire stations, public service buildings, and other similar public facilities 
shall be considered appropriate in all land use designations except 
Natural Resources and Open Space./§ 

The school districts have the following concerns with this policy: 

a. Schools and other public buildings are directed toward community 
regions or rural centers. However, as noted in your map of existing school facilities, a 
number of existing school facilities lie outside of the comr-imnity regions or rural 
centers. We request that you prepare a map that will clearly disclose the impact of this 
policy to existing and planned public school facilities. 

h There is no analysis of the impact this policy will have on establishing 
small school facilities in rural areas that fall outside of the community regions or rural 
centers. We question why the County would want to restrict rural areas from enjoying 
a local community asset such as a small school facility. A school located in a rural area 
may have numerous positive social and environmental effects in the community. 

c. This policy also states that schools shall be considered incompatible on 
land designated industrial, research and development, agriculture, natural resources 
and open space. The restrictions on school facilities are greater than the restrictions for 
public parks, libraries or other public buildings. We fail to see the logic in this 
distinction. Further, you should define what is meant when you state that schools shall 
be incompatible with land designated as agriculture. Does this include residential 
agricultural zoning? Why are school facilities the only public facilities considered 
incompatible on land zoned for agriculture? 

2. Table 5.7-7 notes the additional acreage that will be needed under the 
various general plan alternatives to provide new school facilities. However, both the 
draft general plan and the EIR fail to designate where the school facilities will be 
located. Due to the restrictions that are placed on the location of school facilities, as 
outlined above, the plan must designate on a parcel specific basis the location of the 
school facilities that will be necessary to serve the development contemplated under the 
general plan alternatives. It is inappropriate for the plan to specify the acreage 
necessary for new schools without including an analysis to verify that in fact such 
acreage is available and that the sites will comply with both the general plan restrictions 
and the requirements of the State. It is our understanding that you have the State 
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school siting regulations, but if you need additional information in this regard, please 
contact our office. 

It is absolutely critical for the County to identify the location of the various 
schools that will be necessary to serve the build-out under the general plan alternatives. 
Otherwise, it is very possible that due to the above restrictions, restrictions in State 
regulations, infrastructure limitations and related issues that there may not be sufficient 
school sites to serve the development identified in the general plan. If so, this should be 
disclosed in the general plan. The school districts request the general plan address this 
issue directly by specifically designating the proposed school sites to serve the general 
plan development. The above land use policy directing the location of the schools 
could then be used as a guide for designating alternative sites in the event that the sites 
designated in the general plan need to be relocated. This will also help facilitate the 
County planning efforts for roadways, water, sewer and other infrastructure to the 
planned school facilities. 

The map designating the existing school sites should also include the future 
school sites listed below: 

a) The Pleasant Grove Middle School on Green Valley Road. 
b) High School #5 located adjacent to the Pleasant Grove Middle 

School. 
c) High School #6 located on Latrobe Road south of the El Dorado 

Hills Business Park. 
d) The Silver Dove School site located in the Bass Lake Specific Plan. 
e) Oak Meadow School on Silva Valley Parkway. 
f) The school site to serve the Valley View Specific Plan. 
g) The school site necessary to serve the Carson Creek Specific Plan. If 

a site is not necessary due to this plan changing to an age restricted 
community, the general plan should so state. 

We also believe that designating the proposed locations of the school sites 
necessary to serve the various general plan alternatives will limit some of the 
controversy we have experienced in the past in locating school facilities to serve 
development that had already been approved by the County. 

3. The EIR also uses a countywide student yield factor of 0.338 students per 
household. Although the EIR states that this number was provided by the Office of 
Education, it does not state who provided this information and in what context. This 
number has never been used in this County as a County average and should not be 
used in the general plan. This number apparently includes the Lake Tahoe area. It is 
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inappropriate to use yield factors in Lake Tahoe to address the school facility needs in 
El Dorado Hills or Cameron Park. As an example, the Buckeye Union School District 
has a yield factor of .57 and the Rescue Union School District has a yield factor of .60. 
The yield factor for the El Dorado Union High School District is .19. This would 
establish a K-12 yield factor of approximately .77 for the El Dorado Hills/Cameron Park 
area of the County. These studies have already been sent to you but we can provide 
you with additional copies if necessary. Under the State School Facility Program, form 
50-01, a default statewide K-12 yield factor of .7 has been established. A copy of this 
form is provided for your information. Part G discusses the statewide average student 
yield factors. 

The EIR should use the K-12 yield factor of .77 for the El Dorado Hills/Cameron 
Park area. This is a more accurate factor based upon actual studies of the BUSD, the 
RUSO and the EDUHSD. This is also the area of the greatest impact. The statewide 
average of .7 could be used for the other areas of the County. These new figures should 
be used in calculating the number and location of new schools that will be required 
under the general plan. 

4. Although Government Code Section 65995( e) preempts the field in regard 
to fees and other exactions that can be imposed to finance school facilities, we believe 
the County still retains the ability to discourage changes or amendments to the County 
general plan that would result in over crowded schools. We believe a policy in this 
regard would be appropriate. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Very truly yours, 

W~~ M lDn6ft-
wmiam M. Wright 

WMW:ld 
cc: Dr. Vicki Barber 

District Superintendents 

114' 
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SIAif Pf CM IEQANtA • IHf BfSol18Cf§ AGENCY 
DEPARTMENT OF FISH ANO GAME 
SACRAMENTO VALLEY ANO CENTRAL SIERRA REGION 
1701 NIM8US ROAO, SUITE A 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CALIFORNIA 95670 
Telephone 19161 358-2900 

RECEIVED 
JUN 1 0 2003 

tETTER 78 

GBA!t' DAVIS Governor 

June 6, 2003 

dwu 
Board of Supervisors 
El Dorado County 
330 Fair Lane 
Placervme, CA 95667 

STATE·CLEAR1NG HOUSE 

U)·tfo·D] 

Dear Board Members: 

The Department of Fish and Game has received the Draft General Plan and associated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) (SCH 2001082030} for El Dorado County. We request an 
extension of time unlit June 30, 2003, to provide our comments to the County. Section 15105 of the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines provides for a review period of not less than 
45 days for a DE1R. The additional requested time will help enable my staff to assist the County in 
properly addressing the many complex planning issues in the six subject General Plan documents. 

Your consideration of this request will be most appreciated. If you have any questions or 
comments, please call Ms. Terry Roscoe, Habitat Conservation Planning Supervisor, of my staff at 
(916) 358-2382. 

fG:pg 

cc: El Dorado County Counsel 
330 Fair lane 
Placerville, California 95667 

State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Ms. Terry Roscoe 
Department of Fish and Game 
1701 Nimbus Road. Suite A\ 
Rancho Cordova, California 95670 

Sincerely, 

1?~1irfv 
Banky E. Curtis 
Regional Manager 

 
        AR 11968



LETTER79 

June 6, 2003 

Dear General Plan Team, 

In l 972, my wife and I purchased a 40 acre parcel in Rescue. We were both 28 years 
old at the time, a dream come true for both of us. 

Rescue has been a beautiful place to raise our daughter. We have lived on this 
property all these years. All our years of working are invested in this property, and all 
our hopes and dreams for the future as well. My wife and I will be 60 years old our next 
birthdays, and with just a couple of years to go before retirement, we don't have time to 
start an over again. 

Our daughter was raised hearing that someday she and her family would live here on 
the property with us, and as we get older, we will need help caring for the property. It 
would be a real blessing to have them here with us. If the environmentally constrained 
plan should go through, that would kill all our dreams forthe future. It would greatly 
reduce the value of our property. We could never split this property and our family could 
never live here with us. This would be devastating to us all. 

We are surrounded by l O acre parcel, some of these parcels are owned by people who 
don't even live here and never will. They just bought up land for investment purposes. 
It's not that way with us, we are vecy emotionally connected to our property. Please 
don't take our property rights away from us. Please leave us zoned l O acre rural lands. 
This is our home. My wife has worked for the Rescue School District for 23 years. We 
couldn't imagine living anywhere else. I also noticed on the environmentally constrained 
plan, that our parcel has lines running through it. This indicates "important biological 
corridor". I was informed that this means deer and other wildlife live here. There is no 
water on my property other than our well. Weber Creek does not run through my 
property and yet the property it does run through, there are no lines running through those 
parcels indicating an "important biological corridor". I would think there would be a lot 
of animals living near the creek. Even so, after living; in Rescue for 31 years I know that 
there are deer living all over Rescue, you just need to drive through Deer Valley Road, 
and you will see wildlife everywhere, not just on the larger parcels of land. 

71-1 
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The decisions you make will last a long time to come, but we don't have enough time 
to start all over again. Therefore, we support the El Dorado Com1ty "No Project" 1996 
Alternative Map. 

cc: Charles Paine 

Thank You, 

William and Jennie Camicia 
P.O. Box286 
Rescue, CA 95672 
(530)677-3061 

PAKccL.# /OA,-{}20-o~ (j_oacri) 
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-----Original Message-----
From: RHolmesOOl@aol.com [mailto:RHolmes001@aol.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 06, 2003 12:06 PM 
To: bostwo@co.el-dorado.ca.us; bosone@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Cc: cmontgomery@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: General Plan comments 

Hi Rusty, Charlie: 

LE1TER80 

Just wanted to share my view on the General Plan, based on my limited 
reading. Sounds like the Roadway Constrained plan might be best for 
the area, 
allowing it to maintain its attaction to visitors and retirees, while 
allowing 
modest growth. Is light rail mass-transit in the Plan? 

I saw that affordable housing is an issue - on that I would reply that 
when 
we have jobs requiring significant affordable housing in the county, it 
might 
be considered, but the long term economic health of the county is 
primarily 
tied to recreation and relocation, and any excessive housing that 
increases 
roadway congestion, smog, and affects the "viewshed" along Highway 50 
will only 
drive away the people that this county needs most. 

I should mention that I was in Washington a few weeks ago and had a 
chance to 
discuss informally some of the issues in our region with Feinstein and 
Boxer. 

Please forward or file this as you see fit. Thanks for listening 

Rich Holmes 
3357 Chasen Drive 
Cameron Park, CA 95682 
530-676-0999 

J ~1 
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Betty Jean May, Trustee 
c/o Guy Gibson, esq. 
404 Natoma Street 
Folsom CA 95630 

APN 104-010-05 80 Acres+ 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fair Lane Court 
Placerville CA 95667 

June 7, 2003 

LETTER81 

03 JUL I 1t PM i2: 22 

RECEIVED 
PLANH!NG DEP f_. RTHENT 

My family has owned our 80 acres in the Kanaka Valley area for over 70 years. We 
would like to divide the property among family members or allow the property to be 
developed as part of a larger overall plan for the development of the area. The only plan 
option which would allow proper planning to occur is the 1996 plan and we as well as 
our neighbors all urge this alternative. 

The other alternatives seem only to be interested in not allowing anyone to use their 
property in any useful manner. Our area needs to have an overall solution to the 
problems of access and comprehensive fire planning. Single parcel maps or no maps at 
all cannot and will not accomplish these worthwhile goals. 

The issue of protection of sensitive species needs to be accomplished as part of an overall 
plan that allows clustering of appropriate density to allow for proper protection of the 
sensitive soils. These soils should not be designated in a way that precludes the solution 
to the overall circulation issues. 

The inability to transfer density onto any lands except within the Community Regions 
will not allow the appropriate development to occur. Only the 1996 plan allows the 
density from the sensitive soils to be clustered on the non-sensitive soils. We feel it is 
critical to the understanding of the options to realize that the proposed environmental 
mitigations and policies as well as the Land Use Designations themselves preclude the 
types of proper planning principles the more restrictive plans say they prefer. 

We urge the retention of the LDR designation with the requirement for comprehensive 
planning that was adopted in the 1996 plan and also support the retention of this 
designation on the lands surrounding ours and between ours and Salmon Falls Road. 

These large land holdings include those processed under the "parcel specific request" 
process as Kanaka Valley Associates now known as Salmon Falls Holdings Ltd, and the<( 
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lands of the Roebbelen Land Company. My family urges the retention of the LDR-EP 
designation created in and adopted under the 1996 Plan. 

Any questions you may have may be directed to our attorney Mr. Gibson at 916.985.3366 
or Mr. Gibson's consultant Art Marinaccio. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Betty May 

 
        AR 11974



APN 009-720-08 

June 8, 2003 

Att; Peter Maurer 
2850 fair Lane Ct. 
Placerville, Ca. 95667 

Peter Maurer, 

LETTER82 

03 JUN -9 PM 3: 34 

RECE.lVED 
PLANNING OEPARTMEHi 

I am currently in "Contract" to purchase the above property. Under the new General Plan 
this property is designated to be changed to 47 % Commercial and 53 % Natural 
Resources. This would have a very adverse effect on my Goals and Investment. I would 
hope that you would take my request into consideration to leave the property in its 
present zoning status. (Commercial). 

I would appreciate a reply as to how I could have some input into the final decision. 
I can be reached at l-530-647-1410. 

Sincerely, 

~__/~ 
Dave Corder 

...., 

82-1 
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El Dorado County 
Board of Supervisors. 

Sirs; 

03 JUN -9 PM 3: 34 
RECi:iVEO 

PLANNJNG DEPARTMENT 

LETTER83 

June 8, 2003 

I am writing because of a concern I have on the workings of the County concerning the 
General Plan to be adopted soon. 

When a property owner purchases property for what ever reason they depend on the zoning 
allowed for that property, then and in the future. If I purchase a parcel zoned Rl A, RM, Com.or 
what ever, it should remain that zoning at purchase time and jn the future. Most investors or 
land owners in general purchase out of need or future need. If some one purchases property 
for a retirement home or retirement investment they should be able to rely on the county assuring 
them what they are purchasing is truthful. 

Because we rely on your zoning information the county has been a party to many such 
purchases and should be held accountable for any losses do to their untruthful part in such 
purchases. 

When the General plan is adopted I hope the Board of Supervisors will keep that in mind. Any 
parcels created prior to the adoption date should be grand fathered in to the general plan. A 
general plan should not be a way of taking away a zoning which does not conform. 

If a zoning can be forced to conform to the new General plan then in essence the county has 
helped bilk investors out of their money for a special zoning, what ever they were told. The way 
the General plan has been used in the past has shown that many parcels are rendered useless for 
building or planning. If that happens after the adoption of the general plan the land owners 
would have a right to demand past tax dollars be refunded, plus loss of value do to the loss of 
zoning. 

In Lake Tahoe some years back the General plan was used to rezone existing lots. Where they 
wanted to reduce building lots around the lake. After the General plan adoption the county 
required 3 lots to build. · Thus making 3 of the lots worth less and requiring more of an 
investment before you could build. 

We need to rely on some information from the county and if that information is not going to 
be upheld, then a scam has been perpetrated on the public. What makes this any different then 
Insider trading or any other scam on the purchaser and investor? 

Nancy & Walter Ehrlich 
4450 Ruffy Lane 
El Dorado, Ca. 95623 
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June 8, 2003 

Apn 101-210-13-100 

Att: Peter Maurer 
2850 Fair Lane Ct. 
Plaverville, Ca. 95667 

Peter Maurer, 

LETTER84 

03 JUN -9 PM 3: 34 

RECEIVED 
PLANNtNG DEPARTMENT 

I have owned the above property for 14 years. Due to being zoned commercial and the 
location of this property I have been reluctant to making any improvements. I have been 
trying to sell it for 10 of the 14 years with not even one offer. The property sits directly 
behind the bowling alley. Since there is no frontage on a main road I do not believe that 
this property would ever be developed for commercial use. If this property could be 
rezoned High Density Multi-Family I would be wining to invest monies and develop it 

I would be interested in building low income or senior citizen housing. I would also like 
to have the option of installing multiple modulars on this property; there is an existing 
mobile home park that butts up next to this property. 

1 would appreciate your input as to how I could accomplish rezoning this property so that 
it would not only benefit me but the County of El Dorado. Your reply would be 
appreciated. 

Sincerely 

Rick Williams 

l-530-644-0425 

84-1 
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LETTER85 

EL DORADO COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Lorraine Larsen-Hallock ................. District I 
John MacCready ............................ District H 
Dave Machado ............................... District 111 
Ralph We1sh .....•..........•.....•......•.... District 'N 
Alan Tothurst •.•....•............ .,. ....•....• District V 
Jo Ann Brillisour ...•...........•...••..•.•... Clerk of the Commission 

MINUTES 

2850 Fairtane Court• Placervme, CA 95667 
http://www.co.el-dorado.ea.us/planning 

Phone: (530) 621-5355 
Fax: (530) 642--0508 

Special Meeting of the Planning Commission 
June 9, 2003 -1:00·P.M. 

SUPERVISORS MEETING ROOM 
330 Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 

HEARING TO RECEIVE COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIROINMENTAL 
IMP ACT REPORT ~IR) FOR THE DRAFT GENERAL PLAN 

1. CALL TO ORDER 

First Vice Chair Tolhurst called the meeting to .order at l: IO p.m. The following persons 
were in attendance: Commissioners Mac Cready (evening portion only), Machado, 
Welsh, Tolhurst, and Larsen-Hallock (evening portion only); Paula F. Frantz, County 
Counsel; Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project Manager; Conrad B. Montgomery; 
Planning Director; Peter N. Maurer, Principal Planner; Sue Lee, Senior Planner; and Jo 
Ann BriUisour, Clerk to the Planning Commission. 

2. ADOPTION OF AGENDA 

ON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER MACHADO, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
WELSH AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, IT WAS MOVED TO ADOPT THE 
AGENDA. 

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The Commission and those persons in the audience gave a Pledge of Allegiance. 

4. PUBLIC FORUM/PUBLIC COMMENT 

Adam Smith said he was not able to make the afternoon session. He addressed his 
property under the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. The parcels are currently 
designated Commercial and planned for Low Density Residential. These parcels are not 
really suited for residential development. They have a future commercial use. Having a 
neighborhood commercial use cuts down on traffic. Housing units actually increase 
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travel and public services. Mr. Smith requested that his parcels retain their Commercial 
designation. 

Rick Williams thanked the Commission for hearing him today, as he could not attend the 
other meetings. He is currently in the process of purchasing the Fresh Pond property. 
One piece of property has split land use designations. The property has been commercial 
since 1910, and he would like to keep the Commercial designation. 

Jim Davies, representing Piedmont Park at Highway 49 and Black Rice Road, said when 
they purchased the property, it was zoned residential and had one commercial lot. They 
have had to sit back for several years waiting for the adoption of a new General Plan. 
Under the proposed plans, they can only have four lots, three residential and one 
commercial lot, or remain status quo with a 28-acre parcel. Tuey want to keep their 
development plan. They are willing to amend the plan and do not want their project 
wiped out. Commissioner Tolhurst asked if the 1996 Plan allows their project. tvfr. 
Davies replied in the affirmative, but with the No Project, he did not think they could go 
ahead. They represent a transition from High Density to Low Density. There should be 
some type of economical consideration. Commissioner Tolhurst explained the proce~~' 
taking input today and making recommendations in August. There will be a base plan 
that the Commissioners can modify. 

Steve Abel, property on Camp Navoo Road, said in the 1996 Plan his property is 
designated as Rural Residential. In the Road Constrained Alternative, it is proposed as 
Natural Resource. He would like to keep the Rural Residential designation. 

Sheri Graf said they have some property in the Luneman area. Their options are 
incredibly limited because they have not split up the ranch. · She understands that if the 
property is not split up now, they will be more restricted in the future. Ms. Graf agrees 
there should be more site-specific review. Commissioner Tolhurst said that is the 
purpose of some of these plans, to restrict growth. 

Nancy Ehrlich, owner of many parcels in the County, said she hopes the plan allows for 
grandfathering of some parcels. W'hen you purchase property, you go to the County to 
see how the property is zoned. You base your future plans on what the zoning is when 
the property is purchased. Mrs. Ehrlich pres~ted her written comments for the record. 

Doug Bahlman said he owns one commercial and one residential parcel over by 
WalMart. He would like to know what is going to happen with his property when the 
bypass road is constructed. He would like to have his property zoned Commercial. It is 
on Old DeporRoad. The area contains commercial and industrial properties. 

Tom Mahach, resident of Sly Park, said there are some arbitrary land use decisions in the 
constrained alternatives. If you cut out development, you lose the ability to have fire-safe 
infrastructure. The texts are much too detailed for a General Plan. Much of the 
information should be in the zoning ordinance after a lot of public input. Public 

J S.1 

] 8~2 

] 15-4 

] 85-5 

] 15-6 

] 15-7 

85-8 

 
        AR 11979



PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of June 9, 2003 Page3 

involvement is very lacking. Full disclosure is very necessary. With the documents and 
process we have now, it is not easy to understand what is happening. 

There was no one else from the public wishing to comment. 

Commissioner Welsh said the main requests have been individual site requests. The 
other element is people that have special interests. Whatever draft or mixture is finally 
produced, what procedure would an individual have to go through for a change, and what 
would be the cost? Ms. Tschudin said up until the point where the Board adopts a plan, if _ 
an individual wishes a change to what is proposed on his property, the Commission 
should be informed of the request as well as the Board of Supervisors. Once the plan is 
in place, an individual would apply for a General Plan amendment. The County is 
limited to amending the General Plan four times a year. The application fee is several 
thousand dollars. There may be additional costs if special studies are required. The 
Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors would consider the application. 
Conunissioner Welsh said nothing is set in stone or cannot be reversed. Ms. Tschudin 
said that is correct. 

First Vice Chair Tolhurst said.County Counsel stated Measure Y is included in the plan~ 
The Department of Transportation spoke about eight lanes on Highway 50. Barry 
Wasserman said it is not possible to have eight lanes, so there is only one alternative that 
is possible. He would like to have input from the State to see if the eight lanes are 
possible. He would also like that i_nput before consideration of the plans in August. 

Commissioner Machado said he identifies with the frustration of the people speaking 
today about their property changing from the way it was designated when they purchased 
their property. Ms. Tschudin said many people are speaking about zoning of their 
property. The General Plan speaks to land use designation. Based on the General Plan 
designation, there may be a future change in zoning of some properties. 

S. TESTIMONY ON THE DRAFT Em 

a. Procedures for Conduct of Hearing 

First Vice Chair Tolhurst said there are speaker cards for those individuals 
wishing to speak. Individuals will be given three minutes and anyone 
representing a group or organization will get five minutes to speak. 

b. Introduction by General Plan Project Manager and Report by EIR Consultants 

Ms. Tschudin gave a brief staff report. She spoke about the Project Manager's 
Summary of the draft General Plan and EIR. EDA W is under contract to the 
County for the preparation of the EIR. Ms. Tschudin turned the meeting over to 
Gary Jacobs and Holly Keeler who gave a brief explanation of the draft EIR. 
Staff will not be responding to individual comments today. A separate docwnent 
will be prepared that responds to the individual comments. 
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Gary Jacobs gave a brief explanation of the EIR process and brief synopsis of the 
draft EIR. All comments must be received by June 16 in order to be included in 
the EIR. Mr. Jacobs explained the purpose of an EIR and mitigation measures. 
He summarized some of the impacts and mitigation measures in the document. 
There are a number of impacts that are significant and unavoidable, depending on 
which mitigation measures are adopted. 

c. Public Hearing- Testimony on the Draft EIR 

The public hearing was opened. First Vice Chair Tolhurst again asked that 
speakers fill out a speaker's card. Individuals have three minutes to speak, and 
individuals representing a group will be given five minutes. 

Bob Cribbs, 4001 Lake View Drive, Placerville, has a 300 plus acre ranch. He 
waited for one and a half hours in the Planning Department today to review the 
EIR. Referring to Mitigation Measure 5.12-lg. Oak Tree Preservation 
Ordinance, he has approximately 20,000 oak: trees on his property. He loos_es 
about 30 trees per year due to weather, etc. If he has to get an application to 
remove trees, he will not be able to remove any. Mr. Cribbs spoke about fencing 
that does not prohibit deer migration. He believes people want open lands to 
remain open no matter how preposterous it is. The Economically Constrained 
Plan is frightening to him. We need a money impact report. If an application 
were required to remove an oak tree over six inches, you would use all your 
money for tree removal. 

Harry Mercado, Coloma/Lotus Valley Community Association, said the dam 
failure inundation zones need to rely on accurate maps. These maps are not 
accurate. The environmental corridor seems fair, but we do not know what that 
will involve. Speaking personally, the EIR should consider mitigation of the 
impact the environmental corridor would have on the landowners. Mitigation 
might be to set up these corridors so that the standards are developed and votes 
are taken within the corridors to accept or reject the restrictions. 

Bill Snodgrass, Secretary for the Agricultural Commission, presented a copy of 
the impacts as outlined in the Agricultural/Forestry Element The Agricultural 
Commission has met several times and gone through the policies and proposals 
and came up with the same conclusions to mitigate the impacts as outlined in the 
EIR. Mr. Snodgrass went through the written information he presented. 

First Vice Chair Tolhurst said under the maximum allowable ranch marketing on 
five acres, do we have an idea of what this would include? Are we talking about 
the parking, pony rides, etc? Mr. Snodgrass said that is something that would 
have to be developed. Even if you have a large warehouse and with the visitors, 
he cannot see that you would exceed the five acres. It was not the intent to build a 
Disneyland.. It is to be kept in proportion to the agricultural use. Anything less 
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than ten acres would require a special use permit or site plan review. You have to 
keep the emphasis on the agricultural use. First Vice Chair Tolhurst said be feels 
the acreage should be small in order to be a mitigation measure. 

Art Marinaccio, representing the Taxpayers Association, said the proposed EIR is 
larger than it is supposed to be. It makes it hard for individuals to comment on 
the document. It appears that staff and the consultant have thrown in many ideas 
even if the decision makers have rejected them in the past. Mr. Marinaccio read 
his comments into the record. Unless you have been through a general plan, it is 
difficult if not impossible to do. It is critical that the Planning Commission be 
adamant that Measure Y sunsets ten years after adoption unless it is readopted. 

Tom Mahach, speaking as an individual and as a member of the Fire Safe 
Council, said the complexity of this whole process is full and complete disclosure 
to the people and agencies about what is going to happen. One thing he sees 
lacking is a good base line condition report and how it compares to what is 
proposed. There is a matrix that compares the change in land uses in various 
categories between the tvvo new alternatives and the 1996 Plan. The zoning that 
went along with the 1996 Plan land use was never implemented. The County 
never finished the Title 17. What you have in place now is the zoning that 
reflects the conditions back in the area plan dayso In the Road Constrained 
Alternative, instead of moving 30,000 acres from residential to some form of open 
space or natural resource, you are in fact moving 85,000 acres. In the 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative, you are actually moving 105,000 acres 
instead of ?0,000 acres from residential to an environmental constrained 
designationo 

You have mitigation measures that take care of your biological resources. Then 
you get to health and safety, like not building roads on ridgelines and establishing 
important biological corridors that fly in the face of good fire protection activities. 
He does not see anything in this process as far as conflict resolution. He sees an 
inconsistency in the EIR and in the existing policies in some of the alternatives. 
You are not supposed to have internal inconsistencies. When you sit down to do a 
plan, you some objective in mind. He does not see an objective or planning for an 
objective. What he sees is fear of a lawsuit from an environmental constraint 
perspective, causing you to build mitigations for real~ imagined, or whatever 
impacts. It is not a plan but a reaction. He agrees with Art Marinaccio regarding 
the need for findings when deleting mitigation measures. 

There was no one else wishing to give input First Vice Chair Tolhurst continued 
the hearing to 7 :00 p.m. Toe Commission took a dinner break. 

The Commission resumed public testimony. Chair Larsen-Hallock was present 
for the evening session. 
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Danny Oliver said he turned in his site-specific request for Assessor,s Parcel 
Number 070-261-81. He has been a resident since 1959 and property owner for 20 
years. He would like a multifamily land use designation. His property is located 
near the Goldorado Shopping Center. The property is designated multifamily in 
two of the alternatives. Mr. Oliver reiterated his request to maintain the 
multifamily designation on his property. 

Paula Frantz, County Counsel, said this hearing was noticed for EIR comments. 
Individual requests should be done during the public comment period. Another 
public comment period could be opened up tonight. 

ON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER WELSH, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER MAC CREADY AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, IT 
WAS MOVED TO HOLD THE PUBLIC COMMENT SECTION FIRST AND 
THEN PROCED WITH EIR COMMENTS. Ms. Tschudin clarified that the 
Conunission would hear comments, close the public comment portion of the 
meeting, and proceed with the EIR. The Commission concurred. 

Steve Farren said has property has been zoned RE-5 for 20 years. He and his 
family took everything they had and purchased a piece of land. They have 35 
acres. They have friends that were going to purchase part of the property. They 
would like to keep the land use designation they currently have. To the east is 
medium density, medium density to the south, and low density to the north and 
west. They are a dot in the middle of these properties. There needs to be more · 
site-specific r~view. Chair Larsen-Hallock asked that Mr. Farren work with staff 
and submit his written comments. Mr. Farren recommended adoption of the 1996 
Plan. 

Ken Brown, Assessor's Parcel Numbers 070-261-79 and ~80, resident of Shingle 
Springs and resident of El Dorado County since 1960, said they have two parcels 
in Shingle Springs near Cameron Park and Danny Oliver's property. They had 
submitted a request with the 1996 Plan to rezone their property to multifamily 
residential. Alternative 3, the Environmentally Constrained Alternative, has their 
property listed as Low Density Residential. In the summary, it states that Low 
Density Residential is not allowed in ~ural Centers or Community Regions. The 
property is close to Goldorado Shopping Center and Marshall Hospital It is 
located at Palmer Drive/Loma Drive. On the Road Constrained Alternative, it is 
designated Multifamily. In the summary, it states parcels cannot be split more 
than four ways, so you could not split the property for individual ownership. You 
would have to construct apartments. They would like to see their property 
designated Multifamily Residential. 

Joy Pimental, Assessor's Parcel Number 070-261-78, said she was born and 
raised in El Dorado County. They would like their property designated 
Multifamily Residential. They oppose Low Density Residential. They submitted 
a request with the 1996 Plan for Multifamily. 
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Barry Wasserman, Measure Y Committee, said he understands how hard it is to 
see people,s hopes dashed. The people present today are only part of the public. 
The individuals that are speaking are representing only their own parcels. There 
are many people that do not want to change their quality of life. In the 1980' s, we 
had area plans. The area plans were a compilation of what we are hearing today. 
We are doing a General Plan · that looks at all the residents and public and . 
balances out the needs of everyone. 

Don Hartley, speaking as an individual, said the people here this evening are 
people that have been made aware of the General Plan process. They represent a 
small minority of those who know what is ahead for other people in this County. 
Barry Wasserman is representing the Measure Y Committee. Even though the 
voters adopted Measure Y, it is not what everybody wanted, and we have to 
respect the minority as well as the majority. He would like to go on record as 
saying that the people that have the dreams, that have bought the big pieces of 
property and want to do something with that property should be respected, and 
they should be listened to even though it may not fit with the General Pll:W 
overlays or whatever ·the constrained policies happen to predict. He is not 
pushing any agenda other than to listen to the people and to try not to destroy 
individual property rights in this mission to establish a General Plan. 

There was no more Public Comment input. 

Chair Larse1i'-Hallock opened the hearing on the EIR. 

Don Hartley spoke about the casino they opened in Placer County. He believes it 
is a gross error not to address the proposed casino in El Dorado County in this 
document. There will be significant impacts on the community. It is not a 
question of if. It is a question of when. The mechanisms are in place to make this 
a winning situation for everyone involved. It is going to be a continuous 
proposition, and he does not want it to be ignored in the EIR. It is a gross 
oversight to minimize it due the fact it is a federal jurisdiction. Mr. Hartley gave 
the Commissioners a copy of some articles from the Sacramento Bee regarding 
the Placer County casino. Commissioner Mac Cready asked for clarification on 
Mr. Hartley, s comments. Mr. Hartley said a couple of cities fought casinos and 
lost, and they are not getting any revenue from the casinos. The County did not 
sue, and they are getting some funds from the casino. He believes it is a loosing 
battle when you are fighting the federal government at our level. Ms. Tschudin 
said the EIR states that, for the purpose of analysis, staff has assumed the 
reservation as non-jurisdictional land; however, staff has asswned the 
.development of the casino and all the proposed development under that plan in 
the EIR. On one part Mr. Hartley is correct and incorrect on the other part. The 
EIR talces a conservative approach of assuming it is not jurisdictional land, 
therefore, worst case the proposed development could be developed, and therefore 
it is assumed in our future conditions. 
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Kathy Frevert wants to encourage some type of policy on pedestrian safety. 
There are numerous examples of very unsafe, pedestrian/traffic walkways in the 
El Dorado Hills/Cameron Park area. One example is the Lake Forest Elementary 
School. Parents drive their children a block to school, because there are no 
sidewalks. There should be sidewalks at least to the end of the school safety 
zones and into the residential areas. Also, along some of the businesses, there are . 
sidewalks that go along an area, stop, and start again down the road. She feels 
more pedestrian friendly areas would be real asset to the quality of life. Ms. 
Frevert spoke about parks being close to a highway with freeway pollution. She 
encouraged finding more suitable locations for parks, away from freeways. 

Barry Wasserman clarified that he has never said, and it is not the position of the 
Measure Y Committee, that expanding Highway 50 to eight lanes is impossible. 
It is not impossible but possible. What they are saying is that it is uncertain. 
Currently in the General Plan and EIR, it is simply taken as a given. The traffic 
modeling shows you need to have eight lanes, so they plug it into the traffic plan. 
There is no discussion that states what it would take to do this. It does not discuss 
that in order to widen the highway in El Dorado County, it also has to be widened 
on the Sacramento side of the line. You cannot put it in for eight tenths of a mile 
in El Dorado County and have it funnel down to six lanes on the other side. It has 
to be in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan. It has to be funded. Without the 
discussion, the Com.mission and the Board will eventually be choosing a General 
Plan alternative when three of the plans, the 1996, the Economically Constrained, 
and the No .Project, all assume they can handle growth with those eight lanes. 
There is no impact because they just assume the eight lanes will be built. The 
EIR shows no impact on Highway 50 under those plans. What they are saying is 
not that it impossible, but that it is a speculative approach. Under those plans, you 
will continue to approve additional discretionary growth on top of the 21,000 
units that have been previously approved. Discretionary growth will continue to 
be approved under an assumption that those eight lanes could be built. Under the 
Road Constrained Plan, you would be taking a more conservative approach. You 
would be saying at this point, those eight lanes remain uncertain. They are not 
included in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan, so as long as that is the case, a 
more prudent, a more conservative approach would be to not approve growth on 
the assumption that it is going to be accommodated by those eight lanes. They 
feel the EIR should discuss the uncertainties that will make it easier for the 
Commission and Board to decide which plan should be adopted. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock asked about dealing with the uncertainty aspect. 
Commissioner Tolhurst informed Chair Larsen-Hallock that he suggested a 
meeting earlier today with the Department of Transportation, SACOG, and the 
Transportation Commission, to discuss the reality given the contradictory 
statements on the road issue. Chair Larsen-Hallock felt this was a good idea. 
Commissioner Welsh said it is a valid point to address, because we do not want to 
make major plans based on an assumption, the assumption being there will be 
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eight lanes. Ms. Tschudin said staff could bring the Commission additional 
information on this issue at its next set of hearings. This would be an issue that 
would be discussed in the mitigation monitoring plan or implementation plan. 
They anticipated that the how, when, where, who, and why of some of these 
issues would be further elaborated on in that manner. With respect to the 
Commission's determination as to the feasibility of a particular measure, that is a 
decision the Commission can reach and provide input to the Board of Supervisors 
as to whether the Commission thinks a particular mitigation measure is or is not 
feasible. The evidence the Commission sends with the determination or 
recommendation would become part of the Board~ s Findings of Fact if they in 
tum decide to make that decision as well. It depends on where in the process you 
are asking the question, both in terms of the mitigation monitoring plan and which 
will become implementation actions for a general plan and in terms of the 
Commission's own determination of the feasibility of individual mitigation 
measures. You have a couple of different opportunities to discuss items like that. 

There was no one else in the audience wishing to give input. Chair Larsen-
Hallock closed the public.hearing. 

Com.missioner Tolhurst asked Ms. Tschudin about the request on the Board's 
agenda tomorrow requesting an extension on the comment period. Ms. Tschudin 
said the Board would be discussing an extension tomorrow at 2:00 p.m. Staff is 
recommending that the Board not extend the date. If the Board does extend the 
date, it will affect the Commission meetings in August and September. 85-40 
Commission~r· Tolhurst asked how long the extension could be. Ms. Tschudin 
said one party asked for 30 days. Several requests were not specific. If the 
comment period is extended for even two weeks, we will not be able to meet the 
August and September meeting dates. 

Commissioner Machado said the EIR takes into account the casino and Measure 1 
Y. \Vhy does it not take into account light rail coming into El Dorado Hills that _ . , . a. S-·· ,.

1
_ 

would reduce the level of traffic in cars? Ms. Tschudin said one of the ...,. 
alternatives specifically looks light rail as well as other methods of transportation. 
Chapter 6 of the EIR looks at the eight alternatives. 

Commissioner Machado said a member of the public spoke about the Executi'~e 
Summary under Biological Resources, bottom of Page 254. There are many, 
many studies and fees. Is there something somewhere that lists everything that 
will need to be done after adoption of the Plan? Ms. Tschudin said her report 
does reduce the information down somewhat. Chair Larsen-Hallock asked if 
Commissioner Machado is looking for something that tells what the 85-42 
implementation will be. Commissioner Machado said some of these items would 
cost major dollars. Commissioner Tolhurst asked if he was talking about 
economic impacts of the mitigation measures on the County. Commissioner 
Welsh said it is his understanding these items are not set in stone at the present 
time. Some of the items could be deleted. Commissioner Machado said we are 
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being asked to put together a plan, and we do not know how much it will cost to 
implement that plan. 

Commissioner Machado said if you are looking at building affordable housing, 
with all the additional studies and fees, you are not going to get the housing. 
Waiving the fees has an effect on the existing budget problems. 

Ms. Tschudin said the Commission is struggling with all the right things. This is 
about competing resources. Staff is going to do its best to provide the -
Commission with additional information if it can to make those decisions. If 
there are specific needs the Commission requires, staff will try to prepare that 
information. This is not going to be an easy decision. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock said a priority list needs to be established. Some mitigation 
measures are not to be completed in the first five years. She asked if staff has 
looked at the overall implementation to see what is doable. Commissioner 
Machado said he is having a problem without a dollar amount. There are some 
good things in the documents, but we do not know the cost. Ms. Tschudin said 
staff has looked at some of the costs. There has been some higher level of 
analysis of the transportation improvements. Matt Boyer has given staff some 
information that is available. With respect to some of the other measures, staff 
has, particularly in the Envirorunentally and Roadway Constrained Alternatives, 
given their first shot at priority by setting priority periods for each of the 
implementation measures. It is an iterative on-going process. She will go back 
and talk to the team about what they can provide to help the Commission with this 
issue now that it has been articulated. Ms. Tschudin said she does not know if 
staff can give the Commission an individual cost analysis on each individual 
components, because we do not know which path the Commission is going down, 
and until that is understood, they will not know if it is part of the process. They 
will see what they have and report back to the Commission. 

Commissioner Machado said on the oak tree mitigation pl~ Page 260, there is 
nothing specific, but it just broken out by residential versus commercial. Ms. 
Tschudin said she would have to re-read the infonnation in order to answer the 
question more specifically. The Commission does have the ability to look at 
modification of a mitigation measure as long as it is better mitigation. Chair 
Larsen-Hallock said one thing we might want to look at is not having it 
prescriptive in the General Plan, and you do a broader policy that says it is a 
.priority to preserve the trees, but then you ask for an implementation that might 
be a tree ordinance or some kind of plan that would come back before the 
Commission at which time you would get into the details of how it would apply. 
Commissioner Tolhurst said it would still have to be addressed in the EIR unless 
we do another one. 

Referring to Traffic and Circulation, Page 221 under the new implementation 
measure, Commissioner Machado asked why we only talk about Latrobe Road, 

J BM:i 

J 8M3 

J 85-44 

J 85-45 

J 85-48 

] 8541 

 
        AR 11987



PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of June 9, 2003 PageU 

White Rock Road, and El Dorado Hills Boulevard? We are not looking at 
Missouri Flat and other roads. Ms. Tschudin said that area is where staff saw the 
worst traffic impacts under all the alternatives. Hence, there is a lot of focus on 
that area in the mitigation measures, because that is where they were not able to 
fully mitigate with the planned roadway improvements, so other things needed to 
be identified in the EIR. 

Commissioner Mac Cready, referring to Page 213, 5.l-3d, said in the past schools 
seem to have done the planning for the County by putting schools where they 
could buy the cheapest land rather than where they would be of most advantage to 
the County. He asked if the new wording is strong enough so the schools would 
be put in the districts where they are better for the County. If the language is not 
strong enough, it needs to be changed. On Parts a., b., and c., he thinks the 
incompatible uses should be expanded to include agricultural districts and 
agricultural zoned lands. There have been cases where agricultural operations 
have had to cease operation because of sensitive receptors. 

Commissioner Mac Cready feels administrative relief for setbacks, Page. 
215/8.1.3.2, should be reviewed by the Planning Commission. On 5.2-3, Page 
216, he feels there should be agricultural districts as in the No Project, Road 
Constrained, and 1996 Plan. The agricultural overlays should be as in the 
Environmentally Constrained on all of the projects. It would give more protection 
to the agricultural industry. Right now, there are some agricultural parcels that 
are not really zoned agriculture or do not fall under an agricultural overlay, and so 
they do not have the advantage of their right to farm, etc. Commissioner Mac 
Cready said he would like to see the agricultural districts and overlays in the final 
plan. 

On Page 228, 5.5-3, Commissioner Mac Cready said he can understands why the 
drilling of a well was taken out It would be extremely difficult for someone that 
is going to drill a well to determine if that will affect his neighbors. However, if 
an affordable development was put in a Rural Centers, and they dug four or five 
wells and adjacent wells went bad, what is the protection for those property 
owners? There should be some protection for those property owners. He does 
not know what could be put in about th.e affect on surrounding parcels. He would 
like to see some protection put in for people. 

Referring to Page 234, under Parks, Commissioner Machado said the County 
shall establish a Countywide fee program, etc. Cameron Park and El Dorado 
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Hills have their own community services districts and park fee. Do those &5-S4 
properties also pay a park fee that goes to the County that helps on other County 
parks? He assumes this fee would attach to all parcels, those in Cameron Park 
and El Dorado Hills also. This would be an affect on affordable housing also. 
Chair Larsen-Hallock said what she is hearing from Commissioner Machado is J 
that he would like to have more analysis as to how the other areas of mitigation· SS-55 
impact our ability to do affordable housing. Commissioner Machado concurred. 
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Commissioner Machado said on Page 253, 5.ll-2g, within Community Regions 
and Rural Centers, all development shall include pedestrian and bike paths 
connected to adjacent development. Given that within those areas there is hodge
podge development that goes from sidewalks to no sidewalks, is this doable? 
How do you reasonably connect the sidewalks to trails? Ms. Tschudin said there 
could be off-site mitigation. Commissioner Machado asked if that would mean 
another fee. Should we add where practical? Commissioner Mac Cready asked if 
that means if a person builds a home, he has to donate some of his property for a 
trail? Ms. Tschudin said staff is not prepared to answer questions during these 
hearings. She would rather give the Commission answers at the next set of 
hearings than speculate. 

Commissioner Mac Cready said this is a draft document. The next will be the 
final. Ms. Tschudin said the final document will be out and circulated before the 
next Com.mission hearings. They will answer the questions that have been asked. 
Commissioner Mac Cready asked if there would be an opportunity to make 
further changes. Ms. Tschudin replied in the affirmative. Once the EIR has been 
finalized, it will come before the Commission to deliberate whether the 
Commission feels it adequately discloses the impacts, whether it includes the 
information the Commission needs to make a decision, and the Commission can 
also make recommendations to the Board as to changes the Commission feels 
may be appropriate anywhere in the document as long as you have substantial 
evidence to support that change or in the case of feasibility issues· substantial 
evidence to support why something may or not be feasible. The Board will go 
through the same process. It will look at the mitigation measures that have been 
identified in the EIR and make a decision as to whether they want those to be 
incorporated into the General Plan or if not what changes they believe are 
substantiated by evidence in the record or what feasibility determinations they 
should be making based on evidence in the record. 

There were no further comments from the Conunission. Chair Larsen-Hallock 
opened the public hearing again for comments from the public. 

Don Hartley said within the land use,segments, Chapter 5, in the EIR, there are 
several impacts that are stated. There is language written into the EIR that would 
wrongfully influence someone reading it. He will submit the examples later in 
writing. One thing that does not make sense is community action plans. It 
dismisses these plans as unimportant. This does not speak well of our 
government listening to the people. There are misstatements. One in particular is 
in Chapter 5.1, Page 20; it talks about land near El Dorado County's western 
boarder designated agricultural uses. This is in the paragraph about the 
Sacramento County General Plan. It dismisses that portion of land south of 
Highway 50. Just a few sentences later, it talks about the Folsom General Plan 
and talks about that same land being under the Sphere of Influence for Folsom 
County, and there are no development plans available for those properties. The 
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current designation in Folsom is 80 acre minimum, and it would create an 
incompatible land use if we did something different on the El Dorado County 
side. There is a conflict on the same page and chapter. There is a weakness in 
both the constrained plans in that neither addresses the coordinated planning with 
other jurisdictions where the transportation arteries cross the County line. In the 
constrained plans you are required to have some mitigation involved where in the 
No Project and 1996 Plan, those things are already included. 

Mr. Hartley said there is something in Chapter 5.1, Page 48, parcel consolidation 
and transferring development rights. It talks about them as if they are one in the 
same. They should be two separate issues. One is quite detrimental to the 
property owner. The other could be quite beneficial. 

Regarding the political bent of the Planning Department writing this docwnent, 
5.1-3, Page 51 and 52, it says the five-acre minimum parcel size provides 
minimum buffer between residential and agriculture or timber uses. On the next 
page it says experience of the County Planning staff has shown that in general a 
ten-acre parcel provide~ adequate space and buffering. In the simple stroke ofa 
pen, you have taken somebody that owns a parcel and cut in half their opportunity 
to divide that parcel based on a five or ten-acre minimum. It is a recommendation 
of the Planning Department that is subliminal in the message, but he thinks it has 
a dramatic impact on the property values of those people that are affected in those 
apparent buffer zones around agriculture. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock asked that Mr. Hartley submit his comments in writing. 

Art Marinaccio said in order to not adopt some of these proposed mitigation 
measures or change them significantly, you must make findings based on 
something in the record. He referred to Page 2-23 and read a new policy 
regarding modifying the circulation diagram, etc. The thought that we are not 
only going to develop a bus service in El Dorado Hills but develop a roadway 
system exclusively for use of the busses, he does not know what we are thinking. 
In order to delete policy, the County needs some justification in the record. It is 
staffs responsibility to bring that information forward. 

Another thing that relates to El Dorado Hills is that it is critical for this County to 
understand what is going on and what has gone on. Most of the property has been 
acquired for speculation. There has been a process where the land owners had the 
City of Folsom apply to Sacramento LAFCO to bring the land between White 
Rock Road and Highway 50 into Folsom's Sphere of Influence to eventually 
annex and develop as part of the City of Folsom. The Taxpayers Association 
supported that on the basis that if in fact that developed, it should developed 
under a plan for the City of Folsom. However, there is no infrastructure. There is 
no water. There is no highway capacity. The City of Folsom has now agreed to a 
process of completely addressing all of those infrastructure problems as a part of 
any effort to annex that land for development. The importance is that this is the 

......... , .................................. -.-..... -.-.-.-----.--·-··-··---.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.-.·.·.·.-.-.-.-.·-·-·.-;·.·-· ............ • .... •,•,,;•,•, 

] awe 

 
        AR 11990



PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of June 9, 2003 Page 14 

mechanism whereby Sacramento County, the City of Folsom, and El Dorado 
County are going to cooperate on future road improvements to Highway 50 and 
other transportation in the corridor to accommodate the needs of the corridor. 
One of the sticking points is if we cannot construct the Highway 50 
improvements, we cannot consider anything but the lowest development 
alternative. 

Barry Wasserman thanked the Commission for opening the public input section 
again. He said there is a balance between keeping time and keeping it 
manageable but also to allow people to participate. He would like to add to an 
element that is missing from the EIR, and that is a discussion of funding for the 
road plans and all the alternatives. There is some reason it does not have to be 
included in the EIR, but common sense tells you that you need to know how much 
it is going to cost to fund those road programs. There is no discussion of funding 
the road plans currently. Matt Boyer did write that memo dated April 9. It is not 
part of the EIR process. He does not know if it is ever going to get discussed. He 
does not believe it is set up to be discussed. If the goal is to balance the Land Use 
Element with_ the Circulation Element, it is not enough to just draw roads on a 
map. You have to hmle some sense about how likely you can fund it. When you 
read Matt Boyer's memo, he begins to lay out some of the complex problems that 
are involved in getting all the money you need let alone getting it in a timely 
fashion. That discussion should be included in.the EIR. 

There· was no one else in the audience wishing to give input. 

Chair Larsen-Hallock went over the written comments she had submitted to the 
Commissioners this morning. 

Commissioner Mac Cready said he is curious about the newspaper article and 
EID's thoughts about providing water demands during drought years. Ms. 
Tschudin said she has not seen that information. Commissioner Machado said the 
article said they would also be providing their comments in writing. 

Ms. Tschudin said given the attendance at these meetings, it appears the Thursday 
meeting is not needed and the public has been given ample opportunity to provide 
input. The Commission agreed. 

The public hearing was closed and Chair Larsen-Hallock adjourned the meeting at 
8:40 a.m. 

APPROVED BY THE COMMISSION 
Authenticated and Certified: 

~el: 
Lorraine Larsen-Hallock, Chair 

~~ 
Alan Tolhurst, First Vice Chair 
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"Forni, Gary" <gary.forni@intel.com> 
06/09/2003 12:28 PM 

LEITER I& 

To: "Forni, Gary" <gary.forni@intel.com>, <bosone@co.el-dorado.ca.us>, 
<bostwo@co.el-dorado.ca.us>, <bosthree@co.el-dorado.ca.us>, <bosfour@co.el
dorado.ca.us>, <bosfive@co.el-dorado.ca.us> 
cc: 
Subject: EIR and GP plan review 

Dear Board of Supervisor, 

I have this weekend been made aware of one of the policies (Policy HS-2e) in 
the General plan proposal affecting the gating of subdivisions and 
neighborhoods. The policy is umbrella'ed in the context of Wildfire safety. 

Green Springs Ranch, as all rural communities, is very concerned with Wildfire 
Safety. We have spent considerable time negotiating with our neighbor Serrano to 
have access to their roads in case of emergency, and with EID to eventually have 
access to water. Through the process of the Road Vacation we have been engaged 
in for the last three years we have spent considerable time thinking through 
Wildfire Safety and security gates. Truisms we have come up with are this: 
security gates do not increase or decrease the amount of water available in a 
subdivision, security gates do not add to or reduce the number of access points 
in a subdivision, security gates do not elevate roads up to or decrease roads 
below County standards. Tying security gates to these type of requirements is 
neither realistic nor appropriate. Fundamentally, the single most important item 
a security gate should meet is: Gates must meet local, or lacking them, state 
fire district standards for electronic override and manual operation. Implicit 
in having a fire district standard is that the fire district supports it's own 
standard. 

I am writing to add my voice to those requesting an extension in ~he public 
comment on the El Dorado County EIR and General Plan review. 

Sincerely, 

Gary Forni 
President, Green Springs Ranch 
Board of Directors 
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This story is taken from Thunder VaHey Casino at sacbee.com. 

A winning hand 

Thunder Valley's opening offers some jobs and a better life 

By Steve Wiegand -- Bee Staff Writer ... (Published .June 8, 2003) 

First of two parts 

For 86 years, they waited. 

Through winters without heat and summers without water, through a flood of broken promises that 
washed the weak away, they he1d on to their identities as descendants of California's first human 
inhabitants. 

For 86 years they dung to a rockpiJe. 

Monday they open a gofd mine. 

Sometime dose to 10 a.m., members of the United Auburn Indian Community will open a $215 million 
casino complex on 49 acres of unincorporated Ptacer County land, at Industrial and Athens avenues off 
Highway 65. 

When the finishing touches are completed this fall, the casino will house 1,906 slot and video poker 
machines, 100 table games, a 500-seat buffet, fast-food outlets, restaurants and seven bars, the main 
one featuring an impressive, if artificial, waterfall. 

Employing 1,800 people, the casino is expected to generate more than $200 million In annual 
revenues. Most of the profits will go to the 247-member tribe. 

"It's hard to believe," said tribal chairwoman Jessica Tavares, a 54-year-old woman with 15 
grandchildren, a droll sense of humor and a tendency toward skepticism. "It's a miracle for us .•• and a 
new set of headaches." 

------------------

The old set of headaches ls still easy to see, starting at the tribe's office, located in a mini-mall just off 
Interstate 80 in Newcastle, next to Newcastle Pizza and Dlnner Co. 

Along with notices for an upcoming softball game against the WHton Rancheria, the office's bulletin 
board is covered with postings for housing assistance, vaccination and nutritional programs and job 
training -- "Become an ironworker." 

According to Bureau of Indian Affairs statistics, 52 percent of the tribe's employable adutts who lived on 
· or near the reservation were unemptoyed in 2001. Of those who were employed, 96 percent were 
making less than a poverty-level income. 

About 50 tribal members found jobs at the casino construction site. 
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"They want to take part in something that is going to be theirs," Tavares says, then jokingly adds "so 
they can pass on stories how they buUt it au by themselves." 

Fliers for addiction treatment programs are a reminder of the drug and alcohol demons that some tribal 
members battle. 

"Most of our members have no health insurance, a lot of them have no jobs, just about all of them 
have big problems of one kind or other," says Tavares. 

A few miles away, up Indian Hill Road, about one-thJrd of the trJbe's members live on a rocky 20-acre 
parcel that was once the reservation. The enclave of trailers, mobile homes and modest houses is 
surrounded by pricey n~w subdivisions with names like "Diamond Ridge Estates" and "Dunmore," which 
is advertising "homes from the low 300s." 

On a warm spring afternoon, it's a scene of pastoral poverty, with sweeping vistas of the vaUey visible 
past the oak trees -- and few amenities to help buffer against the area's weather extremes. 

"You should be here in August," Tavares observes dryly. "Or January." 

Tavares lives in RosevifleJ' but grew up on the rancheria, and in her role as tribal chair, spends a great 
deaJ of time there. 

On a recent visit, she points out the rusting skeletons of abandoned vehicles that dot the landscape. 

"When we get the money, a lot of this will be cleaned up," Tavares says. ••we'H get rid of a lot of these 
old cars. People bring their old cars up here and leave 'em here. It's Uke they think, 'The Indians won't 
mind.'" 

Near the entrance to the rancheria's circular road is a giant garbage container that on this day contains 
discarded building materials, bags of refuse and a large couch. 

"We got the county to put that in," Tavares says, "and they come out and empty it. It really helps out." 

On the rancheria's western edge, some of the kids have erected the frame of a giant tepee, which 
Tavares says is meant to remind the subdivision residents that this is Indian country. 

Walking down the road, Tavares notes the carcass of a large alligator lizard. She recalls that her 
mother used to pour hot water on such reptiles to discourage them from nestling into the family's beds. 

One memory triggers another: of clean1ng and eating the rabbits and squirrels and blue jays her uncles 
would kill to supplement the family diet; of hauling water from a drainage canat 75 yards down the hill; 
of outhouses and hand-me-down clothes and neighbors living In the back seats of cars. 

Poverty, no matter how pastoral Its setting, is still poverty. 

Like many of California's 107 federaHy recognized tribes, the United Auburn Indian Community was 
born of desperation. 

By the end of the 19th century, the state's American Indian population had been reduced, majnly 
through disease and murders that were sanctioned by official and unofficial government policies, from 
about 150,000 in 1848 to fewer than 20,000. 

"The savages were In the way," the noted California historian Hubert Howe Bancroft: wrote in 1890. 
''The miners and settters were arrogant and impatient ••• It was one of the last human hunts of 
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civilization, and the basest and most brutal of them all." 

By 1917, 25 survivors of two cultures, the Nisenan Maidu and Sierra Miwok, huddled together on a tract 
of unfertile land a mile or two southwest of Auburn. The federal government bought 20 acres of the 
land, which it held in trust for the band, and called it the Auburn Rancheria. 

''They are a small hard-working band of good Indians," Special Indian Agent John Terrell reported then 
to the Bureau of Indian Affairs, "who should receive some of the benefits .•. for the homeless Indians of 
California." 

Those benefits apparently did not include a water supply. For the next 29 years, the tribe lobbied the 
federal government to driU a well. In 1946, a well was drilled. It produced a little water, but it was 
laced with bitter-tasting minerals and was unfit for drinking. Then the drillers hit granite and quit. It 
would take another 24 years and a lawsuit before the government finally provided funds for a water 
supply. 

"We live under slum conditions," trJbal member Edward Ainsworth told a Bee reporter in 1947. "It1s 
time the government woke up and did something for us." 

Garron Cayton is doing something fur his 67-year-old Aunt Maxine. He stands outside the 8-by-47-foot 
trailer he once lived in with his parents and four siblings on the rancherta, and taJlcs about how he's 
fixing it up so his aunt can move In. 

"It's not going to be an that great," he says, "but it's better than what she has now." 

Aunt Maxine, who is too shy to talk to a reporter or give her last name, lives in a wooden shack about 
25 yards away, with tarps on the roof and one of the sides to keep the weather at bay. 

Her water supply consists of a garden hose connected to an outside tap, so she washes dishes on the 
side of the house. There, she can watch the construction of houses selling for $380,000 just down the 
hill. Her electrical supply is an orange extension cord, run from a neighboring house. 

It's one of many shelters on the rancheria that was built without building permits or attention to 
housing codes -- or connections to utilities. 

"There's no heat, no insulation, everything is dilapidated," Cayton says. "This got built for her when I 
was 6 or 7 so she woold have a place, bec.ause there was no room anywhere else." 

Cayton has spent most of his 44 years on "the rez." He moved away briefly when he was a kid, but 
family probiems and a yearning to go home prodded him into buying a bus ticket in Kansas at the age 
of 13 and returning, alone, to the rancherla. 

"I lived here with my grandmother, who was sick and old and couldn't drive," he recaUs. "So I drove 
myself to school ... by the time I was 16, I had 36 tickets for driving without a license." 

He graduated from high school, took some classes at local community colleges, worked in the 
swimmjng pool business and in construction. 

Nowadays, he does odd jobs, works on restoring the trailer for his aunt -- and waits for the casino. 

"When I get my money, I want to put It fnto a center for underprMleged kids, Indians or not," he says. 
"Someplace where they can grow up and not be scared of everybody ... someplace like we never had." 
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In 1958, after a century of failing to solve the "Indian problem," Congress gave up. In California, 
federal recognition of 41 of the state's 100-plus tribes was terminated and the reservation land was 
given to the families Uving there or sold as surplus. 

The terminated tribes were promised improvements to the land, such as utiUties, paved roads and 
sewage systems to compensate for losing their tribal status, but the promises were generally forgotten. 

"We were always waiting for our 'Indian money,'" said Tavares. 

11Indlan money" was a long-anticipated reparation payment for California Indians, who'd been promised 
millions of acres in 19th-century treaties that Congress ultimately faifed to ratify. After more than a 
century, the money arrived in 1966. 

"It came to $642 a person," she said with a laugh slightly hard around the edges. 

While the land was held in trust, the Indians didn't pay property taxes, and many of them had no idea 
what they were. They found out when tax biUs arrived that they couldn't pay, and some of the land was 
lost to tax liens. 

Even with the tribe officially disbanded, many members clung to the old rancheria. 

"A lot of families wanted to stick close together, and a lot of people just didn't have anyplace else to 
go," Tavares said. "My mom was on welfare with seven kids, my dad was sickly, on dlsabUity. This was 
all we knew." 

During the 1960s and '70s, Congress gradually realized that the move to terminate tr{bes had been 
another policy failure, but had no new solutions. Some CaJifomia tribes successfully sued to be 
reinstated, but the Auburn band remained disorganized and discouraged. 

Finally, in 1991, su,viving members of the band formally organized as the United Auburn IndJan 
Community, In hopes of regaining access to federal aid programs. Three years later, the group won 
federal recognition, and with It the right to acquire land in Placer County as a new rese,vation. 

But finding money to buy the fand was another thing: Poverty, even with federal recognition, is still 
poverty. 

Thunder Valley is a casino that sprang from a coup. 

Once it became federally recognized, the United Auburn tribe faced the vexing combination of 
opportunity and empty pockets. 

Some members, including three of the four people on the tribal council, wanted to find a way other 
than gambling to bring in revenue. Others, including Tavares, thought otherwise. 

"Somebody wanted to build a coffee shop on the old reservation to bring in some income, and I figured 
that wouldn't be enough to help anybody," she said. "I thought the best way out of the poverty was to 
build a casino like the other tribes had, so the income would be enough to do things." 

Tavares led a recall of the anti-casino councU members, and was elected tribal chair in 1995. She has 
been easiJy re-elected twice since. 

Finding financial backers for something as potentiaUy iucratlve as a casino wasn't tough: "The suitors 
were nonstop for six years," said tribal attorney Howard Dickstein, a Sacramento lawyer and veteran of 
several casino openings. 
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The tribe eventually settled on Station casinos Inc., a company that owns au or part of 10 casinos in 
and around las Vegas. Station spent about $15 mmion to buy the land for the tribe and provide funds 
to help the tribe through the deveJopment process. Station wm operate the casino for seven years in 
return for 24 percent of the casino's net revenue. 

The tribe also secured about $200 mUHon in construction financing from lenders led by Bank of America 
and Wells Fargo, even though the tribe's only coltateral Is the prospect of an operating casino. 

Finding the rJght location and getting the neighbors to go along was a different story. An "exploratory 
look" at a site near Penryn elicited howls of outrage from area residents. 

"I had just been elected," said Placer County Supervisor Robert Weygandt, who early on was a leader 
of the opposition. ''I'd never been in an Indian casino. I didn't know a thing about our options politically 
or strategically." 

What Weygandt and other supervisors soon learned was that In the face of Indian tribal sovereignty 
and federal law, their options were limited. 

"We sort of postured, and we indicated to them we were going to fight them, using federal 
environmental laws," he said, "and we would make it as tough on them as possible, although In my 
own mind I always knew that we would lose." 

Instead of a fight, the tribe and county worked out an agreement, ratified in early 2000, for a site in 
the Sunset Industrial Park. 

Under the deal, the tribe agreed to pay for millions of dollars In infrastructure improvements, provide 
the county with $500,000 per year fur extra sheriffs deputies, build a fire station at the casino site, 
contribute annually to a program for problem gamblers and abide by state and local environmentaf 
rules. 

"This is one of only three agreements between tribes and local governments in California that is worth 
anything," Cheryl Schmit, executive director of the anti-Indian casino group Stand Up for California, 
said with grudging admiration. 

But other local governments were unswayed. In April 2002, the citles of Rocklin and Roseville joined a 
private group called Citizens for Safer Communities In filing a lawsuit. The suit claimed the plan failed 
to consider the negative Impacts the casino might have on surrounding communities. 

last September, a Washlngton, D.C., federal judge dismissed the case. Rejecting lucrative offerings 
from the tribe Jn return for dropping their opposition, the cities appealed. But even some casino 
opponents are less than optimistic about their chances. 

"After this appeal is decided, I don't see the sense in appealing It again. I think we've gone as far as we 
can go, and there's a time to call It quits," said Roseville Mayor Rocky Rockholm. "I stltl don't think it's 
the right fit for thls community, but if it comes, It comes, and that's the end of It." 

Tribal attorney Dickstein notes that Station and the lending banks are confident enough the appeal wilt 
be denied that they have risked millions of dollars on the project. 

Still, he acknowledges he will feel a lot better when the legal Issues are settled. 

"I'll be pleased when it's over, and so will the tribe, because it's the last contingency out there," 
Dickstein said. "At one point, there were scores of contingencies, and they have been eliminated one by 
one over a period of eight years." 

Tavares never thought it would take so Jong. 
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"When we first located the lawyer we thought we would go with, we thought it would be a year," she 
said, laughing in rnckstein's direction. "He kept te!Ung us ·soon, soon.' Eight years was 'soon' to him, 
but it seemed a long time to us. 

"The attitude we have is, 'We'll believe it when the doors open ... and the money starts coming in.'" 

But having money and spending it wisely are two different things. 

It has been Howard Dicksteln's experience that California Indians are a tough and resourceful people, 
and Dickstein has a lot of experience. 

"They have an enormous capacity for absorbing Information and making decisions," he said. "It's not 
coincidental that Jessica (Tavares) and her family survived, and others didn't. There were qualities 
there that were never mined or brought out, but they were there." 

The tribe wiU need its good qualities, particularly patience, because it will be awhile before the slot 
machines pay off. 

For one thing, there's a $200 million debt to whittle down. Then, there are federal rules that require 
casino profits to be directed first at specific tribal needs, such as health care, education and housing, 
before stipends to individuals can be handed out. 

In mid-May, the tribal council voted on priorities for the money: First, they want a health plan that 
provides comprehensive medical, dental and visjon coverage for all tribal members. Next, aH school-age 
children wUI have,academic evaluations. Then, they wm have the opportunity to go to the public or 
private schools of their choice, from pre-kindergarten to college, with aU expenses paid. 

Finally, stipends to Individual members of the tribe will be paid only after they complete an 18-hour 
course at American River College on how to manage personal finances. Tavares estimates that 60 
percent of the tribe's adult members never have hadia checking account. 

No one has put a formal estimate on what the stipends might be. But guesses among some tribal 
members, based on what other tribes have experienced, have ranged from $3,000 to $7,500 per 
month per tribai member. 

Some plan to stay on the rancheria and rebuild, Tavares said. Others, she said, will eventually move 
into homes on a 1,100-acre site near Camp Far West Reservoir in Placer County "as soon as we have 
money to buUd houses." 

Owning a casino, Dickstein says, "is a life-transforming experience." 

At a conference table in a law office in midtown Sacramento, the past and future of the United Auburn 
Indian Community sit side by side. 

Jenny Sturgeon was born in Sacramento in 1934, but moved to "the rez" when she was 6. She 
remembers working in the pear orchards when she was a child, carrying heavy ladders while her 
parents picked, camping among the trees -- and thinking it was fun. 

"I look back now and I wonder how I did that," she says. "But we were poor~ and that was how we 
made our living." 

After graduating from high school, she married a missionary and moved around, doing mission work 

http://www.sacbee.com/content/news/projects/casino/v-print/story/68 l 5390p-7765570c.html 6/9/2003 

 
        AR 11999



..... -o-. _ .... -
among Indians In other states. EventuaHy she returned to the land off Indian Hill Road, and worked in 
education and health programs. Through it all, she and her family remained poor. 

Still, she had her doubts when the tribe decided to build a casino. 

"I didn't think too much of It because I was more worried about getting jobs and health care and things 
mce that," she says. "But I came around to think It was the best thing to do." 

Sturgeon speaks without a trace of bitterness about what Ufe was like on the reservation. The only time 
an edge creeps into her voice is when she talks about how hard It was for community members to find 
jobs. All the construction jobs go to the sons and friends of contractors, she says. Union membership is 
required, and that costs $800. Many tribal members have no transportation to get to job sites. 

''The Indians get put down because they don't work, 11 she says. "Well, there are a lot of reasons they 
don't work." 

When the money comes in, she wants to see a health program, and education and housing, and maybe 
enough for a modest vacatJon, her first in 15 years. But she Is not counting on anythlng just yet. 

"I should be excited," she says, "but we have been let down so many times. It's hard to get excited 
until I see those doors open." 

Karl Adams sits next to Sturgeon and listens with a degree of respect and patience uncommon in a 17-
year-old. 

"I didn't have it as bad as she did," she explains, adding that she Jived in Sacramento rather than on 
the reservatJon. She talks about visiting the reservation at age 12. 

"I had this picture in my mind of big otd tepees," she says, drawing laughter from the other Indians in 
the room. "But I couldn't believe how horrible it was ... there were people actually living in otd cars." 

A few minutes later, however, she talks about once Uvlng in a car herself for two weeks, about moving 
whenever the rent was raised, and going without new dothes. 

Poverty closes generation gaps. 

"I looked at it as a learning process," she says. "I understand the value of money and the importance 
of putting priorities on what you can get." 

She was 12 before she understood what a casino was and how it could help her tribe. Her respect and 
patience give way to unbridled -- and infectious -- enthusiasm when she talks about It. 

Adams, who graduated from high school early, works at the cas1no in the human resources department. 
She plans to take a few courses she needs at Sierra College, then transfer to UC Davis and eventually 
become both a child psychologist and a veterinarian. 

"I'm finally going to have an opportunity, and that's all I want," she says. 

"An opportunity." 

___________________________________ , _____ _ 

Monday: A closer look at Station Casinos Inc. 

About the Writer 
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The Bee's Steve Wiegand can be reached at (916) 321-1076 or swieqand@sacbee.com. 

Thunder Valley Casino at a glance 

Some facts and figures on the Thunder Valley Casino, opening Monday in Placer County: 

Where It Is: Near the Intersection of Industrial and Athens avenues, off Highway 65. 

Ways to lose wages: The 75,000-square-foot casino will open with 1,906 slot and video poker machines. There will be 
about 100 tables for blackjack and other card games, a room for Asian games such as pai gow, and a VIP room for high 
rollers. 

Places to eat: A 500-seat buffet and a fast-food court wlll be ready Monday. A 24-hour cafe and two restaurants, one a 
steakhouse and the other an Asian food bistro run by the Fat family, will open later thJs year. 

Places to drink: The casino will have seven bars, lndudlng three ln the high-limit gambling area and a main bar with an 
impressive waterfall. 

Places to park: There should be room for 3,000 vehicles. 

Smoke •em if you got 'em: Because the casino Is on sovereign lands and not governed by state laws on the subject, 
smoking wm be allowed In the caS1no and bars. A decision has not been made yet on the restaurants. 

The hosts: The United Auburn Indian Community owns and controls the casino. Daily operations will be handled by 
Station Casinos Inc., a pub!idy traded company that owns all or part of 10 casinos In the Las Vegas area. 

United Auburn Indian Community through the years 

About 1900: Survivors of two Indian cu~tures band together on a hilly, rocky site two miles southwest of Auburn. 

1917: The federal government acquires 20 acres for the Indian community, creating Auburn Rancherla. 

1953: The government adds another 20 .acres to the site. 

1958: The tribe Is one of 41 califomia tribes terminated by the federal government. Except for a two-acre parcel 
containing a church and community center, the rancherla land Is sold or given to individuals fn the tribe. 

1991: The tribe adopts a constitution and petitions the Bureau of Indian Affairs for recognition. 

1994: Congress passes, and President Clinton signs, legislation giving federal recognition to the tribe and authorizing it 
to acquire tribat land In Placer County. 

1999: The tribe and the state of califomia agree to a compact allowlng the tribe to operate a Las Vegas-style casino. 

2000: The tribe and Placer County sgn a memorandum of understanding in which the county agrees to endorse a casino 
in return for economic and environmental concessions from the tribe. 

April 2002: The cities of Rocklin and RosevHle and a group called Citizens for Safer Communities sue to stop the casino. 

September 2002: A federal judge dismisses the case. The plaintiffs' appeal is still pending. The U.S. Department of the 
Interior takes a 49-acre ste into trust for the tribe. 

October,. 2002: Construction begins on the casino. 

lune 9, 2003: Thunder Valley Casino is set to open. 
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This story is taken from Thunder Valley Casino at sacbee.com. 

Play the odds 

Ghosts shadow gambling management 

By Steve Wiegand -- Bee Staff Writer - (Published .June 9, 2003) 

Second of two parts. 

LAS VEGAS -- There are ghosts in this city, among the pyramids and pirate ships and palaces. Ghosts 
with names Hke Bugsy and Moe and Tony the Ant. 

They are the spirits of some of Nevada gambiing's first generation of entrepreneurs, people who 
skimmed profits, laundered money and buried their problems In shallow desert graves. 

The "wise guys" are gone, most gambling industry experts will tell you, replaced by dosely monitored 
and scrutlntzed, publicly traded mega-corporations. 

"Casinos are the most highly regulated form of business in the world, and yet with a terrible reputation 
and history in the public mtnd," said Nelson Rose, a Whittier Law School professor and an expert in 

• , gambling law. 

"A lot of times the companies quite literally get into trouble just for the company they keep, or kept." 

Nearly every big modern casino company has had things go bump in the night, and Station Casinos 
Inc., the firm that today begins operations of the Thunder Valley Casino for a Placer County Indian 
tribe, has its own ghosts1 with names like Carl, and Lance, and the state of Missouri. 

"They (Station executives) are young guys, very energetlc1 very aggressive," said Bobby Siller, a 
member of the Nevada Gaming Control Board. "Some of the casinos are pretty cookie-cutter in their 
approach, but these guys like to take chances and do things different, and sometimes that can create 
friction." 

It can aJso create profits. from a modest gambUng and blngo joint for locals with annual revenues of 
less than $3 million, the company has grown in 27 years to a casino giant, with 2002 net revenues of 
$792.9 miUion. Station has a work force of about 10,000 and has fuU ownership of eight casino-hotels 
in the Las Vegas area and half ownership of two others. 

Under its seven-year contract with the United Auburn Indian CommunJty, Station will receive 24 
percent of the casino's annual net revenues, plus 2 percent of the cost of building the casino, In return 
fur its gambling experience and expertise. That could amount to more than $50 million a year fur the 
company. 

While two Nevada gambling companies manage Indtan casinos in Southern California, Station will be 
the first in Northern California . 

. According to many gambling industry analysts, the United Auburn tribe made a good choice: Station 
has a reputation for building successful, "friendly" casinos that appeal to local residents and casual 

http://www.sacbee.com/content/news/projects/casino/v-print/story/6820990p-7771286c.html 6/9/2003 

 
        AR 12002



gamblers who might drlve 30 minutes to a casino, but not two hours. 

''They have a good company for this kind of operation," said WIHiam Thompson, profe~sor of pubUc 
administration at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas, and a leading authority on gambling1s economic 
and social Impacts. "I don't buy casfno stocks, but if I bought casino stocks, I would buy Station." 

But the company also has a reputation for aggressiveness, and that has contributed to a string of 
controversies: 

* Company patriarch Frank Fertitta Jr.'s connection to a 1980s scandal, ln which mobsters skimmed 
mlllions of dollars from several Las Vegas casinos, raised eyebrows when the company tried to establish 
itself in the Indiana and Missouri gambling markets. 

* After winning Ucenses to operate casinos in Missouri, Statton was fined a total of $1.9 million between 
1997 and 2000 for violations that Included dumping fill materials in the Missouri River, aUowing a 12-
year-old girt to play slot machines and refusing to testify before a state regulatory agency looking into 
corruption charges. The company surrendered its Missouri licenses and sold its properties there in 
2000. 

* The company also paid a $475,000 fine In Nevada in 2000 to settle a complaint the Nevada Gaming 
ControJ Board filed against Station for financing an anonymous campaign mailer. The mailer was aimed 
at a Clark County commissioner who had angered Station executives by voting in favor of a rival firm's 
development proposal after pledging to vote against It. 

"Every major gaming company has stumbled from time to time," Station general counsel and corporate 
vice president Scott Nielson said during an interview at the company's offices at Palace StatJon, Its first 
hotel-casino. 

"It's a very tightly regulated business, and it would be almost Impossible to completely avoid some 
violations over the years." 

Station's modest headquarters belies its success. The offices are above the casino's bingo haU, and the 
reception area Is decorated in "early midtown dentist office" style, with pfenty of black-and-white 
pictures of the old days. Occasionally, the monotonous songs of the slot machines make their way up 
the stairs. 

The company's leadership -- which is topped by fertitta·s sons frank III, the chairman and CEO, and 
Lorenzo, the president -- is young (the average age of the top five executives is 43), weH compensated 
(the top five average $4.3 million a year) and experienced. 

It is also flexible. 

"We saw there was publ1c support in caUfornia for Indian gambling," Nielson said. "So we thought that 
sfnce it was going to be a reality, rather than turn our back to it, we should check and see If there were 
some opportunities there for us." 

Opportunity was what a 21-year-old Texan named Frank Fertitta Jr. was seeking when he came to las 
Vegas in 1960. Starting as a bellman, Fertitta became a blackjack dealer; then worked his way up into 
management. 

Vegas was booming, but Fertitta figured there was stm something missing: A casino for the locals, 
where casino employees could blow off steam after work without bosses looking over their shoulders or 
having to share space with the tourists. 

In 1976, Fertitta scraped together enough to buy a small casino off the Strip with a partner, Carl 
Thomas. The casfno became known as the Bingo Palace and later Palace Station. 
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Both Thomas and Fertitta had other jobs as well. When Thomas was made chief executive officer of 
four casinos owned by the Argent Corp., he brought Fertitta in to be general manager at one of them, 
the Fremont. 

But Thomas also had other partners. They were Giuseppe NicoU "Mr. Nick" Civella and Carl "the Cork" 
Civella, brothers and bosses of the La Cosa Nostra chapter in Kansas City. 

In the 1980s, federal prosecutors charged that Thomas, the Civellas and others conspired to "skim" 
money from the Argent casinos by taking it from the counting rooms before It was on the casinos' 
books. 

After a 1985 trial in Kansas City, a dozen defendants were convicted. Thomas, who by then was serving 
a 15-year sentence for a skimming conviction in a related case, testified against his former partners in 
return for immunity from prosecution. 

In hjs testimony, Thomas dJd not implicate Fertitta, who had bought out Thomas' interest In the Bingo 
Palace when the skimming charges first surfaced. 

Fertitta has consistently and vociferously denied any Involvement, and never was indicted or charged. 

But one witness who had been fired by Fertitta, former Fremont security chief HaroJd McBride, testtfied 
Fertftta had been involved in the skimming. Fertitta's name also surfaced In FBI wiretaps of 
conversations between the ClveHas and Thomas. 

After a four-year investigation into the aHegations, the Nevada Gaming Control Board voted 2 to 1 in 
1989 not to initiate disciplinary action against Fertitta. 

But the shadow was there. 

Fertitta Jr. stepped down as board chairman of the company in favor of his son Frank III In 1993, when 
the company went public. He is currently on the board of trustees for the University of Nevada, las 
Vegas. 

The skimming case,.however, still came up when Station appUed to run riverboat casinos In Indiana 
and Missouri. 

"As far as St. Charles riverboat gambling is concerned, we want to know not only about Frank Fertitta 
III, but his father and Patace Station as well," St. Charles, Mo., Mayor Grace Nichols told a local 
newspaper at the time. 

The company eventuaUy gave up the idea of an Indiana riverboat, but won MissourJ licenses In St. 
Charles and Kansas City -- with the understanding that Frank Fertitta Jr. would have absolutely no rote 
in the company's operations. 

Missouri was generally not a pleasant experience for Station. 

Neither casino did as well as expected, and the company ran afout of the state's regulations. 

According to Missouri Gaming Commission records, Station paid a $250,000 fine In 1997 for allowing a 
12-year-old girl to play the slot machines at its St. Charles riverboat casino. In 19991 it paid a 
$500,000 fine for iHegally dumping rock and soil into the Missouri River while doing work on jts St. 
Charles boat. It also paid a $75,000 fine for vioJating water use regulations at its Kansas City site. 

But the coup de grace came in 2000, when the commission launched an investigation of dealings 
between Station and a St. Louis attorney whom Station hired when it first started looking at the 
Missouri market. 
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The attorney, Michael Lazaroff, pleaded guilty in federal court to defrauding his 1aw firm by taking 
$500,000 in bonuses from Station and not turning it over to the firm. He also pleaded guilty to 
defrauding clients, including Station, by padding his expenses, and of concealing the source of 
campaign contributions. 

Gambling commission investigators also found Lazaroff had made 205 private phone calls to former 
commission Chairman Robert Wolfson, which was against Missouri law. 

Testifying before the commission in August 2000, Lazaroff said he had used his personal relationship 
with Wolfson to increase Station's chances of landing a Kansas City gambling license, and that Station 
officials knew about It. 

"They from time to time would ask me to run things by Chairman Wolfson and see what he knew about 
it," Lazaroff testified. 

Station officials denied they knew Lazaroff was doing anything wrong, but refused to testify at the 
commission's public hearings, despite subpoenas. A Station attorney Indignantly told the commission 
the company objected to the hearing being public and to not being able to cross-examine Lazaroff. 

The commission then voted unanimously to strip Station and its top executives of their Missouri 
licenses. And in November 2000, Station agreed to pay a $1 miHion fine, voluntarily surrender its 
licenses and get out of the state. 

In an interview, Station counsel Nielson attributed many of the company's problems in Missouri to 
culturaJ differences. 

"Some of the things that are common practice or well accepted in Nevada aren't necessarily going to be 
accepted in another jurisdiction, and I think that's an important lesson to learn," he said. 

"And you also had a situation where the regulatory people were ex-highway patrolmen ... and some of 
them didn't Hke gamjng, and some didn't like people from Las Vegas, period." 

But the company also has found trouble closer to home. 

In September 2000, Station paid a $475,000 fine to the Nevada Gaming Control Board for failing to 
adequately supervise one of its executives. 

Board investigators said the executive, Mark Brown, authorized the printing and distribution of an 
anonymous -- and therefore, under Nevada law, illegal -- campaign mailer against then-Clark County 
Commissioner Lance Ma1one. 

The mailer featured a cartoon of Malone with his pockets stuffed with cash and a caption reading "You 
just can't trust Lance Malone," and was cited as a key factor in Malone's defeat. 

In testimony before the board, Brown said Malone had voted in favor of a proposed project by a Station 
rival, after taking $40,000 in campaign contributions from Station and pledging to vote against the 
project. 

Brown resigned from Station and the company settled a Hbe1 suit filed by Malone for an und1sdosed 
amount. (Malone, who became a political consultant after his defeat, is currently the subject of an FBI 
probe into political corruption in Las Vegas and San Diego.) 

In a more recent incident, Station notjfied the Gaming Control Board in late April that the company had 
violated state laws that require It to report large cash transactions to the federal government. State 
investigators are looking into the violations. 
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And despite Its reputation for running t•1ocafs' casinos," not everyone in Las Vegas is a Station fan. 

The company is the largest non-union casino employer In town. When it took over a union hotel in 
2000, Station fired about 1,000 workers and required them to reapply for their jobs. According to union 
officials, only 150 were rehired. 

"This was something new for Las Vegas," said Courtney Alexander, research director for Hotel 
Employees and Restaurant Employees local 226, which represents about 50,000 workers in las Vegas. 

"Casinos are bought and sold aH the time, and we had no history of mass terminations when a new 
owner came in •... I think it marked a turning point in how Station was viewed as an employer in this 
town." 

Station's Nielson said the firings have done little to affect the company's standing with its customers, or 
employees. 

"We've said all along we are not anti-union, we are just pro-employee," he said. "If our employees 
believe they want to have someone involved to speak to management for them, they can. We've been 
here for 27 years, they've never feJt the need to do that." 

At Thunder Valley, Nielson said, the decision on whether to have unions will be made by the tribe. 

In fact, while Station will run the casino's day-to-day operations, a five-member Business Council wm 
make policy decisions. 

The council consists of three tribal members and two Station officials, including NieJson, and the tribe 
has already shown it wlH wield its influence. 

"You should have heard the argument we had over what color the felt would be on the card tables," 
said tribal chairwoman Jessica Tavares. 

(For the record, the tribe won, and the felt wUI alternate from table to table: tan with rust trim next to 
a table that is rust with tan trim, to match the exterior colors of the building.) 

Nielson grinned a bit ruefully when recalling another battle over the cocktail waitresses' uniforms, which 
tribal members found too immodest. 

"There were members of the board that weren't particularly thrilled at the costumes," he said, "but we 
assured them there was a method to our madness, and so a slightly modified costume was chosen." 

More important witl be tribal dominance when it comes to regulating the casino. Under federal law and 
the tribes' compact with the state, each casino tribe must create its own tribaJ gaming agency, which 
becomes that casino's regulatory authority. That means the tribe, not Station, will be in charge of 
enforcing casino rules, compact provisions and federal law. 

"If we don't comply i,vith the ruies," Nielson said, "it (the tribal gaming agency) is going to have the 
abiUty to sanction us, just like in Nevada." 

The company also will have to learn to deal with cultural differences that make Missouri look Uke a las 
Vegas suburb. 

Station officials, for example, thought they had found a way to win the Auburn tribe's hearts, through 
their stomachs. 

When tribal chairwoman Tavares mentioned she Jiked crab legs, Station officials provided a mountain of 
them at an "appreciation picnic" for the tribe last year. 
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"Most people didn't even know what they were," she said. ''They all said, 'ewww, fish -- I'm not going 
to eat that.' " 

The company also gave the tribe's children goody bags fuU of candy and toys, including colorful rubber 
king snakes. 

"I had to tell them king snakes are about the most bad-luck of omens there are for us," Tavares said. 

"We don't want king snakes in our casino." 

About the Writer 

The Bee's Steve Wiegand can be reached at (916) 321-1076 or swiegand@sacbee.com. 

Station Casinos at a glance 

Founded: 1976, with the opening of a 5,000-square-foot gambling haU called The casino. It later became the Bingo 
Palace and finally Palace Station. 

Properties: Owns and operates eight casino-hotels and has a half interest Jn two casino-hotels in the Las Vegas area. 

Net revenues: $792.9 miUlon in 2002 

Assets: $1.6 billion 

Work force: About 10,000 

52-week stock high (May 20, 2002 -May 20, 2003): $23.95 

52-week stock low: $11.21. 

Sources: Station Casinos 2002 Annual Report, Securities and Exchange Commission filings 
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This story is taken from Thunder Valley Casino at sacbee.com. 

Gambling analysts bet casino will make plenty 

By Steve Wiegand -- Bee Staff Writer - (Published .June 9, 2003 J 

It's a safe bet that the casino opening today In Placer County will make Jots of money for the owners, 
the United Auburn Indian Community, and the operators, Station Casinos Inc. 

But the odds on figuring out exactly how much, whose pockets it will come from and where it will go 
are somewhat longer. 

Since Indian tribes aren•t required to make public what they take In at their casinos, comparisons to 
area tribes with gambling halls are no hetp. 

That leaves educated guesses. BUI Eadington, director of the Study for the Center of Gambling and 
Commercial Gaming at the University of Nevada, Reno, uses a formula based on the number of adult 
gamblers in an area divided by the number of available slot machines. Revenues from slot machines 
generaHy represent about 75 percent of a casino's take. 

Eadington estimates an Indian casino near a poputatlon the size of the Sacramento area wm average a 
net of about $300 per day per slot machine. 

Since Thunder Valley wm have 1,906 machines, that comes to about $209 million per year. Add 
another $70 miHion from table games such as blackjack, and It comes to about $280 milUon a year. 

That may be conservative, according to a study released last month by CIBC World Markets, an 
international investment bank. 

''The Station Thunder Valley property has1 by far, the best location and will have the best facility in the 
market," CTBC analysts said. "We beHeve that revenue per slot per day estimates of $300-$400 •.• are 
easily attainable." 

For Station Casinos, which will get 24 percent of the net revenue for handling the casino's day-to-day 
operations, $280 mifHon In annual revenues would mean more than $65 mUUon a year. 

Most of that money is expected to come from the casino's back yard: Station Casjnos built its 
reputation as the "locals' casinos" in Las Vegas, and that's one of the reasons the tribe chose the 
company. 

"Our emphasis will be In the Sacramento Valley area," said Scott Nielson, Station's generaJ counsel. 
"We'd love to have people drive from out-market for two, three, four hours, but that's not going to be 
our bread and butter." 

Using kiosks at area shopping centers, the casino atready has signed up thousands of area residents for 
Its "Boarding Pass" program, which rewards players with things like Thunder Valley-themed 
merchandise and food discounts for logging hours on the slot machlnes. 

Not everyone, however, thinks a "locals' casino" Is a good idea for the Jocals' economy. 
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"It's a good-news, bad-news thing," said William Thompson, a professor of public administration at the 
University of Nevada, las Vegas. "The good is: They (Station) do a fantastic job. The bad Is: Whom do 
they do the job on? The loca1s." 

Thompson asserts the local economy won't benefit significantly because most of the casino's revenues 
wm come from money Jocal gamblers would have spent at other local businesses, such as movie 
theaters or shoe stores. Now, he says, a big chunk of money wiJI be flowing out of the local economy, 
to las Vegas-based Station. He estimates the tribe also wUI spend 10 to 15 percent of its revenue on 
out-of-state vendors who provide casino staples such as s1ot machines. 

And, Thompson said, the casino won't attract enough non-local money to make up the difference. 

Thompson, who is an outspoken critic of the "soclat costs" of gambUng -- personal bankruptcies, 
substance abuse, divorce, lost work time -- did an economic impact study in 2000 for a group opposing 
the Thunder Valley Casino. 

He concluded that the annuaJ negative economic Impact, incJuding sociaJ costs, for the area within a 
30-mile radius could be as much as $200 million. 

But other studies have found that casino gambling's impacts on communities, both economic and 
social, are mixed. 

A federal government review of gambling studies in the 1990s, for example, found two studies rated 
the overall economic impacts of casino gambling "negative," seven found It "neutrat to slightly positive" 
and 10 found it "significantly positive." 

A series of studies in 2000 by researchers at the University of Nevada, Reno, and the University of 
Memphis concluded that except fur personal bankruptcies, there was Httle connection between 
gambling and most societal Ills. 

The prospect of a casino in Placer County has not caused much of an economic stir of any sort so far. 
Prices on surrounding parcels in the Sunset Industriaf area, where the casino is located, have remained 
fairly constant. 

But some local officials are hopeful it will spur development in the area. 

"The tribe is paying for $30 million worth of infrastructure improvements in the area," said Placer 
County Supervisor Robert Weygandt, who represents the area, "so in that regard, it's going to prove to 
be very positive." 

Weygandt also notes the casino's creation of about 1,800 jobs and the prospect of enticing Bay Area 
residents and people headed fur Reno Into leaving their gambling money at Thunder Valley Instead. 

At least one company is betting the casino wm inject cash into the area outside the slots. 

Station Casinos has purchased 99 acres across the street from the casino. Company counsel Nielson 
said the company has no specific plans fur development, although speculation has ranged from a hotel 
to an amusement park. 

About the Writer 

The Bee's Steve Wiegand can be reached at (916) 321-1076 or swiegand@sacbee.com. 
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This story is taken from Thunder Valfey Casino at sacbee.com. 

Placer hits jackpot in gambling agreement 

Roseville and Rocklin won't get a dime becaW,Jse they sued to stop 
Thunder Valley Casino. 

By Art Campos -- Bee Staff Writer - (Published .June 8, 2003) 

The United Auburn Indian Community Is giving Placer County $3.6 million a year to handle the Impacts 
of Thunder Valley casino, which opens Monday on unincorporated land between Uncoln and RosevHle. 

Included in that money is $600,000 the Sheriff's Department is receiving to hire five deputies and buy 
a patrol car for a new beat estabUshed around the casino. 

The tribe also built a $1.5 miHJon fire station on the casino property and Is paying Placer County 
$900,000 a year to staff it with firefighters full time. 

The county Is the only local jurisdiction slated for the annual payments because of an agreement signed 
with the tribe In 1999. 

Roseville and Rocklin rejected potential agreements, deciding instead to go to federal court to try to 
stop the $200 milllon casino from being built at Athens and Industrial avenues near Highway 65. 

Lincoln signed an agreement with the tribe, but the pact was set aside by a judge after a citizens group 
filed a lawsuit over environmental issues. It is unknown whether that agreement will be reinstated. 

Howard Dickstein, attorney for the United Auburn Indian Community, said the tribe offered to sign 
agreements with cities and the county to be a "good neighbor." 

''The tribe knows that a casino project would have impacts, and it wanted to help mitigate them," 
Dickstein said. "The tribe recognized that partnerships with other governments are good for other 
businesses." 

Anthony la Bouff, Placer County counsel, said the agreement, known as a memorandum of 
understanding, wasn't easily reached. 

"It took awhile to get there," he said. "But we tried to reach a fair business deal with the tribe. We felt 
they should pay their way like other businesses do." 

For Placer County, the biggest payment from the tribe wiH be $2 million annually to make up for an 
expected toss in property taxes. 

The tribe also will pay $612,144 annually for Jaw enforcement coverage from the sheriff's department. 
The salaries of five deputies will be paid annually from the mitigation money. 

Placer County Undersheriff Steve D'Arcy said a patrol beat is being established near the casino, but 
deputies won't be based at the facility. 
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The annual $900,000 payments for fire coverage allow the county to contract with the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection for a full-time, three-member station at the casino. 

And the California Highway Patrol has a $62,000 contract to handle anticipated traffic problems around 
the casino for the next three weeks~ 

Meanwhile, Roseviile and Rocklin will receive no mitigation money. 

Rosevme Mayor F.C. "Rocky" Rockholm said his city considered a draft agreement but decided against 
it. 

"I wasn't really interested In a deal," he said. "The e-ma!ts and phone calls I got were 100 percent 
against a casino. And the wheels were already in motion for litigation against the casino. There was no 
reason to stop it." 

Dickstein said Roseville rejected $380,000 in annual payments from the tribe. 

Included was $200,000 for the Maidu Interpretive Center, the American Indian museum near Maidu 
Park; a $150,000 endowment for youth programs; and $30,000 to the RoseviUe Chamber of 
Commerce. 

In addition, the tribe proposed a one-time payment of $300,000 to Roseville for the reaUgnment of 
fiddyment Road. 

RockUn City Manager Carlos Urrutia said his city had some preUminary meetings with the tribe but that 
no agreements were drafted. 

"They could have given us some money, but the City Council felt it wouldn't have mitigated the impacts 
of the casino," Urrutia said. "And the city already had a lawsuit trying to prevent them from opening." 

The Lincoln City CouncU signed an agreement with the tribe that cal1ed for Lincoln to receive a one-time 
payment of $1 million for allowing the casino to hook up with the city's sewer system. 

Lincoln stood to gain another $1 minion from the tribe for the deve1opment of the Highway 65 Uncotn 
bypass project. 

The city also would get annual payments of $37,500 for police impacts, $30,000 for its Redevelopment 
Agency, $125,000 for the promotion of social, cultural and youth activities and $50,000 for an outdoor 
learning project concerning American Indian culture. And Lincoln's library was to receive $15,000 the 
first year and $5,0-00 annually thereafter. 

But the agreement was put aside when a neighborhood group sued Lincoln, and a judge required an 
environmental review for impacts on the sewer system. 

If the lawsuit Is settled in favor of Lincoln, negotiations for a new agreement would need to be initiated, 
Dickstein said. 

"We're hoping we can get the money back," said Lincoln Councilman Ray Sprague. "We've been 
Impressed with the benevolence and interest shown by the tribe for our youth actMties. •• 

In the meantime, the United Auburn Indian Community has built a small wastewater treatment plant on 
the casino grounds to handle the sewer issue. 

About the Writer 
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This story is taken from ~sinQ at sacbee.com. 

Placer cities negotiate on casino 

A settlement with the United Auburn tribe could yield $15 million .. 

By Roger Phelps -- Bee Staff Writer - (Published February 15, 2003) 

Roseville, Rocklin and the United Auburn Indian Community representatives have been quietly 
negotiating to end a fawsuit by the cities to block gambling in South Placer County. 

Under settlement terms, the cities could gain $15 million by dropping their suit -- but it's a crapshoot 
as to whether they will. 

City leaders say they are being asked to choose between backing $15 million in local programs 
administered by nonprofit organizations and supporting residents bitterly opposed to the casino. 

"Yeah, I've heard about the offer of $15 mUHon," said Roseville City Councilman Richard Roccucci. 
"We're still evaluating it ..•. We all have our limits (of temptation), but we aH have our values. I've 
gotten hundreds of e-mails and letters agalnst a casino." 

The casino is under construction while the cities' Jawsuit continues, challenging the right of the United 
Auburn Community to build it near Lincoln. The suit was dismissed in September by a federal judge 
who threatened to sanction the cities for fiHng a frivolous lawsuit, but their appea1 ls pending. 

Now, In dosed-door negotiations, the tribe has offered millions for nonprofits, money for a key traffic 
interchange and concessions on the casino's proposed name, said sources close to the tribe who asked 
not to be identified. 

Time is running out because court deadlines are approaching. 

The $15 million would be spread over 17 years. It would not go into general funds, but would be 
disbursed to nonprofit groups, most like1y those with track records of programs in Placer County. That 
means the money couldn't be used to offset RoseviHe's recent loss In a court ruling of $9 mmion per 
year from its utility users tax, Roccucci said. 

The tribe also would offer $2 million to the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority to help build 
a freeway overpass at Highway 65 and Sunset Boulevard, around 1.5 miles from the casino. The joint
powers authority, of which Rosevllle and Rockltn are members, was formed in the late 1990s to 
mitigate regional traffic effects from development. 

In addition, school officiaJs confirmed they would welcome the tribe dropping the name Thunder VaHey 
Casino, as it has offered in settlement talks, in case confusion might occur with the Rocklin High School 
sports team mascot, the Thunder. 

"I serve on the Rocklin Chamber of Commerce board, and some of the busjness leaders mentioned the 
casino name and the high school mascot," said Rocklin Unified School District Superintendent Kevin 
Brown. "I contacted representatives from the Auburn Indian tribe, and they said they'd failed to realize 
that was our mascot." 
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The $215 million project by Station casinos of Las Vegas broke ground in October. 

"The cities have to make a decision in a matter of weeks," said the tribe's attorney, Howard Dickstein. 
"I have to file briefs by March 7, but we're going to have to start spending money to prepare the briefs 
before that." 

Outgoing Roseville City Manager Al Johnson declined to comment on the suit before he retired 
Wednesday. City Manager Craig Robinson also wou1d not discuss the negotiations. 

Members of the residents' group Citizens for Safer Communities, which joined the cities in the suit, said 
the tribe·s offer was not a fair one. Celia Nunez said the group had commissioned a study by a 
university professor to calculate possible financial effects of a casino in South Placer County. She said 
the study showed long-term money losses In the area would exceed the $15 million the tribe offers 
over 17 years. 

A satellite campus of califomia State University, Sacramento, is planned for land between Roseville and 
Lincoln, in the same Sunset Industrial Area that will house the casino and would benefit from the 
interchange. 

Rocklin Vice Mayor Brett Storey said Rocklin is concerned about the interchange project. 

"The interchange Is necessary with or without a casino -- for schools, and for businesses coming into 
the area," Storey said. "A highway interchange is $5 million. It's under jurisdiction of a joint-powers 
association, but the JPA wiH never pay for the total interchange. State and federal sources are drying 
up." 

Storey and Rocklin City Manager Carlos Urrutia declined to speak specifically about settlement talks, 
but Urrutia said Rocklin wants a freeway overpass at Highway 65 and Sunset Boulevard no later than 
2007. 

"If we relied entirely on JPA funds, I don't believe that the interchange could be built in the needed 
time frame," Urrutia said. "Under the best of circumstances, the Sunset interchange will not start until 
2005, because of design logistics and (state) processing requirements. We are trying to put together a 
financing plan involving JPA funds, city and county contributions, and advance contributions from 
developers." 

But it is the $15 million to the cities that coutd put officials on a political hot spot no matter which 
decision they make, to take or reject the money. 

The $15 minion would probab1y be disbursed to high-profile nonprofits. Child Abuse Council of Placer 
County and Junior Achievement of Sacramento already run numerous programs in Placer County 
schools, officials satd. 

Roccucci said he wants a court ruling on whether the tribe has a right to bulld a casino. 

"We're so close to filing all the briefs, we might as well wait for it," Roccucci said. 
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This story is taken from gi~ino at sacbee.com. 

Some tribes open to a revenue deal 

By Steve Wiegand -- Bee Staff Writer - (Published February 12., 2003) 

Several california Indian tribes said Tuesday they want to demonstrate they are "responsible citizens," 
In part by negotiating deals that would trade some of their casino gambling revenues to the state for 
the right to operate more slot machines. 

In a letter to Gov. Gray Davis, the 21 tribes1 calling themselves the ''Tribal Compact Coalition," said 
they recognize that exercising their right to run casinos "triggers responsibilities," including "making 
fair-share contributions from increased revenues of additional slot machines ... 

The tribes also said they recognize "the obligation to faJrly mitigate off-reservation impacts of future 
(casino) development" by giving local governments a greater role in the process. 

The words were welcomed by the governor, whose proposal to close the state's cavernous budget 
deficit in part by getting state government a piece of the multi-billion-dollar Indian casino industry has 
been sharply criticized by some tribal leaders. 

"We view it as very positive that these 21 tribes are reaching out their hands to work with the state," 
said Amber Pasricha, a spokeswoman for Davis, "and we will reciprocate in the negotiations." 

The negotiations Pasrlcha referred to start next month between Davis and many of the 61 tribes that 
have gambling compacts with the state. 

The 20-year compacts, agreed to in 1999, have a one-time renegotiation window this year. Tribes are 
not required to renegotiate, and some have indicated they will not. 

Under federal law, states cannot directly tax Indian tribes. But Davis is hopeful many tribes wi11 be 
willing to trade gambling revenues for an increase in the 2,000-slot-machine maximum each tribe is 
allowed under the current compacts. 

The loudest reaction to Davis' proposal among gaming tribes has come from tribal leaders opposed to 
the Idea and critical of what they say Is the governor's disregard fur their status as sovereign nations. 

Representatives of the new coalition said they are tired of feeling misrepresented by the critical tribes. 

"I want to do this In a business-like manner," said Margaret Dalton, chairwoman of the Jackson 
Rancheria Band of Miwok Indians, which operates a casino in Amador County. "I wiil not push against 
other tribes1 but I don't want other tribes speaking for me." 

The coalition also includes tribes that operate Cache Creek Casino in Yolo County and the Thunder 
Valley Station Casino under construction in Placer County. Its members have varying renegotiation 
goals, including an increase in the number of machines, creation of better traffic access to tribal lands 
and expansion 1ssues. 

Their wiHingness to negotiate on the issue of a bigger role for local governments in casino development 
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and expansion follows widespread complaints from local officials that they have been frozen out of the 
process and end up footing the blH for increased traffic, fire safety and law enforcement needs created 
by the casinos, 

"We want to be good neighbors as well as good Californians," said Paula Lorenzo, chairwoman of the 
Rumsey Band of Wintun Indians, which operates the Cache Creek Casino, "and we want our neighbors 
to have their voices heard just as we want ours heard." 

Representatives of the group said they were drawn together by common Interests, particu1arly in more 
sharply defining the fanguage of the compacts, and in not appearing to be arrogant in their dealings 
with the state and local governments. 

"They wanted to drive the message to the state and governor that they are wHHng to sit down and 
acknowledge that the governor's issues have validity and the tribes are willing to talk to him," said Rob 
Rosette, an attorney from one of five legal firms representing tribes in the coalition. 

Rosette safd he expects several more tribes wiU join the group before the end of the week. Coalition 
members said they expect that while some issues may be negotiated as a group, others wm be on a 
tribe-by-tribe basis. 

Thus, some tribes could end up with different slot maximums, for varying percentages of their 
revenues. 

That would mark a decided change from current compacts, which were hammered out hastily three 
years ago and are rife with ambiguous language. 

Not all Indian leaders are as sanguine about the Impact of the coalition. 

Jacob Coin, executive director of the California Nations Indian Gaming Association, a 61-tribe 
organization that has been critical of both Davis and the state Gambling Control Commission, said the 
move could be divisive. 

Coin said tribes that are willing to give up some of their sovereignty in areas such as revenue sharing 
and giving local governments a stronger voice in casino expansion could compromise the sovereign 
authority of other tribes. 

"It sets a precedent," he said. "I've read in the newspapers 'here's the good Indians, who are great to 
do this, here are the not-so-good Indians, who maybe don't need any more machines, and here are the 
bad Indians, who absolutely won't go along.' 

"So you start creating those classifications of 'good Indian, bad Indian,' and that's not good for any of 
us." 
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This story is taken from ~si~Lno at sacbee.com. 

High stakes 

Placer casino on fast track despite legal challenge 

By Art Campos -- Bee Staff Writer - (Published December 15, 2002) 

It didn't take long fur the steel skeleton of a las Vegas-style casino to go up in an empty field in Placer 
County. 

In just a month and a half, ground was broken, the foundation was poured and the frame of the 
multistory, 200,000-square-foot Indian casino building was up at the intersection of Industrial and 
Athens avenues just south of Lincoln. Motorists on Highway 65 near the Twelve Bridges Drive exit can 
look west and see the steel girders, cranes, construction trailers and heavy equipment. 

About 200 workers and 10,.000 tons of steel are involved in the project. Cement trucks, dirt-hauling 
rigs and other large delivery trucks stream in and out of the site at a rate of nearly 100 every 30 
minutes. 

"It didn't go up by magic," said Howard Dickstein, attorney for the United Auburn Indian Community. 
"Construction crews are working double and tripfe shifts. We are trying for at Jeast a partial opening by 
the end of June." 

The tribe is building on unincorporated land between Roseville, Rocklin and Lincoln that the federal 
government took into trust on Its behaif so the tribe could build a casino. While Placer County 
supervisors in 1999 agreed to support the casino's construction In return for more than $1 million in 
"mitigation" money from the tribe, city officials in Roseville and Rocklin rejected similar offers and 
voted to fight the tribe. 

Placer County Counset Anthony la Bouff, who helped negotiate the county's agreement with the tribe, 
said construction engineers told him the $215 million project "has gone faster than anything they have 
ever seen built." 

"The Indian tribe has devoted the resources to get jt done," la Bouff said. "Yes, it's going fast, but you 
have to remember that the United Auburn Indian Community has atso been working on getting a casino 
since 1996. 

"They were quite ready to go to work the day after they got authority to do it." 

County Supervisor Robert Weygandt said he understands the tribe's haste. "The sooner they open their 
doors, the sooner they start making millions and millions of doUars," he said. 

The planned casino Jsn't without controversy. 

Roseville and RockUn have opposed it from the start. They filed a tawsuit against gambling being 
allowed on the property and lost. They are appealing the ruling in a federal court. 

Meanwhile, another lawsuit was responsible for the tribe's decision to build its own wastewater 
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treatment plant on the casino grounds. 

The tribe had planned to connect to a regJonal water and sewer treatment plant being built by the city 
of Lincoln. But citizens took the matter to court and turned back the plan on the grounds that an 
environmental impact report was needed. 

In addition to the legal entanglements, some res!dents have argued that a casino would lead to 
gambling addictions and traffic problems. They also are worried that high school students wHI find their 
way to the casino since state law permits gambling at age 18. 

Doug Elmets, a spokesman for the tribe, said the casino has offered to raise the admittance age to 21 
to allay those fears. Elmets said the tradeoff would be for RoseviHe and Rocklin to drop their appeal in 
federal court, but the cities haven't taken action on the offer. 

The tribe also has offered to change the casino•s name from Thunder VaHey to avoid confusion with 
Rocklin High School's nickname, The Thunder. 

Carlos Urrutia, Rocklin city manager, would not confirm or deny Elmets' statements. He said the City 
Council disclosed a matter involving the casino in closed session Tuesday but no action was taken. 

Other revelations involving the casino have surfaced recently. 

One is that the tribe is negotiating with restaurants and a coffeehouse for space in the casino. Among 
prospects are Fatburgers, Frank fat's restaurant, Sbarro Pizza, Baja Fresh, Panda Express and 
Starbucks, said Dickstein. A large buffet restaurant and a steakhouse also may be in the mix, he said. 

The other news is that Station Casinos, the company that will operate Thunder Valley casino, has 
purchased an adjacent 98-acre site. 

No one is saying what will be built on that land, but speculation is that a hotel would be a good fit. 

Dickstein said it's too early to tell. 

"A hotel is not on (Station's) mind right now," he said. "The opening of the casino is on its mind." 

County officials said another casino couldn't be built unless Station went through the county's land use 
process. La Bouff noted that only the United Auburn Indian Community has the authority to build a 
casino -- and that it couldn't expand onto Station's new property. 

"That's not fn the agreement with the county," La Bouff said. "My best guess is that this is a bit like the 
Disneyland syndrome. When Disneyland opened in Anaheim In the 1950s, Disney discovered that the 
land value around them went up. 

"The next time they opened a Disneyland in Orlando, they made sure they bought up all the land 
around them." 

Scott Smith, attorney for an opposltJon group called Citizens for Safer Communities, said the tribe and 
Station Casinos could be making a grievous mistake by rushing toward a June opening. 

"It's a calculated risk on their behalf," Smith said. "The lawsuit by Roseville and Rocklin is still under 
appeal, and we will likely have a decision well before the June opening. 

"What if the Circuit Court of Appeals reverses the District Court's decision? It would effectively mean 
that all of that construction has gone for naught. 

"The tribe and the casino backers are spending an awful lot of money taking a chance that they will 
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prevail." 

The city of Lincoln, the Lincoln Chamber of Commerce and Western Placer Unified Schoof District in 
Lincoln all are neutral on the casino's construction. 

The Lincoln City Council origJnally was opposed but after conceding that the project couldn't be 
stopped, it decided to enter into an agreement with the tribe that would allow the city to obtain 
benefits. 

Such enticements included $1 million for the sewer connection, $1 million for the Lincoln Highway 65 
Bypass, $1,000 for each fire call, $37,500 annually for law enforcement services and annual monetary 
donations for cultural, social and youth activities. 

The agreement eventually was rescinded after citizens won the lawsuit over the sewer connection. 

Lincoln Cjty Manager Jerry Johnson said the environmental review now required should be completed 
by February. He said preliminary indications are that there are no reasons why the connection with the 
casino cannot take place. "It says providing service to the casino would not be growth-inducing," 
Johnson said. 

To save time, the tribe obtained a permit to operate a smaller treatment plant on its property, but it 
eventually hopes to connect its sewer lines to the Lincoln plant. 

The Lincoln Chamber of Commerce, though taking no position on the casino, said it nevertheless looks 
forward to the economic impact. 

"We are anticipating 1,700 new jobs will be created," said Harvi Callaham, executive director for the 
chamber. "The income that wiH result for our trades and services are positive. 

''The fact is, the casino Is coming. It's a done deal. So why not try to Jook at how its presence can help 
the community?" 

Callaham noted that a castno representative spoke at the chamber's Dec. 4 breakfast meeting and the 
event drew 140 listeners. 

"It was a record for attendance," she said. "The general feeling I had from the audience was that (the 
casino) would be very positive." 

Roger Yohe, superintendent of Western Placer Unified, said he is not concerned about the casino's 
location across Highway 65 from the future elementary, middle and high schools in the Twelve Bridges 
development. 

"By the time the homes are built and the people begin to move in, the casino will have already been 
across the freeway," Yohe said. ''There won't be a surprise to those people who come to buy the 
homes." 

In addition, even if the casino doesn't raise its admittance age, "if the casino is doing its job of 
screening them, the students won't get In," Yohe said. 
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This story is taken from J;:asit1Q at sacbee.com. 

Casino construction in progress despite legal 
challenge 

By Roger Phelps -- Bee Staff Writer - (Published November 10, 2002) 

Work has started on a $215 million American Indian casino just off Highway 65, despite a pending legal 
challenge by neighboring Rocklin and Roseville. 

Crews for the Auburn United Indian Community broke ground at the site at Industrial and Athens 
avenues late last month. Construction trailers are in place, tractors have been grading the land and a 
foundation Is being laid. 

"We expect it would open sometime late next year," said Howard Dickstein, the tribe's attorney. "There 
could be a partial opening before that." 

The 200,000-square-foot complex Is being called Thunder VaHey Station Casino and is expected to have 
as many as 2,000 slot machines, 100 gaming tables, a showroom, specialty restaurants and parking for 
3,000 cars. It could employ as many as 1,700 people when completed. 

Because the tribe is a sovereign nation building on its own land, the project doesn't need county 
planning approval. However, the tribe has agreed to follow local zoning, building and design guidelines. 

Last year Rosevme, Rocklin and a local group called Citizens for Safer Communities sued the 
Department of the Interior to stop transfer of the 49-acre site to the tribe. Washington, D.C., District 
Judge Emmet G. Sullivan dismissed the suit In September, but the cities fifed an appeal, which Is 
pending. 

SUiiivan's dismissal allowed the land transfer, freeing the tribe to start building. 

Their property is just outside of Lincoln, Rocklin and RoseviHe. Casino opponents say a gambling 
operation doesn't beJong in such a populated area. 

"I was hoping the legal action would be done (before groundbreaking)," said Rocklin Mayor Ken Yorde. 

Still, local officials said they aren't surprised by the preliminary construction work because they realized 
the tribe cleared a hurdle when the lawsuit was dismissed. Officials say that if they win their appea1, 
construction could be halted. 

Sullivan also ordered the cities to prove their lawsuit wasn't a frivolous use of the courts and said they 
could be fined if they fail to do so. 

Officials have insisted the suit had merit and filed a brief saying the federal planning process is flawed 
because it took insufficient account of local comments and that the federal taking of land for tribes 
violates the doctrine of state sovereignty. 

The judge hasn't ruled on the brief and has no time limit In which to do so, Dickstein said. 
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.. Federal judges don't have time limits," he said. 

Uncoln has declined to join its neighbors in the lawsuit, although it officially does not favor the casino. 
The city has hedged its bet by agreeing its wastewater treatment plant could treat casino waste in 
exchange for payments to the city. 

Tribal officials have agreed to contribute money toward various city services and projects, including the 
proposed Highway 65 bypass. 

las Vegas-based Station Casinos Inc. has a management contract to operate the casino under a board 
of directors controlled by the tribe, Dickstein said. The contract will run for five to seven years, bringing 
Station Casinos 24 percent of net revenues, he said. 

Last June, the company finished a $262 million casino in Santa Barbara County owned by the Pechanga 
Band of Luiseno Indians. 
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This story is taken from casino at sacbee.com. 

Judge clears way for Placer casino 

But foes who sued to stop the project have a chance to appeal .. 

By Steve Wiegand -- Bee Staff Writer - (Published September ll, 2002) 

A Washington, D.C., federal judge has dismissed a lawsuit aimed at stopping construction of a 
mammoth Indian casino in Placer County, putting the project on track to open late next year. 

Casino foes, led by the cities of Roseville and Rocklin, were granted a brief stay Tuesday of the decision 
to allow federal officials to take 49 acres of undeveloped land between Rosevme and Uncotn into trust 
for the United Auburn Indian Community. The federal designation would make the land part of the 
tribe's sovereign territory, paving the way for its members to build a casino on the site. 

The temporary stay gives the plaintiffs until Thursday to seek a longer stay while they appeal. But 
casino proponents hailed the suit's dismissal as a major step. 

"It's a vindication that the tribe has followed the correct process and abided by an federal laws 
throughout this long and arduous ordeal," said tribal attorney Howard Dickstein. 

''This is a very important step. Assuming the decision is not overturned, and that is unlikely, it means 
the questions about the casino are now 'when?' and not 'if.' " 

The plaintiffs in the case, which along with Roseville and Rocklin include a group called Citizens for 
Safer Communities, could not be reached for comment Tuesday. 

Meanwhile, officials for las Vegas-based Station Casinos, Inc., which owns and operates several hotels 
and casinos In southern Nevada, revealed details of the $215 million, 200,000-square-foot casino the 
company plans to buitd and operate for the tribe. 

Company spokeswoman Lesley Pittman said the Thunder Valley Station Casino will be home to as many 
as 2,000 slot machines, 100 table games, a 1,200-seat showroom, a 500-seat buffet, three specialty 
restaurants, a food court and parking for 3,000 vehicles. 

"We anticipate it will be a first-class gaming experience that wiH equal our las Vegas properties," 
Pittman said. 

In the suit flied last April, the two cities and Citizens for Safer Communities claimed the U.S. 
Department of Interior had failed to consider the possible negative impacts of the casino on 
surrounding communities. 

The suit also claimed the federal government lacked the authority to take land in California for the 
Indians without the state's formal consent. 

But federal Judge Emmet Sullivan dismissed the suit Monday, saying it was "without merit" in light of 
previous congressional actions and rulings in earlier lawsuits. 
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The decision marks another step In an eight-year odyssey for the 215-member group of Maidu and 
Miwok Indians who first were thrown together by the federal government as a single entity on a 
rancheria near Auburn in 1917. After the group was dismantled by Congress in the early 1950s, 
surviving members and descendants of the rancheria regrouped in 1991 and were granted tribal status 
In 1994. 

In 1996, the tribe proposed and then abandoned plans to build a casino in Penryn. Three years ago, it 
proposed a new site on 

49 acres at the intersection of Athens and Industrial avenues, in an unincorporated area near Highway 
65 and not far from RockUn1 Roseville and Lincoln. 

Officials in all three cities objected strenuously to the idea, and turned down financial offers by the tribe 
to help pay for potential Impacts caused by the casino. 

But Placer County officials, saying it was futile to fight in the courts, signed a deal in 1999 agreeing to 
support the casino In exchange for more than $1 million a year from the Indians. The money would go 
for law enforcement, fire-fighting and traffic mitigation, as well as $50,000 a year for gambling-disorder 
treatment programs. 

In addition, the tribe agreed to follow county zoning, building and deslgn guidelines. The agreement 
was believed to the first of its kind in the nation between an Indian group and a local government and 
was hailed by federal officials as "a model for the rest of the nation." 

The tribe already has signed a compact with Gov. Gray Davis. last week, the state Gambling Control 
Commission granted the tribe licenses for 906 slot machines. 

Station Casinos' Pittman said that barring legal delays, the company plans to open the casino in the fall 
of 2003. She said the company has a seven-year operating agreement with the tribe. 
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Who Gets The Money? 
Needy Native Americans, you'd think. But Indian casinos 
are making millions for their investors and providing little 
to the poor 
By RONALD L. BARLETT ANO JAMES B. STEELE 

PRINT THIS ARTICLE .) 

Dec. 16, 2002 
Anita Hollow Hom, a bright, attractive member of the Oglala 
Sioux tribe, is a fairly typical beneficiary of Indian gaming. 
She lives in Pine Ridge, S.D., on her tribe's reservation, with 
its overcrowded dwellings, 88% unemployment and a school
dropout rate of almost 50%. Hollow Hom, 37, and her four 
children share a three-bedroom home, opposite a landfill, with 
her mother and stepfather - and seven other relatives. 
Fourteen people live in the one-story house with a single 
bathroom. Hollow Hom and her daughter, 9, sleep on a bed in 
a comer of the basement; her other children sleep on the :floor 
upstairs. Her brother Reginald, 35, who has cancer, sleeps in 
another corner with his two sons, 10 and 15. It's toughest 
when the basement floods. "Sometimes the sewer backs up, 11 

says Hollow Hom, "and it just gets all over down there." 
Black mold has already consumed one wall underneath the 
staircase and is eating its way up the other. 

So how, exactly, is Hollow Hom prospering :from the $12.7 
billion Indian gaming industry? Like most Native Americans, 
not at all. Last year the Oglala's Prairie Wind Casino, housed 
in a temporary, white, circus-tent-like structure smaller than a 
basketball court, turned a profit of $2.4 million on total 
revenue of $9 .5 million. Most of the money went to fund 
general programs, such as services for the elderly and young 
people, as well as education and economic development. But 
even if there had been profit sharing instead, the payout 
would have worked out to a daily stipend of just 16¢ for each 
of the 41,000 tribe members. 

That's not to say that members of a few small tribes near big 
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cities aren't doing very well from gaming. In Minnesota, 300 
members of the Shakopee Mdewakanton Sioux community 
reportedly take home more than $1 million a year. But bands 
like that are the exception. Only 25% of gaming tribes 
distribute cash to their members, usually no more than a few 
thousand dollars each. 

So if the overwhelming majority of Native Americans like 
Hollow Horn aren't benefiting from the Indian casino boom, 
who is? In many cases, the big winners are non-Indian 
investors, some of whom pocket more than 40% of an Indian 
casino's profits. Actually, calling these people investors 
understates their role. They often serve as master strategists 
who draw up the plans and then underwrite the total cost of 
bringing a casino online: ferreting out an amenable tribe, 
paying a signing bonus, picking up tribal expenses and paying 
the salaries of the tribe's officials, aH of this before a spade of 
dirt is turned. If an Indian band isn't federally recognized as a 
tribe and is thus ineligible for a gaming venture, these full
service backers will bankroll genealogists to construct a 
family tree, then hire lawyers and lobbyists in Washington to 
help change the band's status. And if a reservation isn't prime 
real estate for a casino, the investors sometimes purchase a 
more suitable patch and instruct their lawyers and lobbyists to 
persuade the government to designate the land as a trust!> as 
reservation property is called. Building the casino is the 
easiest step. 

--THE MONEYMEN There is almost no oversight of the 
backers. The National Indian Gaming Commission (NIGC), 
the understaffed, underfunded, underperforming and 
undersupervised agency that is supposed to police gambling 
on Indian reservations, knows little about most of the 
investors. Under its regulations, the agency must approve the 
management contracts between outside companies and tribes. 
But a billion-dollar loophole allows tribes to retain companies 
under consulting agreements without the NIGC's approval. 
Neither the companies, their investors nor the consulting 
terms are subject to the commission's review. A Department 
of the Interior investigation in June 2001 showed that there 
were 332 Indian gaming operations, from firehouse bingo 
games to full-scale casinos, but that only 31 were operating 
under management contracts approved by the NIGC: As the 
department's Office of the Inspector General later concluded, 
"Almost all tribes are utilizing consulting agreements to 
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circumvent the regulatory and enforcement authority vested in 
the National Indian Gaming Commission." 

As a result, tribes are pretty much free to cut financing deals 
as they like. Sometimes investors' names surface; sometimes 
they don't. Tribal leaders don't have to disclose executives' 
pay or management arrangements, report their profits, issue 
audited financial statements or divulge self-dealing contracts 
to the public or their tribe's members. Not all these deals work 
out for the moneymen, but the ones that do yield spectacular 
returns. A few of the outside investors have distinctive -
some would say controversial - pasts. Here are profiles of 
three: 

THE POKER PLAYER. Say what you will about Lyle 
Berman - and people have called him a lot of things: a pit 
bull, an intimidator, a fearsome competitor - but no one has 
ever accused him of modesty. Of his casino-development 
company, Lakes Entertainment Inc., Berman once told 
reporters, "We're the most successful company in Indian 
gaming." Because of the secrecy surrounding gambling on 
Indian reservations, it's impossible to know whether that's 
true. But Berman has dearly done quite nicely since he began 
developing and managing Indian casinos more than a decade 
ago. Among his real estate holdings: a ranch in tony Telluride, 
Colo.; a house in Palm Springs, Calif.; an estate called Casa 
Berman Palmillia on the Mexican Riviera; a condo in Las 
Vegas; and a $5 million estate in Wayzata, Minn. By his 
account, as of September 2001, he was worth almost $69 
million. 

--- With reporting by Laura KannatzJNew York and research by Joan 
Levinstein, Mitch Frank and Nadia Mustafa 
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Wheel Of Misfortune 
Casinos were supposed to make Indian tribes self
sufficient. So why are the white backers of Indian 
gambling raking in millions while many tribes continue to 
struggle in poverty? 
By D0t,JAl..,D L. BA8LETT At-AD JAMES B. STEELE 

Dec. 16, 2002 
Imagine, if you will, Congress passing a bill to make Indian 
tribes more self-sufficient that gives billions of dollars to the 
white backers of Indian businesses [EM] and nothing to 
hundreds of thousands of Native Americans living in poverty. 
Or a bill that gives hundreds of millions of dollars to one 
Indian tribe with a few dozen members [EM] and not a penny 
to a tribe with hundreds of thousands of members. Or a bill 
that allows select Indian tribes to create businesses that reap 
millions of dollars in profits and pay no federal income tax 
[EM} at the same time that the tribes collect millions in aid 
from American taxpayers. Can't imagine Congress passing 
such a bill? It did. Here's how it happened [EM] and what it 
means 

Maryann Martin presides over America's smallest tribe. 
Raised in Los Angeles in an African-American family, she 
knew little of her Indian ancestry until 1986, when at age 22 
she learned that her mother had been the last surviving 
member of the Augustine Band of Cahuilla Mission Indians. 
In 1991, the Bureau oflndian Affairs (BIA) certified Martin 
and her two younger brothers as members of the tribe. Federal 
recognition of tribal status opened the door for Martin and her 
siblings to qualify for certain types of government aid. And 
with it, a far more lucrative lure beckoned: the right to operate 
casinos on an Indian reservation. 

As Indian casinos popped up like new housing developments 
across Southern California, Martin moved a trailer onto the 
long-abandoned Augustine reservation in Coachella, a 500-
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acre desert tract then littered with garbage, discarded 
household appliances and junk cars, about 25 miles southeast 
of Pafin_Springs. There she lived with her three children and 
African-AmericJm husband William Ray Vance. In 1994, 
membership in the tiny tribe dwindled from three adults to 
one when Martin's two brothers were killed during separate 
street shootings in Banning, Calif. Police said both men were 
involved in drug deals and were members of a violent Los 
Angeles street gang. 

Subsequently, Martin negotiated a deal with Paragon Gaming, 
a Las Vegas company, to develop and manage a casino. 
Paragon is headed by Diana Bennett, a _gaming executive and 
daughter of Vegas veteran and co-founder of the Circus 
Circus Casino William Bennett. Martin's Augustine Casino 
opened last July. With 349 slot machines and 10 gaming 
tables, it's the fifth and by far the most modest casino in the 
Palm Springs area. But it stands to make a lot of non-Indian 
investors - and one Indian adult - rich. 

And get this: Martin still qualifies for federal aid, in amounts 
far greater than what many needy Native Americans could 
even dream of getting. In 1999 and 2000 alone, government 
audit reports show, she pulled in more than $1 million from 
Washington--$476,000 for housing, $400,000 for tribal 
government and $146,000 for environmental programs. 

It wasn't supposed to be this way. At the end of the 1980s, in a 
frenzy of cost cutting and privatization, Washington perceived 
gaming on reservations as a cheap way to wean tribes from 
government handouts, encourage economic development and 
promote tribal self-sufficiency. After policy initiatives by the 
Reagan Administration and two U.S. Supreme Court rulings 
that approved gambling on Indian reservations, Congress 
enacted the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act in 1988. It was so 
riddled with loopholes, so poorly written, so discriminatory 
and subject to such conflicting interpretations that 14 years 
later, armies of high-priced lawyers are still debating the 
definition of a slot machine. 

Instead of regulating Indian gambling, the act has created 
chaos and a system tailor-made for abuse. It set up a 
powerless and underfunded watchdog and dispersed oversight 
responsibilities among a hopelessly conflicting hierarchy of 
local, state and federal agencies. It created a system so 
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skewed - only a few small tribes and their backers are 
getting rich - that it has changed the face of Indian country. 
Some long-dispersed tribes, aided by new, non-Indian 
financial godfathers, are regrouping to benefit from the 
gaming windfall. Others are seeking new reservations -
some in areas where they never lived, occasionally even in 
other states - solely to build a casino. And leaders of small, 
newly wealthy tribes now have so·much unregulated cash and 
political clout that they can ride roughshod over neighboring 
communities, poorer tribes and even their own members. 

The amount of money involved is staggering. Last year 290 
Indian casinos in 28 states pulled inat least $12.7 billion in 
revenue. Of that sum, Time estimates, the casinos kept more 
than $5 billion as profit. That would place overall Indian 
gaming among Fortune magazine's 20 most profitable U.S. 
corporations, with earnings exceeding those of J.P. Morgan 
Chase & Co., Merrill Lynch, American Express and Lehman 
Bros. Holdings combined. 

But who, exactly, is benefiting? Certainly Indians in a few 
tribes have prospered. In California, Christmas came early 
this year for the 100 members of the Table Mountain 
Rancheria, who over Thanksgiving picked up bonus checks of 
$200,000 each as their share of the Table Mountain Casino's 
profits. That was in addition to the monthly stipend of 
$15,000 each member receives. But even those amounts pale 
beside the fortunes made by the behind-the-scenes investors 
who bankroll the gaming palaces. They walk away with up to 
hundreds of millions of dollars. 

Meanwhile, the overwhelming majority of Indians get 
nothing. Only half of all tribes - which have a total of 1.8 
million members - have casinos. Some large tribes like the 
Navajo oppose gambling for religious reasons. Dozens of 
casinos do little better than break even because they are too 
small or located too far from population centers. The upshot is 
that a small number of gaming operations are making most of 
the money. Last year just 39 casinos generated $8.4 billion. In 
short, 13% of the casinos accounted for 66% of the take. AU 
of which helps explain why Indian gaming has failed to raise 
most Native Americans out of poverty. What has happened 
instead is this: 
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Letters 

~ PRINT THIS ARTJ~LE 

Jan. 13, 2003 
Wheel of Misfortune 

The investigative article by Donald L. Barlett and James B. 
Steele on Indian gaming [SPECIAL REPORT, Dec. 16] 
portrayed "evil" white men getting rich from Indian casinos 
while the poor Native Americans still live in poverty. As 
Indians, we already know this. We put up with it, but why? 
Because $3 million for a tribe after the backer and the state 
get their cuts is better than begging from Uncle Sam. 
Sometimes you have to make a deal with the devil to improve 
your situation. Indian people are not stupid. We know we're 
being used and ripped off, but the money the tribe gets is 
better than none at all. 
DONNA DELGADILLO 
Lawrenceville, Ga. 

There is a basic problem with the idea of allowing Indians to 
create sovereign nations. It is bad public policy to give them 
the rights of both U.S. citizens and their individual tribes. 
Creating sovereign nations within the U.S. is a recipe for 
disaster; it just won't work. We need to get over our guilt from 
past injustices and strive to treat all people equally, using one 
set of rules. 
ROBERT KREITLER 
Easton, Conn. 

Not all Indian casinos deserve a bad rap. I'd like to point out 
the good that the casinos of Minnesota's Mille Lacs Band of 
Ojibwa have done. Prior to our casinos, we had nothing. 
There was no source of clean water, we had tar-paper shacks 
for housing, and there were only dirt roads. Today, 14 years 
after passage of the Indian Gaming Regulatory Act and the 
building of the Mille Lacs' casinos, we have all the amenities 
of a good community. We have safe drinking water, modem 
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housing, good roads and, best of all, jobs for our people and 
also for members of surrounding communities. We employ 
more than 3,500 people, most of whom had few options 
before our casinos existed. Despite the bad news in your 
report, in the Mille Lacs Band's case, there is another side to 
the story. 
TAMMY MILLER 
Onamia, Minn. 

Those of us who live near Indian casinos are immensely 
thankful for the honestand thorough job done by reporters 
Barlett and Steele. They exposed the facts and figures behind 
an.outrageous scam: gambling tycoonsare using a.few tribes 
as poster children for casinos while most Indians remain as 
impoverished as ever. It is a national disgrace, and it's time 
for a change. 
WILL BAKER 
Guinda, Calif. 

Although many tribal casinos have had a positive effect on 
nearby communities, a number of our readers found more to 
complain about than praise. "At the end of a two-lane county 
highway, we've got a casino that draws thousands of 
customers to our small farming valley," wrote a Californian. 
"As a result, the fatality rate for auto accidents is one of the 
state's highest." A Connecticut reader declared, "Life has 
changed for those living in the shadow of casinos - and not 
for the better. We have more traffic, more crime and higher 
drunk-driving rates." Said a fellow Nutmeg Stater: "We 
cannot vote in tribal elections or even attend tribal meetings, 
yet decisions made at them alter the entire region. A gambling 
economy has been forced upon us." 

Size Could Matter 

Some problems oflndian gaming could be solved by tying the 
size of a tribe's casino to the number of registered members. 
You could allow one slot machine or gaming table per tribe 
member. This would remove the financial incentive for a tribe 
to deny membership to legitimate tribal relatives. And it 
would prevent absurdities like Maryann Martin's one-woman 
tribe profiting from a 349-slot-machine casino. 
SONYAMEDWID 
San Mateo, Calif. 
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Time for a Fair Shake 

Once again. American Indians are getting the shaft. This land 
was.theirs from the start. Now casino owners are making 
money off them. Indian children go·hungry while the backers 
walk around in silk suits. Where is the justice, and when will 
Indians get what's due them financially? 
SOPHIE FINNEGAN 
MurreH's Inlet, S.C. 

How about the U.S. Government's legal and moral 
responsibilities to Native Americans? If the U.S. met those 

. long""'.standing obligations, weJndians would not have to 
depend on tribal casinos to meet our basic needs. Don't hate 
us Native Americans for doing what we must do to survive in 
a system that pushes us toward extinction. 
ANDREW CATT-IRON SHELL 
Rosebud, S.D. 
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The Lost Tribe? 
A Connecticut band seeks federal recognition as Indian
and plans the world's biggest casino 
By VIVECA NOVAK ANO MARK THOMPSON 

fl! PRJNT Tf.!JS ARTICLE 

Mar. 6, 2000 
He calls himself Chief Quiet Hawk, and true to his name, he 
usually answers questions by fax. But on this day he is 
visiting Washington to press the case of his people, and he has 
agreed to meet at a restaurant favored by lobbyists, just a 
block from the White House. A solidly built man in a dark 
business suit, Quiet Hawk--born 55 years ago as Aurelius 
Piper--picks at a salad and steak as he explains his crusade to 
win federal recognition as an Indian tribe for himself and his 
324 followers, most from the area around Bridgeport, Conn. 
"I'm trying," he says, "to get the best possible deal for the 
tribe to live out its culture and heritage." 

And what would he and his followers do if they won 
Washington's seal of approval? They would seek return of 
some of their ancestral lands, he says, on which they would 
establish a museum and model village. And that's not all. 
"We're talking," he adds, "about having the largest casino in 
the world." 

Three times over the past five years, the U.S. Bureau of 
Indian Affairs has rejected the petitions of Quiet Hawk and 
his followers, ruling that they failed to demonstrate sufficient 
links to the Golden Hill Paugussett tribe from which they 
claim to be descended. The ancestral Paugussetts were 
hunting and fishing around Bridgeport when the first English 
settlers arrived in the 1600s, but their numbers had dwindled 
by the late 1800s. Despite his setbacks, Quiet Hawk, a former 
social worker who now labors full time on his crusade, has 
persisted--and has persuaded the BIA to take an unusual 
fourth look at his group's appeal for recognition. 

 
        AR 12033



&w&bPage &p of &P 

&u&b&d 

Billions of dollars are riding on the decision, expected by 
midyear. With federal recognition, Quiet Hawk's Paugussetts
-factory and government workers, small-business owners and 
retirees--would become, in many respects, a sovereign nation 
and could, with the state's approval, open their casino. And 
not just any casino. Their preferred site would be on the 
Bridgeport waterfront--only 55 miles :from New York City, 
and even nearer to the city's wealthy northern suburbs. 

Profits, gambling experts say, would be at least $1 million a 
day. Connecticut's two existing Indian casinos have already 
proved the potential. The F oxwoods casino, hard by the 
Rhode Island border and run by the Mashantucket Pequot 
tribe, is the largest-grossing gambling complex in the world. 
The Mohegan Sun casino in Uncasville, run by the Mohegan 
tribe, announced plans earlier this month for an $800 million 
expansion, including a 40-story hotel. 

"There's a substantial market there, a good market," says 
Thomas Wilmot, a Rochester, N.Y., real estate developer. He 
has invested more than $4 million underwriting the lawyers, 
genealogists and historians who are helping make the case for 
federal recognition of the Quiet Hawk group. Wilmot says he 
will build and manage the casino if the Paugussetts get the go
ahead. 

The pride of claiming Native American lineage--as almost 2 
million Americans did in the 1990 Census--has been joined 
by a big practical benefit since passage of the Indian Gaming 
Act in 1988. Today there are 198 tribes with some sort of 
gaming on their reservations. Some use the resulting income 
for community development, education and investment. 
Others simply make big payouts to their members. The 
Shakopee, a small Minnesota tribe, writes checks for as much 
as $700,000 to each of its adult members every year. This 
kind of jackpot has attracted a host of non-Indian investors, 
willing to put up millions of dollars to back would-be Indian 
tribes in their attempts to win federal recognition. 

"Ever since we allowed Indians to have gaming, we have 
made them into wonderful bets for big-money interests," says 
Representative Christopher Shays, a Connecticut Republican 
who opposes the Quiet Hawk group's efforts. His district 
includes much of the land entangled in what he calls the 
group's "bogus" land claims, which sweep across much of 
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western Connecticut, including land occupied by Bridgeport 
city hall, Trumbull town hall, the headquarters of People's 
Bank and hundreds of private homes. Quiet Hawk retorts that 
the casino issue came up long after his group began its quest 
for recognition and real estate--which by now includes land 
claims filed on about 1,000 acres of Connecticut. 

Quiet Hawk's Paugussetts have long been recognized as a 
tribe by the state of Connecticut, but that status required scant 
proof of lineage and carries few benefits. Only 10 of the 
modem Paugussetts live on the group's two reservations: a 
quarter-acre lot in the town of Trumbull and l 06 acres in 
Colchester. There a metal gate blocks the gravel drive, and a 
NO 1RESP ASSING sign bars the curious from visiting the 
two mobile homes inside. A mailbox reads GOLDEN HILL 
RES. 

What's at issue is not whether the Golden Hill Paugussetts 
ever existed as a tribe, but whether Quiet Hawk's group is 
descended from them as a tribe .. Historical documents show 
that as early as 1639 the Paugussetts asked the Governor of 
Massachusetts to help them recover "squaws" taken into 
slavery by English settlers. At that time the tribe numbered 
about 800 members, who fished the Housatonic and 
Naugatuckrivers·and cultivated com and other vegetables. 
Sun worshippers, they prayed to the east every morning. 
Many Paugussetts died fighting in the 1637 Pequot War 
against the English. After that war, much of their land was 
sold or taken away. By 1875 the Paugussetts had only a 
quarter-acre left, and the tribe had greatly dispersed. 
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Parcel Quest by CO-UA TA 

Property Deta ii "1/tt / 02; 
El Dorado, CA John Winner, Assessor 
Parcel# (APN): 070-2 61-78-1 Use Description: RURAL . 

Parcel Status: ACTIVE 

Owner Name: PIMENTAL WILLIAM G & JOY LYNN 

MailingAddress: 3981 LOMA DR, SHINGLE SPRINGS, CA 95682 

SitusAddress: 3981 LOMA, CA 

legal PAR 1 P/M 12-93 
Description: 

ASSESSMENT 
Total Value: $61,060 Use Code: 22 Zoning: REIO 
land Value: $38,409 Tax Rate Area: 054101 
lmprValue: $22,651 YearAssd: 2001 Improve Type: 

Other Value: Property Tax: Price/SqFt: 

% Improved: 37% Delinquent Yr: 

Exempt Amt: $7,000 Exempt Codes: HOMEOWNER 

SALES HISTORY Sale 1 Sale2 Sale 3 Transfer 

Recording Date: 03/12/1985 08/31/1978 11/15/1977 

Recorded Doc#: 2408 685 1669 302 1569 485 

Recorded Doc Type: 

Transfer Amount: 

Sale 1 Seller (Grantor): 

1st Trst Od Amt: Code1: 2nd Trst Dd Amt Code2: 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Lot Acres: 5.020A Year Built: Fireplace: 

lot Sqft: Effective Yr: NC: 

81dg/Uv Area: Heating: 

Units: 1 Total Rooms: Pool: 

Buildings: Bedrooms: Flooring: 

Stories: Baths (Full): Park Type: 

Style: Baths (Half): Spaces: 

Construct: BsmtSqFt: Site lnflnce: LAKE 

Quality: Garage SqFt: 

Building Class: Timber Preserve: 

Condition: Ag Preserve: 

Other: PUBLIC WATER 

Other Rooms: 

.... The jnformation provided here is deemed reliable. but ts not guaranteed. Page: 2 of6 
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ParcefQuest by CD-DATA 

Property DetaiJ 

El Dorado, CA John Winner, Assessor 
Parcel# (APN): 070-2 61-79-1 Use Description: RURAL. 1 
Parcel Status: ACTIVE 

OwnerName: BROWN KENNETH & HEIDI 

Mailing Address: 5100 BANBURY CROSS, SHINGLE SPRINGS, CA 95682 

SitusAddress: 4021 LOMA, CA 

lega1 PAR 2 P/M 12-93 
Description: 

ASSESSMENT 
Total Value: $51,723 Use Code: 21 Zoning: RElO 
land Value: $32,343 Tax Rate Area: 054101 
lmprValue: $19,380 Year Assd: 2001 Improve Type: 
Other Value: Property Tax: Price/SqFt: 
%Improved: 37% Delinquent Yr: 

Exempt Amt: Exempt Codes: 

SALES HISTORY Sale 1 Sale2 Sale3 Transfer 

Recording Date: 01/21/1986 12/30/1977 11/15/1977 

Recorded Doc#: 2526 448 1584 735 1569 487 

Recorded Doc Type: 

Transfer Amount: 

Sale 1 Seller (Grantor): 

1st Trst Dd Amt: Code1: 2nd Trst Od Amt Code2: 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Lot Acres: 5.010A Year Built: 1991 Fireplace: 

lot SqFt Effective Yr: 1991 NC: 

Bldg/Liv Area: 800 Heating: 

Units: 1 Total Rooms: 5 Poot 

Buildings: Bedrooms: 3 Flooring: 

Stories: 1.00 Baths (Full): 2 Park Type: 

Style: Baths (Half): Spaces: 

Construct Bsmt Sqft: Site lnflnce: LAKE 
Quality: 6.0 Garage SqFt: 

Building Class: Timber Preserve: 

Condition: AVERAGE Ag Preserve: 

Other: PUBLIC WATER 

Other Rooms: 

..,.. The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed. Page: 3 of6 
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ParcelQuest by CD-DATA 

Property Detail 

El Dorado, CA John Winner, Assessor 
Parcel# (APN): 070-2 61-80-1 Use Description: RURAL. 

Parcel Status: ACTIVE 

OwnerName: BROWN KENNETH & HEIDI 

Mailing Address: 5100 BANBURY CROSS, SHINGLE SPRINGS, CA 95682 

Situs Address: 

legal 
Description: 

4041 LOMA, CA 

PAR 3 P/M 12-93 

ASSESSMENT 
Total Value: $32,343 Use Code: 

Land Value: $32,343 Tax Rate Area: 

lmprValue: Year Assd: 

Other Value: Property Tax: 

% Improved: Delinquent Yr: 

Exempt Amt: Exempt Codes: 

SALES HISTORY Sale 1 Sale2 

21 

054101 

2001 

Recording Date: 01/21/1986 12/30/1977 

Recorded Doc #: 2526 450 1584 735 

Recorded Doc Type: 

Transfer Amount: 

Sale 1 Seller (Grantor): 

1st Trst Od Amt Code1: 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

lot Acres: 5.060A Year Built: 

lot SqFt: Effective Yr: 

Bldg/Liv Area: 

Units: Total Rooms: 

Buildings: Bedrooms: 

Stories: Baths (Full): 

Style: Baths (Half): 

Construct: Bsmt SqFt 

Quality: Garage SqFt: 

Building Cfass: 

Condition: 

Other: PUBLIC WATER 

Other Rooms: 

"'*" The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed. 

Zoning: REIO 

Improve Type: 

Price/Sqfl: 

Sale 3 Transfer 

11/15/1977 

1569 489 

2nd Trst Dd Amt: Code2: 

Fireplace: 

NC: 

Heating: 

Pool: 

Flooring: 

Park Type: 

Spaces: 

Site lnflnce: LAKE 

Timber Preserve: 

Ag Preserve: 

Page: 4 of6 
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LETTER90 

ParceJQuest by CD-DATA 

Property Detail 

El Dorado, CA John Winner, Assessor 
Parcel # (APN): 070-261-81-1 UseDescription: RURAL. 

Parcel Status: 
u ,1,. CC,l>O 

ACTIVE .A p \.. fl '-'H,,- ~NU. 

Owner Name: OLIVER DANNYE & LAURIE L & BASEL M & ARBLETTA 

Mailing Address: 3300 SUNDANCE TR, PLACERVILLE, CA 95667 

Situs Address: 

Legal 
Description: 

PAR 4 P/M 12-93 

ASSESSMENT 
Total Value: $45,072 Use Code: 21 
Land Value: $45,072 Tax Rate Area: 054101 
lmprValue: Year Assd: 2001 
Other Value: Property Tax: 
% Improved: Delinquent Yr: 

Exempt Amt: Exempt Codes: 

SALES HISTORY SaJe 1 Sale 2 

Recording Date: 02/07/1980 11/15/1977 

Recorded Doc #: 1848 571 1569 491 
Recorded Doc Type: 

Transfer Amount 

Sale 1 Seller (Grantor): 

1st Trst Dd Amt: Code1: 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Lot Acres: 5.020A Year Built: 

Lot SqFt: Effective Yr: 

Bldg/Liv Area: 

Units: Total Rooms: 

Buildings: Bedrooms: 

Stories: Baths (Full): 

Style: Baths (Half): 

Construct: Bsmt SqFt 

Quality: Garage SqFt: 

Zoning: 

Improve Type: 

Price/SqFt: 

Sale 3 

05/27/1976 

1399 551 

2nd T rst Dd Amt 

Fireplace: 

NC: 

Heating: 

Pool: 

Flooring: 

Park Type: 

Spaces: 

Site lnflnce: 

RElO 

Transfer 

Code2: 

LAKE 

Building Class: Timber Preserve: 

Condition: Ag Preserve: 

Other: PUBLIC WATER 

Other Rooms: 

**• The information provided here is deemed reliable, but is not guaranteed. Page: 5 of 6 

90-1 

 
        AR 12044



BK83 

:;I 

Tax Area Code 70:26 
P.07 -----· 

BK.83 5/ ff' tfit/@/~ ... = ~ r:r .. p, •• ;:I ··c;r ~1~ (!) 1~ l!J J i' 1,1 

'.;1-~ 1 I : UOT 3.1 A 111.u• ll! @ : G :l 8 UUA 2.335A It 

'loo 
I 5.00 A t ,A/1'~/A ._ ! 3,04,A 

611 J.OU uo.11' ( , . ~11· 

P.25 
@ 

J6fl,~$ I 101.00' a10.oo· IUD.NI • ~ '@1n.'"f J 28.00A 

CT)~ 
26 1.iu 1 25 ri::,1ss 

@ I / ·s• ·g I 9/143 ' I @) 1.IU " •., 
.. 1.66A I (m , "" 

0 

R/S 1/59 8 
z 

1~·-@~ ;1~ •. MANY OAKS. LANE. 

u,.u 01,SI 

\ , 5.000A !I:; 
\. ... ,...._ ~ ft 

42/83/2 42/83/1 .., 
@ @ '1 

U)39A 6,039A ! 
6.0394 • J/El/4 COR 

SEC. 2 

,n .. ,, I !_l9.S4' I :Ul,61' 

------------------
: 
! 

@ 
•. ,su i' 

u,.11· 111.'41' 

s 19001-, Ii," TH/$ MAI'/$ NOT ~·}~'-c\,!°1, ii ,.,_,ti If ,,,_ ll Otirot/t, C& 

AU•14M
1
S ,,lltt lor ;1111i,11t11tl pwp,out1 tAlf, 

BK.83 

P.28 

NOTE .. AU#&let·~ l,Wk ftl~l'S Slo•tW'I kl EUipt#t 

Au•••1'1 ,~ti Nlltftblll ShollWI tit C,rtM• 

Ass~ssor·s Map Bk. ro •• Pg, 26 

County ol !I Dorno. Californ,, 

 
        AR 12045



'•~·T.1".1••:.r •. , ... _.,a.,~-···,.• .. -•··•·.&, .. t~~----~- ."' .. -•·-·-,-~,.,-.,. .. , ..... ~ ... ' .. ,, .. ,.. 

\ 

J 
11~>-~W'>I I 

\ . 

4. ~ 
'!e:, 

11---~ 

J "\~ 
: ", 

\ ( 

5 /

< ... 
G''' 

,1t• t 
0'' l ftt• 1000' 'IOOO' 

l,.J,. i.,u. ?ICi~or, .,sit~ 
)000' •ooo· SQ-00' 

"'"'· 
, ... ,,,.1 

•r 
l " A R 

 
        AR 12046



LETTER91 

Submitted by Adam Smith at June 9, 2003, Planning Commission hearing ·1 91-1 
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COUN1Y OF 

[L DORADO 

November 13, 1991 

Adam Carnegy Eric Smith 
1231 Manchester Drive 

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT 
PLANNING OMSION 

MAIN OFFICE : 
380 FAIR lANE 

P1.ACeFM.1.E. CA 1116Ga7 
4llt9! 82Hl35G 

SOUTH LAKE TAHOE OFFIC~: 
1358 JOHNSON Bl.VO. 

·P.O. 80X 14!IOl'l 
SOUTH tA1<E TAHOE, CA 95702 

(8191 513-3145 

El Dorado Hills, CA 95630 

REF: APN(s}: 078-030-57, 078-030-58, 078-030-59, 078-030-60, and 
078-260-75 

Dear Mr. Smith: 

The Planning Division is in receipt of your Request for 2010 General 
Plan Analysis and Designation. Your request will be analyzed by the 
General Plan staff during the development of the General Plan land use 
alternatives and a written response provided to you upon completion of 
that task. 

If. you have questions, you may contact us at 621-5827. 

Sincerely, 

~~cl/tu-l51 
Craven Alcott 
Director 
Long Range Planning 

CA:km 

. call/91 
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REQUES'r FOR 2010 
GENERI\L PLAN ANALYSIS 

AND DESIGNATION 

Applicant , _ _:/1:...:..:.D_fr:;_J_l1_l_rl_f<_f'(_Ea_-_'_1 _E_f<._IC.. __ 5_M_• n-1 _______ _ 

Address: ll.'3. r1MHVCtlcSTE1l f)S?... a OtJR.14-00 fhLLS C.rl- ?56 3o 
Street No. City State/ZIP 

Telephone No.: ( 'J/6_) 133 ·- 0228' 

Agents St/ . 

Address: 
Streetiio. City State/ZIP 

Telephone NO. s ( ___ ----------

Property location: 

Address 3r:oO j)_LF'tS/frVT t'/11..lE"! J!.{), PlthEl!.vU.l~ !A- 75"6o'T. 

'...lf-r< 0 ctV t.cFT 
'"'llM. oF 

fDk ·' 0$2.l'lt 
APN( s): <,79 -o3D - 57. 5c!!, 5'1, 60, AtVD ens·- 260 - ?S 

Area Plan, Pl~/9-Nl 'v_'fl-LlGY' 7. 2.0~181\.creage: CJ· I~ <fi}IStlJ. ~ 

Land Use Designa t.ion: ___ ca_,1-1_P_1_E_R_c_,_'1_L ____________ _ 

Requested p~t:.entlal use of property: 

I hereby request that my proposal for the future use of the 
above-referenced property be incorporated as a part of the El 
Dorado County 2010 General Plan Development Program. I under
stand that the 1.01.0 General· Plan is at least a two year program 
requiring full CEQA review and adoP.tion by the County Board of 
Supervisors. ,Jl 
SJ;gnature, OWNER /&tlh,t .~~ /oate /lrOV: II o! 91 

AGEN'l' /Date _____ _ 
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Project Description 

16 

means of preserving large areas in their natural state or for agricultural 
production. Typical uses include single-family residences, agricultural support 
structures, a full range of agricultural production uses, recreation, and mineral 
development activities. The allowable density for this ,designation is l 
dwelling unit per l O to 40 acres. This designation is considered appropriate 
only in the Rural Regions. 

Natural Resource <NR): The purpose of the Natural Resources (NR) 
designation is to identify areas that contain economically viable natural 
resources and to protect the economic viability of those resoun:es and those 
engaged in harvesting/processing· of those resources from interests that are in 
opposition to the managed conservation and economic, beneficial use of those 
resources. The important natural resources of the County include forested 
areas and mineral resources. Land under both public and private ownership 
that contain these resources are included in this category. This designation 
shall be applied to those lands which are 40 acres or larger in size and contain 
one or more important natural resource~ The designation shall not be applied 
to lands which are already surrounded by existing development. Compatible 
uses may include agriculture, rangeland, forestry, wildlife management, 
recreation and support single-family dwellings. The maximum allowable 
density for this designation is l dwelling unit per 160 acres or larger. This 
designation is considered appropriate only in the Rural Regions. Isolated 
parcels outside the National Forest Service lands and below 3000 feet elevation 
are exempt from the above policy regarding the maximum allowable density. 
Isolated parcels shall be reviewed by the Agricultural Commission. 

Commercial (C): The purpose of this land use category is to provide a full
range of commercial retail, office and service uses to serve the residents, 
businesses and visitors of El Dorado County. Mixed use development of 
commercial lands within Community Regions and Rural Centers which 
combine commercial and residential uses, shall be permitted provided the 
commen:ial activity is the primary and dominant use of the parcel. 
Developments in which residential usage is the sole or primary use shall be 
prohibited on commercially-designated lands. Numerous zone districts shall be 
utilized to direct specific categories of commercial uses to the appropriate 
areas of the County. This designation is considered appropriate only within 
Community Regions and Rural Centers. 

Research & Deve]o.pment {R&D}: The purpose of this land use designation is 
to provide areas for the location of high technology, non-polluting 
manufacturing plants~ research and development facilities, corporate/industrial 
offices, and support service facilities in a rural or campus-like setting which 
ensures a high quality, aesthetic environment. This designation is highly 
appropriate for the business park/employment center concept. Lands 

Chapter 2 - Land Use 
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'INCLUSION RBQUBSTSTA1US REPORT-D1STR.ICT2 4/1,/94 -~~f~i;~!ifHit···ir.i,i~%A\•~~,)llt~rl~!:1:i~~[.~1~~\~JJ..~f&.'=).ti!f*i~··.;;t~·:~f=:r::.~r~;;*": ··i;~~W:f1.~=iit:~~m.~1~lf .. i:i:~::~::·=···. 
(~·\ f--•'"' ,:,;; '~•CJ ani-

I~ 
" s Requellled 

u Area 0dllui(t LMdUse Area Projed o-riplloa Ahm•liw hWc:l\elliC'Wt>ral'I St8'QOfiDo:m11h11en1 llf'Plia1ioa• (-bell>"') 

File# l' APllliWII N'N Al'J"et 1'111111 Zomna Deslpado11 Pl1111 Dcsl1111111ioa De$i1111atloa Deli1111aJIOC1 Noces 

4-016 2 Muller. s. 078-230-24 s.10 I.DR RE-5 MOR No No U>R No LDR No LOR I Run! re;OII; ao MDR HIii' 

4-019 l Spemllk.,D. 092-4II0-27 us ltRA RJl20 MDR No No LD.R-l't. No LDR-l'L No U>R-PL I NoMDR11ear 

4-020 2 Sl1111ery,K. Ol6-0Sl-81 40.00 RRA Mao RR Y,s Yet No RkL No R!ll. 

4-021 2 S1rom1111.R. 016-051-78 40.00 RR.A RASO RR Yea Yes No RRL No RJU. 

4-025 2 Win1erround, R. 09<1-120-26 4.16 U>R RE-S MDR No No U>l\ No LDR No WR I NoMDRncar 

4-030 2 Elnory,R. 0!6-400-13 10.00 RR.A RE-10 LDR No Yes Yes Yes 

4-0Jl 2 W11rma.R&D 016-440-IO 12.00 RR.A IQ::-IO WR No )'fo WR-A No LDR-A No U>R-A I J11A(t,disrie1 

4-033 2 Amold.W, 043-~-19 10.54 RR.A RE-10 I.DR No Yes Yes v,. 
4-0J6 2 Co.r11,w1Smitb 078-030-60 2.33 C C C Yes Ya No I.DR Yet 

2 Camew/Smith 07S-260-75 Ult C C C Yes Yee Ya I.::. ~,.,:~·~~, :Ll·t:.w( Yes 

l Cam~,rlSmilh 078-0'.l0-59 im C C C Yes Ve, No LDR Yes --~--
2 Camcw/Smirh 078-030-58 1.35 C C C Yes v ... No LOR Yet 

• Camew,'Smith 078-030-S7 1."6 C C C Yn Yes No LOR Yet --~--
..1-037 2 LM<1/Harrhon 077-011-36 20.00 RRA RE-10 LOR No No llR No RR No RR I LD!l,qvmy lldjaoe,. 

2 LMeillMYUOII 011-011-,s 20.00 RRA RE-10 LOR No No IUl No RR No RR I LDR. qvany lldji101!111 

4-0,IJ 2 liye.P. 099-170-49 40.70 LDR..RRA RE-10 WR Yes No RR-A No RR-A No RR-A I lna,.di11ri<:1 

4-0+! 2 Collen. T. 099-UO-OII 7,62 LDR RE-5 MOR No No I.DR No LDR No LDR I bl run! repjon 

4-~ 2 CinMbn 092-050-01 "4.00 JI.RA RA-SO RR No Yes No l"R Ye11 Z92-2':TM92-12.59 

2 Cin1111bar 092-030-04 160.00 RM llA-40 
t---

RR No Ye11 No RRL Ye• Z92-2S;TM92-12S9 

l CinMlxv 091-030-10 I.SI.BO RR.A RA-80 RR No Yes No RRL Yes Z92-2.S;Th(92-12S9 

l ClnMbar 092-030-75 160.00 RM RA-40 RR No Yet No Nit Yes Z92-2S;1M92-l2S9 

2 CinMbar 091-0:,0-1$ SS0.99 RRA RA-80 RR No v .. No RRL Yn Z92-2S;1M92-12S9 ------
2 Cim,-b,y 092-000-73 %39.6$ RR.A RA-40 IUI, No Yea No RRL y., Z92-:L'!;TM92-17J9 ---·- -i------s-· 

2 Clnmlw 091-030-12 1S.S7 RR.A RA-SO RR No YM No Nit Yes Z92-2S;TM92-IZ59 --·- - ,-... 

2 Clnnablv 091-010-07 600.00 RRA RA-40 RR No Yet No RRI, Ye, Z92-2$:TM92-1259 

2 Cinml:w 091-010-09 160.00 RRA RA-40 RR No Yea No RRL Yea Z92-2S;1M92-1259 

l Clnn.abiv 092-0-IO-OI 390.49 llltA M-40 Rll No Yet No RRL Yea Z92-25;TM92-12.$9 

2 Cinmbiv 091-~-33 560.00 RM RA-40 RR No Ye• No RRL Ye. Z92-25;1M92-12$9 

2 Cln1111biv 091-030-14 .560.00 RIV. M-80 RR No YM No RRL Ye1 Z92-2S;lM92-1259 

2 Cln1111bar 091-0J0-16 3$.42 RR.A RA-80 RR No Yn No RllL Yet Z92-2S;lM92-12.59 

2 Cinnabar 092-~-05 116.50 RR.A RA-80 RR No Yee No NR Yes Z92-2.5;TM92-12.59 .,. _____ 
2 Cilll'I\MI" 091-020-18 40.00 RR.A RA-40 RR No Yet No RRL Ya Z92-25;1M92-UJ9 

2 Cltuabw 091-010-12 40.00 MA RA-«> RR No Y• No RR!. YN Z92-2$;1M92-1259 

2-3 1 = Fundamentally inconsistent 2 =>General ,.. 3=Per BoS direction 4=Poss. further cons. 
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Inclusion Request Status Report-Errata 

The following are changes to files listed in the Inclusion Request Status Report: 
Supervisor District 2 

s 

u 

f'lle # I P Aoolicalll 

1-00, I 2 I Bounic. c. 

21 BQwuc,C. 

21 Boun,c.C. 

218olll'!lc.C. 

1-0211 I 2 I P~hn. 

APN Me& 

Arca 

!'llill! 

Requested 

~ll I laud Use \ Area 

Z®lll,: Dos11.1i11111ioo !'lu 

:"., .... _........._ ..... , .. 
·,(:j~~qj 

~_,~ S1l6'94 

A11m1111.1ivc I !'Ublie Re\i.-, Draft Stal\lll ofi.l!«>IIIUlefll ~licotious(see below) 

Desil!llati011 I I De:$11'J11•1icm Cbanp 

· 319-24(1-36 I S.U I LPR I JUJ:-5 I MDR I No F) N.iit:,;Jf',:LQ~{\I No I !DR I No I U)Jl l t l AppliQtiODw!~ 

319-240-37 I S.4S I I.DR I iu::-s I MDR I No 1:, '':\~o::::;{t:'.'::i;~~;;}!,1 No I WR j No I LDll. I t I AppliadoawilllclrawD 

319-240-3'.> S.112 LDR RE-S MPR No No U>R No LDll l ApplitllliouwilbdfllWII 

319-240-42 5.01 LDllt RE-S MDR No No I.DR No I.DIii. l Appliaclouwilbdnwa. 

086-130-,0 I 2.14 I MDR I JUA I HDR I No Y• I I Yea l l I Apj!Utllliornoi~ 

I HJ9 : ::::::: ::=:=: 1

: : RE~to :: :::

1

:'.:

1:::~!~l:l: :;i:i:: :: :: :: ::: : . :::=:::: I 

I I BauL&lle1,V, 10)-0)0•05 7l.l0 ll&A M-10 HOR No LDR Yeo Corr•e4~11l"Yl1lfflow 

.i-011 2 H~r.L. 099-020--49 10.ts JllRA JtE-10 l.DR No Yes Yea ~iaon1i1bcinwls 

4-036 2 Cansogy-S~h 07&-030-57 1.46 C I C C Yes No lDR No WR I I ~!l<llAUl•q,rffl8 

2 Canl•!f-Smkh 073-030-$8 1.3S C C C Y'8 No I.DR 

2 I Clme&Y-Smilh I 0711-030-jl) I 2.03 I C I C I C I Ya No I LDllt 

2 I Cuuef.'-Smilb 075-030-«> 2.331 C C C Yes No LDJt 

No 

No 

No 

LDk 

LDR 

Wk 

2 I Cvaer-Smb 071-26()-7:s 2.01 I C C C Y• Yes No lDJt J No I LD!l 

I 
i 

I I I 
. I I I I 

i I I I I l 
I I i 
I I i I 1 I ! 

I I l l I I 
I I i i I ! I I I 
I I I l I I I : 

I I I : -, I I I I 

I 

'I T :~~·~-1·-~--·-1 I . ---1 ·1 I : I : I I 
Ii . I ·1· ·~··--r-- 1 

I: I I I I I I . I .. :. I 
I I I i l 

I I J . I I I ·· I i 
1 .. FWldomaCDtallv mco11sise111 Z= > Qeperlll Plu ) .. Per BoS dir$<Slon 4,.pos,it,Ae fu.riher COl<lsidenuio11 

I 
I 

RfflliMd COIIIUlellcy rm""' 

RfflMd ecus111eacy reoieoor 

Jl~ QOIUPlfflc,'fPiC!W 

JleviNd coa,isu,,icy rmC!W 

Page 6 
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1231 .Manchester Dr. 
El Dorado Hilla, California 95762 

916-933-0228 

feb. 1'1 tt l't13 

:;j\<t.~ ~~ < e.i..1 · t\A..IA.Ll.... ~ 1 ~-< t t.~ e e,rv._ 

t4 h)tfl,u~e 6',\. W~c.U'-€.:.&.akt U./'l!M.,;,'-1 · rt re ~} t.,..,\ 

~-e.v.J f"?. fee. lltUJ Iv i.A,th~\.1 tf\A. t~-e.c.:lt1\.dc.lc.1..t-J- fe.i:; 1 f- H. 

}- ~ f (a.,~,..1 0~'< fJ\'"t..tf,{w .. ,AM.M.J-, iJk. ~ (<,'\.\AlM.C.··{1 Z "J 3'..'\,\ v;\.j ·+ 
~\ "} ~ prry,t.w·s d\,'\. Ple.a.Adkvt.t v-~e.~ /2.cl w'4N.- Ol"'""·\-C.1-

~ 'f. ~ \re;v\(.c;.. h -i \' ~ :s te..~ C1A- ~ ef. tt..s. vt t~v {tc,.t,·1. e..1~{ 

p {~\A. LaAA&l Vk~ t'\A..c;\. P• 
efivf J~~.:..k'e p,e.~ tS /bi. t tk e c.,.J..;Srvl-~'j 5,/h..-~~ 

. b,e. re....hl.V.,'-e..J i ~u..k ~ ~l ~ ,--e.f-ie:.,JeJ ~... ~ ~e..,a.t Pt~; .. 

~ ,t .. H~V\c1.hia ~":.J\ tecvfe. ~ ~;ih1:Aj bw,;v-.MS~-1 t.,.: . .-t( 
o., ~c.nA.. ta"-'..~t..t,~1 ~hv'\f\,1y:) ~ s~p tt~ 3c\\11;,.,..1 ...A":..~ ~cw 

~-eJA W.. pl~e f:r< MUN~ ~" ClN\.J ~~~ ~~ti'- a.d,i_.: :• 

1--c ~ ~ :r-tl.,.~ a..l /k t.<,\tlc~l!.c;.\ f!l.f~./·r~c"i/1:_ ~h.dW~ 

iµ t.. l·'AJ h~ ~ it'-l s: t~ ~kd\J:i (<.~~,Ul l~ I.,\..~ c,lj 

~ ba.dr. M I 'l 6 3, ....:_ tl ~d>\.~ 7 k.;,,1 adc.k.:I ·~ 1 'i '€':> f 6 

\M.ll: ().JI\. CU,l,,e..c,u:1 ~r h ~ ~~ Pla..11\. • <Eb Pt~ullt":1 
(OwtM.lSSld'\I\US ~ ~u..('i:i\AS CVS lv!t1,~7.s ~ I~] ct 

1
gi c.....-en:. h&Ud 

(J(U ~ fM e.l Sf~ Y ~ i--o J+ f Ovr'f. el:.,, <McJ a...pPav~..,{ c <M,1,~~-'l 
·V\,- ,t.,\,W\1.-L t 9 8 Cf • . 

. I ~t !N..ft. 74 ... O~c.~c,< 1-_ f t,.1.:111."'-;;,,\} LC!;""! lu((.Lrr.:-

,1\1\. (fo.,W,'-a.:~ 2- '5' ,-t (~c;c 
I 
aJ:lw ~ l..:..i:.l•A.u,,V Pia,~\ Upda.J·~ tw .. J 

k.:J_1A-"'\. ctt.u.l lu_ ~dLc, .... th-l rt:-~ (e1,~~. ~a..V\..r'-<d k J e~ a.. c('i:.\,· 

V1 h.aJ ~ c} th4 l~~'ld t<:'h~Ll~t:A.A.,V tA.'-.fl t"-». 3d\.·Ut~\.~ i_a. 

/\" "'-th":1 a. fr,,:,,,._ W i-6 ~ vi e-w G'h \pe_j, t} ct. 73. .. :h < .., c.e · •• , d .\c.. 
l·L.-.. ,, 5, ... ,,,1 .. \.<J t/;:(v....v· l\ e i..;u....l ~ ....... /.,""'-v--" . ., =-·.'l 'f), · ~i, · vv"'"' lvv I -- _If\;.. r ~ '<-'{l.i vl.,~·, t1i\,i_,.,,.,,;., 
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( w(.'\l\...ld ....--(.;, ""I 1/\,\,U.i.,..f,'-. Cl.n.JT'e (.((.\. ~~ ~C'\;vy .:w h-l t .. t.u <"e (,h l"i_ 

J-b s ct-V\J leek ·~'<-d 1-o Me~1.7 ~dv.. c.'v\. s~h~ a), 7c'l,\,v 

e Q,,{ l c. e.l \ Cd'A-Yec.tt eM. c e . 

1c'vvv ~ S ~ e.,,reld 
1 

f/dctM,, ih~ 
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----------~-·----------r~ 
NEGATIVE DECLARATION 

AREA PLAN: Pleasant Valley FILE NO. ~28~5:....-:.:.:i.50 _____ _ 

NAME OF APPLICANT: ---:,.;YE!::&;oSu.I.!z.lERw.D~AYJ......!.F.:...:.:AR~M~S------------------

ASSESSOR' S PARCEL NO. _: ...... za ..... -..... o ....... 3-_4 ..... 7 ___ _ 

NEAREST COUNTY ROAD INTERSECTION: south side of Pleasant Valley Rd., 1 mi west o 
Snows Rd. 1ntersect1on 

0 GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT: FROM: -------- TO: -------

m REZONING: FROM: _C_P_&_RE_-_5 _________ TO: _C_P _____ _ 

D TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP D SUBDIVISION TO SPLIT --- ACR£S INTO --- LOTS 

SUBDIVISION (NAME) ---------------------

0 SPECIAL USE PERMIT TO ALLOW: -----------------

D OTHER:--------------------------

REASONS THE PROJECT WILL NOT HAVE A SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT: 

lS<f No significant environmental concerns w~re identified during the initial r Study. 

0 Other: ---------------------------

In accordance with the authority and·criteria 
contained in the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) State Guidelines, and El 
Dorado County Guidelines for the Implementa
tion of CEQA, the County Environmental Agent 
analyzed the project and determined that the 
project will not have a significant impact on 
the environment. Based on this finding, the 
Planning Department hereby files this NEGA
TIVE DECLARATION. A period of thirty (30) 
days from the date of filing of this nega
tive declaration will be provided to enable 
public review of the project specifications 
and this document prior to action on the 
project by EL DOR.ADO COUNTY. A copy of the 
project specifications is on file in the 
El Dorado County Planning D:nvis±on;: ·:360 i ' 

Fair Lane, Placerville, CA 95667. 

Copy Distribution: Original-Board/ 

FOR USE BY COUNTY CLERK 

/ Go 1 denrod-Fi1 e 

/· 
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EXHIBIT "A" 

Project Detail 

17/!7/C 

@) 
20.0694.. 

N 
r::: '-/00 I 
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Surrounding Land Use and Zoning 

LEGEND 
B - RURAL RES. AGRICULTURE 1 OU/10-160 ACs 
0 - SINGLE FAt1ILY RES.-LOW DENSITY 1 OU/5 AC. fUN. 
H - COMMERCIAL 

-~:}i'~:- ~·?::··}\~,;"/C:>·.: 
.. ___ .... · 
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;.~':7 ..._, 
ft¥ PAGE 12 C'i) 
7 Staff Report 
. . A85-13 - YESTERDAY FARMS !~~73] 

. ~ 

Svr"£R v1s9P-s 
p-,Lt:: 

'!Where ari amendment to an area plan is proposed, and the Long 
Range Land Use Plan designates the iocation where the amendment 
is proposed as Rural Residential, or as low Density Residential, 
then the Rural Residential Policy #8 shall govern the amendment. 11 

Proposed commercial land use exceeds the density allowed by the Rural Residential 
Areas long Range Plan designation. However, this policy may be addressed by 
Rural Residential Development Policy 135 which reads, 

"Neighborhood commercial, as displayed in the Cor.munity Area Plans, 
may be designated within the Rural ~esidential Areas. 1

~ 

Since the prop~sed amendment is adjacent to an_e~;hborhood commercial 
core area and since commercial land uses are allowed in Rural Residential Areas, 
there may be a good cause for the additional area. 

Rural Residential Policy #8 reads, 

"fhe El Dorado County Planning Comr.1ission and Board of Supervisors may 
favorably consider a.higher density and more intensive land use in the 
Rural Residential and low Density Residential areas through amending a 
Community Area Plan where the following conditions are found: 

a; The Ar?;o. P~u11 :1u:, .iot_ Leen_ rev 1::.cd vr i.imende<l t.!-i:!.ir. t: . ..: ., ... .::: 
two years, except wnerc amendments ·are initiated by the Planning 
Cammi ss ion or Board of ·supervisors; and 

b) The proposed amendment is contiguous to the same higher density as 
displayed in the adopted Area Plan; and · 

c} The proposal is consistent with the land capability system; and roads, 
fire protection, schools and public utilities have sufficient capacity 
and the ability to support the proposed development; and 

d). Where more than one amendment to a particular Area Plan is proposed 
that is located in the Rural Residential Area of the.Long Range land 

.Use Plan, the Planning Car.mission and Board of Supervi~ors shall 
-·cumulatively consider these amendments. 11 

Response: 

a •. The Pleasant Valley/Oak Hill Area Plan was adopted in 1978. 

b. The amendment is adjacent to an existing commercial land use designation. 

c. land capability including road access, fire protection, schools, and water 
service is adequate. For discussion on septic system capability, see 
Rezone Analysis. 

d. ,Cumulative impacts of General Plan Amendments in this area are generally 
·addressed through the .Genera 1 Plan Amendment 11windm-l1 approval process. 
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f.fT r 
PAGE #3 ·-C. \f . 

Sta ff Report 
A85-l3 YESTERDAY FARMS 

The proposed arnend~ent appears to comply with the master policies and Rural · 
Residential Policies of the Long Range land Use Plan. 

. " 

Area Plan: The Pleasant Valley Plan designates the subject property as Single 
Family Residential-low Density (l d.u./5 acre minimum). The propsed plan amend
ment antj _rezoning must comply with Development Policies of this plan. 

Commercial Policy 01 reads, 

11 Clustered commercial development in designated areas is favored by 
the residents in the area. Commercjal strip zoning will be strongly 
discouraged. 11 

Proposed amendment and rezoning is adjacent to an existing clustered, neighborhood 
commercial area containing various woodworking shops and other commercial service 
uses. The project is not considered 11 strip zoning11 since the proposed area is 
adj~.cent to an area already planned and /zoned ,for cornn:ercial and present approximately 

350\.~ge~ ~-

Commercial Pol1cy 03 ·reads, 

"Commercial developments shall have adequate setbacks, parking facilities I.A.. 
landscaping and architectural confonnity effecting a{rusbc western mode.J 'd-'2(1., ()i.dl.e..1. 

... • . • i .. • . • . . • • .. l t "".. ~ .... ' • • ' • . _, - . .... ~ .._ . - ... • • • • . ·. • . • ·-

i he site plan aesign and architectural issues could be addressed through the 
site plan review required in the CP, Planned Cor.mercia-1,.zone Di.strict. 

Other policies in this plan address environmental issues such as pollution cuntrol, 
streams and water quality, roads, sewage disposal, and others .. Subsequent deveiop
ment approvals required for this property such as site plan review {Planning), 
building permit application (Building), and well and septic design (Environmental 
Health) should address these issues. 

REZONE ANALYSIS 

Site Characteristics: The project area is located at the bottom drainage of an 
east/west valley. Topography is essentially flat, rising slightly in the eastern 
portion. Vegetation is oak/grassland with several very large oaks. Perennial 
wet areas and the valley 1 s drainage traverses the propert.)!. 

Surrounding land Use and Zoni.!!9_ (See Exhibit 8}: Various woodshop and service 
commercial uses are located across .Pleasant Valley. Road •. The remai.ning land use 
consists of five- to ten-acre single family resjdential parcels. Homes to the 
west, south, and east are located away from the project site on higher ground. 
Surrounding land use and zoning is listed below: 

North 
East 
South 
West 

C, SFR-LD 
SFR-lD 
SFR-lD 
SFR-LO 

--- ----·-----·-

CP, RE,:_5 Zones 
RE-5 Zone 
RE-5 Zone 
RE-5 Zone 
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Staff Report ~ 
A85-13 - YESTERDAY FARMS 

Access: The property maintains frontage on a straight portion of Pleasant Valley 
Road and should provide adequate access. ~_encroachment permit would be required 
for any development. 

Slopes: All slopes are less than 10% and present no developr.'lent limitation. 

Servfres: The app1 icant proposes EID water service and septic system for d. 
services .. EID has indicated no problems with water service:1 hm·1ever, septic ~ · 
system capability is li~ited. The property contains perennial wet areas and ~ 
has a known winter-ground water problem 1n tne area near the abandoned gas ~~ 
station. Environmental Health·filaintains a mon,torrng well near this property. ~.,... · 
While there is extensive data for the property currently zoned CP, no septic 
information has been subf.'litted for the area proposed for commercial. Ground 
water for the eastern area may be better since topography rises slightly fror.1 
the remaining property. · · . ~c~\~1 

. . /" '>:i:.o"'-"'. 

While _g:ptic system capability r.]g_'l_present a development limitation, it is staff's 
f position that septic criteri~ need not be'the sole grounds for denial of the 

~.J,~"'. project: A septic system for a ~ ·retail conmercial-..facility may be feasible f.:{ tf....t. 
~~~·while a 20-unit motel may not. Capabi11~epends in part on what-ic1nd of f1. 
'"' commercial use -is proposed. Any development proposal will require septic NU(_ t,,~·"" 

system approval from Environmental Health which staff sees as an adequate safe-
guard. It should be noted, however, that the property has known septic system 

::;, ·limitations which may place limitations on the scale and type of rnfT!rtl 0 rc~?1 

de~,~ 1 o~men:. ~r. the proper_~y. · -

. ·,· 
•. ! .. 
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'JllY h, ~ »-e,..i ...... ~ 
I 

-t-2.f. ,i . 

> 

-&vlopttt..' · ~1i{Ctn_.:i.cn:a~'r .... .-'~ 

Ja.nu.a.Jty 9, l 99J 

Vc~nan Ge1twet, Supe~vi.404 Vi~t~ict Two 
330 Fai..Jt Lane 
El Vo~ado'Coanty 
PlaceJtville, Cali601tnia 956,7 

·· Re: f (J 7 0 'Plan 

·oea~ Su~e~vi~a~·GeJf.weJt, 

~e «Jte ownetA oj A.P.N'~ 1&-260-14 and 78-260-12 o~ Plta~ant 
Va.Ue.y Road ( map enc..lo.&edJ :.. We l.ea.1tned on Ve.c.e.mbu 7, 1992 

. . that ~aid pa.Jtcel~ a~e b~ing con~.ideJted witk othe1t~ in-the a~ea 
· 6oJt dawn zonL~g 4,om the p4e~ent (C.P.J Planned CammeJf.c.ial. 

; ,.:._:: L{:J.i_~:-J;\'-'f~Jfi:i:-4:t'.z __ ;£;~i.na.:)''~-t\ '1lji9ne~1_._o_ :Mi,:P.1\v".¥ t~. ~µ.lt"'i4B th~ planning a.nd 
'.·/ ~::-:. · '-:·~<r:~t;1}$!~~~\~·;:0E~!·t~:~at:::,e ~~~t:~t.ri:·, /:I!,/~::~:;4 ;lj:e ~ui~:: 
" e vvt due to 11.eo..eth. 1Le,uon~, .inc,t.u.di.ng a· 1tec.e nt LaJLyngec.tome e, 

! have nbt been active in the he«,ing~.· Mawe ~a~ticulakly we 
had n~ .idea ~hat out ptope~ty wa~ alf. could be con~ide~ed lo~ 
d o,.i.•n z o tiln g. 

• I. 
~-· .• 

We ate not awake al the p1te~ent app,oach,-howevelf. a1 th~ time 
o~ ptepa~lng the Plea~ant Valley, Oak Hill AJt.ea Plan, con4ide~a
tion wa~ given to p4e~ent and pa~t u~e, a~ well a~ logic, ~uch 
a~ in au~ li.ttle ca~me4cial pocket ~kich i~clad~d a Sh~ll gd~ 
~tat~on built in 1962, a cabinet .6hop e.6tabli~hed in the late 
1960'~ and pt.ioJt u~e.6, .in~ludini ~ ha1t.dwa1t.e and g/f.oce4y .6to~e. 
s~~e od thi~ may not ~ee.m lik~~~f~Llf.~bli plann~ng naw,·but 
e.x.uta d tu~, ou the. planneJt~ .< ... ::::.:: · .: . :- -· ·. · 

Needtu.e, ta ~ay ·_..thL6 _,;·o~~\::ifi..~~~~:,\ai~ut.ion came.6 a.6 .ii. 
complete .&ulf.pJt.i...e;e and _di..s~ppo.ln.tm.e,n{: .. :~.flJe. '4.nd 1..t d..i.6 ,ic.u.tt to -
.6U how the B0a1td e.ven ha~ -;l;uc.~·:_~~tnq_.Jcitg. · We. have. ~p~ n:t . 
thotu,and.3 06 doU.a."-.6 -comply{ng 19.i.t,lt-.~he v«JL.iou..& Countq Jtegu.la~ 
t.fo ;U 6 O/L c.ommuc.i«l ..i.nc.lu.dt_"ttg· '.~the.::·..c.uta.1..t.a.t.i.on. o 6 a f.l,te h.yd1t.ant 
a n_d . e _x. .t:~f!.d ~ ?. __ g e ~~og .l;_.:aJ/;~~~. __ :40 ~t-~_ ·«.n·~ ~IJ -6.i.6 . an.4, t:e .6 ti,. 

l (·(lle·---Ha~; :'vo~·ANi;~~-~toA·Ri:E);i-{i· f itlvltt~E ··,~Esi~; ZONING 1N PLACE • 
. . ·-:· 1:. .,~ .. ~~~- >"~-~'- ·:. ·/·· ···~- · .. :, . .-,:.; .. ;- :~:.~·;. -. - .· '.''<~': 

w .. , ·tl(t V ··: ·-:j:.11!.~,!d '·t;;.~~' 7·r.,-tr;:o p(J{ti:~'iin.: ~ i'~i.&.& '.jJ & • UJ ye~\4 <' bf E .inn.in g w-ith 

. -.~-~.:/ .· '· .. :1:1f~~~~">•s:·. ~:-.'~:-~:::.~~~i··-r~.1'°!:r"-'~?·. r,-~i_;_:;_~_:/_.~:.)(::: ... : ' . · ... ·.~· . . . 
_.....-: • -: .• J,: ·: .•. ~ '" .. ' 

,1sia· rtE!tlN? VALLi7 noaJ· ~-PLA;£It~!LLE~C!t1ranzrl!ss~s1" (91G) su-2011 
.,1t,tm~tur:s /t.,,~f :i;Jii'J 
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.. :.:., ..... 

~ P a.ge. two 

1...:··:'.• •. :~ ~. ~: 

.6ome 226 a.ue~. !,he.. 01t..i.g,ina.l. zoit-fng ,o·lt· i..t a.l.l wa-6 "U" 
unc.l.a...6-6.i.{iecf. (m.ln.i.mu~· .1 aueJ ~ ·: ·rhe. ·i.i1t.6.t th.ing we d.i.d wa:J have 
.it 1tezone.d to 5 ac.u m:i.nimu.l{I~ .tie .the.n d..i.vide.d 1.t. .into 20 

• ~Me pa1tce l-4 ( t.h.Jt.u. th~ 5 · oJt moJt~ .. :pa~ct.f. ma.p p.taeu..6 I wh.i.'c.h. 
4ncluded a. State Publ4c. Rep~Jt.t and CC 6 R'4 &o4 all othet 
than the 5 ac1te~ that became ~omme~c.ia.l. Said CC i R0 4 · 
~pec.i..~.i..ed 5 a.cite m.i.nimum. Said d.i.vi.6.i.on wa.6 c.an.6ide1t.ed a 
model development by County ·oH.i.cal.6 at the. ti.me.. r,Je db,.i.ded 
th~ c.omme1tc.i.al into 4 pall.ctl.6 app4oved in 1988 and have 4old 
tu,o. · · · 

B~.i.ng «longtime act~v~ local ~e~.i.dent 06 the commun.i.ty, we 
t1t.i.ed to u~e good ~~n~e and meet all and molt~ than County 
1te.qu.-i.Jt.e.ment.6.. Ouil loni tu.m goal wa.& to. e..teate. .6ome .i.nve..6tmennt 
d oJt H t.iJteme.nt.. Some. o, the commue..i.al h,u been ·,4al.d · and l am 
..6u-te the bu.tje If..& ha.ve -6..lmu.la.t mo.t..i.ve...6. Th.e. two ,tema.i.nbig paJLc.e.l.& 
au aoJc. • .bale a.t p1t.ic.u · ba..6td ore c.ommuc.1.al valuu .. 

. · 
Thank you ,o~ you~ con.~1.de~at.ionD 

f .;:1·~!lf. lJ ,~_tr , f/: . tf , 'Y r 
.'1 

\. ,j 

HHH/kh 

\ 

• ~ ~ "::; I ,,: - •• , • .., •• • ,.. 4 • ~ 

.;,•.....;.,. 
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~,-~:ons . ~ - -

r l. Subject ID improving read ee:,emer,t:, ro Standard Pl:e!t 1112. Sai<l 
· impro v e.ment3 shall be in t:.he. area aesed:beel fl: em Pleasant Vall~ Road l!o 

,...J._, \).:,;,,v- the nerth: bot:li'ldar) of t.t.e propert}. Pl~aut. Vallel Read shell be 

i.\1t I inf;roved te pr:o..d:de a half width of 22 feet .&em eent:erl.i:ne per CoUft~ 

Standard Plftf, 112. Side,..e1Jes are ~eg:.thed. (Waived by Planning 
O:mn.ission 8/27/87} a 

2. Pny bonded .inprovements shall be completed within one year of filing the 
parcel map~ 

3. A 3tat:ement £rem a ehil et.;:ineef or the project surue1er thet the dsi':ln 
of roads end grading aetioities will er will net r-quire a grading permit 
fflU!'it be submitted. If a :::i .. e:eH:n; pernri.t i:., reguird, then t:r ..... followift§ 
shall appl} . 

:,hall be irrplemet .t.ed ir a ee .... orcle:t i:ee .. ith Chapter 70 ef the U. D. C. Saia 
grading plan :,hall it ,elude an ero:,:ion eoutr ol pla::. eud all dbturbed 
areas shall be eorred!ed ai:.d een::3ttucted in e-..etdenee wieh the eresien 
eon.b: el plan before Oe+: ... be_ 15. (No longer applicable; Planning 
c.amrl.ssion action of 8/27/87). 

4. A drainage plan shall be pi: .... pared bl a ei v H e: .git .a'-4 and suem.:. teed eo 
ehe Depa.d:ment of 'fre1 ~,. ta Hen. The plaa !!hell incltlde ~ect en 
existing off sit:e dra: .. e:ge facilities as .. ell as en site needs. ':Fhe 
required drai.ne;e faeili.tia and ease::me1cts 3J:n.e1:2ld be !!!horlf'l. e .. the paree.l 
~ (No longer applicable; Planning O::mnission action of 8/27/87). 

15 .... wb,Ji'w~~- A right 0£ wajj, half wide.Ii ef 40 feet from ee:zte .. hne, sha±l ce granted 
t:o the Ceur1~ along Pleesent. Valle} Read. (waived by Planning O::mni.ssion 
8/27/87). 

~Jj ~f5· Fire hydrants shall be install. ed in a manner and location acceptable to 
(;_';;}~ . the. Pleasant Vall __ ey Fire Protecti~n District, per Section 5. 9 of the 
.,I/ fJ [i.t Des1.gn ManuaL :. ~ i ,. : . •. , ; . ; . :. ..- ; : : . , ··. :· . . · ·- ' 

1 ,:..,. < • • ~ ~ r- ·. 
' · 'I 7. Subject to Environmental Health approvaL (~ /rJ ~· 1 r. ~ :£;;:;A~-: :)i 

/jcfZ/ ... %.d'L 71 ~-:.'-tl..-< 
8. A nerh"C.hiettl.ar aeess e _ _.cr.ent: shall be shewn en the parcel reap along t:.e 

Ple~ .t Valle~ Road frenl!age of ·Perecl 5. (No longer applicable; 
~- ~ Planning Qmni.ssion action of 8/27/87). 

~Comnercial access shall be limited to shared driveway access easerents
i .,.fH.Y le---"·• bet.ween Parcels l and 2 and Parcels 3 and 4. Said easements shall be 
~ ~ .. &,,t .I(~ 11 shown on the parcel map. 
t-'e($-~ -~ 5 .. . . . . . . . . . . . - - .. 
~ ? 10. Proposed parcels 4 and S shall be merged into ooe parceC 'A' fi ve::fooC 

nonvehicular access easement shall be designated on both sides of Thorson 
Drive. The area east of Thorson Drive shall not be buildable, and a note 
shall be placed on the Parcel Map to· give constructive notice of this 
restriction. (Added by Planning O:::mni.ssion 8/27/87). 

Findings 

L: The proposed subdivision is consistent with El Dorado County's General 1-

Plan. 

 
        AR 12074



~ 
~ 

Page 2 
Staff Report 

P87-56 - CHROME RIDGE PROPERTIES 

the building permit stage unless a notice of restriction is filed 
against the map. 

The Department of Transportation has ~eviewed the tentative 
and recommended that the roads be improved to commercial 
standards, including the frontage of Pleasant Valley Road. 
Department also recommended that drainage plans be prepared 
address the impact on existing off-site drainage facilities 
well as on-site needs. 

map 

Access: All lots front Pleasant Valley Road. Parcels 4 and 5 
also have frontage on Thorson Drive. Because of the high speed 
of traffic along Pleasant Valley Road and the potential conflict 
with numerous commercial driveways, there should be a 
nonvehicular-access easement along the Pleasant V~lley Road , 
frontage of Pa~cel~-~ 5 . ..5c.:i..J\ f''--'-:J .. \ . .,.._ ·~,:.:--.·-•A,,_, ... ,: . .!. ~1,~ .... • .·1 ,:e .. ~!.:. ·1.. :_.,,~· 

f~·,:_.t.!:,.•:'\.\~n.~ :,J ~, ... •Lf ·., .1:~:f .. t~\e .. ~!. ';'; -;ir~c .. 0 t .. 4 ; .• ~, 1~_1 '.11°:f~ .. tJ.-."'1 -ie···· :,·~.~i.""'• :4;·-~ ._-

Fire Protection: The Pleasant Valley Fire Protection District 
stated that water supply was their main concern. The Design 
Manual and local fire protection ordinance requires a fire 
hydrant every 250 feet in commercial and industrial areas. 

Sewage Disposal: The proposed method of sewage disposal is by 
septic system. There was considerable concern raised during 

~ - 7 : -reuiew. c,t the previou.s_map. ragar<li.119 a pot .:!ilt..ii.:.l.. _high ~~~r. -~?!:..l.:~ ._ :-.. __ 
that may require winter soil testing. The Board of Supervisors 
determined that the standard wora;~§~ect to Environmental 
Health,Approva~" was. ~p~date. ~ wording is recommended 

I 
for theS map- b£1:A§ r-ev-1ck3~.~. A note on the map states that 
Parcel 2, 3 and 4 will utilize an off-site septic area. for wbich 
a septic aasemenT must ae shewn Oti Lhe par eel map. T',,\,.i, 'lef ~tc."-: '.'-'. 
~~--c~ ~AJ,,,~.,,,...<.,-.r4( ~bC.... .s-reci,v,;,l~re(s.. ~ 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The project site can be developed at the same intensity whether 
or not it remains one 5-acre parcel or five smaller parcels. 
Therefore, the proposed land division will not have a significant 
impact on the environment. A Negative Declaration has been 
prepared and filed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the.Neg~tive Declar~tion, as filed, and further approve 
P87-56, subject to the following conditions and based on the .. 
following findings: 

Conditions 

1. Subject to improving road easements to Standard Plan #112. 
Said improvements shall be in the area described from 
Pleasant Valley Road to the north boundary of the property. 
Pleasant Valley Road shall be improved to provide a half 
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,,o ·- Page 2 
Staff Report 

P87-56 - CHROME RIDGE PROPERTIES 

the building permit stage unless a notice of restriction is filed 
against the map. 

The Department of Transportation has reviewed the tentative map 
and recommended that the roads be improved to commercial 
standards, including the frontage of Pleasant Valley Road. The 
Department also recommended that drainage plans be prepared that 
address the impact on existing off-site drainage facilities as 
well as on-site needs. 

Access: All lots front Pleasant Valley Road. Parcels 4 and S 
also have frontage on Thorson Drive. Because of the high speed 
of traffic along Pleasant Valley Road and tpe potential conflict 
with numerous commercial driveways, there should be a 
nonvehicular-access easement along the Pleasant Valley Road 
frontage of Parcel 5. Staff further recommends that access along 
Pleasant Valley Road e restricte°:. to shared driveways at two 
locations, e ween Paree s an 2 and between 3 and 4. While 
there is no reference to such a requirement in the Design Manual, 
the Board of Supervisors has expressed its concern on similar 
maps where numerous driveways would encroach onto busy County 
roads. Limiting the number of driveways would protect the public 
safety and welfare. · 

Fire P!'."ote"'.."'-!::i.on: The .t'lea~ant. ··Valle,• Fire Protecti<m Distr,~t 
stated that water supply was their main concern. The Design 
Manual and local fire protection ordinance requires a fire 
hydrant every 250 feet in commercial and industrial areas. 

Sewage Disposal: The proposed method of sewage disposal is by 
septic system. There was considerable concern raised during 

II
.review of the previous map regarding a potential high water table 
that may require winter soil testing .. The Board of Supervisors 
determined that the standard wording "subject to Environmental 
Health Approval" was appropriate. Such wording is recommended 
for this map being reviewing today. A note on the map states 
that Parcel 2, 3 and 4 will utilize an off-site septic area. 
This apparently meets Environmental Health standards. 

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 

The project site can be developed at the same intensity .whether 
.or not it remains one s~acre parcel.or five smallec. parcels .. 
Therefore, the proposed land division will not have a significant 
impact on the environment. ·· A Negative Declaration has been · 
prepared and filed. 

RECOMMENDATION 

Approve the Negative Declaration, as filed, and further approve 
Pa7-56, subject to the following conditions and based on the 
following findings: 
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~L UUWUIU ~UUNTX ~LANNLNu ~UI.VJML~~LUN 
Minutes of July 23, 1987 

9.. SP.ECTAL USE Pf.BMlTS - 587-19 (continued) 

PAGE·25 

Commissioner Renke asked the current zoning across Loma 
Drive. Mr. Walrod said RE-10. Commissioner Johnson 
said the land use designation is RA. 

10.. DISCll3SICN 

a. Report on the Draft Georgetown and Placerville Carprehensi ve Land Use 
Plans prepared by the Foothill Airport Land Use Corrmission. 

CN MJrICN OF aM1ISSICNER ANDREWS, SEXXN.)ID BY aM1ISSICNER GERWER AND 
FAILm:; BY THE ror.romJG mr.E: Nfff, - roMISSICNERS GERWER AND 
ANDREWS; NJES - cc.M1ISSICNER JOHNSCN; ABSENr - aM1ISSICNERS RENKE AND 
HARRIS, IT WAS M)VE[) TO <XNI'INUE 'lliIS ITEM 'IO THE ME;Erm:; OF 
Au::1.JSr 13, 1987. 

At the end of the agenda and as the above motion failed, Chairman 
Andrews continued this item to the meeting of August 13, 1987. 

11 .. PARCEL MAPS (Public Hearing) 

a. P87-56; tentative parcel map, proposing to create five {5) 
cial parcels on property identified by Assessor's Parcel No. 

-260-56, consisting of five acres, currently zoned CP, Planned 
Corrmercial, located on the north side of Pleasant Valley Road, at 
Thorsen Drive, in the Pleasant Valley/Oak Hill/Sly Park Area. 
Applicant: OiR01E RIIX;E PROPERI'IES. Surveyor: ERED G. DE BERRY. 
\i.'ieg. De;:. fi1 --u) * 

Peter Maurer presented this item to the Camtlssion. He went over 
the staff report. 

Howard Heilman further explained their proposal. He said they 
would like to merge Parcels 4 and 5, with no access from either 
Thorson Drive or Pleasant Valley Road. This parcel would then be 
used for a sewage disposal area. 

As there was no further public input, Chairman Andrews closed the 
public hearing and brought the item back to the Conmission for 
discussion and/or action. 

Chairman Andrews asked if the County is mandated to follow the 
Uniform Fire Code. County Counsel said the only portion of the UFC 
adopted by the County is that portion having to do with structures. 

Joe Herrlie, ~artment of Transportation, said the right-of~ay __ 
width for minor coilectors if 80 feet. He said ·aue to the terrain, 

. 60 feet should be sufficient here. He· said there is no need for 
curb, gutters and sidewalks at the present time but provisions 
should be made for future development. 

Comnissioner Renke asked the width of the right-of-way of Pleasant 
Valley Road at this location. Mr$ Herrlie said SO feet. 
Corrmissioner Renke asked for further clarification on Condition #1. 
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EL DORADO COUNTY PI.ANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of July 23, 1987 PAGE 26 

ll. PARCEL MAPS - P87-56 (continued) 

Conmissioner Gerwer asked Howard Heilman if there is a road 
improvement association up Thorson Drive.for road improvements. 
She asked if he is part of the road inprovement association. Mr. 
Heilman said there is no association; but if one goes through, he 
will be paying $750 per parcel for road improvements. 

Cormti.ssioner Renke asked for clarification on the requested design 
waiver. Mr. Maurer said there is no request for a design waiver. 
County Counsel said no design waiver has been advertised for this 
hearing. The best action would be, if the Comnission approves the 
map, for the applicant to come back in with a specific design 
waiver request. 

00 IDrICN OF ~SSirnER RENKE, SFlXNOED BY cnvMISSirnER GERWER 
AND UNANIM:xJSLY CARRIED, IT WAS M:NED TO APPROJE THE NEGATIVE 
D.ECLARATICN, AS FILED, AND RJR'ffiER APPROVE THE T.ENI'ATIVE PARCEL 
MAP' SUBJECT' 'IO THE R)Lr.(WThG (XN)ITIGJS AND BASED rn THE ro~ 
FINDIN:;S: 

Conditions 

l. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Subject to improving road easements to Standard 
Plan #112. Said improvements shall be in the 
area described from Pleasant Valley Road to the 
north boundary of the property. Pleasant Valley 
Road shall be improved to provide a half width 

-of 22 feet from cen~erJiLe per Coun~y Stand~r~ 
Plan 112. Sidewalks are not required. ·· 

Any bonded improvements shall be completed 
within one year of filing the parcel map.· 

A statement from a civil engineer or the project 
surveyor that the design of roads and grading 
activities will or will not require a grading 
permit must be submittedo If a grading permit 
is required, then the following shall apply. 

A civil engineer shall prepare a grading and 
erosion control plan which shall be implemented 
in accordance with Chapter 70 of the U.B.C. 
Said grading plan shall include an erosion 
control plan and all disturbed areas shall be 
corrected and constructed in accordance with the 
erosion _c9nt:rol plan .befQ..re .October 15. __ .. 

A drainage plan shall be prepared by a civil 
engineer and submi_tted to the Department of 
Transportation. The plan shall include impact 
on existing· off-site drainage facilities as well 
as on-site needs. The required drainage 
facilities and easements should be shown on the 
parcel map. 

\ .. i,--; -
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~UK U~~i~~ U~E ONLY ( .: ·.\ 
·-·,# 

S, · Review of Project 

Area Plan, goal and policy review: ft.f.;A;A(l.'7. VA!_t..tLY eat: 1,.fu ... 5,, •• ~~ r 1.4µ:,_ - (o/71{. ~ 

Is the project compatible with e.xisting zoning and plans? Yes~~~~~--~ No~~-~-,---~-----

,U~ff.:. Ac 1te.Ae:r.. 

E~IRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT: 

Environmental issues raised during early consultation period? Yes ____ ~------~ No .......................................................... _ 

Environmental issues identified: 

?roposed methods to mitigate significant effects identified~l1 ___ 1~11_e.._A __ 7_,o........a~---'~0 __ ,~i1~,-·'A~c-·_, __ ~F'_;;._~_,~_s__,,~ 

ON f:t't-h ""I\.."' i;, w ~,:;...;: 1 ESD <;:116.2 M ~s foe'- ':':€:Inc. <r'5·r £.115" 

ro BE COMPLETED AFTER EARLY CONSULTATION PERIOD: 

Jpon review of information submitted by the applicant and comments ~eceived during the Early 

:onsultation period, I find that the project will~ have a significant impact on the environ-

1ent and a Negative Declaration will be filed for this project. A period of ten (10) calendar 

lays from the filing of this document with the County Clerk~ or longer if required by law, shall 

,e provided for. public review and comment prior to action on this negative declaration by El 

1orado County. 

~ . t1 ~ flt~,_ . 
FOR USE BY COUNTY CLERK 

·repared By 

··lPB6· 1-l 161 
11/65 
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C) 
TENTATIVE PARCEL MAP REVIEW 

ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER 75-03-4 7 
NO. OF LOTS PROPOSED 4 

ENGINEERING 

Tentative Parcel Map No.: ?B(o - i G, f 

Agency: Cotn/YIUIU ti>{ DE\(E"LQP/tle{JT: 

The following relates to water and sewer capability pursuant to Policy Statement 
No. 22 for the above described item. 

Easements: 

Services: 

Comments: 

[] District services are not requested. 

[] Property is not within the District. No commitment to service. 

IE] H t E and~ sewer service not available. -See cot:mtents. 

IBJ Existing water Jim-.9 sauer factlidt.s can be applied for at the 
District office as of this date. This condition is subject to 
change with changes in District Regulations and Policies and with 
cbau·ge-s- in ··syst:em· conditions:-· · ---· ·-·-·- · 

[] Water and/or sewer service is not immediately available. 
Developer must obtain approval of, finance, and construct an 
extension of facilities for water and/or sewer. System adequacy 
will be determined at the time of application. 

[X] No significant environmental impacts are evident with regard to 
District Facilities. 

Reviewed by: LW-
~W-..... 7h{:"-A-r-;-~""'u .... Ie-tt_a __________ _ 

Planner El DORADO COUNTY 
Distribution: RECEIVED 

Original to Agency 
Copy to Tentative Parcel Map Review File 
Copy to El Dorado County Surveyor's Office 

Ao-s~9a11 E-48 Rev. 6/86 EL DORADO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 

SEP - 9 1986 

COMMUNITY _Dfv'ELOf'MENT 
DEPARTMENT 
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____ ..... , 
-COUNTY TI'ILE CO. 

0 

ANO WHI.H 111:CCOfltO'CO MAU .. TO 

r HEWA 

4510 Pleasant Valley Road 
Placerville, CA 95667 161 

L _j 
-------------------...._ ___ SPACE ABOVE THIS LINE FOR RECOROER·s USE ----
The undersigned grantor (s l declare( s) : 
Documentary transfer tax is S.;iJ~::3~5.;;)S---
{ ) computed on full value o! property conveyed, or 
( X) computed on full value less value of liens and encumbrances remaining at time of sale. 

A.P. No. 78-030-47 Grant Deed ________ . o_Ho_E_"'_="_·o_;J._4_6_,a_7_6_s_F 
./ 

F'OR A VALUABLE CONSlDERATlON, receipt of which is hereby acknowled1.ed. 

YESTERDAY FARMS, a limited partnership 

brrehy GRANT(S) to 

HEWA, a California limited partnership 

the following described real property in the unincorporated area of the 
• State of California: County of El Dorado 

CT-· 10 

PARCEL A, as said Parcel is shown on that certain Parcel Map 
entitled "Portion East 1/2 Section 30, T. 10 N., R. 12 E., 
M.D.M., filed Septerrber 8 1 1977 in the office of the County 
Recorder of said County in Bc>ok 17 of Parcel Maps, at Page 37. 

'Ihis deed is made subject to an existing deed of trust dated O::tober 
2f., 1977, executed by Wendell Irnian anc'I Gertrude Inman, in favor of 
Leslie B. Jespersen & Barbara A. Jespersen, recorded Ck:tober 31, 197,, 
in Book 1563 Page 493 Official Records. 

nt:reo·, ~-· · "!ty 

correct coi :· , I , · 

in booi~bQ3 
or El Drni(' ·, ' 

'\'. 

:< 1 • -· - F :J frl~': UlL.: 

f{--:_l-80 
. ,. ; r ~ - -·• . 

Dated __ Ma_..::.y_2_9..;.,_1_9_8_6 ________ _ 

YESTERDAY FAPJvtS , a 

Moll T ox Stolements to Retum Addreu Above 
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EL DORADO CQB!~::::B:~~~~~ 
Minutes of PAGE 7 

7. 

8. 

ZONING BOUNDARY AMENDMENT - Z87-ll (continued) 

Commissioner Renke said the staff report states public 
sewer and water must be provided. He said he thought it 
was one or the other that had to be provided. Mr. Walrod 
said he believes both are requiredo 

As there was no one in the audience wishing to give 
public input, Chairman Andrews closed the public hearing 
and brought the item back to the Commission for 
discussion and/or action. 

The applicant was not present. 

ON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER GERWER, SECONDED BY 
COMMISSIONER RENKE AND CARRIED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: 
AYES - COMMISSIONERS RENKE, GERWER AND ANDREWS; NOES -
COMMISSIONERS HARRIS AND JOHNSON, IT WAS MOVED TO FORWARD 
A RECOMMENDATION THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS APPROVE 
THE NEGATIVE DECLARATION, AS FILED, AND FURTHER APPROVE 
THE REQUEST, BASED ON THE REASONS: 

1. Public services, including water, sewer and fire 
protection, a~e available. Access road improvements 
and adequate sewage disposal will be conditioned in 
conj u~ction . with any subse_quent __ subdi v i~J on mnn. 

2. The requested RlA Zone is consistent with the Long 
Range Plan and Placerville Periphery Area Plan. 

3. The land capability system appears to be adequate to 
accommodate RlA zoning. 

PARCEL MAPS (Public Hearing) 

a. ~ CHROME RIDGE PROPERTIES, INC. (Agent: Howard ~nr, revised tentative parcel map to consider design 
waiver request for the following: 1. waiver of rcoad 
improvements to Thorson Drive; 2. waiver of half-width 

J 

road improvements to Pleasant Valley Road; 3. reduction 

lr 
in required 40-foot from centerline road easement to 25 
feet; 4. adjustment in fire hydrant installation to 
possibly exceed the 125-foot minimum distance from each 
parcel to a hydrant. The property, identified by 
Assessor's Parcel No .. 18-260-56,-consists of -five acres,·
is currently zoned CP, Planned Comme~cial, is located on 
the north side of Pleasant Valley Road, at Th6rson Drive,· -
in the Pleasant Valley/Oak Hill/Sly Park Area. Surveyor: 
Fred G. DeBerry. (Neg. Dec. filed)* 

He 

Commissioner Renke said as he understands it, Parcels 4 
and 5 were going to be combined and that is not shown on 
the tentative parcel map. Mr. Maurer said if that is 
what is needed for approval, the applicant will combine 
the parcels; however, he does not want to do that. 
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EL DORADO COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 
Minutes of August 27, 1987 PAGE 8 

~;., 8. PARCEL MAPS - 87-56 (continued) 

[·:,::; 
'0' 

Chairman Andrews asked if a Notice of Restriction was 
filed, would it apply to all proposed parcels. Mr. 
Maurer said it would. Chairman Andrews said there is a 
house on one of the proposed parcels. Is there any way 
the use could be converted to a commercial use without 
the Notice of Restriction being effective? Mr. Maurer 
said he could not think of an instance where the Notice 
of Restriction would not be effective. 

Howard Heilman said there are no changes on the map 
(combining Lots 4 and 5) because they did not file a new 
map. He said. he thought tha~ would be done based on the 1-z, ""l,, 
results of the meeting today. Mr. Heilman said Parcels,,~· 
had the best perc and would be used mainly for septic ttev'Wtd."'
system disposal. He said the property has been.zoned 
commercial for approximately ten years (since the Area 
Plan was adopted). Mr. Heilman said they had a pi;evious 
map which expired and they are back with a new map. He 
said there is a fire hydrant within 500 feet of the 
property. The structure on the property is an old bunk 
house. Mr. Heilman said he feels curbs, gutters and 
sidewalks are premature at the present time . 

. . - As there was no.-fu.rther public input, -Chairman Andrews 
closed the public hearing and brought the item back to 
the Commission for discussion and/or action. 

As there was .no further public input, Chairman Andrews 
closed the public hearing and brought the item back to 
the Commission for discussion and/or action. 

Joe Herrlie, Department of Transportation, said their 
department supports staff's recommendation for 
improvements to· be done at ~his time or as with a Notice 
of Restriction. Regarding the right-of-way, the terrain 

ii 
is rather flat in this area and the improvements should 
fit w1thrn the right-of-way width; and J.~_1;.~is is so, 
they would have no problem with a reauced fight-of-way 
width. -
Commissioner Johnson asked how his department feels about 
five encroachments within 650 feet.. _Mr .. Maurer said. 
there would be only two access points, between Lots 1 and 
2, between Lots 3 and 4, and Lot 5 would get their- access 
from Thorson Drive. Mr. 'Herrlie said there are 
requirements for distances between driveways. Mr. Maurer 
said on the original map, as previously approved, Parcel 
5 is restricted to access from Thorson Drive~ 

Chairman Andrews asked Mr. Herrlie if he was opposed to a 
Notice of Restriction. Mr. Herrlie said not if it gets 
the improvements. 
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County Counsel was present after this point in the 
meeting. 

Commissioner Renke asked Mr. Maurer the position of the 
fire department on the fire hydrants. Mr. Maurer read 
the fire hydrant requirements from the Design Manual. 

ON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER RENKE, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
HARRIS AND CARRIED BY THE FOLLOWING VOTE: AYES -
COMMISSIONERS RENKE, HARRIS AND GERWER; NOES -
COMMISSIONERS JOHNSON AND ANDREWS, IT WAS MOVED TO GRANT 
APPEAL #1 (Thorson Drive), SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING 
CONDITIONS AND BASED ON THE FOLLOWING REASONS: 

Conditions 

1. Lots 4 and 5 shall be combined. 

2. Lots 3 and 4 shall take access from Pleasant Valley 
Road. 

Reasons 

... L · Thorson ·6r"f'J°e···wni ·serve 'no commeiciaYts'e .. ··.~:.. _··~:~- ........ - ,. · -· 

2. The design standard would cause extraordinary 
hardship in developing the property. 

3. The granting of the waiver would not be detrimental 
to the public health, safety or welfare. 

44 The granting of the waiver will not have the effect 
of nullifying other County ordinances. 

ON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER RENKE, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
HARRIS AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, IT WAS MOVED TO GRANT 
APPEAL #2 (Pleasant Valley Road), BASED ON THE FOLLOWING 
REASONS: 

L 

2. 

There are special circumstances or conditions 
applying to the land in that this commercial area is 
in a country ·environment·and not included in any 
urban type of commer9ial development. 

The design standard would cause extraordinary 
hardship in developing the property. 

3·. The ·granting. of the waiver would not· be detrimen'tai 
to the public health, safety or welfare. 

4. The granting of the waiver will not have the effect 
of nullifying other County ordinances. 
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ON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER RENKE, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
GERWER AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, IT WAS MOVED TO GRANT 
APPEAL #3 (road easement width), BASED ON THE REASONS: 

1. The Department of Transportation found that the 
improvements could be made within the existing 
easement. 

2. The design standard would cause extraordinary 
hardship in developing the property. 

3. The granting of the waiver would not be detrimental 
to the public health, safety or welfare. 

4. The granting of the waiver will not have the effect 
of nullifying other County ordinances. 

ON MOTION OF COMMISSIONER RENKE, SECONDED BY COMMISSIONER 
GERWER AND UNANIMOUSLY CARRIED, IT WAS MOVED TO DENY THE 
APPEAL #4 (hydrants), REQUIRING THE HYDRANT LOCATION TO 
BE A MAXIMUM DISTA~CE OF 250 FEET BETWEEN FIRE HYDRANTS, 
BASED ON THE REASONS: 

1. There ·are no. special: circumstances or conditions 
peculiar to the property. 

·2. The design standard would not cause extraordinary 
hardship in developing the property. 

3. The granting of the design waiver would be 
detrimental to the public health, safety and welfare. 

4. The granting of the design waiver would have the 
effect of nullifying other County ordinances. 

87-109; application submitted by MARVIN L. OATES (Agent: 
Mac w. Huss} to modify the lot size and orientation of 
ten lots within the exis'ting Royal Heights Townhouse 
Subdivision. The properties, identified by Assessor's 
Parcel Nos. 82-690-02, -03, -07, -08, -10, -11, -12, -
19, -20 and -23, consist of 2.97 acres, are currently 

. zoned R2-PD, Limited ·Multifamily Residential-Planned 
Development/Design Control, are located south of Royal 
Drive and west· of Heights Drive, in the Cameron Park 
Area. Engineer: GENE E. 'THORNE & ASSOCIATES. (Neg. 
Dec. filed}* 

Larry Walrod presented this item to the Commission. He 
went over the staff report. 

-Gene Thorne said 13 lots in this development have already 
been built on. Basically, all they are doing is shifting 
the lat lines. 
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LETTER92 

June 9, 2003 

03 JUN I 3 AM 8: 58 

flECEIVED 
Eldorado County Planning Department PL A HNING OEP AR TMENT 

2850 F airlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Subject: Eldorado County General Plan 

I am told that the public may make comments on the Eldorado County 
General Plan at this time. First, I think Alternative #4 : 1996 General Plan 
Alternative is the best choice. Second, I would propose that because of the 
close proximity of the Consumes River College, public transportation 
available near the site, and the availability of an easement for an 8 inch EID 
water line and a 10 inch sewer line that parcels# (APN) 317-170-28-1 (76 
acres) and 317-250-38-1 (18 acres) be considered for a planned community 
with perhaps some housing for retired people. 

Sincerely, 

David E Thorburn 
2161 Colorado Ave., Suite 
Turlock, California 95382 

] 92-1 
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06/09/2003 15:44 

Stephan C. Volker 
Heather A Dagen 
Gretchen E. Dent 

510-496-1366 

General Plan Team 

Law Offices of 

STEPHAN C .. VOLKER 
436 1411t Street, Svite 1300 

Oakland, California 94612 

Tel: 510/498-0800 + Fax: 5101496-1366 

email: svolker@volkertaw.com 

LETTER93 

PAGE 01/01 

10.117.01 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 f airlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
FAX: 530-642-0508 PHONE: 530-621-5355 

Re: Request for extension of time in which to comment on El Dorado County Draft 
General Plan (3 volumes) and Draft Environmental Impact Report Thereon (3 
Volumes) 

Dear Sir or Madam: 

I am writing to request a 45-day extension of time in which to submit comments on the 
Draft El Dorado County General Plan and Draft EIR thereon. According to your notice dated 
April 30, 2003, public comments on both of these documents are due on June 16, 2003. I need 
more time to prepare comments on these documents for three reasons. First,. despite my 
repeated requests, your staff did not forward a copy of the Draft Plan to my office until late last 
week. 

Second, because the Draft Plan and Draft EIR are lengthy, aggregating some six volumes 
together, I will require at least three, and probably four more weeks in order to review and 
prepare comments on these documents. 

Ilrird, our review of these docwnents is hindered by the fact that many of my clients lack 
representation on the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors due to the recent death of former 
Supervisor Cad Borelli. Until his successor is selected late next month, a large number of my 
clients will be unable to communicate with their elected representative on the Board of 
Supervisors with regard to a number of environmental and planning policy questions that have 
arisen and about which I wish to submit comments. 

For the foregoing reasons. I respectfully request that you extend the comment period on 
both the Draft County General Plan and the Draft EIR thereon for at least thirty days, and 
preferably forty.five days, to July 31, 2003. 

Thank you for considering my comments on this im~ C J o1f.._,, 
Step C. Volker~ 

cc: Louis B. Green, County Cmmsel 

Attorney for El Dorado County 
Taxpayers for Quality Growth 
and other concerned conseJ:Vation 
groups and County residents. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA -6! ISINESS TRANSPORTATION ANQ Hot !SING AGENCY 
DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
Division of Housing Policy Development 
1800 Third Street, Suite 430 
P. 0. Box 952053 
Sacramento, CA 94252-2053 
www.hcd.ca.qov 
(916) 323-3177 FAX: (916) 327-2643 

June 10, 2003 

Mr. Conrad B. Montgomery, Planning Director 
El Dorado County 
2850 Fairland Court 
Placerville, California 95667 

Dear Mr. Montgomery: 

RE: Review of El Dorado County's Draft Housing Element 

LETTER94 

-
Thank you for submitting the El Dorado County's draft housing element received for our review j 
April 11, 2003. As you know, the Department is required to review housing elements and report our 94-1 
findings to the locality pursuant to Government Code Section 65585(b ). Telephone conversations on 
May 30, 2003 with Mses. Tschudin, Lee, Aldrich and Mr. Peter Maurer of your staff and Ms. Lisa Weis, 
the.County's consultant facilitated our review. 

The Department has received and considered comments pursuant to Government Code Section 65585(c). ] 94-2 
from Mr. Thomas Tunny, representing a property owner in El Dorado County. 

The County is commended for the wide array of housing programs planned for the current housing 
element cycle (through June 2007), including the adoption of universal design standards, promotion of 
density bonuses, and its initiative to reduce or defer impact fees for housing development affordable to 
lower-income households. However, revisions will be necessary to comply with State housing element 
law (Article 10.6, of the Government Code). Among the needed revisions, the element should 94-3 
demonstrate the County's permit processing procedures for multifamily development facilitate and 
encourage multifamily housing, and how the element is consistent with its general plan. A more in-depth 
discussion of these and other issues is included in the enclosed Appendix. 

We understand the County's current planning functions are restricted by writ of mandate, and this 
element update is submitted as the County's General Plan is being revised. Through this General Plan 
update, four development scenarios are being considered to lift the writ of mandate. As these processes 
move forward concurrently, it is imperative that the County retain an adequate land inventory to 
accommodate its regional housing share obligations at a minimum, and provide ample opportunities 
through zoning, mitigation of governmental constraints and housing programs to facilitate the 
development of a variety of housing types. 

We hope our comments are useful to the County. We would be pleased to provide any assistance ] 
necessary to facilitate the County's effort to bring the element into compliance with housing element law. 9-4-5 
If you would you like to discuss the County's technical assistance needs or schedule a meeting in either 
Placerville or Sacramento, please contact Paul Dirksen k, of our staff, at (916) 445-5307. 
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Mr. Conrad B. Montgomery, Planning Director 
Page 2 

In accordance with their requests pursuant to the Public Records Act, we are forwarding a copy of this 
letter to the individuals listed below. 

Sincerely, 

ut4c;_, ~,u_p 
Cathy E. ;Jell 
Deputy Director 

Enclosure 

cc: Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project Manager, El Dorado County 
Sara Lee, Senior Planner, El Dorado County 
Joyce Aldrich, Housing Manager, El Dorado County 
Peter Maurer, Principal Planner, El Dorado County 
Lisa Weis, Consultant, Crawford, Multari & Clark 
Thomas Tunny, Allen Matkins, Leck Gamble & Mallory 
Mark Stivers, Senate Committee on Housing & Community Development 
Suzanne Ambrose, Supervising Deputy Attorney General, AG's Office 
Terry Roberts, Governor's Offic~ of Planning and Research 
Nick Cammarota, California Building Industry Association 
Marcia Salkin, California Association of Realtors 
Marc Brown, California Rural Legal Assistance Foundation 
Rob Weiner, California Coalition for Rural Housing 
John Douglas, AICP, Civic Solutions 
Deanna Kitamura, Western Center on Law and Poverty 
S. Lynn Martinez, Western Center on Law and Poverty 
Alexander Abbe, Law Firm of Richards, Watson & Gershon 
Michael G. Colantuono, Colantuono, Levin & Rozell, APC 
Ilene J. Jacobs, California Rural Legal Assistance, Inc. 
Richard Marc Antonio, Public Advocates 
Wendy Anderson, Legal Services of Northern California 
Brian Augusta, Legal Services of Northern California 
Celestial Cassiman, Legal Services of Northern California 
Larry Stenzel, Resources for Independent Living 
Dara Schur, Protection & Advocacy, Inc. 
Ethan Evans, Sacramento Housing Alliance 
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APPENDIX 
El Dorado County 

Incorporating the changes below will bring the El Dorado County housing element into compliance with 
Article 10.6 of the Government Code. The section(s) of the government code is included below with 
recommendations to assist you in bringing the element into compliance. 

Housing element technical assistance information is available on our website at www.hcd.ca.gov. Refer to 
the Division of Housing Policy Development and the section pertaining to State Housing Planning. 
Among other resources, the Housing Element section contains the Department's publication Housing 
Element Questions and Answers (Qs & As) and the Government Code addressing State housing element 
law. 

A. Housing Needs, Resources and Constraints 

1. Include an analysis and documentation of household characteristics, including level of payment 
compared to ability to pay, and housing characteristics, including overcrowding 
(Section 65583(a)(2)). 

The County's element provides a general analysis of housing costs and earnings needed to afford 
rental housing based on a national publication. However, the housing needs section of the 
element should include an analysis of the extent of overpayment by lower-income households 
(households earning less than 80 percent of the County median income) and overcrowding by 
tenure. 

For your information, estimates of overpayment from the 2000 census indicates the following: 
there were 3,553 renter households earning $35,000 or less (less than 80 percent of the County 
median household income ($40,800)) of which 2,372 paid 30 percent or more of their household 
income on housing, and 5,629 owner households earning $35,000 or less of which 2,372 paid 
30 percent or more of their household income on housing. 

Additionally, 2000 Census data reveal that 3,839 owner-occupied and 765 renter-occupied ] 
households reside in overcrowded conditions. This information should be included in the 
County's housing element and analyzed. Once the analysis is complete, the County should 
determine whether additional programmatic efforts are needed. to ameliorate overpayment and/or 
overcrowding in the unincorporated county. 

2. Include an inventory of land suitable for residential development, including vacant sites and 
sites having the potential for redevelopment, and an analysis of their relationship of zoning and 
public facilities and services to these sites (Section 65583(a)(3)). 

While the element appears to have identified sites to accommodate its total share of the regional 
housing needs allocation, we understand the land inventory is based on current zoning and may 
change as the County considers a number of land-use alternatives, including two constraint
based alternatives. It is imperative as the County considers the various land-use alternatives that 
the final land-use alternatives identify adequate sites with appropriate densities and development 
standards to accommodate its share of the regional housing needs allocation. 
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D. Consistency with the General Plan 

The housing element shall describe the means by which consistency will be achieved with other 
general plan elements and community goals (Section 65583(c)). 

The housing element should analyze its consistency with other elements of the general plan, 
including the circulation, land-use, and open space elements, as well as the County's zoning 
ordinances and capital improvement plans. This is especially important as the County considers a 
number of alternative land use plans through the general plan update process. 

94-32 
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From: Linda Matthews {mailto:1matthews3342@sbcg1obal.netJ 
Sent: Tuesday, June 10, 2003 10:54 AM 
To: pmaurer@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: general plan 

Mr. Maurer, 

LETTER95 

I was given you name from David Schulze regarding the general plan. 

I live on Bridget Brae Road in Shingle Springs, with the 1996 general plan my 
parcel is zoned 1 acre, and would very much like to see that this is still the 
way it will be zoned after adoption of a new general plan. I'm very concerned 
that I will be limited with my ability to split my acreage in the near future if 
you adopt general plan#3. 

I've lived in here for numerous years and would like to know that my parcel can 
be split to 1 acre as all those parcels around me have done. I would appeal to 
you to let us individuals have the same opportunity as the developers have in 
this county. I would like to know that I have the potential to remain in an 
area that is concerned with the growth, and at the same time provide an 
opportunity to develop my land as was approved in 1996. Please give 
consideration to keeping this area zoned as a 1 acre residential. 

Thanks for your consideration. 

Regards, 

Linda matthews 

1 

95-1 
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LETTER97 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA BUSINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 3, SACRAMENTO AREA OFFICE 
Venture Oaks-MS 15 
P.O. BOX 942874 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94274-0001 
PHONE (916) 274-0638 
FAX (916) 274-0648 
TTY (530) 741-4509 

June 11, 2003 

03ELD0012/15 
El Dorado County General Plan Update 

and Draft EIR 
03ELDALL 

Mr. Peter Maurer 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Mr. Maurer: 

03 JUN 13 

nECEiVED 
PLA NNlNG DEPARTMENT 

GRAY DAVIS Governor 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the El Dorado County General 
Plan Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report. Our comments are as followed: 

• Caltrans commends the positive approach El Dorado County has taken in proposing 
many innovative policies, such as the following: 

Land Use. Protection and conservation of existing communities and rural 
centers; creation of sustainable communities; curtailment of urban/suburban 
sprawl; location and intensity of future development consistent with the 
availability of adequate infrastructure; and mixed and balanced uses that 
promote use of alternate transportation systems. 

Existing Community Identity. Maintain and enhance the character of 
existing rural and urban communities, emphasizing both the natural setting 
and built design elements which contribute to the quality of life, economic 
health, and community pride of County residents. 

Regional Highway System. Provide a regional highway system which serves 
as the County-wide roadway component of a balanced transportation system. 

Safe and Efficient Highway System. Provide for safe, convenient and 
efficient movement of people and goods through the regional highway 
system. 

High Quality Public Transportation. Serve the people of El Dorado County 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 

97-1 
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Mr. Peter Maurer 
June 11, 2003 
Page 2 of 3 

by encouraging and supporting high quality public transportation services 
that are convenient, safe, efficient and effective. 

General Housing Policies. Ensure that projected housing needs can be 
accommodated, the County shall maintain an adequate supply of suitable 
sites that are properly located based on environmental constraints, 
community facilities, and public services. 

• The General Plan Alternative #2, Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus," limits any 
expansion of Highway 50 to six lanes. This is inconsistent with Caltrans System 
Planning wherein the Transportation Concept Report (TCR) (our plan for the future 
of Highway 50) indicates a need for an ultimate eight-lane facility, including high 
occupancy vehicle lanes between Sacramento and Placerville. Therefore, our 
planning indicates that constraining Highway 50 to six lanes will cause significant 
traffic congestion and motorist delays in the future. 

• Caltrans applauds the County for its emphasis on encouraging development of 
housing for very low, low, and moderate-income residents. However, we disagree 
with the recommendation that consideration be given to granting planning staff the 
ability to ministerially approve multi-family and affordable housing projects (see 
page 154, Measure HO-V in Housing Element). Caltrans and other governmental 
agencies have a need and responsibility to review and comment on projects that 
may affect their resources per the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), 
Presidential Executive Order 123721, and Governor's Executive Order D24-83. 

• Housing subdivisions should be evaluated collectively, instead of on a piece-meal 
basis in order to provide for early identification of cumulative impacts, to identify 
needed mitigation measures, and to establish a fair-share program for developer 
fees (if applicable). 

• A stronger emphasis should be made in developing housing along with the 
necessary improvements to the multimodal transportation system within the 
housing developments (bikes, pedestrians, and transit riders). For example, 
development of a multimodal system is mentioned often in the Transportation and 
Circulation Element, but not in the Housing Element. We believe that consideration 
of a multimodal system should be mentioned in the Housing Element, as part of the 
goals for developing mixed-use developments. 

• On Page 55, Goal TC-1: For six lane and four-lane divided roads, the minimum 
interchange spacing standards are two miles in rural areas and one mile in urban 
areas. 

] 

] 
• The Transportation and Circulation analysis on pages 3-42, 3-53, 3-61 and 3-62 is based on 

a list of roadway segments that are approved to operate at LOS F. However, that list is 
inconsistent with our TCRs for US 50, State Route (SR) 49, and SR 89, which identify 
additional roadway segments that are expected to operate at "F" within the 20-year 
planning horizon. Enclosed is a table of the 20-year improved concept plan in regards to 
TCR LOS levels. The table shows the segments on SR 49, US 50 and SR 89 within El 
Dorado County that Caltrans expects to fall to Level of Service (LOS) F within twenty 

~caltrans improves mobility a.cross California~ 

97-1 

97-2 

97 .. 3 

97-4 

97-5 

97-6 

97.7 
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Mr. Peter Maurer 
June 11, 2003 
Page 3 of 3 

years. However, not all of these segments are "allowed" to become LOS F, per the El 
Dorado County 1996 General Plan. The 1996 General Plan identified a list of roadway 
segments which are allowed to become LOS F. No additional segments are allowed to 
become LOS F without voter approval. Therefore, there is a discrepancy between the 
projected traffic congestion on those highways and the LOS that is allowed by county polic 
This discrepancy needs to be addressed in the 2003 General Plan and/or DEIR. 

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact Cathy Chapin at 
(916) 274-0640. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
JEFFREY PUL VERMAN, Chief 
Office of Regional Planning 

Enclosure 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California· 
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Caltrans' Transportation Concept Reports (TCRs) show that even with improvments, these freeway segments will become Level of Service (LOS) F within a 20-year planning 
horizon. 

SR 49 US 50 SR 89 
(2020 planning horizon) 

Amador/El Dorado Co. line to Union Mine Road 

Union Mine Road to Sacramento Street 

Sacramento Street to the junction of SR 193 and SR 49 

(2018 planning horizon) 

El Dorado/Sacramento Co. line to W. Placerville undercrossing 

Ice House Road to Echo Summit 

Echo Summit to the junction of US 50 and SR 89 

Junction of US 50 and SR 89 to the California/Nevada state line 

Only these rc,ads in El Dor!lciO C~. are currently allowed to o_eerate at LOS l:t per the 1996 General Plan. 
SR 49 US 50 

Pacific/Sacramento Street to new four-lane section 

US 50 to SR 193 

SR 193 to county line 

Canal Street to junction of SR 49 (Spring Street) 

Junction of SR 49 (Spring St.) to Coloma St. 

Coloma St. to Bedford Ave. 

Bedford Ave. to beginning of freeway 

Beginning of freeway to Washington overhead 

Ice House Road to Echo Lake 

(2021 planning horizon) 

Alpine Co. to US 50 @ Myers (without improvements) 

SR89 
none 
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June 11. 2003 

Dianne Du.tra, trustee 
953 Cobble Shores Dr. 
Sacramento CA 95831 

General Plan Team 
2850 Fairlane Ct. 
Placerville CA 95661 

LETTER98 

03 JUN 16 AM 9= OD 

HECEIVED 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

RE: My property 070..072-056 & 57 being two parcels comprising approximately 48 
acres. Assessor's plat is attached. 

My property is currently designated in the 1996 General Pltm as LDR within the 
Community region. This designation recognizes the fact that this land is very gentle and 
has EID water and is adjacent to two public roads and a sewer line. 

This property is on the Northeast comer of Meder Road and Ponderosa Road. It is the 
almost level field across the street from Ponderosa High School. 

The two lower growth versions proposals have taken my property out of the Community 
Region and therefore do not allow an appropriate use of this land. There a.re no 
environmental comtmints to the use of this hmd that would justify the desi~'Ililtions 
proposed. Should this land develop into larger parcels it would force the development 
that would occur here onto lands away from infrastructure and result in worse overall 
effects from that same population. 

The designation of LOR in the Community Region would allow the submission for later 
approval ofa zoning proposal and project when it can be established that services are 
currently available for that level of development This would seem the most appropriate 
way to deal with a "general" Plan. 

One of the reasons for the further EIR work done by the County as described in the Writ 
from Judge Bond was to address the impacts of these designations. I have not read the 
E!R but am sure that the County complied with the request in the writ to completely 
analyze the effects of the LDR designations. There is simply no appropriate planning 
purpose now or in the future to designate these prime devclopable lands as being outside 
the Community Region. 

I fully support the adoption of the 1996 General Plan as the 202S Plan and urge you not 
to deviate from that plan except in those instances where you have a dcfmahle and 
substantial reason to do so. 

Sincerely, 

91-1 

98-2 
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COUNTY OF EL DORADO 

June 11, 2003 

General Plan Team 

Airports, Parks & Grounds 
OJ jOR 19 Fri 2· 51 

HECE!VED 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA. 95667 

LETTER99 

Michael Gray, Manager 
3000 FairLane a. Ste I 
Placerville, CA 95667 

(530) 621-5864 FAX (530) 295-2538 

The El Dorado Trails Advisory Committee is an appointed committee of El Dorado County. We are very] 
interested in the pedestrian, bicycle, hiker, and equestrian issues throughout the County. We are disappointed 
in how little attention the current drafts of the CJCneral Plan give to multimodal transportation options in El 
Dorado County. 

The El Dorado County Trails Advisory Committee met June 9, 2003 and the following comments are the 
same for all the alternatives and are for the PARKS AND RECREATION/and or CIRCULATION
TRANSPORTATION ELEMENTS. 

The recently adopted Placerville-Sacramento Transport2.tion Corridor (El Dorado Trail) is the key artery for 
non-motorized transportation along the Highway 50 Corridor. The development of this Trail will provide the 
west slope of the County with the center piece needed to make non-motorized transportation a reality. Once 
in place, numerous other trail opportunities will become viable and they will feed into this critical link. 

Currently the Parks and Recreation Department has been given the responsibility f9r developing the El 
Dorado Trail corridor, but it has not been given any financing. The County should review the management of 
this project to see if this critical non-motorized facility should remain with Parks and Recreation or be shifted 
to the Department of Transportation. 

The 1979 Bikewqy Master Plan is relied upon for helping shape the non-motorized transportation efforts.] 
Obviously this document is out of date. We believe the General Plan should recognize past efforts by the 
County and the El Dorado Transportation Commission and include the following documents as references: 
the El Dorado County Birycle Master Plan El Dorado County October 6, 1999, as amended, and the Birycle 
Transportation Plan, El Dorado County Transportation. 

General Plans are supposed to help shape the vision for the future. Currently little attention has been given to J 
the very important role non-motorized transportation will play in our lives. We ask you to strengthen this 
section. 

Sincerely, 

Eugene Pori 

Cc: Members of the El Dorado County Parks and Recreation Commission 
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LETTER 100 

El Dorado County Fire 
Prevention Officer's Association 
P .. O. Box 807, Camino, California ~@N 23 PM 12: 58 
Bus: S30""44-9630 Fu: 530-644-~ EC El VE D 

June 11, 2003 

Heidi Tschudin, Contract Planner 
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Ms. Tschudin: 

NOTE: TEXT SHOULD BE PARAPHRASED 

PScArUWcG DEPARTMENT 

We strongly support the El Dorado Fire Safe Council proposals and 
recommendations to the El Dorado County Draft General Plan. 

While these comments are formatted to the Draft Roadway Constrained Six
Lane Alternative, comments are intended to be a template for Fire Sare 
inclusions in whichever alternative is selected and does not endorse any 
alternative. 

Mike Pott 

President, 
El Dorado County Prevention Officer's Association 

Cc: El Dorado County Fire Safe Council 
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COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON THE DRAFT 
El DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN TO REDUCE THE 
THREAT TO LIFE, PROPERTY, STRUCTURES AND THE 

ENVIRONMENT CAUSED BY WILDFIRE 

A CONSOLIDATED RESPONSE REPRESENTING THE CONCERNS OF 

FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL AGENCIES HAVING PUBLIC SAFETY 

AND ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION RESPONSIBILITIES 

AN ADDENDUM TO TESTIMONY AND WRITTEN RESPONSE GIVEN BY 
THE El DORADO COUNTY FIRE SAFE COUNCIL - AUGUST 29, 2002 

We are pleased that some of the earlier recommendations have been incorporated into 
the Six-lane "Pius" and EnvironmentaUy Constrained Alternatives. The No Project and 
1996 General Plan Alternative faH to substantially address wildfire concerns. Our offer to 
provide a consultant (already funded), to work with the General Plan Development 
Team, however, has not been accepted. Lackjng this expertise, fjre Safety 
considerations in these two alternatives need augmentation. 

Both alternatives do contain a Vision "to plan for and and contend with adverse natural 
conditions such as high wildfire danger and drought" [pg. 8] and consider the Wildfire 
Hazard as a Planning Challenge {pg.· 9]. Specific fire safe pojicles should be 
incorporated into both drafts since a County Wide Fire Safe Plan will soon be required 
as a prerequisite for future funding under the National Fire Plan. 

WILDFIRE HAZARD [pg. 12] should be rewritten to include the following. 
Fire prevention planning is well developed in the County. Public Resource Code 
#4291 which requires the c1earance of flammable vegetation from around structures has 
been enforced for 20 + years. Public Resource Code #4290 and Title 14 Regulations 

for Fire Prevention .and tor the provision of Fire Support infrastructure in State 
ResponsibiUty Areas (SRA) have been enforced since 1982. County Amendments to 
the SRA Fire Safe Regulations were approved by the state in 1986. A contract has 
been awarded to the El Dorado County Flre Prevention Officer's Assoclation to provide 
additional fire prevention information in the County of El Dorado Design and 
Improvement Standar-ds Manual. 

As stated in the August 2000 submission, the CaHfornia Uniform Building Code and 
California Uniform Fire Code govern most aspects of fire safety relating to structures of 
all types and uses of all kinds and require actions to reduce the loss of fife and property. 

This draft deals with those fire safety· elements relating·to fires either originating-within the 
urban areas of the county which threaten other structures or wildlands, to fires originating 
.withinwiidlands-whioh ~reaten.urban-developments-and.to fires originating within .the 
urban I wildiand interface zone which may threaten both. Public Resource Codes #4290 
and #4291 and Tit!e 14 Fire Safe Regulations for State Responsibility Areas (SRA) are 
recommendecf in italics in the following text and should be included ih the General 
Plan Alternatives in the appropriate elements. 

The August 2002 submission is attached as are letters of support from the sponsors of 
this addendum. 

100-2 

100-3 

100-4 

 
        AR 12103



El Dorado County Draft General Plan - Page 2 

DRAFT ROADWAY CONSTRAINED SIX LANE Al TERNATIVE 

land Use Element 

Housing Element 

TABLE OF CONTENTS 

Public Services and Utilities Element 

Health, Safety and Noise Element 

Conservation and Open Space Etement 

Agricul.tur.e .and. Forestry Bement 
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Dorado County Draft General Plan_- Page 6 

PoHcyHS~2a Ar!rL through revisions to the County of El Dorado Design and 
Improvements Standards Manual and the enactment of ordinances and 
regulationswhichrequire SRA-Fire Safe applications or the SPE to those 
regulations. 

Policy HS-2d A(1f:L through the adoption and enforcement of fire protection, 
prevention and suppression measures so that all structures will meet 
''Defensible Space"-requirements. These standards will be applied during 
reviews for all permitted activities. 

Policy HS-2f Fire Hazard shall be a standard disclosure along with flood, seismic 
and other hazards to buyers and others planning land uses. 

Policy HS-2g A Fire Safe Plan approved by CDFAHJ is required for approving 
new developments on lands covered with grass, brush, woodlands or 
forests. These developments include: 1) New parcels and subdivisions, 2) 
Building Permits for new construction, 3) Use Permits, 4) The siting of 
manutacturec:J-homes,. 5) Road construction, induding constructionof a road 
which does not currently exist or the extension, relocation, realignment or 
improvement of an existing road, 6) Grading tor building pads, vehicle tum 
around sites, driveways or for any other purpose which, in the opinion of the 
agency(ies) providing fire protection, might affect fire protection activities or 
which alters or modifies vegetation. - Plans ml;lst meet-the ·requir-ements of 
Title 14 SRA Fire Sate Regulations, El Dorado County Fire Protection 
Requirements and California Public Resource Codes· #4290 and #4291. 

Certification by a qualified Fire Safe Inspector that all conditions on the Fire 
Safe Plan have been completed shalt be required prior to the issuance of the 
Certificate of Occupancy or the filing of the Final Map. 

Policy HS-3a _MJj__ and shall consider the allocation of Title Ill and other funds 
to facilitate planning and accomplishment of fuel reduction opportunities. 

Policy HS-3c Fuel modification activities which indude, but are not limited to, 
clearing, thinning, maceration, physical removal and the use of prescribed fire 
-woon pettormed-to·reduce fire hazards done for the protection ot-Jife and 
property shall not be encumbered, limited or prohibited by and General Plan 
land use designation, zoning or overlay. 

Policy HS-9b Exemptions to Air Quality Regulations shall be granted where a 
proposed prescribed fire will reduce fuel hazards, provide defensible space 
or otherwise benefit fire suppression effectiveness and where a Smoke 
Management Plan has been prepared which provides smoke management 
requirements. 
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m Mac Millan Partners, Inc. 

June 11, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2859 Fairlane Court, Building C 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: Comments to Proposed General Plan Alternatives 
El Dorado County 

Dear General Plan Team: 

LETTER 101 

The purpose of this letter is to provide my feedback to the proposed General 
Plan Alternatives issued by the County. My family and I are owners of an existing 
two story office building within the El Dorado Hills Business Park as well as five 
parcels of R & D zoned land totaling 15.011 acres. We purchased the vacant land 
with the intent of developing one and two story office buildings to meet the 
increasing demand for office product within the El Dorado Hills market. As the 
land had been entitled for development for nearly twenty years when we 
purchased it in 2001, we had no indication and in fact relied upon our ability to 
develop the property without any form of artificial limitation on the FAR which the 
parcels could accommodate. Had there been any indication that there was· 
potentially an issue which would limit what we could develop on our parcels, we 
simply would have walked away from these property acquisitions and invested our 
capital elsewhere. 

Our experience in the real estate market leads us to believe that the market 
demand for office, R & D, light industrial and manufacturing product within the El 
Dorado Hills Business Park today (and in the foreseeable future) has been largely 
created by the substantial residential growth in western El Dorado County. We 
firmly believe that, given a choice, people want to live dose to their work. 
Therefore, the additional residents created by the new residential projects approved 
by El Dorado County over the last twenty years has increased the market demand 
for additional industrial, R & D and office product within the El Dorado Hills 
Business Park. 

As you know, the El Dorado Hills Business Park was approved in 1982 as an 
811 acre multi-use business park. One of the primary reasons for the County to 
approve the creation of the El Dorado Hills Business Park was the overwhelming 
need to create some balance in the jobs/housing ratio within El Dorado County. Up 
until the approval of this park, El Dorado County largely served as a bedroom 
community for the Sacramento Region. There has been a substantial amount of 

151 Ashridge Court • Granite Bay, CA 95746 • (916) 788-8100 • FAX (916) 788-8181 'if 
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Planning Commission 
June 11, 2003 
Page 2 

residential communities approved by El Dorado County since the El Dorado Hills 
Business Park was entitled for development, which only increases the need for the 
El Dorado Hills Business Park to further mitigate the imbalance in the jobs/housing 
ratio in El Dorado County. As the El Dorado Hills Business Park is dearly the 
County's primary vehicle in its effort to create a better job~ousing balance within 
El Dorado County, the ability to create additional local jobs within the business park 
should be strongly defended by the County. 

As currently proposed, the General Plan Alternatives will create limitations 
on land within the El Dorado Hills Business Park by imposing artificial hard caps 
in Floor Area Ratios (FAR) on R & D zoned land. In addition to financially 
damaging the owners of the R & D zoned land by devaluing the remaining vacant 
land within the business park, placing any type of artificial FAR cap on land within 
the business park will reduce the Park's ability to complete for employers by 
artificially increasing the cost of the buildings and in some cases actually preventing 
an employer from moving into the business park. It should be noted that many of 
the existing buildings with the Park, including the significant campus which has 
been developed by DST Output, would violate the artificial FAR caps attached to 
the proposed General Plan Alternatives. The reality of the forces that govern a free 
market tell us that if El Dorado County places artificial restrictions on what can be 
developed on R & D land in the County, this restriction will cost the County future 
jobs as users will locate their companies in markets which do not have the burden 
of these artificial restrictions. Put simply, any FAR limitation will make land within 
El Dorado County less competitive to alternatives in Sacramento County along the 
Highway 50 corridor, which will only make the jobs/housing imbalance in El 
Dorado County worse. Under the four options in the proposed General Plan 
Alternatives, the FAR limitations are as follows: 

Plan Maximum FAR 

1) 1996 General Plan 25% 

2) No Project 25% 

3) Environmentally Constrained 20% 

4) Roadway Constrained 30% 
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Planning Commission 
June 11, 2003 
Page 3 

It is my experience FAR's this low will limit buildings to single story design 
and will dearly impact the development of office, R & D, industrial & 
manufacturing buildings, as the FAR of these types of buildings will typically exceed 
the artificial caps contained in the proposed General Plan Alternatives. In fact, one 
of the only building types with this low of an FAR is a call center, which requires 
substantially more land area due to the higher parking requirements related to this 
employee intensive use. These FAR limitations will only serve to limit what can be 
economically developed in the park, which will slow the built out of the park and 
undermine the County's goal of achieving a better jobs/housing balance. 

As a property owner within the El Dorado Hills Business Park, I have learned 
through research performed on behalf of the El Dorado Hills Business Park Owner's 
Association the following historical information about the business park. Of the 811 
total acres within the park which can be developed, the total land area which has 
been improved to date is 257 acres (31.69% of the total developable land). There 
is an existing inventory of 2,582,521 square feet of improved buildings in the El 
Dorado Hills Business Park, comprised of office, research & development, light 
industrial and manufacturing buildings. Dividing the square footage of the existing 
buildings by the total square footage of the developed land area, the average FAR 
of the existing building inventory is 23.07%. The businesses operating within the 
El Dorado Hills Business Park currently provide jobs for 4,501 employees, 
representing an average density of one employee per 574 square feet of building 
area. 

As the business park has a twenty year history from which we can derive 
real data, the data produced by the business park's actual experience needs to be 
factored into any modeling to be used to assess the future traffic impacts of the 
business park when it is fully developed. It is my understanding that there is a 
substantial difference between the El Dorado Hills Business Park's actual 
development FAR's and employee densities when compared to the assumptions 
used in the traffic studies incorporated into the DEIR It is one thing to project the 
impacts of growth for a development that has yet to be built - there simply is no 
historical data. Considering the mixed-use nature of the El Dorado Hills Business 
Park, with its real data derived from twenty years of history, using the actual data 
derived from the existing building inventory and employers in the Park is the only 
way with any reasonable accuracy to predict how the business park will grow. As 
one of the primary goals of the development of the El Dorado Hills Business Park 
is to create a better jobs/housing balance in the County, the built out of the Park 
will reduce the strain to the freeway infrastructure by reducing the cars on the 
roadway which must commute to Sacramento County for employment 
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Planning Commission 
June 11, 2003 
Page 4 

Based on the research conducted on behalf of the El Dorado Hills Business 
Park Owner's Association, it is my understanding that the traffic study that is used 
as the basis for each of the proposed General Plan Alternatives is flawed based on 
densities for future grow that are substantially higher than the existing building 
inventory supportso In addition to other issues we have with the assumptions 
contained within the traffic study and the draft DEIR, the most significant error has 
to be the FAR and employee density assumptions used to calculate the stabilized 
employee counts used to model the future traffic flows. These assumptions 
overstate the historical data such that the total employee counts when the business 
park is fully developed are nearly twice the total employee count which would be 
generated by using the historical data to project the total jobs created. To be 
specific, the traffic model assumes an average FAR of 30% and an average employee 
density of 1 employee per 330 square feet of building area. These assumptions are 
approximately 30% and 72% higher, respectively, than the historical data can 
support. As a result, the projected negative impact of the traffic generated when 
the park is fully developed is vastly overstated in the traffic model used for the 
DEIR. The only choice for the base data assumptions should be the existing 
inventory of product in the El Dorado Hills Business Park, which when used will 
produce significantly reduced traffic flows. 

I hope this letter has adequately expressed the opinion.s I have regarding 
why imposing any type of artificial FAR cap on development within the El Dorado 
Hills Business Park is wrong. Such action will have a counter-productive effect on 
El Dorado County's ability to create local employment growth in an effort to 
address the significant imbalance in the County's jobs/housing ratio. Furthermore, 
I find that the traffic studies used in the DEIR have significant flaws in the 
assumptions used to estimate further traffic flows., which ignore the existing 
historical data and as a result significantly overstate the traffic impacts of the 11real 
world11 development of the El Dorado Hills Business Park. As the primary vehicle 
that County has to create a better jobs/housing balance in El Dorado County, any 
restriction that will make the business park less competitive in attracting employers 
is bad policy which will undermine the County's goal and need for a local 
employment base. Anyone who does not believe that there is a need for additional 
local employment growth in El Dorado County ought to sit on Highway 50 at the 
Sacramento County Line in the morning and afternoon and see how many cars 
cross the County Line daily in their commute to the employment centers in 
Sacramento County. Based on the opinions expressed in this letter, I hope you will 
see the light and remove any FAR restrictions in the proposed General Plan 
Alternatives for any land within the El Dorado Hills Business Park. Should you 
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Planning Commission 
June 11, 2003 
Page 5 

have any questions with anything contained in this letter, please feel free to give 
me a call at (916) 788-8100" 

cc: El Dorado Hills Business Park Owner's Association 
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From: Patty Taylor [taylormpe@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 11, 2003 10:20 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: general plan 

LETTER 102 

We would like to know how many more apartments would be allowed to be built in 
Cameron Park? How many in El Dorado Hills? In surrounding area's? 

Cameron Park has more than its share of multi-family housing and we don't want 
to see anymore of it. The low-cost housing should be going in near all the 
business development in El Dorado Hills. The people would have the convenience 
living close to where jobs are and shopping and public transportation. 

Please, please, please make sure that Cameron Park is not slated for more Multi
family, low-cost housing projects. It is time to spread those projects around 
the county! ! 

Thank you, 

Michael and Patricia Taylor 
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LETTER 103 
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General Plan Team ~o ~ 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA. 95667 

> 
fV'I z ..... 

Trails Now feels strongly El Dorado County needs to revise the non-motorized efforts in 
the drafts of the General Plan to help us complete our mission. Trails Now is a 50 l-C3 
non-profit citizen-based organization dedicated to the planning, acquisition, construction 
and maintenance of the El Dorado Trail. Our mission is the creation and support of a 
continuous multi-purpose trail from the Sacramento County line to Lake Tahoe. It is 
apparent to us that we are currently missing many opportunities to enhance our County 
by improving our non motorized trail program. 

A major portion to the El Dorado Trail became a reality when by the Board of 
Supervisors adopted the Placerville-Sacramento Transportation Corridor (El Dorado 
Trail) this past winter. This is a major step, but significant work remains before it can be 
the center piece needed to make non-motorized transportation a reality on the west slope. 
Currently the Parks and Recreation Department has· been given the responsibility for 
developing this corridor, but it has not been given any financing. The County should 
review the management of this project to see if this critical non-motorized facility should 
remain with Parks and Recreation or be shifted to the Department of Transportation. 

The 1979 Bikeway Master Plan is relied upon for helping shape the non-motorized 
transportation efforts. This document was very helpful a quarter of a century ago when it 
was written, but it does not meet our current situation. In particular, the El Dorado Trail 
segments were not in public ownership at the time the Bikeway Master Plan was written. 
We believe the General Plan should recognize past efforts by the County and the El 
Dorado Transportation Commission and include the following documents as references: 
the El Dorado County Bicycle Master Plan El Dorado County 200 l revision, and the 
1997 Bicycle Transportation Plan prepared by the El Dorado County Transportation 
Commission. The El Dorado Transportation Commission may complete another Bicycle 
Transportation Plan before the General Plan is completed and we ask you to provide for 
the inclusion of the most recent planning efforts. 

We want to see the El Dorado Trail become a functioning part on the non-motorized 
transportation system for the County, and we need your help. Please revise the non-

C 
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motorized sections in the General Plan to emphasize the need to complete the El Dorado 
Trail. 

Please let us know if we can be of assistance. 

Sincerely, 

Eileen Crim, Chairperson 

 
        AR 12113



LETTER 104 

~ California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
~ · Central Valley Region 

Robert Schneider, Chair 
Winston H. Hickox 

Secretary for 
Environmental 

Protection 

12 June 2003 

Philip Crimmins 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Sacramento Main Office 
Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb5 

3443 Routier Road, Suite A, Sacramento, California 95827-3003 
Phone (916) 255-3000 • FAX (916) 255-3015 

Gray Davis 
Governor 

COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE EL DORADO 
COUNTY GENERAL PLAN, SCH NO. 2001082030, EL DORADO COUNTY 

Staff have reviewed the May 2003 " Draft Environmental Impact Report for the El Dorado County 
General Plan (SCH No. 2001082030)". This Draft EIR identifies and assesses the anticipated 
environmental effects of the adoption and implementation of a General Plan for the County of El 
Dorado. The General Plan is intended to provide a long-term framework with which land use planning 
decisions will be made. 

Our agency is delegated the responsibility of protecting the quality of the groundwater and surface 
waters of the state, and so our comments will only address concerns surrounding those issues. 

l. The Development Approval Process Section on page 5.1-12 provides a discussion on the 
differences between permits by right ("ministerial") and discretionary permits. The document states 
that" Uses permitted by right are, by definition, those uses and permits, such as building permits, 
that the County (through the General Plan and/or Zoning Ordinance) has exempted from 
discretionary action. As ministerial projects, these pennits are generally exempt from CEQA 
review." Please keep in mind that Section 13260 of the California Water Code (CWC) requires that 
any project for which waste is proposed to be discharged to either surface waters or land must 
submit a Report of Waste Discharge to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional 
Board). The Regional Board is not able to adopt Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), or a 
waiver of WDRs, unless a CEQA document has been prepared for the project. 

2. Section 5.2 discusses, among other items, the El Dorado regulatory programs related to agriculture 
and forest resources in El Dorado County. The Wineries Ordinance discussion states that wineries 
are permitted by right within certain agricultural zone districts. However, wastewater discharges 
from wineries are regulated by the Regional Board, and as stated above, the Board must comply 
with the requirements of CEQA in adopting permits. The .. by right" permitting of wineries 
probably does not provide the necessary CEQA documents, and therefore either the County or the 
win~ry's consultant would be required to prepare a CEQA document for each winery to be 
permitted by the Board. 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

(j Recycled Paper 

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption. 
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb5 
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Philip Crimmins 
State Clearinghouse 

-3- 12 June 2003 

any facility, including industrial facilities, that discharge waste to land and/or surface waters must J 
submit a RWD to the Regional Board prior to the initiation of any discharge of wastewater. If 
such facilities are discharging wastewater and are not regulated by WDRs, then the discharge is in 
violation of the California Water Code. 

8. Page 5.5-94, the Onsite Wastewater Treatment System section, states that onsite sewage systems 
are used for single-family residences, multifamily residences, trailer parks, public facilities, 
campgrounds, and commercial or industrial establishments, including wineries. As stated above, 
the Regional Board has waived WDRs for individual on-site septic system discharges from single
family residences in those counties enforcing an ordinance that complies with the Board's 
"Guidelines". The waived WDRs· only apply to single-family residences or the equivalent, 
discharging domestic wastewater. Regional Board counsel has determined that "or equivalent" 
corresponds to flows of less than 5,000 gpd. This waiver does not apply to the discharge of 
winery process wastewater, or the discharge of other industrial wastewater. 

104 .. 9 

9. Page 5.5-105 of the document states that "County regulations for the proper design and 
installation of onsite systems have been adopted by the County Board of supervisors and have 
been reviewed and accepted by the RWQCB." However, Regional Board staff has no record that 
we have reviewed or accepted the County's regulations for design and installation of onsite septic 
tanks/leachfield systems. As directed by Assembly Bili 885, the State Board is in the process of 
developing updated reguJations for onsite septic systems, and the Regional Board will be required 
to implement these updated regulations with each County within our region .. 

104 .. 10 

10. The section on page 5.5-103 discussing the Regional Board's pennitting of wineries is in error. 
Winery wastewater can contain extremely low pH levels, but this is not the cause of nitrate in the 
groundwater. Winery wastewater also contains high concentrations of nitrogen and salt. 
Groundwater monitoring at wineries throughout the Central Valley has shown that the application 
of winery wastewater to land can cause the underlying groundwater to be degraded by salts 
(measured as total dissolved solids) and nitrogen. The document states that the permitting of 
wineries is completed at the local level. It should be noted that the County has no authority under 
the California Water Code to permit the discharge of industrial wastewater, including the process 
wastewater from wineries. The Regional Board is in the process of adopting a regulatory scheme 
for wineries, including a General Order for Onsite Storage/Offsite Disposal (adopted in March 
2003), a waiver for small food processors, including wineries (to be considered for adoption in 
July 2003), a General Order for Land Disposal of Winery Wastewater (projected to be considered 
in December 2003), and individual WDRs for wineries that do not meet the conditions of either 
General Order or the waiver. 
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Philip Crimmins 
State Clearinghouse 

-2- 12 June 2003 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

Section 5.5.2 addresses potential impacts related to wastewater flows and system infrastructure ] 
that could results from population and employment growth, and provides a description of how _ 104-4 
wastewater is treated and disposed of within the county. The subsection that discusses 
"Wastewater Treated by Wastewater Treatment Plants" fails to describe the El Dorado Irrigation 
District's Camino Heights wastewater treatme_nt plant. 

Page 5.5-77 discusses the Union Mine Septage Treatment and Disposal Facility, and states that 
"Within the next two years, and to accommodate growth and acceptance of winery waste, the 
County plans to almost double the capacity of the treatment facility to a maximum capacity of 
approximately 30,000 gallons per day." In addition, the document states that County staff plan to 
expand the sprayfield by two acres to accommodate growth. The Union Mine Septage Treatment 
and Storage Facility is currently regulated by WDRs Order No.98-238, which allows a current 
flow of 30,000 gallons per day. Please keep in mind that if the septage treatment and disposal 
facility is expanded handle flows greater that what is allowed by WDRs Order No. 98-238, or the 
sprayfields are expanded to greater than the four acres allowed by the WDRs, then the County will 
need to apply for updated WDRs. 

Pages 5.5-78 and 5.5-79 provide a description of the regulatory roles provided by the El Dorado 
County Environmental Health Department, the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Board), and the Regional Board regarding wastewater treatment and disposal systems. The 
document states that the State Board and Regional Board issue and enforce permits (i.e., WDRs) 
for. WWTPs. In addition to issuing permits for WWTPs, the Regional Board requires that a 
RWD be submitted for in~ividual onsite septic systems for any residential subdivision of over 100 
homes, and for any development where septic tank effluent is disposed to a community leachfield 
(common disposal systems). In addition, the Regional Board relies on each county to implement 
an on-site sewage disposal system program consistent with our Basin Plan which includes septic 
tank "Ouidelines". The Regional Board has waived WDRs for individual on-site septic system 
discharges from single-family residences in those counties enforcing an ordinance that complies 
with the Board's "Guidelines". The "Guidelines" provide that land developments consisting of 
less than 100 lots will be processed by the county while tentative maps containing 100 lots or 
more shall be transmitted to the Board accompanied by a RWD. Our Board does not have 
resources for a formal program to monitor individual sewage disposal practices for the 38 counties 
within the Central Valley Region. Therefore, it is important for El Dorado County to ensure 
compliance with all of the criteria within the "Guidelines". 

Page 5.5-81 provides a discussion on projected wastewater flows and treatment plant capacities 
for the El Dorado Irrigation District's El Dorado Hills and Deer Creek WWTPs. Based on the 
projected flows and current capacities, the Draft EIR indicates that the current treatment capacity 
would be reached at the El Dorado Hills WWTP around 2015, and at the Deer Creek WWTP 
around 2025. If the WWTP's are expanded to treat, store, and dispose of flows greater than what 
each plant is permitted for, then the WDRs will need to be updated. 

Page 5.5-93 provides a very brief discussion on the potential impacts of water quality from 
industrial sources. Specifically, it states that "Industrial land uses such as sand and gravel 
operations, and lumber mills can result in stream turbidity and toxic substances". As stated above, l 
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Philip Crimmins 
State Clearinghouse 

-4- 12 June 2003 

Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please 
telephone me at (916) 255-3389. 

SCOTI KRANHOID 
Waste Discharge to Land Unit 

cc: John Morgan, El Dorado County Environmental Health Department, Placerville 
Conrad Montgomery, El Dorado County Planning Department, Placerville 
Bill Carey, El Dorado County Building Department, Placerville 
Dan Hinrichs, Dlli Engineering, Placerville 
Steven Proe, Greenwood 
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ST ATE OF CALIFORNIA BUSINESS TRANSPORTATION AND HOUSING AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DIVISION OF AERONAUTICS - M.S.#40 
1120 N STREET 
P. 0. BOX 942873 
SACRAMENTO, CA 94273-0001 
PHONE (916) 654-4959 
FAX (916) 653-9531 

June 12, 2003 

Mr. Peter Maurer 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Mr. Maurer: 

LETTER 105 

Flex your power! 
Be energy efficient! 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for El Dorado County General Plan; 
SCH# 2001082030 

The California Department of Transportation, Division of Aeronautics ("Department"), 
reviewed the above-referenced document with respect to airport-related noise and safety 
impacts and regional aviation land use planning issues pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The following comments are offered for your 
consideration. 

1. The proposal is for the adoption of the new El Dorado County General Plan. As 
discussed in the DEIR, several public-use airports are located within El Dorado 
County. These include Placerville Airport, Georgetown Airport, Cameron Airpark 
and South Lake Tahoe Airport. 

2. In accordance with Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21676, local general plans 
and any amendments must be consistent with the adopted airport land use 
compatibility plans developed by the Foothill Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). 
For South Lake Tahoe Airport, the General Plan should be consistent with the plan 
developed by the City of South Lake Tahoe ALUC. This requirement is necessary to 
ensure that General Plan policies and recommendations for noise impact assessment 
and land use densities are appropriate, given the nature of airport operations. In 
addition to submitting the proposal to the Foothill ALUC and the City of South Lake 
Tahoe ALUC, the General Plan should also be coordinated with airport staff. 

3. In the Executive Summary Table, the DEIR states that Policy 6.5.2.3 will require 1 
airport master plans and airport comprehensive or compatibility land use plans be 
updated to reflect aircraft operations noise level contours for the year 2025. 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California· 

105-1 

105-2 

105-3 
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Mr. Peter Maurer 
June 12, 2003 
Page2 

4. According to the DEIR Table 5.1-5, with the exception of South Lake Tahoe Airport, 
which is in the Lake Tahoe Basin under the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA), all project alternatives include a policy (Policy 2.2.5.13 for 
NP/1996 GP, LU-7 e for RC/EC) requiring the County comply with land use 
restrictions established in an adopted Foothill ALUC CLUPs. We concur with this 
requirement. We also strongly encourage the General Plan include the ALUC 
designated Airport Influence Area maps as well as the airport noise contour maps for 
each airport. A map of the adopted Airport Influence Area will promote public 
awareness of ALUC jurisdiction and the airport noise and safety impact area. 

5. As briefly discussed in the DEIR, portions of El Dorado County are within the 
approach/departure flight paths for Sacramento Mather Airport. Although outside 
the 60 dB Community Noise Equivalent Level (CNEL) for Sacramento Mather 
Airport, the county has received "numerous noise-related complaints" due to 
overflight noise. We recommend that future homeowners and tenants be advised of 
the proximity of the aircraft approach/departure flight tracks and the likelihood of 
aircraft-related noise impacts. We also suggest the County work with airport staff 
and the Sacramento County ALUC c/o SACOG (Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments). 

6. The Division of Aeronautics has technical expertise in the areas of airport-related 
noise, safety and compatible land use issues. The Division has permit authority for 
public use airports and heliports and we are a funding agency for airport projects. In 
accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code 21096, the California Airport Land 
Use Planning Handbook (Handbook) published by Division of Aeronautics, must be 
utilized as a resource in the preparation of environmental documents for projects 
within airport comprehensive land use plan boundaries or if such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two nautical miles of an airport. The Handbook is a resource that 
should be applied to all public use airports. The Handbook can be accessed at 
http://www.dot.ca.gov/hg/planning/aeronaut/htmlfile/landuse.html. 

7. The enclosed Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular (AC150/5200-
33} entitled "Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports" states that land 
use practices that attract or sustain hazardous wildlife populations on or near 
airports can significantly increase the potential for wildlife-aircraft collisions. The 
FAA recommends that landfills, wastewater treatment facilities, surface mining, 
wetlands and other uses that have the potential to attract wildlife, be restricted in 
the vicinity of an airport. Also enclosed is a copy of AC 150/5200-34 entitled 
"Construction or Establishment of Landfills Near Public Airports." For additional 
information concerning wildlife damage management, you may wish to contact 
Patrick L. Smith, United States Department of Agriculture, Wildlife Services, at · 
(916) 979-2675. 

"Caltrans improves mobility across California" 

105-4 
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Mr. Peter Maurer 
June 12, 2003 
Page3 

8. The need for compatible and safe land uses near airports in California is both a local 
and a state issue. Along with protecting individuals who reside or work near an 
airport, the Division of Aeronautics views each of the 250 public use airports in 
California as part of the statewide transportation system, which is vital to the state's 
continued prosperity. This role will no doubt increase as California's population 
continues to grow and the need for efficient mobility becomes more crucial. We 
strongly feel that the protection of airports from incompatible land use encroachment 
is vital to California's economic future. Airport land use commissions and airport 
land use compatibility plans, however, are key to protecting an airport and the people 
residing and working in the vicinity of an airport. 

These comments reflect the areas of concern to the Department's Division of Aeronautics 
with respect to airport-related noise and safety impacts and regional airport land use 
planning issues. We advise you to contact our district office concerning surface 
transportation issues. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you have any 
questions, please call me at (916) 654-5314. 

Sincerely, 

:)?Ao/;:J µ~~~) 
SANDY..HESNARD 
Aviation Environmental Planner 

Enclosures 

c: State Clearinghouse 
FoothillALUC 
City of South Lake Tahoe ALUC 
SACOG 
TRPA 
Cameron Airpark 
Georgetown Airport 
Placerville Airport 
South Lake Tahoe Airport 
Mather Airport 

"Caltrans improves mobility across Californian 

105-8 
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0 
U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Subject: CONSTRUCTION OR ESTABLISHMENT 
OF LANDFILLS NEAR PUBLIC AIRPORTS 

Advisory 
Circular 

Date: August 26, 2000 AC No: 150/5200-34 
Initiated by: AAS-300 Change: 

1. Purpose. This advisory circular (AC) contains guidance on complying with new 
Federal statutory requirements regarding the construction or establishment of landfills 
near public airp,orts. 

2. Application.. The guidance contained in the AC is provided by the Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) for use by persons considering the construction or 
establishment of a municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF) near a public airport. 
Guidance contained herein should be used to comply with recently enacted MSWLF 
site limitations contained in 49 U.S.C. § 44718(d), as amended by section 503 of the 
Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 21st Century, Pub. L. 
No. 106-181 (April 5, 2000), "Structures interfering with air commerce." In 
accordance with § 44 718( d), as amended, these site limitations are not applicable in 
the State of Alaska. 

In addition, this AC provides guidance for a state aviation agency desiring to petition 
the FAA for an exemption from the requirements of§ 44 718( d). as amended. 

3. Related Reading Materials. 

a. AC - 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife Attractions On or Near Airports, May 
. 1, 1997. 

b. Wildlife Strikes to Civil Aircraft in the United States 1990-1998, FAA 
Wildlife Aircraft Strike Database Serial Report Number 5, November 1998. 

c. Report to Congress: Potential Hazards to Aircraft by Locating Waste Disposal 
Sites in the Vicinity of Airports, April l 996, DOT/F AA1 AS/96-1. 

d. Title 14, Code of Federal Regulation, Part 139, Certification and Operations: 
Land Airports Serving Certain Air Carriers. 

e. Title 40, Code of Federal Regulation, Part 258, Municipal Solid Waste 
Landfill Criteria 

Some of these documents and additional information on wildlife management, 
including guidance on landfills, are available on the F AA's Airports web site at 
www.faa.gov/am/arphome.htm. 
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4. Definitions. Definitions for the specific purpose of this AC are found in Appendix 1. 

5. Background. The FAA has the broad authority to regulate and develop civil aviation 
under the Federal Aviation Act of 1958, 49 U.S.C. § 40101, et. seq., and other Federal 
law. In section 1220 of the Federal Aviation Reauthorization Act of 1996, Pub. L. No. 
l 04-264 (October 9, 1996), the Congress added a new provision, section ( d), to 49 U.S.C. 
§ 44718 to be enforced by the FAA and placing limitations on the construction or· 
establishment of landfills near public airports for the purposes of enhancing aviation 
safety. Section 503 of the Wendell H. Ford Aviation Investment and Reform Act for the 

21st Century (AIR-21), Pub. L. No. 106-181 (April 5, 2000) has replaced section 1220 of 
the 1996 Reauthorization Act, 49 U.S.C. § 44718 (d), with new language. Specifically, 
the new provision,§ 44718(d), as amended, was enacted to further limit the construction 
or establishment of a MSWLF near certain smaller public airports. 

In enacting this legislation, Congress expressed concern that a MSWLF sited near an 
airport poses a potential hazard to aircraft operations because such a waste facility 
attracts birds. Statistics support the fact that bird strikes pose a real danger to aircraft. 
An estimated 87 percent of the collisions between wildlife and civil aircraft occurred on 
or near airports when aircraft are below 2,000 feet above ground level (AGL). Collisions 
with wildlife at these altitudes are especially dangerous as aircraft pilots have minimal 
time to recover from such emergencies. 

Databases managed by FAA and the United States Air Force show that more than 54,000 
civil and military aircraft sustained reported strikes with wildlife from 1990 to 1999 
(28,150 civil strikes and 25,853 military strikes). Between 1990-1999·, aircraft-wildlife 
strikes involving U. S. civil aircraft result in over $350 million/year worth of aircraft 
damage and associated losses and over 460,000 hours/year of aircraft down time. 

From 1990 to 1999, waterfowl, gulls and raptors were involved in 77% of the 2,119 
reported damaging aircraft-wildlife strikes where the bird was identified. Populations of 
Canada geese and many species of gulls and raptors have increased markedly over the 
last severp.1 years. Further, gulls and Canada geese have adapted to urban and suburban 
environments an<L along with raptors and turkey vultures, are commonly found feeding 
or loafing on or near landfills. 

In light of increasing bird populations and aircraft operations, the FAA believes locating 
landfills in proximity to airports increases the risk of collisions between birds and 
aircraft. To address this concern, the FAA issued AC 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife 
Attractions On or Near Airports, to provide airport operators and aviation planners with 
guidance on minimizing wildlife attractant. AC 150/5200-33 recommends against 
locating municipal solid waste landfills within five statute miles of an airport. if the 
landfill may cause hazardous wildlife to move into or through the airpores approach or 
departure airspace. 

2 
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6. General. Using guidance provided in the following sections, persons 
considering construction or establishment of a landfill should first determine if the 
proposed facility meets the definition of a new MSWLF (see Appendix 1). Section 
44718(d), as amended, applies only to a new MS\VLF. It does not apply to the expansion 
or modification of an existing MSWLF, and does not apply in the State of Alaska. If the 
proposed landfill meets the definition of a new MS\VLF, its proximity to certain public 
airports (meeting the criteria specified in Paragraph 8 below) should be determined. If it 
is determined that a new MSWLF would be located within six miles of such a public 
airport, then either the MSWLF should be planned for an alternate location more than 
6 miles from the airport, or the MS\VLF proponent should request the appropriate State 
aviation agency to file a petition for an exemption from the statutory restriction. 

In addition to the requirements of§ 44718(d), existing landfill restrictions contained in 
AC 150/5200-33, Hazardous Wildlife Attractions On or Near Airports (see Paragraph 5, 
Background) also may be applicable. Airport operators that have accepted Federal funds 
have obligations under Federal grant assurances to operate their facilities in safe manner 
and must comply with standards prescribed in advisory circulars, including landfill site 
limitations contained in AC 150/5200-33. 

7. Landfills Covered by the Statute. The limitations of§ 44718(d), as amended, 
only apply to a new MSWLF (constructed or established after April 5, 2000). The 
statutory limitations are not applicable where construction or establishment of a MSWLF 
began on or before April 5, 2000, or to an existing MSWLF (received putrescible waste 
on or before April 5, 2000). Further, an existing MSWLF that is expanded or modified 
after April 5, 2000, would not be held to the limitations of§ 44718(d), as amended. 

8. Airports Covered by the Statute. The statutory limitations restricting the 
location of a new MSWLF near an airport apply to only those airports that are recipients 
of Federal grants (under the Airport and Airway Improvement Act of 1982, as amended, 
49 U.S.C. § 47101, et seq.) and to those that primarily serve general aviation aircraft and 
scheduled air carrier operations using aircraft with less than 60 passenger seats. 

While the FAA does not classify airports precisely in this mrumer, the FAA does 
categorize airports by the type of aircraft operations served and number of annual 
passenger enplanements. In particular, the FAA categorizes public airports that serve air 
carrier operations. These airports are known as commercial service airports, and receive 
scheduled passenger service and have 2,500 or more enplaned passengers per year. 

One sub-category of commercial service airports, nonhub primary airports, closely 
matches the statute requirement. Nonhub primary airports are defined as conunercial 
service airports that enplane less than 0.05 percent of all commercial passenger 
enplanements (0.05 percent equated to 328,344 enplanements in 1998) but more than 
10,000 annual enplanements. While these enplanements consist of both large and small 
air carrier operations, most are conducted in aircraft with less than 60 seats. These 
airports also are heavily used by general aviation aircraft, with an average of 8 l based 
aircraft per nonhub primary airport. 

3 
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In addition, the FAA categorizes airports that enplane 2,500 to 10,000 passengers 
annually as non-primary commercial service airports, and those airports that enplane 
2,500 or less passengers annually as general aviation airports. Both types of airports are 
mainly used by general aviation but in some instances, they have annual enplanements 
that consist of scheduled air carrier operations conducted in aircraft with less than 60 
seats. Of the non-primary commercial service airports and general aviation airports, only 
those that have scheduled air carrier operations conducted in aircraft with less than 60 
seats would be covered by the statute. The statute does not apply to those airports that 
serve only general aviation aircraft operations. 

To comply with the intent of the statute, the FAA has identified those airports classified 
as nonhub primary, non-primary commercial service and general aviation airports that: 

1. Are recipients of Federal grant under 49 U.S.C. § 47101, et. seq.; 
2. Are under control of a public agency; 
3. Serve some scheduled air carrier operations conducted in aircraft with less 

than 60 seats; and 
4. Have total annual enplanements consisting of at least 51 % of scheduled air 

carrier enplanements conducted in aircraft with less than 60 passenger 
seats. · 

Persons considering construction or establishment of a new MSWLF should contact the 
FAA to determine if an airport within six statute miles of the new MS WLF meets these 
criteria (see paragraph 11 below for information on contacting the FAA). If the FAA 
determines the airport does meet these criteria, then§ 44718(d), as amended, is 
applicable. 

An in-depth explanation of how the FAA collects and categorizes airport data is available 
in the FAA's National Plan oflntegrated Airport Systems (NPIAS). This report and a list 
of airports classified as nonhub primary, non-primary commercial service and general 
aviation airports (and associated enplanement data) are available on the FAA 's Airports 
web site at http://www.faa.gov/arp/4 lOhome.htm. 

9. Separation distance measurements. Section 44718(d), as amended, requires a 
minimum separation distance of six statute miles between a new MS\VLF and a public 
airport. In determining this distance separation, measurements should be made from the 
closest point of the airport property boundary to the closest point of the MSWLF property 
boundary. Measurements can be made from a perimeter fence if the fence is co-located, 
or within close proximity to, property boundaries. It is the responsibility of the new 
MSWLF proponent to determine the separation distance. 

10. Exemption_ Process. Under§ 44718(d), as amended, the FAA Administrator 
may approve an exemption from the statute's landfill location limitations. Section 
44 718( d), as amended, permits the aviation agency of the state in which the airport is 
located to request such an exemption from the FAA Administrator. Any person desiring 
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such an exemption should contact the aviation agency in the state in which the affected 
airport is located. A list of state aviation agencies and contact information is available at 
the National Association of State Aviation Officials (NASAO) web site at 
www.nasao.org or by calling NASAO at (301) 588-1286. 

A state aviation agency that desires to petition the FAA for an exemption.should notify 
the Regional Airports Division Manager, in writing, at least 60 days prior to the 
establishment or construction of a MSWLF. The petition should explain the nature and 
extent of relief sought, and contain information, documentation, views, or arguments that 
demonstrate that an exemption from the statute would not have an adverse impact on 
aviation safety. Information on contacting FAA Regional Airports Division Managers 
can be found on the FAA's web site at www.faa.gov. 

After considering all relevant material pr~sented, the Regional Airports Division 
Manager will notify the state agency within 30 days whether the request for exemption 
has been approved or denied. The FAA may approve a request for an exemption if it is 
determined that such an exemption would have no adverse impact on aviation safety. 

11. Information. For further information, please contact the FAA 's Office of Airport 
Safety and Standards, Airport Safety and Certification Branch, at (800) 842-8736, Ext. 
73085 or via email at WebmasterARP@faa.gov. Any information, documents and 
reports that are available on the FAA web site also can be obtained by calling the toll-free 
telephone number listed above. 

DAVID L. BENNETT 
Director, Office of Airport Safety and Standards 

5 
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Appendix 1 

APPENDIX 1. DEFINITIONS. 

The following are definitions for the specific purpose of this advisory circular. 

a. Construct a municipal solid waste landfill means excavate or grade land, or raise 
structures, to prepare a municipal solid waste landfill as permitted by the appropriate 
regulatory or permitting authority. 

b. Establish a municipal solid waste landfill {MSWLF) means receive the first load 
of putrescible waste on site for placement in a prepared municipal solid waste landfill. 

c. Existing municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF) means a municipal solid waste 
landfill that received putrescible waste on or before April 5, 2000. 

d. General aviation aircraft means any civil aviation aircraft not operating under 
14 C.F.R. Part 119, Certification: Air carriers and commercial operators. 

e. Municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF} means publicly or privately owned 
discrete area ofland or an excavation that receives household waste, and that is not a land 
application unit, surface impo:undment, injection well, or waste pile, as those terms are 
defined under 40 C.F.R. § 257.2. A MSWLF may receive other types ofRCRA subtitle 
D wastes, such as commercial solid waste, nonhazardous sludge, small quantity generator 
waste and industrial solid waste, as defined under 40 C.FR § 258.2. A MSWLF may 
consist of either a standalone unit or several cells that receive household waste. 

f. New municipal solid waste landfill <MSWLF) means a municipal solid waste 
landfill that was established or constructed after April 5, 2000. 

g. Person(s) means an individual, firm, partnership, corporation, company, 
association, joint-stock association, or goverrunental entity. It includes a trustee, 
receiver, assignee, or similar representative of any of them (14 C.F.R. Part l). 

h. Public agency means a State or political subdivision of a State; a tax-supported 
organization; or an Indian tribe or pueblo (49 U.S.C. § 47102(15)). 

i. Public airport means an airport used or intended to be used for public purposes 
that is under the control of a public agency; and of which the area used or intended to be 
used for landing, taking off, or surface maneuvering of aircraft is publicly owned 
(49 u.s.c. § 47102(16)). 

j. Putrescible waste means solid waste which contains organic matter capable of 
being decomposed by micro-organisms and of such a character and proportion as to be 
capable of attracting or providing food for birds ( 40 C.F.R. § 257.3-8). 

k. Scheduled air carrier operation means any common carriage passenger-carrying 
operation for compensation or hire conducted by an air carrier or commercial operator for 
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which the air carrier, commercial operator, or their representatives offers in advance the 
departure location, departure time, and arrival location. It does not include any operation 
that is conducted as a supplemental operation under 14 C.F.R. Part 119, or is conducted 
as a public charter operation under 14 C.F.R. Part 380 (14 C.F~R. § 119.3). 

I. Solid waste means any garbage, or refuse, sludge from a wastewater treatment 
plant, water supply treatment plant, or air pollution control facility and other discarded 
material, including solid, liquid, semi-solid, or contained gaseous material resulting from 
industrial, commercial, mining, and agricultural operations, and from community 
activities, but does not include solid or dissolved materials in domestic sewage, or solid 
or dissolved materials in inigation return flows or industrial discharges that are point 
sources subject to permit under 33 U.S.C. § 1342, or source, special nuclear, or by
product material as defined by the Atomic Energy Act of 1954, as amended (68 Stat. 923) 
(40 C.F.R. § 258.2) .. 
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0 
U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

" 

Advisory 
Circular 

Subject: HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE ATIRACTANTS ON 
OR NEAR AIRPORTS 

Date: 5/1/97 AC No: 150/5200-33 
Initiated by: Change: 

1. PURPOSE. This advisory circular (AC) 
provides guidance on locating certain land uses 
having the potential to attract hazardous wildlife to 
or in the vicinity of public-use airports. It also 
provides guidance concerning the placement of 
new airport development projects (including airport 
construction, expansion, and renovation) pertaining 
to aircraft movement in the vicinity. of hazardous 
wildlife attractants. Appendix 1 provides 
definitions of terms used in this AC. 

2. APPLICATION. The standards, practices, 
and suggestions contained in this AC are 
recommended by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) for use by the operators and 
sponsors of all public-use airports. In addition, the 
standards, practices, and suggestions contained in 
this AC are recommended by the FAA as guidance 
for land use planners, operators, and developers of 
projects, facilities, and activities on or near airports. 

3. BACKGROUND. Populations of many 
species of wildlife have increased markedly in the 

DAVID L. BENNETT 
Director, Office of Airport Safety and Standards 

AAS-310 and APP-600 

last few years. Some of these species are able to 
adapt to human-made environments, such as exist 
on and around airports. The increase in wildlife 
populations, the use of larger turbine engines, the 
increased use of twin-engine aircraft, and the 
increase in air-traffic, all combine to increase the 
risk, frequency, and potential severity of wildlife
aircraft collisions. 

Most public-use airports have large tracts of open, 
unimproved land that are desirable for added mar
gins of safety and noise mitigation. · These areas 
can present potential hazards to aviation because 
they often attract hazardous wildlife. During the 
past century, wildlife-aircraft strikes have resulted 
in the loss of hundreds of lives world-wide, as well 
as billions of dollars worth of aircraft damage. 
Hazardous wildlife attractants near airports could 
jeopardize future airport expansion because of 
safety considerations. 
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SECTION 1. HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE ATTRACTANTS ON OR NEAR 
AIRPORTS. 

1-1. TYPES OF HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE 
AITRACTANTS ON OR NEAR AIRPORTS. 
Human-made or natural areas, such as poorly
drained areas, retention ponds, roosting habitats on 
buildings, landscaping, putrescible-waste disposal 
operations, wastewater treatment plants, 
agricultural or aquacultural activities, surface 
mining, or wetlands, may be used by wildlife for 
escape, feeding, loafing, or reproduction. Wildlife 
use of areas within an airport's approach or depar
ture airspace, aircraft movement areas, loading 
ramps, or aircraft parking areas may cause condi
tions hazardous to aircraft safety. 

All species of wildlife can pose a threat to aircraft 
safety. However, some species are more 
commonly involved in aircraft stn'lces than others. 
Table l lists the wildlife groups commonly reported 
as being involved in damaging strikes to U.S. 
aircraft from 1993 to 1995. 

Table 1. Wildlife Groups Involved in Damaging 
Strikes to Civilian Aircraft, USA, 1993-1995. 

Wildlife Percent involvement in 
Groups reported damaging 

strikes 

Gulls 28 

Waterfowl 28 

Raptors 11 

Doves 6 

Vultures 5 

Blackbirds- 5 

Starlings 

Corvids 3 

Wading birds 3 

Deer 11 

Canids 

1-2. LAND USE PRACTICES. Land use 
practices that attract or sustain hazardous wildlife 
populations on or near airports can significantly ·in
crease the potential for wildlife-aircraft collisions. 
FAA reconunends against land use practices, within 
the siting criteria stated in 1-3, that attract or sustain 
populations of hazardous wildlife within the 
vicinity of airports or cause movement of haz
ardous wildlife onto, into, or across the approach or 
departure airspace, aircraft movement area, loading 
ramps, or aircraft parking area of airports. 

Airport operators, sponsors, planners, and land use 
developers should consider whether proposed land 
uses, including new airport development projects, 
would increase the wildlife hazard. Caution should 
be exercised to ensure that land use practices on or 
near airports do not enhance the attractiveness of 
the area to hazardous wildlife. 

1-3. SITING CRITERIA. FAA recommends 
separations when siting any of the wildlife 
attractants mentioned in Section 2 or when 
planning new airport development projects to 
accommodate aircraft movement. The distance 
between an airport's aircraft movement areas, 
loading ramps, or aircraft parking areas and the 
wildlife attractant should be as follows: 

a. Airports serving piston-powered 
air.:raft. A distance of 5,000 feet is recommended. 

b. Airports serving turbine-powered 
aircraft. A distance of 10,000 feet is 
recommended. 

c. Approach or Departure airspace. A 
distance of 5 statute miles is recommended, if the 
wildlife attractant may cause hazardous wildlife 
movement into or across the approach or departure 
airspace. 

1 (and 2) 
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SECTION 2. LAND USES THAT ARE INCOMPATIBLE WITH SAFE 
AIRPORT OPERATIONS. 

2-1. GENERAL. The wildlife species and the 
size of the populations attracted to the airport 
environment are highly variable and may depend 
on several factors, including land-use practices on 
or near the airport. It is important to identify those 
land use practices in the airport area that attract 
hazardous wildlife. This section discusses land use 
practices known to threaten aviation safety. 

2-2. :PUTRESCIBLE-W ASTE DISPOSAL 
OPERATIONS. Putrescible-waste disposal 
operations are known to attract large numbers of 
wildlife that are hazardous to aircraft. Because of 
this, these operations, when located within the 
separations identified in the sitting criteria in 1-3 
are considered incompatible with safe airport 
operations. 

FAA recommends against locating 
putrescible-waste disposal operations inside the 
separations identified in the siting criteria 
mentioned above. FAA also recommends against 
new airport development projects that would 
increase the number of aircraft operations or that 
would accommodate larger or faster aircraft, near 
putrescible-waste disposal operations located 
within the separations identified in the siting 
criteria in 1-3. 

2-3. WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILI-
TIES. Wastewater treatment facilities and 
associated settling ponds often attract large 
numbers of wildlife that can pose a threat to aircraft 
safety when they are located on or near an airport. 

a. New wastewater treatment facilities. 
FAA recommends against the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or associated settling 
ponds within the separations identified in the siting 
criteria in 1-3. During the siting analysis for 
wastewater treatment facilities, the potential to 
attract hazardous wildlife should be considered if 
an airport is in the vicinity of a proposed site. 
Airport operators should voice their opposition to 
such sitings. In addition, they should consider the 
existence of wastewater treatment facilities when 
evaluating proposed sites for new airport 
development projects and avoid such sites when 
practicable. 

b. Existing wastewater treatment 
facilities. FAA recommends correcting any 
wildlife hazards arising from existing wastewater 
treatment facilities located on or near airports 
without delay, using appropriate wildlife hazard 
mitigation techniques. Accordingly, measures to 
minimize hazardous wildlife attraction should be 
developed in consultation with a wildlife damage 
management biologist. FAA recommends that 
wastewater treatment facility operators incorporate 
appropriate wildlife hazard mitigation techniques 
into their operating practices. Airport operators 
also should encourage those operators to 
incorporate tbese mitigation techniques in their 
operating practices. 

c. Artificial marshes. Waste-water 
treatment facilities may create artificial marshes 
and use submergent and emergent aquatic 
vegetation as natural filters. These artificial 
marshes may be used by some species of flocking 
birds, such as blackbirds and waterfowl, for 
breeding or roosting activities. FAA recommends 
against establishing artificial marshes within the 
separations identified in the siting criteria stated in 
1-3. 

d. Wastewater discharge and sludge 
disposal. FAA recommends against the discharge 
of wastewater or sludge on airport property. 
Regular spraying of wastewater or sludge disposal 
on unpaved areas may improve soil moisture and 
quality. The resultant turf growth requires more 
frequent mowing, which in tum may mutilate or 
flush insects or small animals and produce straw. 
The maimed or flushed organisms and the straw 
can attract hazardous wildlife and jeopardize 
aviation safety. In addition, the improved turf may 
attract grazing wildlife such as deer and geese. 

Problems may also occur when discharges saturate 
unpaved airport areas. The resultant soft, muddy 
conditions can severely restrict or prevent 
emergency vehicles from reaching accident sites in 
a timely manner. 

e. Underwater waste discharges. The 
underwater discharge of any food waste, e.g., fish 
processing offal, that could attract scavenging 
wildlife is not recommended within the separations 
identified in the siting criteria in 1-3. 

3 
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2-4. WETLANDS. 

a. Wetlands on or near Airports. 

(1) Existing Airports. Normally, 
wetlands are attractive to many wildlife species. 
Airport operators with wetlands located on or 
nearby airport property should be alert to any 
wildlife use or habitat changes in these areas that 
could affect safe aircraft operations. 

(2) Airport Development. When 
practicable, the FAA recommends siting new 
airports using the separations identified in the siting 
criteria in 1-3. Where alternative sites are not 
practicable or when expanding existing airports in 
or near wetlands, the wildlife hazards should be 
evaluated and minimized through a wildlife 
management plan prepared by a wildlife damage 
management biologist, in consultation with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (COE). 

NOTE: If questions exist as to whether or not an 
area would qualify as a wetland, contact the U.S. 
Anny COE, the Natural Resource Conservation 
Service, or a wetland consultant certified to 
delineate wetlands. 

b. Wetland mitigation. Mitigation may 
be necessary when unavoidable wetland 
disturbances result from new airport development 
projects. Wetland mitigation should be designed so 
it does not create a wildlife hazard. 

(1) FAA recommends that wetland 
mitigation projects that may attract hazardous 
wildlife 'be sited outside of the separations 

4 
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identified in the siting criteria in 1-3. Wetland 
mitigation banks meeting these siting criteria offer 
an ecologically sound approach to mitigation in 
these situations. 

{2} Excepti-0ns to locating mitigation 
activities outside the separations identified in the 
siting criteria in 1-3 may be considered if the 
affected wetlands provide unique ecological 
functions, such as critical habitat for threatened or 
endangered species or ground water recharge. 
Such mitigation must be compatible with safe 
airport operations. Enhancing such mitigation 
areas to attract hazardous wildlife should be 
avoided. On-site mitigation plans may be reviewed 
by the FAA to determine compatibility with safe 
airport operations. 

(3) Wetland mitigation projects that are 
needed to protect unique wetland functions (see 
2-4.b.(2)), and that must be located in the siting cri
teria in 1-3 should be identified and evaluated by a 
wildlife damage management biologist before 
implementing the mitigation. A wildlife damage 
management plan should be developed to reduce 
the wildlife hazards. 

NOTE: AC 150/5000-3, Address List for Regional 
Airports Division and Airports District/Field 
Offices, provides infonnation on the location of 
these offices. 

2-5. DREDGE SPOIL CONTAINMENT 
AREAS. FAA recommends against locating 
dredge spoil containment areas within the 
separations identified in the siting criteria in 1-3, if 
the spoil contains material that would attract 
hazardous wildlife. 
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SECTION 3. LAND USES THAT MAY BE COMPATIBLE WITH SAFE 
AIRPORT OPERATIONS~ 

3-1. GENERAL. Even though they may, under 
certain circumstances, attract hazardous wildlife, 
the land use practices discussed in this section have 
flexibility regarding their location or operation and 
may even be under the airport operator's or 
sponsor's control. In general, the FAA does not 
consider the activities discussed below as 
hazardous to aviation if there is no apparent attrac
tion to hazardous wildlife, or wildlife hazard 
mitigation techniques are implemented to deal 
effectively with any wildlife hazard that may arise. 

3-2. ENCLOSED WASTE FACILITIES. 
Enclosed trash transfer stations or enclosed waste 
handling facilities that receive garbage indoors; 
process it via compaction, incineration, or similar 
manner; and remove all residue by enclosed 
vehicles, generally would be compatible, from a 
wildlife perspective, with safe airport operations, 
provided they are not located on airport property or 
within the runway protection zone (RPZ). No 
putrescible-waste should be handled or stored 
outside at any time, for any reason, or in a partially 
enclosed structure accessible to hazardous wildlife. 

Partially enclosed operations that accept 
putresciole-waste are considered to be incompatible 
with safe airport operations. FAA recommends 
these operations occur outside the separations 
identified in the siting criteria in 1-3. 

3-3. RECYCLING CENTERS. Recycling 
centers that accept previously sorted, non-food 
items such as glass, newspaper, cardboard, or 
aluminum are, in most cases, not attractive to 
hazardous wildlife. 

3-4. COMPOSTING OPERATIONS ON 
AIRPORTS. FAA recommends against locating 
composting operations on airports. However, when 
they are located on an airport, composting 
operations should not be located closer than the 
greater of the following distances: 1,200 feet from 
any aircraft movement area, loading ramp, or 
aircraft parking space; or the distance called for by 
airport design requirements. This spacing is 
intended to prevent material, personnel, or 
equipment from penetrating any Obstacle Free Area 
(OF A), Obstacle Free Zone (OFZ), Threshold 
Siting Surface (TSS), or Cleatway (see 
AC 150/5300-13, Airport Design). On-airport 
disposal of compost by-products is not 
recommended for the reasons stated in 2-3.d. 

a. Composition of material handled. 
Components of the compost should never include 
any municipal solid waste. Non-food waste such as 
leaves, lawn clippings, branches, and twigs 
generally are not considered a wildlife attractant. 
Sewage sludge, wood-chips, and similar material 
are not municipal solid wastes and may be used as 
compost bulking agents. 

b. Monitoring on-airport composting op
erations. If composting operations are to be 
located on airport property, FAA recommends that 
the airport operator monitor composting operations 
to ensure that steam or thermal rise does not affect 
air traffic in any way, Discarded leaf disposal bags 
or other debris must not be allowed to blow onto 
any active airport area. Also, the airport operator 
should reserve the right to stop any operation that 
creates unsafe, undesirable, or incompatible 
conditions at the airport. 

3-5~ ASH DISPOSAL. Fly ash from resource 
recovery facilities that are fired by municipal solid 
waste, coal, or wood, is generally considered not to 
be a wildlife attractant because it contains no 
putrescible matter. FAA generally does not 
consider landfills accepting only fly ash to be 
wildlife attractants, if those landfills: are 
maintained in an orderly manner; admit no putres
cible-waste of any kind; and are not co-located with 
other disposal operations. 

Since varying degrees of waste consumption are 
associated with general incineration, FAA classifies 
the ash from general incinerators as a regular waste 
disposal by-product and, therefore, a hazardous 
wildlife attractant. 

3-6. CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION 
(C&D) DEBRIS LANDFILLS. C&D debris 
(Class IV) landfills have visual and operational 
characteristics similar to putrescible-waste disposal 
sites. When co-located with putrescible-waste 
disposal operations, the probability of hazardous 
wildlife attraction to C&D landfills increases 
because of the similarities between these disposal 
activities. 

FAA generally does not consider C&D landfills to 
be hazardous wildlife attractants, if those landfills: 
are maintained in an orderly manner; admit no 
putrescible-waste of any kind; and are not co
located with other disposal operations. 

5 
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3-7. WATER DETENTION OR RETENTION 
PONDS. The movement of storm water away from 
runways, taxiways, and aprons is a normal function 
on most airports and is necessary for safe aircraft 
operations. Detention ponds hold stonn water for 
short periods, while retention ponds hold water 
indefinitely. Both types of ponds control runoff, 
protect water quality, and can attract hazardous 
wildlife. Retention ponds are more attractive to 
hazardous wildlife than detention ponds because 
they provide a more reliable water source. 

To facilitate hazardous wild.life control, FAA 
recommends using steep-sided, narrow, linearly
shaped, rip-rap lined, water detention basins rather 
than retention basins. When possible, these ponds 
should be placed away from aircraft movement 
areas to minimize aircraft-wildlife interactions. AU 
vegetation in or around detention or retention 
basins that provide food or cover for hazardous 
wildlife should be eliminated. 

If soil conditions and other requirements allow, 
FAA encourages the use of underground storm 
water infiltration systems, such as French drains or 
buried rock fields, because they are less attractive 
to wildlife. 

3-8. LANDSCAPING. Wildlife attraction to 
landscaping may vary by geographic location. 
FAA recommends that airport operators approach 
landscaping with caution and confine it to airport 
areas not associated with aircraft movements. All 
landscaping plans should be reviewed by a wildlife 
damage management biologist. Landscaped areas 
should be monitored on a continuing basis for the 
presence of hazardous wildlife. If hazardous 
wildlife is detected, corrective actions should be 
implemented immediately, 

3-9. GOLF COURSES. Golf courses may be 
beneficial to airports because they provide open 
space that can be used for noise mitigation or by 
aircraft during an emergency. On-airport golf 
courses may also be a concurrent use that provides 
income to the airport. 

Because of operational and monetary benefits, golf 
courses are often deemed compatible land uses on 
or near airports. However, waterfowl ( especially 
Canada geese) and some species of gulls are 
attracted to the large, grassy areas and open water 
found on most golf courses. Because waterfowl 
and gulls occur throughout the U.S., FAA recom
mends that airport operators exercise caution and 
consult with a wildlife damage management 
biologist when considering proposals for golf 
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course construction or expansion on or near 
airports. Golf courses should be monitored on a 
continuing basis for the presence of hazardous 
wildlife. If hazardous wild.life is detected, 
corrective actions should be implemented 
inunediately. 

3-10. AGRICULTURAL CROPS. As noted 
above, airport operators often promote revenue
generating activities to supplement an airport's 
fmancial viability. A conunon concurrent use is 
agricultural crop production. Such use may create 
potential hazards to aircraft by attracting wildlife. 
Any proposed on-airport agricultural operations 
should be reviewed by a wildlife damage 
management biologist FAA generally does not 
object to agricultural crop production on airports 
when: wildlife hazards are not predicted; the 
guidelines for the airport areas specified in 3-10.a-f. 
are observed; and the agricultural operation is 
closely monitored by the airport operator or 
sponsor to ensure that hazardous wildlife are not at
tracted. 

NOTE: If wildlife becomes a problem due to on
airport agricultural operations, FAA recommends 
undertaking the remedial actions described in 
~- IQ.f. 

a. Agricultural activities adjacent to 
runways. To ensure safe, efficient aircraft 
operations, FAA recommends that no agricultural 
activities be conducted in the Runway Safety Area 
(RSA), OFA, and the OFZ (see AC 150/5300-13). 

b. Agricultural activities in areas 
requiring minimum object clearances. Restricting 
agricultural operations to areas outside the RSA, 
OFA, OFZ, and Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ) 
(see AC 150/5300-13) will normally provide the 
minimum object clearances required by F AA's 
airport design standards. FAA recommends that. 
fanning operations not be permitted within areas 
critical to the proper operation of localizers, glide 
slope indicators, or other visual or electronic 
navigational aids. Determinations of minimal areas 
that must be kept free of fanning operations should 
be made on a case-by-case basis. If navigational 
aids are present, farm leases for on-airport agri
cultural activities should be coordinated with F AA's 
Airway Facilities Division, in accordance with 
FAA Order 6750.16, Siting Criteria for Instrument 
Landing Systems. 

NOTE: Crop restriction lines conforming to the 
dimensions set forth in Table 2 will normally 
provide the minimum object clearance required by 
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FAA airport design standards. The presence of 
navigational aids may require expansion of the 
restricted area. 

c. Agricultural activities within an 
airportis approach areas. The RSA, OF A, and 
OFZ all extend beyond the runway shoulder and 
into the approach area by varying distances. The 
OFA normally extends the farthest and is usually 
the controlling surface. However, for some 
runways, the TSS (see AC 150/5300-13, 
Appendix 2) may be more controlling than the 
OF A. The TSS may not be penetrated by any 
object. The minimum distances shown in Table 2 
are intended. to prevent penetration of the OF A, 
OFZ, or TSS by crops or farm machinery. 

NOTE: Threshold Siting standards should not be 
confused with the approach areas described in 
Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 77, 
(14 CPR 77), Objects Affecting Navigable 
Airspace. 

d. Agricultural activities between 
intersecting runways. FAA recommends that no 
agricultural activities be permitted within the RVZ. 
If the terrain is sufficiently below the runway 
elevation, some types of crops and equipment may 
be acceptable. Specific determinations of what is 
permissible in this area requires topographical data. 
For example, if the terrain within the RVZ is level 
with the runway ends, farm machinery or crops 
may interfere with a pilot's line-of-sight in the 
RVZ. 

AC 150/5200-33 

e. Agricultural activities in areas 
adjacent to taxiways and aprons. Farming 
activities should not be permitted within a taxiway's 
OFA. The outer portions of aprons are frequently 
used as a taxilane and farming operations should 
not be permitted within the OFA. Farming 
operations should not be permitted between 
runways and parallel taxiways. 

f. Remedial actions for problematic 
agricultural activities. If a problem with 
hazardous wildlife develops, FAA recommends that 
a professional wildlife damage management 
biologist be contacted and an on-site inspection be 
conducted. The biologist should be requested to 
determine the source of the hazardous wildlife 
attraction and suggest remedial action. Regardless 
of the source of the attraction, prompt remedial 
actions to protect aviation safety are recommended. 
The remedial actions may range from choosing 
another crop or farming technique to complete 
termination of the agricultural operation. 

Whenever on-airport agricultural operations are 
stopped due to wildlife hazards or annual harvest, 
FAA recommends plowing under alt crop residue 
and harrowing the surface area smooth. This will 
reduce or eliminate the area's attractiveness to 
foraging wildlife. FAA recommends that this 
requirement be written into all on-airport farm use 
contracts and clearly understood by the lessee. 

7 
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Table l. Minimum Distances Between Certain Airport Features And Any OnGAirport Agriculture Crops. 

Aircraft Approach Distance In Feet From Runway Centerline To Distance ln Feet From Runway Distance In Feet From Distance In Feet 
Category And Crop End To Crop Centerline Of Taxiway From Edge Of 
Design Group 1 To Crop Apron To Crop 

Visual& Visual& 
:;::%mile <%mile ?%mile <%mile 

Category A & B Aircraft 
Group I 200 2 400 3003 600 45 40 
Group II 250 400 4003 600 66 58 
Group III 400 400 600 800 93 81 
Group IV 400 400 1,000 1.000 130 113 
Category C, D & E Aircraft 
Group I 530J 5151 1,000 1,000 45 40 
Group II 5303 5753 1.000 1,000 66 58 
Group III 5303 S1S3 1,000 1,000 93 81 
Group IV 5303 515' 1,000 1,000 130 113 
GroupV 5303 5753 1,000 1,000 160 138 
Group VI 5303 S1S3 1,000 l,000 193 167 

1, Design Groups are based on wing span, and Category depends on approach speed of the aircraft. 
Group I: Wing span up to 49 ft. Category A: Speed less than 91 knots 
Group U: Wing span 49ft. up to 78 ft. Category B: Speed 91 knots up to 120 knots 
Group Ill: Wing span 79 ft. up to 117 ft. Category C: Speed 121 knots up to 140 knots 
Group IV: Wing span 118 ft. up to 170 ft. Category D: Speed 141 knots up to 165 knots 
Group V: Wing span 171 ft. up to 213 ft. Category E: Speed 166 knots or more 
Group Vl: Wing span 214 ft. up to 261 ft. 

2. If the runway will only serve small airplanes (12,500 lb, And under) in Design Group I, this dimension may be reduced to 125 feet; however, this dimension 
should be increased where necessary to accommodate visual navigational aids that may be installed. For example farming operations should not be allowed 
within 25 feet of a Precision Approach Path Indicator (PAPI) light box. 

3. These dimensions reflect the TSS as defined in AC 150/.SJ00-13, Appendix 2. The TSS cannot be penetrated by any object Under these conditions, the TSS 
. is more restrictive than the OFA1 and the dimensiona shown here are to prevent penetration of the TSS by crops and farm machinery. 
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SECTION 4. NOTIFICATION OF FAA ABOUT HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE 
ATTRACTANTS ON OR NEAR AN AIRPORT. 

4-1. GENERAL. Airport operators, land 
developers, and owners should notify the FAA in 
writing of known or reasonably foreseeable land 
use practices on or near airports that either attract 
or may attract hazardous wildlife. This section 
discusses those notification procedures. 

4-2. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 
FOR WASTE DISPOSAL SITE OPERATIONS. 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
requires any operator proposing a new or expanded 
waste disposal operation within 5 statute miles of a 
runway end to notify the appropriate FAA Regional 
Airports Division Office and the airport operator of 
the proposal (40 CFR 258, Criteria for Municipal 
Solid Waste Landfills, section 258.10, Airport 
Safety). The EPA also requires owners or operators 
of new municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF) 
units, or lateral expansions of existing MSWLF 
units that are located within l 0,000 feet of any 
airport runway end used by turbojet aircraft or 
within 5,000 feet of any airport runway end used 
only by piston-type aircraft, to demonstrate 
successfully that such units are not hazards to 
aircraft. 

a. Timing of Notification. When new or 
expanded MSWLFs are being proposed near 
airports, MSWLF operators should notify ·the 
airport operator and the FAA of this as early as 
possible pursuant to 40 CFR Part 258. Airport 
operators should encourage the MSWLF operators 
to provide notification as early as possible. 

NOTE: AC 150/5000-3 provides information on 
these FAA offices. 

b. Putresdble-Waste Facilities. In their 
effort to satisfy the EPA requirement, some 
pu.trescible-waste facility proponents may offer to 
undertake experimental measures to demonstrate 
that their proposed facility will not be a hazard to 
aircraft. To date, the ability to sustain a reduction in 
the numbers of hazardous wildlife to levels that ex
isted before a putrescible-waste landfill began 
operating has not been successfully demonstrated. 
For this reason, demonstrations of experimental 
wildlife control measures should not be conducted 
in active aircraft operations areas. 

c. Other Waste Facilities. To claim suc
cessfully that a waste handling facility sited within 
the separations identified in the siting criteria in 1-3 

does not attract hazardous wildlife and does not 
threaten aviation, the developer must establish 
convincingly that the facility will not handle 
putrescible material other than that as outlined in 
3-2. FAA requests that waste site developers 
provide a copy of an official permit request 
verifying that the facility will not handle 
putrescible material other than that as outlined in 
3-2. FAA will use this information to determine if 
the facility will be a hazard to aviation. 

4-3. NOTIFYING FAA ABOUT OTHER 
WILDLIFE A'ITRACTANTS. While U. S. EPA 
regulations require landfill owners to provide 
notification, no similar regulations require 
notifying FAA about changes in other land use 
practices that can create hazardous wildlife 
attractants. Although it is not required by 
regulation, FAA requests those proposing land ·use 
changes such as those discussed in 2--3, 2-4, and 2-5 
to provide similar notice to the FAA as early in the 
development process as possible. Airport operators 
that become aware of such proposed development 
in the vicinity of their airports should also notify 
the FAA. The notification process gives the FAA 
an opportunity to evaluate the effect of a particular 
land use change on aviation safety. 

The land use operator or project proponent may use 
FAA Form 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Con
struction or Alteration, or other suitable documents 
to notify the appropriate FAA Regional Anports 
Division Office. 

It is helpful if the notification includes a 15-minute 
quadrangle map of the area identifying the location 
of the proposed activity. The land use operator or 
project proponent should also forward specific 
details of the proposed land use change or 
operational change or expansion. In the case of 
solid waste landfills, the information should 
include the type of waste to be handled, how the 
waste will be processed, and final disposal 
methods. 

4-5. FAA REVIEW OF PROPOSED LAND 
USE CHANGES. 

a. The FAA discourages the development 
of facilities discussed in section 2 that will be 
located within the 5,000/10,000-foot criteria in 1-3. 
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b. For projects which are located outside 
the 5,000/10,000-foot criteria, but within 5 statute 
miles of the airport's aircraft movement areas, 
loading ramps, or aircraft parking areas, FAA may 
review development plans, proposed land use 
changes, operational changes, or wetland mitigation 
plans to determine if such changes present potential 
wildlife hazards to aircraft operations. Sensitive 
airport areas will be identified as those that lie 
under or next to approach or departure airspace. 
This brief examination should be sufficient to 
determine if further investigation is warranted. 

c. Where further study has been conducted 
by a wildlife damage management biologist to eval
uate a site's compatibility with airport operations, 
the FAA will use the study results to make its 
determination. 

d. FAA will discourage the development 
of any excepted sites (see Section 3) within the 
criteria specified in 1-3 if a study shows that the 
area supports hazardous wildlife species. 

4-6. AIRPORT OPERATORS. Airport 
operators should be aware of proposed land use 
changes, or modification of existing land uses, that 
could create hazardous wildlife attractants within 
the separations identified in the siting criteria in 
1-3. Particular attention should be given to 
proposed land uses involving creation or expansion 
of waste water treatment facilities, development of 
wetland mitigation sites, or development or 
expansion of dredge spoil containment areas. 

a. AW-funded airports. FAA 
recommends that operators of AIP-funded airports, 
to the extent practicable, oppose off-auport land 
use changes or practices (within the separations 
identified in the siting criteria in 1-3) that may 
attract hazardous wildlife. Failure to do so could 
place the airport operator or sponsor in 
noncompliance · with applicable grant assurances. 

10 

FAA recommends against the placement of airport 
development projects pertaining to aircraft 
movement in the vicinity of hazardous wildlife 
attractants. Airport operators, sponsors, and 
planners should identify wildlife attractants and any 
associated wildlife hazards during any planning 
process for new airport development projects. 

b. Additional coordination. If. after the 
initial review by FAA, questions remain about the 
existence of a wildlife hazard near an airport, the 
airport operator or sponsor should consult a wildlife 
damage management biologist. Such questions 
may be triggered by a history of wildlife strikes at 
the airport or the proximity of the airport to a 
wildlife. refuge, body of water, or similar feature 
known to attract wildlife. 

c. Specialized assistance. If the services 
of a wildlife damage management biologist are 
required, FAA recommends that land use 
developers or the airport operator contact the 
appropriate state director of the United States 
Department of Agriculture/ Animal Damage Control 
(USDA/ ADC), or a consultant specializing in 
wildlife damage management. Telephone numbers 
for the respective USDA/ADC state offices may be 
obtained by contacting USDA/ADCs Operational 
Support Staff, 4700 River Road, Unit 87, 
Riverdale, MD, 20737-1234, Telephone 
(301) 734-7921, Fax (301) 734-5157. The ADC 
biologist or consultant should be requested to 
identify and quantify wildlife common to the area 
and evaluate the potential wildlife hazards. 

d. Notifying airmen. If an existing land 
use practice creates a wildlife hazard, and the land 
use practice or wildlife hazard cannot be immedi
ately eliminated, the airport operator should issue a 
Notice to A.inn.en (NOTAM) and encourage the 
land owner or manager to take steps to control the 
wildlife hazard and minimize further attraction. 

5/1/97 
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Appendix 1 

APPENDIX 1. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN TIDS ADVISORY CIRCULAR. 

1. GENERAL. This appendix provides 
definitions of terms used throughout this AC. 

a. Aircraft movement area. Toe 
runways, taxiways, and other areas of an airport 
which are used for taxiing or hover taxiing, air 
taxiing, takeoff, and landing of aircraft exclusive of 
loading ramps and aircraft parking areas. 

b. Airport operator. The operator (private 
or public) or sponsor of a public use airport. 

c. Approach or departure airspace. The 
airspace, within 5 statute miles of an airport, 
through which aircraft move during landing or 
takeoff. 

d. Concurrent use. Aeronautical property 
used for compatible non-aviation purposes while at 
the same time serving the primary purpose for 
which it was acquired; and the use is clearly bene
ficial to the airport. The concurrent use should 
generate revenue to be used for airport purposes 
(see Order 5190.6A, Airport Compliance 
Requirements, sect. 5h). 

e. Fly ash. The fine, sand-like residue 
resulting from the complete incineration of an 
organic fuel source. Fly ash typically results from 
the combustion of coal or waste used to operate a 
power generating plant. 

f. Hazardous wildlife. Wildlife species that 
are commonly associated with wildlife-aircraft 
strike problems, are capable of causing structural 
damage to airport facilities, or act as attractants to 
other wildlife that pose a wildlife-aircraft strike 
hazard. 

g. Piston-use airport. Any airport that 
would primarily serve FIXED-WING, piston
powered aircraft. Incidental use of the airport by 
turbine-powered, FIXED-WING aircraft would not 
affect this designation. However, such aircraft 
should not be based at the airport. 

b. Public-use airport. Any publicly 
owned airport or a privately-owned airport used or 
intended to be used for public purposes. 

i. Putrescible material. Rotting organic 
material. 

j. Putrescible-waste disposal. operation. 
Landfills, garbage dumps, underwater waste 
discharges, or similar facilities where activities 
include processing, burying, storing, or otherwise 
disposing of putrescible material, trash, and refuse. 

k. Runway protection zone (RPZ). An 
area off the runway end to enhance the protection 
of people and property on the ground (see 
AC 150/5300-13). Toe dimensions of this zone 
vary with the design aircraft, type of operation, and 
visibility minimum. 

I. Sewage sludge. The de-watered 
effluent resulting from secondary or tertiary 
treatment of municipal sewage and/or industrial 
wastes, including sewage sludge as referenced in 
U.S. EP A's Effluent Guidelines and Standards, 
40 C.F.R Part 40I. 

m. Shoulder. An area adjacent to the edge 
of paved runways, taxiways, or aprons providing a 
transition between the pavement and the adjacent 
surface, support for aircraft running off the 
pavement, enhanced drainage, and blast protection 
(see AC 150/5300-13). 

n. Turbine-powered aircraft. Aircraft 
powered by turbine engines including turbojets and 
turboprops but excluding turbo-shaft rotary-wing 
aircraft. 

o. Turbine-use airport. Any airport that 
ROUTINELY serves FIXED-WING turbine-
powered aircraft. 

p. Wastewater treatment facility. Any 
devices and/or systems used to store, treat, recycle, 
or reclaim municipal sewage or liquid industrial 
wastes, including Publicly Owned Treatment 
Works (POTW), as defined by Section 212 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act (P.L. 92-500) 
as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977 
(P.L. 95-576) and the Water Quality Act of 1987 
(P.L. 100-4). This definition includes any 
pretreatment involving the reduction of the amount 
of pollutants, the elimination of pollutants, or the 
alteration of the nature of pollutant properties in 
wastewater prior to or in lieu of discharging or 
otherwise introducing such pollutants into a 
POTW. (See 40 C.F. R. Section 403.3 (o), (p), & 
(q)). 
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q. Wildlife. Any wild animal, including 
without limitation any wild mammal, bird. reptile, 
fish, amplnoian, mollusk, crustacean, arthropod, 
coelenterate, or other invertebrate, including any 
part. product, egg, or offspring there of 
(50 CFR 10.12, Taking, Possession, 
Transportation, Sale, Purchase, Barter, 
Exportation, and Importation of Wildlife and 
Plants):· As used in this AC, W1LDL1FE includes 
feral animals and domestic animals while out of the 
control of their owners (14 CFR 139.3, 
Certification and Operations: Land Airports 
Serving CAB-Certificated Scheduled Air Carriers 
Operating Large Aircraft (Other Than 
Helicopters)). 

2 
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r. Wildlife attractants. Any human-made 
structure, land use practice, or human~made or 
natural geographic feature, that can attract or 
sustain hazardous wildlife within the landing or 
departure airspace, aircraft movement area, loading 
ramps, or aircraft parking areas of an airport. 
These attractants can include but are not limited to 
architectural features, landscaping, waste disposal 
sites, wastewater treatment facilities, agricultural or 
aquacu1tural activities, surface mining, or wetlands. 

s. Wildlife hazard. A potential for a 
damaging aircraft collision with wildlife on or near 
an airport (14 CFR 139.3). 

2. RESERVED. 

 
        AR 12139



U.S. Department 
of Transportation 

Federal Aviation 
Administration 

Advisory 
Circular 

Subject: HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE A ITRACTANTS ON 
OR NEAR AIRPORTS 

Date: 5/1/97 AC No: 150/5200-33 
Initiated by: Change: 

1. PURPOSE. This advisory circular (AC) 
provides guidance on locating certain land uses 
having the potential to attract hazardous wildlife to 
or in the vicinity of public-use airports. It also 
provides guidance concerning the placement of 
new airport development projects (including airport 
construction, expansion, and renovation} pertaining 
to aircraft movement in the vicinity of hazardous 
wildlife attractants. Appendix l provides 
definitions of terms used in this AC. 

2. APPLICATION. The standards, practices, 
and suggestions contained in this AC are 
recommended by the Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) for use by the operators and 
sponsors of all public-use airports. In addition, the 
standards, practices, and suggestions contained in 
this AC are recommended by the FAA as guidance 
for land use planners, operators, and developers of 
projects, facilities, and activities on or near airports. 

3. BACKGROUND. Populations of many 
species of wildlife have increased markedly in the 

DAVID L. BENNETT 
Director, Office of Airport Safety and Standards 

AAS-310 and APP-600 

last few years. Some of these species are able to 
adapt to human-made environments, such as exist 
on and around airports. The increase in wildlife 
populations, the use of larger turbine engines, the 
increased use of twin-engine aircraft, and the 
increase in air-traffic, all combine to increase the 
risk, frequency, and potential severity of wildlife
aircraft collisions. 

Most public-use airports have large tracts of open, 
unimproved land that are desirable for added mar
gins of safety and noise mitigation. These areas 
can present potential hazards to aviation because 
they often attract hazardous wildlife. During the 
past century, wildlife-aircraft strikes have resulted 
in the loss of hundreds of lives world-wide, as well 
as billions of dollars worth of aircraft damage. 
Hazardous wildlife attractants near airports could 
jeopardize future airport expansion because of 
safety considerations. 
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SECTION 1. HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE ATTRACTANTS ON OR NEAR 
AIRPORTS. 

1-1. TYPES OF HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE 
ATIRACTANTS ON OR NEAR AIRPORTS. 
Human-made or natural areas, such as poorly
drained areas, retention ponds, roosting habitats on 
buildings, landscaping, putrescible-waste disposal 
operations, wastewater treatment plants, 
agricultural or aquacultural activities, surface 
mining, or wetlands, may be used by wildlife for 
escape, feeding, loafing, or reproduction. Wildlife 
use of areas within an airport's approach or depar
ture airspace, aircraft movement areas, loading 
ramps, or aircraft parking areas may cause condi
tions hazardous to aircraft safety. 

All species of wildlife can pose a threat to aircraft 
safety. However, some species are more 
commonly involved in aircraft strikes than others. 
Table l lists the wildlife groups commonly reported 
as being involved in damaging strikes to U.S. 
aircraft from 1993 to 1995. 

Table 1. Wildlife Groups Involved in Damaging 
Strikes to Civilian Aircraft, USA, 1993-1995. 

Wildlife Percent involvement in 
Groups reported damaging 

strikes 

Gulls 28 

Waterfowl 28 

Raptors 11 

Doves 6 

Vultures 5 

Blackbirds- 5 

Starlings 

Corvids 3 

Wading birds 3 

Deer 11 

Canids 

1-2. LAND USE PRACTICES. Land use 
practices that attract or sustain hazardous wildlife 
populations on or near airports can significantly in
crease the potential for wildlife-aircraft collisions. 
FAA recommends against land use practices, within 
the siting criteria stated in 1-3, that attract or sustain 
populations of hazardous wildlife within the 
vicinity of airports or cause movement of haz
ardous wildlife onto, into, or across the approach or 
departure airspace, aircraft movement area, loading 
ramps, or aircraft parking area of airports. 

Airport operators, sponsors, planners, and land use 
developers should consider whether proposed land 
uses, including new airport development projects, 
would increase the wildlife hazard. Caution should 
be exercised to ensure that land use practices O?- or 
near airports do not enhance the attractiveness of 
the area to hazardous wildlife. 

1-3. SITING CRITERIA. FAA recommends 
separations when siting any of the wildlife 
attractants mentioned in Section 2 or when 
planning new airport development projects to 
accommodate aircraft movement. The distance 
between an airport's aircraft movement areas, 
loading ramps, or aircraft parking areas and the 
wildlife attractant should be as follows: 

a. Airports serving piston-powered 
aircraft. A distance of 5,000 feet is recommended. 

b. Airports serving turbine-powered 
aircraft. A distance of l 0,000 feet is 
recommended. 

c. Approach or Departure airspace. A 
distance of 5 statute miles is recommended, if the 
wildlife attractant may cause hazardous wildlife 
movement into or across the approach or departure 
airspace. 

l (an<l 2) 
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SECTION 2. LAND USES THAT ARE INCOMPATIBLE WITH SAFE 
AIRPORT OPERATIONS. 

2-1. GENERAL. The wildlife species and the 
size of the populations attracted to the airport 
environment are highly variable and may depend 
on several factors, including land-use practices on 
or near the airport. It is important to identify those 
land use practices in the airport area that attract 
hazardous wildlife. This section discusses land use 
practices known to threaten aviation safety. 

2-2. PUTRESCIBLE-W ASTE DISPOSAL 
OPERATIONS. Putrescible-waste disposal 
operations are known to attract large numbers of 
wildlife that are hazardous to aircraft. Because of 
this, these operations, when located within the 
separations identified in the sitting criteria in 1-3 
are considered incompatible with safe airport 
operations. 

FAA recommends against locating 
putrescible-waste disposal operations inside the 
separations identified in the siting criteria 
mentioned above. FAA also recommends against 
new airport development projects that would 
increase the number of aircraft operations or that 
would accommodate larger or faster aircraft, near 
putrescible-waste disposal operations located 
within the separations identified in the siting 
criteria in 1 ~3. 

2-3. WASTEWATER TREATMENT FACILI-
TIES. Wastewater treatment facilities and 
associated settling ponds often attract large 
numbers of wildlife that can pose a threat to aircraft 
safety when they are located on or near an airport. 

a. New wastewater treatment facilities. 
FAA recommends again.st the construction of new 
wastewater treatment facilities or associated settling 
ponds within the separations identified in the siting 
criteria in 1-3. During the siting analysis for 
wastewater treatment facilities, the potential to 
attract hazardous wildlife should be considered if 
an airport is in the vicinity of a proposed site. 
Airport operators should voice their opposition to 
such sitings. In addition, they should consider the 
existence of wastewater treatment facilities when 
evaluating proposed sites for new airport 
development projects and avoid such sites when 
practicable. 

b. Existing wastewater treatment 
facilities. FAA recommends correcting any 
wildlife hazards arising from existing wastewater 
treatment facilities located on or near airports 
without delay, using appropriate wildlife hazard 
mitigation techniques. Accordingly, measures to 
minimize hazardous wildlife attraction should be 
developed in consultation with a wildlife damage 
management biologist FAA recommends that 
wastewater treatment facility operators incorporate 
appropriate wildlife hazard mitigation techniques 
into their operating practices. Airport operators 
also should encourage those operators to 
incorporate these mitigation techniques in their 
operating practices. 

c. Artificial marshes. Waste-water 
treatment facilities may create artificial mar$es 
and use submergent and emergent aquatic 
vegetation as natural filters. These artificial 
marshes may be used by some species of flocking 
birds, such as blackbirds and waterfowl, for 
breeding or roosting activities. FAA recommends 
against establishing artificial marshes within the 
separations identified in the siting criteria stated in 
1-3. 

d. Wastewater discharge. and sludge 
disposal. FAA recommends against the discharge 
of wastewater or sludge on airport property. 
Regular spraying of wastewater or sludge disposal 
on unpaved areas may improve soil moisture and 
quality. The resultant turf growth requires more 
frequent mowing, which in tum may mutilate or 
flush insects or small animals and produce straw. 
The maimed or flushed organisms and the straw 
can attract hazardous wildlife and jeopardize 
aviation safety. In addition, the improved turf may 
attract grazing wildlife such as deer and geese. 

Problems may also occur when discharges saturate 
unpaved airport areas. The resultant soft, muddy 
conditions can severely restrict or prevent 
emergency vehicles from reaching accident sites in 
a timely manner. 

e. Underwater waste discharges. The 
underwater discharge of any food waste, e.g., fish 
processing offal, that could attract scavenging 
wildlife is not recommended within the separations 
identified in the siting criteria in 1-3. 

3 
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2-4. WETLANDS. 

a. Wetlands on or near Airports. 

(1) Existing Airports. Normally, 
wetlands are attractive to many wildlife species. 
Airport. operators with wetlands located on or 
nearby airport property should be alert to any 
wildlife use or habitat changes in these areas that 
could affect safe aircraft operations. 

(2) Airport Development. When 
practicable, the FAA recommends siting new 
airports using the separations identified in the siting 
criteria in 1-3. Where alternative sites are not 
practicable or when expanding existing auports in 
or near wetlands, the wildlife hazards should be 
evaluated and minimized through a wildlife 
management plan prepared by a wildlife damage 
management biologist, in consultation with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (COE). 

NOTE: If questions exist as to whether or not an 
area would qualify as a wetland, contact the U.S. 
Army COE, the Natural Resource Conservation 
Service, or a wetland consultant certified to 
delineate wetlands. 

b. Wetland mitigation. Mitigation may 
be necessary when unavoidable wetland 
disturbances result from new airport development 
projects. Wetland mitigation should be designed so 
it does not create a wildlife hazard. 

(1) FAA recommends that wetland 
mitigation projects that may attract hazardous 
wildlife ~- be sited outside of the separations 
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identified in the siting criteria in 1-3. Wetland 
mitigation banks meeting these siting criteria offer 
an ecologically sound approach to mitigation in 
these situations. 

(2) Exceptions to locating mitigation 
activities outside the separations identified in the 
siting criteria in 1-3 may be considered if the 
affected wetlands provide unique ecological 
functions, such as critical habitat for threatened or 
endangered species or ground water recharge. 
Such mitigation must be compatible with safe 
airport operations. Enhancing such mitigation 
areas to attract hazardous wildlife should be 
avoided. On-site mitigation plans may be reviewed 
by the FAA to determine compatibility with safe 
airport operations. 

(3) Wetland mitigation projects that are 
needed to protect unique wetland functions (see 
2-4.b.(2)), and that must be located in the siting cri
teria in 1-3 should be identified and evaluated by a 
wildlife damage management biologist before 
implementing the mitigation. A wildlife damage 
management plan should be developed to reduce 
the wildlife hazards. 

NOTE: AC 150/5000-3, Address List for Regional 
Airports Division and Airports District/Field 
Offices, provides information on the location of 
these offices. 

2-5. DREDGE SPOIL CONTAINMENT 
AREAS. FAA recommends against locating 
dredge spoil containment areas within the 
separations identified in the siting criteria in 1-3, if 
the spoil contains material that would attract 
hazardous wildlife. 
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SECTION 3. LAND USES THAT MAY BE COMPATIBLE WITH SAFE 
AIRPORT OPERATIONS. 

3-1. GENERAL. Even though they may, under 
certain circumstances, attract hazardous wildlife, 
the land use practices discussed in this section have 
flexibility regarding their location or operation and 
may even be under the airport operator's or 
sponsor's control. In general, the FAA does not 
consider the activities discussed below as 
hazardous to aviation if there is no apparent attrac
tion to hazardous wildlife, or wildlife hazard 
mitigation techniques are implemented to deal 
effectively with any wildlife hazard that may arise. 

3-2. ENCLOSED WASTE FACILITIES. 
Enclosed trash transfer stations or enclosed waste 
handling facilities that receive garbage indoors; 
process it via compaction, incineration, or similar 
manner, and remove all residue by enclosed 
vehicles, generally would be compatible, from a 
wildlife perspective, with safe airport operations, 
provided they are not located on airport property or 
within the runway protection zone (RPZ). No 
putrescible-waste should be handled or stored 
outside at any time, for any reason, or in a partially 
enclosed structure accessible to hazardous wildlife. 

Partially enclosed operations that accept 
putrescible-waste are considered to be incompatible 
with safe airport operations. FAA recommends 
these operations occur outside the separations 
identified in the siting criteria in 1-3. 

3-3. RECYCLING CENTERS. Recycling 
centers that accept previously sorted, non-food 
items such as glass, newspaper, cardboard, or 
aluminum are, in most cases, not attractive to 
hazardous wildlife. 

3-4. COMPOSTING OPERATIONS ON 
AIRPORTS. FAA recommends against locating 
composting operations on airports. However, when 
they are located on an airport, composting 
operations should not be located closer than the 
greater of the following distances: 1,200 feet from 
any aircraft movement area, loading ramp, or 
aircraft parking space; or the distance called for by 
airport design requirements. This spacing is 
intended to prevent material, personnel, or 
equipment from penetrating any Obstacle Free Area 
(OFA), Obstacle Free Zone (OFZ), Threshold 
Siting Surface (TSS), or Clearway (see 
AC 150/5300- l 3, Airport Design). On-airport 
disposal of compost by-products is not 
recommended for the reasons stated in 2-3.d. 

a. Composition of material handled. 
Components of the compost should never include 
any municipal solid waste. Non-food waste such as 
leaves, lawn clippings, branches, and twigs 
generally are not considered a wildlife attractant. 
Sewage sludge, wood-chips, and similar material 
are not municipal solid wastes and may be used as 
compost bulking agents. 

b. Monitoring on-airport composting op
erations. If composting operations are to be 
located on airport property, FAA recommends that 
the airport operator monitor composting operations 
to ensure that steam or thennal rise does not affect 
air traffic in any way. Discarded leaf disposal bags 
or _other debris must not be allowed to blow onto 
any active airport area. Also, the airport operator 
should reserve the right to stop any operation aia,t 
creates unsafe, undesirable, or incompatible 
conditions at the airport. 

3-5. ASH DISPOSAL. Fly ash from resource 
recovery facilities that are fired by municipal solid 
waste, coal, or wood, js generally considered not to 
be a wildlife attractant because it contains no 
putrescible matter. FAA generally does not 
consider landfills accepting only fly ash to be 
wildlife attractants, if those landfills: are 
maintained in an orderly manner; admit no putres
cible-waste of any kind; and are not co-located with 
other disposal operations. 

Since varying degrees of waste consumption are 
associated with general incineration, FAA classifies 
the ash from general incinerators as a regular waste 
disposal by-product and, therefore, a hazardous 
wildlife attractant. 

3-6. CONSTRUCTION AND DEMOLITION 
(C&D) DEBRIS LANDFILLS. C&D debris 
(Class IV) landfills have visual and operational 
characteristics similar to putrescible-waste disposal 
sites. · When co-located with putrescible-waste 
disposal operations, the probability of hazardous 
wildlife attraction to C&D landfills increases 
because of the similarities between these disposal 
activities. 

FAA generally does not consider C&D landfills to 
be hazardous wildlife attractants, if those landfills: 
are maintained in an orderly manner, admit no 
putrescible-waste of any kind; and are not co
located with other disposal operations. 

5 

 
        AR 12144



AC 150/5200-33 

3-7. WATER DETENTION OR RETENTION 
PONDS. The movement of storm water away :from 
runways, taxiways, and aprons is a normal function 
on most airports and is necessary for safe aircraft 
operations. Detention ponds hold storm water for 
short periods, while retention ponds hold water 
indefinitely. Both types of ponds control runoff, 
protect water quality, and can attract hazardous 
wildlife, Retention ponds are more attractive to 
hazardous wildlife than detention ponds because 
they provide a more reliable water source. 

To facilitate hazardous wildlife control, FAA 
recommends using steep-sided, narrow, linearly
shaped, rip-rap lined, water detention basins rather 
than retention basins. When possible, these ponds 
should be placed away from aircraft movement 
areas to minimize aircraft-wildlife interactions. All 
vegetation in or around detention or retention 
basins that provide food or cover for hazardous 
wildlife should be eliminated. 

If soil conditions and other requirements allow, 
FAA encourages the use of underground storm 
water infiltration systems, such as French drains or 
buried rock fields, because they are less attractive 
to wildlife. 

3-8. LANDSCAPING. Wildlife attraction to 
landscaping may vary by geographic location, 
FAA recommends that airport operators approach 
land:;caping with caution and confine it to airport 
areas not associated with aircraft movements. All 
landscaping plans should be reviewed by a wildlife 
damage management biologist. Landscaped areas 
should be monitored on a continuing basis for the 
presence of hazardous wildlife. If hazardous 
wildlife is detected, corrective actions should be 
implemented immediately. 

3-9. GOLF COURSES. Golf courses may be 
beneficial to airports because they provide open 
space that can be used for noise mitigation or by 
aircraft during an emergency. On-airport golf 
courses may also be a concurrent use that provides 
income to the airport. 

Because of operational and monetary benefits, golf 
courses are often deemed compatible land uses on 
or near airports. However, waterfowl (especially 
Canada geese) and some species of gulls are 
attracted to the large, grassy areas and open water 
found on most golf courses. Because waterfowl 
and gulls occur throughout the U.S., FAA recom
mends that airport operators exercise caution and 
consult with a wildlife damage management 
biologist when considering proposals for golf 
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course construction or expansion on or near 
airports. Golf courses should be monitored on a 
continuing basis for the presence of hazardous 
wildlife. If hazardous wildlife is detected, 
corrective actions should be implemented 
immediately. 

3-10. AGRICULTURAL CROPS. As noted 
above, airport operators often promote revenue
generating activities to supplement an airport's 
financial viability. A common concurrent use is 
agricultural crop production. Such use may create 
potential hazards to aircraft by attracting wildlife. 
Any proposed on-airport agricultural operations 
should be reviewed by a wildlife damage 
management biologist FAA generally does not 
object to agricultural crop production on airports 
when: wildlife hazards are not predicted; the 
guidelines for the airport areas specified in 3-1 O.a-f. 
are observed; and the agricultural operation is 
closely monitored by the airport operator or 
sponsor to ensure that hazardous wildlife are not at
tracted. 

NOTE: If wildlife becomes a problem due to on
airport agricultural operations, FAA recommends 
undertaking the remedial actions described in 
3-10.f. 

a. Agricultural activities adjacent to 
runways. To ensure safe, efficient aircraft 
operations, FAA reconunends that no agricultural 
activities be conducted in the Rupway Safety Area 
(RSA), OFA, and the OFZ (see AC 150/5300-13). 

b. Agricultural activities in areas 
requiring minimum object clearances. Restricting 
agricultural operations to areas outside the RSA, 
OFA, OFZ, and Runway Visibility Zone (RVZ) 
(see AC 150/5300-13) win normally provide the 
minimum object clearances required by F AA's 
airport design standards. FAA recommends that 
fanning operations not be permitted within areas 
critical to the proper operation of localizers, glide 
slope indicators, or other visual or electronic 
navigational aids. Determinations of minimal areas 
that must be kept free of farming operations should 
be made on a case-by-case basis. If navigational 
aids are present, farm leases for on-airport agri
cultural activities should be coordinated with F AA's 
Airway Facilities Division, in accordance with 
FAA Order 6750.16, Siting Criteria for Instrument 
Landing Systems. 

NOTE: Crop restriction lines conforming to the 
dimensions set forth in Table 2 will normally 
provide the minimum object clearance required by 
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FAA airport design standards. The presence· of 
navigational aids may require expansion of the 
restricted area. 

c, Agricultural activities within an 
airport's approach areas. The RSA, OFA, and 
OFZ all extend beyond the runway shoulder and 
into the approach area by varying distances. The 
OF A normally extends the farthest and is usually 
the controlling surface. However, for some 
runways; the TSS (see AC 150/5300-13, 
Appendix 2) may be more controlling than the 
OFA. The TSS may not be penetrated by any 
object. The minimum distances shown in Table 2 
are intended to prevent penetration of the OF A, 
OFZ, or TSS by crops or fann machinery. 

NOTE: Threshold Siting standards should not be 
confused with the approach areas described in 
Title 14, Code of Federal Regulations, Part 77, 
(14 CFR 77), Objects Affecting Navigable 
Airspace. 

d. Agricultural activities between 
intersecting runways. FAA recommends that no 
agricultural activities be permitted within the RVZ. 
If the terrain is sufffoiently below the runway 
elevation, some types of crops and equipment may 
be acceptable. Specific detenninations of what is 
permissible in this area requires topographical data. 
For example, if the terrain within the R VZ is level 
with the runway ends, farm machinery or crops 
may interfere with a pilot's line-of-sight in the 
RVZ. 

AC 150/5200-33 

e. Agricultural activities in areas 
adjacent to taxiways and aprons. Farming 
activities should not be pennitted within a taxiway's 
OF A. The outer portions of aprons are frequently 
used as a taxilane and farming operations should 
not be permitted within the OF A. Farming 
operations should not be permitted between 
runways and parallel taxiways. 

f. Remedial actions for problematic 
agricultural activities. If a problem with 
hazardous wildlife develops, FAA recommends that 
a professional wildlife damage management 
biologist be contacted and an on-site inspection be 
conducted. The biologist should be requested to 
determine the source of the hazardous wildlife 
attraction and suggest remedial action. Regardless 
of the source of the attraction, prompt remedial 
actions to protect aviation safety are recommended. 
The remedial actions may range from choosing 
another crop or farming technique to complete 
termination of the agricultural operation. 

Whenever on-airport agricultural operations are 
stopped due to wildlife hazards or annual harvest, 
FAA recommends plowing under all crop residue 
and harrowing the surface area smooth. This will 
reduce or eliminate the area's attractiveness to 
foraging wildlife. FAA recommends that this 
requirement be written into aU on-aiiport farm use 
contracts and clearly understood by the lessee. 

7 
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Table 2. Minimum Distances Between Certain Airport Features And Any OnNAirport Agriculture Crops. 

Aircraft Approach Distance ln Feet From Runway Centerline To Distance In Feet From Runway Distance In Feet From Distance In Feet 
Category And Crop End To Crop Centerline Of Taxiway From Edge Of 
Design Group 1 To Crop Apron To Crop 

Visual& Visual& 
i::,%mile <%mile ~%mile <%mile 

Category A & B Aircraft 
Group l 200 2 400 300) 600 45 40 
Oroup II 250 400 4003 600 66 58 
Group III 400 400 600 800 93 81 
Group IV 400 400 1,000 1,000 130 113 
Category C, D & E Aircraft 
Group J 530' 575• 1,000 1,000 45 40 
Oroup U S303 57S' 1,000 t,000 66 S8 
Groupm 5303 5751 1,000 1,000 93 81 
Group IV 5303 5753 1,000 1,000 130 113 
GroupV 5303 5151 1,000 1,000 160 138 
Group VI 530> 5753 l,000 1,000 193 167 

l. Design Groups are based on wing span, and Category depends on approach speed of the aircraft. 
Group I: Wing spim up to 49 ft. Category A: Speed less than 91 knots 
Group ll: Wing span 49ft. up to 78 ft. Category B: Speed 91 knots up to 120 knots 
Group III: Wing span 79 ft. up to 117 ft. Category C: Speed 121 knots up to 140 knots 
Group IV: Wing span 118 ft. up to 170 ft. Category D: Speed 141 knots up to 16S knots 
Group V: Wing span 171 ft. up to 213 ft. Category E: Speed 166 knots or more 
Group VI: Wing span 214 ft. up to 261 ft. 

2. If the runway wm only serve small airplanes (12,500 lb. And under) in Design Group 1, this dimension may be reduced to 125 feet; however, this dimension 
should be increased where necessary to accommodate visual navigational aids that may be installed. For exa1nple farming operations should not be allowed 
within 25 feet ofa Precision Approach Path Indicator {PAPI) light box. 

3. These dimensions reflect the TSS as defined in AC 150/5300.13, Appendix. 2. The TSS cannot be penetrated by any object. Under these conditions, the TSS 
. is more restrictive than the OFA, and the dimensions shown here are to prevent penetration of the TSS by crops and farm machinery. 
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SECTION 4. NOTIFICATION OF FAA ABOUT HAZARDOUS WILDLIFE 
ATTRACTANTS ON OR NEAR AN AIRPORT. 

4-1. GENERAL. Airport operators, land 
developers, and owners should notify the FAA in 
writing of known or reasonably foreseeable land 
use practices on or near airports that either attract 
or may attract hazardous wildlife. This section 
discusses those notification procedures. 

4-2. NOTIFICATION REQUIREMENTS 
FOR WASTE DISPOSAL SITE OPERATIONS. 
The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
requires any operator proposing a new or expanded 
waste disposal operation within 5 statute miles of a 
runway end to notify the appropriate FAA Regional 
Airports Division Office . and the airport operator of 
the proposal ( 40 CPR 258, Criteria for Municipal 
Solid Waste Landfills, section 258.10, Airport 
Safety). Tue EPA also requires owners or operators 
of new municipal solid waste landfill (MSWLF) 
units, or lateral expansions of existing MSWLF 
units that are located within l0,000 feet of any 
airport runway end used by turbojet aircraft or 
within 5,000 feet of any airport runway end used 
only by piston-type aircraft, to demonstrate 
successfully that such units are not hazards to 
aircraft. 

a. Timing of Notification. When new or 
expanded MSWLFs are being proposed near 
airports, MSWLF operators should notify the 
airport operator and the FAA of this as early as 
possible pursuant to 40 CFR Part 258. Airport 
operators should encourage the MSWLF operators 
to provide notification as early as possible. 

NOTE: AC 150/5000-3 provides information on 
these FAA offices. 

b. Putrescible-Waste Facilities. In their 
effort to satisfy the EPA requirement, some 
putrescible-waste facility proponents may offer to 
undertake experimental measures to demonstrate 
that their proposed facility will not be a hazard to 
aircraft. To date, the ability to sustain a reduction in 
the numbers of hazardous wildlife to levels that ex
isted before a putrescible-waste landfill began 
operating has not been successfully demonstrated. 
For this reason, demonstrations of experimental 
wildlife control measures should not be conducted 
in active aircraft operations areas. 

c. Other Waste Facilities. To claim suc
cessfully that a waste . handling facility sited within 
the separations identified in the siting criteria in 1-3 

does not attract hazardous wildlife and does not 
threaten aviation, the developer must establish 
convincingly that the facility will not handle 
putrescible material other · than that as outlined in 
3-2. FAA requests that waste site developers 
provide a copy of an official permit request 
verifying that the facility will not handle 
putrescible material other than that as outlined in 
3-2. FAA will use this information to determine if 
the facility wtll be a hazard to aviation. 

4-3. NOTIFYING FAA ABOUT omER 
WILDLIFE ATTRACTANTS. While U. S. EPA 
regulations require landfill owners to provide 
notification, no similar regulations require 
notifying FAA about changes in other land use 
practices that can create hazardous wildlife 
attractants. Although it is not required by 
regulation, FAA requests those proposing land use 
changes such as those discussed in 2 .. 3, 2-4, and 2-5 
to provide similar notice to the FAA as early in the 
development process as possible. Airport operators 
that become aware of such proposed development 
in the vicinity of their airports should also notify 
the FAA. The notification process gives the FAA 
an opportunity to evaluate the effect of a particular 
land use change on aviation safety. 

The land use operator or project proponent may use 
FAA Fonn 7460-1, Notice of Proposed Con
struction or Alteration, or other suitable documents 
to notify the appropriate FAA Regional Airports 
Division Office. 

It is helpful if the notification includes a 15-minute 
quadrangle map of the area identifying the location 
of the proposed activity. The land use operator or 
project proponent should also forward specific 
details of the proposed land use change or 
operational change or expansion. In the case of 
solid waste landfills, the infonnation should 
include the type of waste to be handled, how the 
waste will be processed, and final disposal 
methods. 

4-5. FAA REVIEW OF PROPOSED LAND 
USE CHANGES. 

a. The FAA discourages the development 
of facilities discussed in section 2 that will be 
located within the 5,000/10,000-foot criteria in 1-3. 

9 
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b. For projects which are located outside 
the 5,000/10,000-foot criteria, but within 5 statute 
miles of the airport's aircraft movement areas, 
loading ramps, or aircraft parking areas, FAA may 
review development plans, proposed land use 
changes, operational changes, or wetland mitigation 
plans to determine if such changes present potential 
wildlife hazards to aircraft operations. Sensitive 
airport areas will be identified as those that lie 
under or next to approach or departure airspace. 
This brief examination should be sufficient to 
determine if further investigation is warranted 

c. Where further study has been conducted 
by a wildlife damage management biologist to eval
uate a site's compatibility with airport operations, 
the FAA wilt use the study results to make its 
determination. 

d. FAA will discourage the development 
of any excepted sites (see Section 3) within the 
criteria specified in 1-3 if a study shows that the 
area supports hazardous wildlife species. 

4-6. AIRPORT OPERATORS. Airport 
operators should be aware of proposed land use 
changes, or modification of existing land uses, that 
could create hazardous wildlife attractants within 
the separations identified in the siting criteria in 
1-3. Particular attention should be given to 
proposed land uses involving creation or expansion 
of waste water treatment facilities, development of 
wetland mitigation sites, or development or 
expansion of dredge spoil containment areas. 

a. AIP-funded airports. FAA 
recommends that operators of AIP-funded airports, 
to the extent practicable, oppose off-airport land 
use changes or practices (within the separations 
identified in the siting criteria in 1-3) that may 
attract hazardous wildlife. Failure to do so could 
place the airport operator or sponsor in 
noncompliance with applicable grant assurances. 

10 

FAA recommends against the placement of airport 
development projects pertaining to aircraft 
movement in the vicinity of hazardous wildlife 
attractants. Airport operators, sponsors, and 
planners should identify wildlife attractants and any 
associated wildlife hazards during any planning 
process for new airport development projects. 

b. Additional coordination. If, after the 
initial review by FAA, questions remain about the 
existence of a wildlife hazard near an airport, the 
airport operator or sponsor should consult a wildlife 
damage management biologist. Such questions 
may be triggered by a history of wildlife strikes at 
the airport or the proximity of the airport to a 
wildlife refuge, body of water, or similar feature 
known to attract wildlife. 

c. Specialized assistance. If the services 
of a wildlife damage management biologist are 
required, FAA reconnnends that land use 
developers or the airport operator contact the 
appropriate state director of the United States 
Department of Agriculture/ Animal Damage Control 
(USDA/ADC), or a consultant specializing in 
wildlife damage management. Telephone numbers 
for the Yespective USDA/ ADC state offices may be 
obtained by contacting USDA/ADC's Operational 
Support Staff, 4700 River Road, Unit 87, 
Riverdale, MD, 20737-1234, Telephone 
(301) 734-7921, Fax (301) 734-5157. The ADC 
biologist or consultant should be requested to 
identify and quantify wildlife common to the area 
and evaluate the potential wildlife hazards. 

d. Notifying airmen. If an existing land 
use practice creates a wildlife hazard, and the land 
use practice or wildlife hazard cannot be jmmedi
ately eliminated, the airport operator should issue a 
Notice to Airmen (NOTAM) and encourage the 
land owner or manager to take steps to control the 
wildlife hazard and minimize further attraction. 

5/1/97 
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Appendix 1 

APPENDIX 1. DEFINITIONS OF TERMS USED IN TIIlS ADVISORY CIRCULAR. 

1. GENERAL. This appendix provides 
definitions of terms used throughout this AC. 

a. Aircraft movement area. The 
runways, taxiways, and other areas of an airport 
which are used for taxiing or hover taxiing, air 
taxiing, takeoff, and landing of aircraft exclusive of 
loading ramps and aircraft parking areas. 

b. Airport operator. The operator (private 
or public) or sponsor of a public use airport. 

c. Approach or departure airspace. The 
airspace, within 5 statute miles of an airport, 
through which aircraft move during landing or 
takeoff. 

d. Concurrent use. Aeronautical property 
used for compatible non-aviation purposes white at 
the same time serving the primary purpose for 
which it was acquired; and the use is clearly bene
ficial to the airport. The concurrent use should 
generate revenue to be used for airport purposes 
(see Order 5190.6A, Airport Compliance 
Requirements, sect. Sh). 

e. Fly ash. The fine, sand-like residue 
resulting from the complete incineration of an 
organic fuel source. Fly ash typically results from 
the combustion of coal or waste used to operate a 
power generating plant. 

f. Hazardous wildlife. Wildlife species that 
are commonly associated with wildlife-aircraft 
strike problems, are capable of causing structural 
damage to airport facilities, or act as attractants to 
other wildlife that pose a wildlife-aircraft strike 
hazard. · 

g. Piston-use airport. Any airport that 
would primarily serve FIXED-WING, piston
powered aircraft. Incidental use of the airport by 
turbine-powered, FIXED-WING aircraft would not 
affect this designation. However, such aircraft 
should not be based at the airport. 

h. Public-use airport. Any publicly 
owned airport or a privately-owned airport used or 
intended to be used for public purposes. 

i. Putrescible material. Rotting organic 
material. 

j. Putrescible-waste disposal operation. 
Landfills, garbage dumps, underwater waste 
discharges, or similar facilities where activities 
include processing, burying, storing, or otherwise 
disposing of putrescible material, trash, and refuse. 

k. Runway protection zone (RPZ). An 
area off the runway end to enhance the protection -
of people and property on the ground (see 
AC 150/5300-13). The dimensions of this zone 
vary with the design aircraft, type of operation, and 
visibility minimum. 

I. Sewage sludge. The de-watered 
effluent resulting from secondary or tertiary 
treatment of municipal sewage and/or industrial 
wastes, including sewage sludge as referenced in 
U.S. EPA's Effluent Guidelines and Standards, 
40 C.F.R. Part 401. 

m. Shoulder. An area adjacent to the edge 
of paved runways, taxiways, or aprons providing a 
transition between the pavement and the adjacent 
surface, support for aircraft running off the 
pavement, enhanced drainage, and blast protection 
(see AC 150/5300-13). 

n. Turbine-powered aircraft. Aircraft 
powered by turbine engines including turbojets and 
turboprops but excluding turbo-shaft rotary-wing 
aircraft. 

o. Turbine-use airport. Any airport that 
ROUTINELY serves FIXED-WING turbine-
powered aircraft. 

p. Wastewater treatment facility. Any 
devices and/or systems used to store, treat, recycle, 
or reclaim municipal sewage or liquid industrial 
wastes, including Publicly Owned Treatment 
Works (POTW), as defined by Section 212 of the 
Federal Water Pollution Control Act {P.L. 92-500) 
as amended by the Clean Water Act of 1977 
(P.L. 95-576) and the Water Quality Act of 1987 
(P.L. 100-4). This definition includes any 
pretreatment involving the reduction of the amount 
of pollutants, the elimination of pollutants, or the 
alteration of the nature of pollutant properties in 
wastewater prior to or in lieu of discharging or 
otheIWise introducing such pollutants into a 
POTW. (See 40 C.F. R. Section 403.3 (o), (p), & 
(q)). 
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q. Wildlife. Any wild animal, including 
without limitation any wild mammal, bird, reptile, 
fish, ampbt'bian, mollusk, crustacean, arthropod, 
coelenterate, or other invertebrate, including any 
part, product, egg, or offspring there of 
(50 CFR 10.12, Taking, Possession, 
Transportation, Sale, Purchase, Barter, 
Exportation, and Importation of Wildlife and 
Plants). As used in this AC, WILDLIFE includes 
feral animals and domestic animals while out of the 
control of their owners (14 CFR 139.3, 
Certification and Operations: Land Airports 
Serving CAB-Certificated Scheduled Air Carriers 
Operating Large Aircraft (Other Than 
Helicopters)). 

2 

5/l/97 

r. Wildlife attractants. Any human-made 
structure, land use practice, or human-made or 
natural geographic feature, that can attract or 
sustain hazardous wildlife within the landing or 
departure airspace, aircraft movement area, loading 
ramps, or aircraft parking areas of an airport. 
These attractants can include but a.re not limited to 
architectural features, landscaping, waste disposal 
sites, wastewater treatment facilities, agricultural or 
aquacultura1 activities, surface mining, -0r wetlands. 

s. Wildlife hazard. A potential for a 
damaging aircraft collision with wildlife on or near 
an airport (14 CFR 139.3). 

2. RESERVED. 
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Mr. Peter Maurer 
El Dorado Co. Planning Dept. 
2850 Fairlane Ct. Bldg. C 
Placerville, CA 95667 
Subject County General Plan 

03 JUN! 6 

LETTER 106 

P.O.Box 1544 
Shingle Springs, CA 

95682 
(530) 676-9107 

9: Ohme 12, 2003 
C°} r:· ,"\ ... 

PL A N~t~'c b~J VE D 
PA R Tt·n ,•a 

The 1996 El Dorado County General Plan was adopted after, many years of 
study. It was a good document. Unfortunately the environmentalists and "low
growth" elements developed enough support to force more years of controversy 
and legal action. I am opposed to all of this. I am sure that you will do what is 
necessary to overcome the legal objections of these obstructionists. 

As a home owner (APN 070-180-45) in Shingle Springs I would like to 
make known my objections to the Environmentally Constrained option. My home · 
is at 3201 Sierrama Drive. Sierrama Dr. and all of the nearby lands are shown as 
"Low density" on the proposed Environmentally Constrained maps. This is 
completely ridiculous since Sierrama Dr and its feeder roads consist of 60 parcels 
of land where 96% of them are in the size range of l to 2 acres. Most of them have 
had existing homes for many years. They are serviced with EID water. These 
parcels should all be zoned R-IA or R-2A Much of the nearby land is also 
occupied with homes on land that should be "medium density" not "low density". 

I purchased my land in 1967 as Rl-A. Environmentalists then got the land 
rezoned to RE-5 about 1977 by deceitful procedures. In 1998 I had to spend over 
$22,000 to get it rezoned back to R 1-A. I do want my land use to be medium 
density and my zoning to be RIA. I also want an of the Sierrama Dr. and Dos 
Vistas areas to be medium density land use with appropriate zoning to suit the 
parcel size. 

Sincerely, 

106-1 

~a~ 
~ischmann 

cc: Mr. Charlie Paine 
330 Fair Ln. 
Placerville, CA 95667 
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LETTER 107 

United States Department of the Interior 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
Folsom Field Office OJ . ..JUN ! 2 f {•/ 4: 4 5 

63 Natoma Street 
Folsom, California 95630 F? E Cf: j VE O 1610 
www.ca.blm.gov/foisdlilA NNING DE:P AR THENT CA180-18 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Dept. 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Sirs: 

JUN 12 2003 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the most recent draft of the county wide general 
planning document. 

The Folsom Field Office of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) administers approximately 
16,000 acres of BLM managed public lands within El Dorado County. Federal mandates 
requires BLM to manage the public lands on a basis of multiple use and sustained yield, unless 
otherwise specified by law. Our mission statement is "To sustain the health, diversity, and 
productively of the public lands for the use and enjoyment of present and future generations". 
Under this guidance the public lands within El Dorado County have been made available for a 
number of uses. Listed below are a few of the uses the public lands are presently providing: 

163 Active Right-of-ways 
l Recreation and Public Purposes Act Lease 

Pending Recreation and Public Purposes Act Lease 
2 Active - Land Use Permits 
2 Active - Land Use Leases 
20 Active Commercial Recreation Permits 
177 Active Mining Claims ( + 475 located on Forest Service Lands) 
4 Active Grazing Leases 
2 Special biological management areas, Pine Hill Preserve & Spivey Pond 

In addition thousands of recreation visitors utilize BLM managed hiking trails, nature areas, plant 
preserves, river put-ins and take-outs, toilet facilities, parking areas, camping sites, backcounty 
drives, South Fork American River access points, and picnic areas. 

Because of the significant public land holdings, in El Dorado County, County planning activities 
play an important part in both of our agencies efforts in serving public needs and protecting, 
conserving, and managing public resources. Our review of the County plan reflects an 
opportunity for both of our agencies to work together in meeting these goals. 
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Land Use Designations Comments 

The approximately 16,000 acres of public lands administered by the Bureau of Land 
Management within the County are composed of dozens of multi sized parcels. 

While County governments lack jurisdiction to categorize or designate land uses upon Federal 
lands, the identification of potential land uses on all lands within the County can be beneficial in 
identifying future goals and objectives for community and regional planning. 

The Bureau of Land Management has specific Federal mandates to complete it's own land use 
planning on Federal lands under it's jurisdiction. These mandates must take into consideration 
Federal statutes, evaluation of planning issues, natural resource utilization, designations, and 
public needs not only from a regional standpoint but also from a national perspective. 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has specific mandates, statues, and a management 
mission which are not represented in any of the County's draft planning alternative land use 
designations and in some cases County designations would directly conflict with Federal land 
management objectives. An example of this is depicted in the "No Project" and "1996 Plan" 
Alternatives land use map for the Shingle Springs area. 

Under this alternative a single BLM managed parcel has been assigned four different land use 
designations. The area also has an "Ecological Preserve" overlay placed on the parcel to identify 
habitat of both Federal and California rare and or endangered plants. This parcel is managed by 
BLM to protect listed rare and endangered species and their habitat. Management goals of the 
county have identified lands uses, on this parcel, for Multifamily Residential {MFR), High
Density Residential (HDR), Commercial (C), and Public Facilities {PF). Development on public 
lands, under any of these designations, is highly likely to destroy listed species habitat and violate 
State and/or Federal statutes. 

All three plan alternatives also designate the majority of BLM managed public lands in the 
county as "Open Space". The No Project Alternative defines "Open Space" as, "designate(s) 
public lands under government title ..... where no development other than that specifically needed 
for government-related open space uses is desired." " ... this includes public lands acquired 
specifically for open space uses." This definition does not appear to apply to BLM managed 
lands because BLM does not acquire lands for "open space", it acquires lands with special 
resource values or those that serve a public purpose. We also have no mandates to manage 
public lands as open space. The term "Open Space" used in land use designations, or zoning, in 
urban and rural planning is quite different than the concept of managing natural resource lands 
such as our National Parks, National Forest, or BLM managed public wildlands. Applying an 
urban planning phrase such as an "Open Space" designation on these lands, just because they are 
not developed, does not take into consideration the fact that they are not being managed for urban 
or rural development, but rather that they are being held in public trust for their natural resource 
values. 

107-1 
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The definition for "Open Space" in the Environmentally Constrained and Six-Lane Plus 
Alternatives "identifies lands dedicated to natural resource protection or recreational uses", 
"Residential uses are not allowed". This could be interpreted to mean that structures and 
development will not take place in these "Open Spaces". The use and application of this 
designation is confusing and somewhat misleading when applied to BLM lands. While public 
lands are managed and developed to protect and conserve certain natural and cultural resources, 
others are managed to provide grazing lands, make sand and gravel resources available, allow for 
powerlines-road-telephone-pipeline rights-of-ways, leased for developed commercial 
campgrounds, set aside as nature areas, provide timber, fuel wood, and are available for valuable 
mineral resource development. BLM managed lands are also made available to state and local 
governments for such uses as State and County parks, landfills, fire stations, schools, refuge 
transfer sites, cemeteries, and other public facilities. It is foreseeable that BLM managed 
multiple use lands could be developed in a manner, which would not meet the planning 
definition of "Open Space". And frequently the County request uses of these lands which are 
inconsistent with the planning definition of "Open Space". 

In addition, residential development generally does not take place on public lands. Wildland 
based recreational use does take place on public lands, usually with BLM developing areas to 
accommodate and manage existing uses not to commercialize or attract new users. This is 
compared to recreation uses on private lands which market and highly develop areas provide 
urban based specialized "recreation" opportunities. Lumping such diverse land uses such as 
urban recreation use and natural resource protection together and trying to fit this into the public 
perception of open space negates the effectiveness or usefulness of "Open Space" designation. 

As another example, within the Cameron Park area there are two large parcels both identified as 
"Open Space". One is the Cameron Park Country Club golf course, with 17,000 square foot 
clubhouse, tennis courts, putting and driving ranges, swimming pool, and large paved parking 
lots. This parcel has been totally re-contoured, graded into a golf course, and developed to 
provide a very specialized urban recreational facility. A few blocks away another "Open Space" 
parcel is managed by the BLM as part of the Pine Hill Preserve. This area is devoid of any 
developments and remains in a relatively natural condition providing native habitat for several 
Threatened and Endangered plants species. The management objective for this parcel is to 
preserve the natural condition of the area and proiect the area from man's impacts and future 
development. There is no management objective or intent to manage this area as open space for 
the surrounding urban neighborhoods. Land uses and management objectives for these two 
parcels are distinctly dissimilar yet both parcels are classified for an "Open Space" land use 
designation. Neither of the two areas are being managed as open space, nor do they really fit into 
the public perception of "open space". This designation is so vague and broad that by looking at 
a planning map one could not tell if the land use in an open space with a 17,000 square foot golf 
course club house, with dinning rooms, bar and pro-shop, or if the open space consisted of a 
undeveloped wildland plant preserve. 

Recommendations and Suggested Changes 

Lumping in and comparing BLM managed public lands with private land activities and 

107-3 
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commercial developments creates designations whose actual uses and management objectives are 
so diverse, and at times contrary, that the designation in it self conveys a bewildering range of 
meanings. Clearly the varied activities and management goals of public wildland management 
do not fit well with private land use/development designations. The most logical planning aid 
would be to develop a public lands Non-Jurisdictional Natural Resource Management 
Designation that would pertain to Bureau of Land Management, and possibly National Forest 
Service, and Bureau of Reclamation lands and could conceivably be also used on state lands 
managed by California State Department of Fish and Game and California Department of 
Forestry, where the planning objective is to manage agency lands for natural resource values, and 
multiple use. Present designations are more commodity extraction, development potential, or 
"Open Space" driven and do not convey the different agencies management objectives for these 
parcels. 

Some other topics we would like to see addressed are briefly discussed below. 

• BLM managed land status appears to be dated, parcels (Greenwood Creek) acquired as far back as 
1997 are not reflected on planning maps. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The Ecological Preserve overlay has not been updated to reflect the USFWS revised preserve 
recommendation for the Pine Hill Formation, as depicted in the USFWS Recovery Plan for 
Gabbro Soil Plants of the Central Sierra Nevada Foothills. It is very important that lands, which 
may aid in the recovery of these listed species, be addressed in this document and identified for 
possible future inclusion into the preserve or efforts taken to assist in the recovery of these species 
located on private lands through agreements with the private land owners. 

The Natural Resources Designation was developed to meet Government Code 65302(a), a 
requirement to designate a land use category that provides for timber production. The No Project . 
and 1996 General Plan Alternative essentially used this designation on all National Forest lands 
including Congressionally Designated Wilderness Areas. It does not appear that this alternative 
takes into consideration natural resource values, which are not market commodities. BLM parcels 
with this designation can also be developed for residential use. The boundaries of this designation 
should be refined to areas where management objectives on federal lands would allow for 
commodity uses and on BLM managed lands remove the residential use. The name of the 
designation should reflect the fact that this altem2tive identifies !ands with economic natural 
resources, which can be harvested or processed. This alternative needs a designation to reflect 
natural resource values which are not commodities, such as scenic values, wilderness areas, 
recreation values, watersheds, archeological/historical values, endangered species habitat, etc. 

County "Open Space" land use designations are affecting appraisal values of BLM managed lands 
being evaluated for disposal to private ownership. Landowners who have acquired these public 
lands are having difficulties in obtaining land use designations changed to match surrounding 
properties. BLM and the County should work together to have these disposal parcels redassified to 
match adjacent parcel zoning prior to appraisals and land sales. 

Some of the designations seem to be arbitrary the Cameron Park golf course should be designated 
tourist recreational, the National Forest Service wilderness areas "Open Space" not timber lands. 
The Serrano Country Club and the Cameron Park Country clubs have different land use 
designations. 

107-6 
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• A land use designation for lands which are being managed to protect, conserve, and preserve 
natural resource needs to be developed. The present use of "Open Space" and "Natural 
Resources" misrepresents land uses actually taking place on these parcels. 

As already discussed the land use designations within the three draft plan alternatives could and 
do conflict with BLM's management objectives for public lands. These designations directly 
influence public land appraisal values of parcels being disposed of into private ownership. It has 
placed hardships on private landowners seeking to change land use designations (zoning) on 
newly acquired public lands. Land use designations also indirectly have an effect on public 
lands, and could hamper BLM' s efforts to provide for public needs. These needs are associated 
with accommodating State and County request for "Open Space" BLM parcels needed for 
community and County needs, for uses such as land fills, school sites, parks, etc. Other needs 
may require the construction and the development of parking areas, toilet facilities, hiking trails 
in these undeveloped "Open Spaces" by BLM. 

Public lands with an "Open Space" designation are perceived by the public and adjacent 
landowners as lands where future development will not take place. This causes conflicts when 
BLM conducts activities such as timber sales, fuel reduction projects, disposes of property, 
develops sites to support public use, or allow different types of right-of-way use of the property. 
A land use designation which identifies lands as non-jurisdictional, with a natural resource 
management theme, is needed to more clearly convey the true land uses which are taking place 
on public lands and clarify to the public what land uses may take place on these lands. 

Please take these comments and recommendations into consideration when developing the final 
El Dorado County General Plan. 

Sincerely, 

~#V-4ml. ~ 
Umes M. Eicher 

Acting Field Manager 

J 107-12 
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June 13, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Deparment 
2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667 
generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca. us 

Re: Comments on General Plan and EIR 

Dear General Plan Team: 

Overall Comments 

LETTER 108 

03 JUN f 6 PM ! : 04 

nECEiVED 
PL A HNlttG D£P t, RTHENT 

There is considerable effort that went into the planning documents before us and your efforts are 
much appreciated. Additionally, I appreciate that you had evening meetings in recognition that 
many of us are employed in the daytime and unable to participate in daytime meetings. 

It is important that the plan selected reflects what is best for the community at large and the 
cumulative impact of many small projects. Our country is based on a premise that all law biding 
citizens have equal rights. The fact that ones great-grandparents lived in the area doesn't mean 
an individual has unique rights. Those that buy and sell land will likely be making a large profit 
anyway, if they have held it for any length of time, and the question becomes one of how big is 
the profit. Decisions should benefit those who remain in the communities, who live, travel and 
raise their families here, many who are not able to attend planning meeting and prepare 
comments, but yet must deal with the decisions you make. 

There was a comment made at the meeting I attended about having to make decisions without 
fiscal information. Many times a vision or goal needs to be stated in an official plan in order to 
request funds from foundations, state and federal grant programs, etc. The planning department 
should focus on what is the best plan to meet the needs of the citizens, rather than 
implementation, which is impossible to know over such a long time horizon. 

Policy on pedestrian safety needed 

I am continually amazed by the very poor design of walkways for pedestrians in this county. 
New, multi-family and high density housing too often goes in with out sidewalks, or if there are 
sidewalks at the development site, they don't lead to nearby businesses (see Cameron Glen 
Estates in Cameron Park, apartments in El Dorado Hills that are across from the shopping 
Center on NW corner of Green Valley Road and Francisco Drive, ). There are no sidewalks for 
pedestrians to walk from one store or restaurant to the one next door without climbing over 
landscaping (see Cameron Park Drive by the Sizzler, Bel Aire shopping center in Cameron Park 
the side walk in not continuous from Hollywood Video to the Pet Store). And next to schools 
are there no side walks to the edge of school safety zone, let alone the residential streets (e.g., 
Lake Forest in El Dorado Hills); this is extremely unsafe by schools because small children are 
on the street with parked cars, moving cars, and the only place to walk is over landscaping or 
between moving and parked cars!) This simply should not be allowed. There should be safe 

Page 1 of 6 

] 108-1 

101 .. 2 

108-3 

108-4 

 
        AR 12158



pedestrian walkways from residential areas to schools and nearby businesses. This also will 
encourage people to drive less. As is, we often have no safe choice except to drive1 

Pleasant pedestrian walkways do exist in the county and serve as a popular recreation activity. 
Silva Valley Parkway, in EDH, is a fine example and is well used by runners and walkers. This 
should be emulated elsewhere. 

Location of Parks and Schools 

According to the maps of existing parks, 6 are located very dose to the Highway 50 in the El 
Dorado Hill and Cameron Park communities. These locations have high noise and greater air 
pollution and are not well-suited for outdoor recreational activities. Park land should be 
designated with a buffer from noise and air pollution. Furthermore, as a public resource, park 
land should be highly desirable with some natural feature - a lake, a vista, areas suited for 
games, etc. The citizen of El Dorado County deserve better. 

For example, locating a community center with an outdoor pool immediately along the freeway 
is not desirable ( currently being considered in Cameron Park). It means children will spend 
hours exposed to more air pollution. Likewise, schools should not be located immediately next 
to freeways and major roadways. 

Maps 

The maps showing roads do not all appear to include all projects, that from newspaper accounts, 
sound as if they are approved and will occur. For example, isn't it already approved that Silva 
Valley Parkway will connect to Highway 50? 

The maps do not show Pleasant Grove Middle School and a new high school that will be located 
along Green Valley Road. This limits our ability to review the maps and comment on road 
expansion. As mentioned above, planning efforts should not allow the incompatible combination 
of roads with noise and extra air pollution and outdoor recreation and sports. 

It also struck me that the maps seem to describe status quo in many respects. For example, these 
planning documents could be suggesting logical places to site needed community assets such as 
schools and parks, rather than letting the cheapest land prices determine their location. 

Overall as a county El Dorado has outstanding recreational assets, however, they are mostly 
located far away. More parks are needed to serve day to day needs of citizens. 

Comments on EIR (page numbers are from the executive summary document) 

Policy 5.1-3(a), page 2-10 and 2-11 
Add that the review shall consider the effects of the project on surface and ground water 
resources (assume maximum demand, combined impact of other projects, and will demand be 
sufficient when there are consecutive drought years). This is especially important when a 
significant water user is sited ( e.g., the golf course near Bass Lake Rd and Green Valley Road). 
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Revised policy LU-3n, page 2-13 

As mentioned before, the maps show 6 parks located very close or adjacent to the Highway 50 in 
the El Dorado Hill and Cameron Park communities. These locations have high noise and greater 
air pollution and are not well-suited for outdoor recreational activities (just look at the parks 
located next of Hwy 50 in Sacramento and you will notice they are typically empty). The same 
can be said for schools where student play outside. Park and schools should be located so they 
are buffered from noise and air pollution form freeways or major roads. Furthermore, as a public 
resources, park land should be highly desirable with some natural feature - a lake, a visit, areas 
suited for games, etc. 

A. add sentence, "Schools shall not be located adjacent to existing or projected freeways and 
major highways, or other activities that generate excess noise and air pollution." 

B. add sentence, "Parks shall not be located adjacent to existing or projected freeways and 
major highways, or other activities that generate excess noise and air pollution. Parks 
shall off er the public some outstanding natural feature such as a visit, landmark, unique 
vegetation, waterway, or flat area suitable for play activites." 

Revised policy 2.6.1.1: Scenic Corridors, page 2-17 

Some of the policies should apply all over the county, not just on scenic corridors. For example, 
public utility distribution and transmission facilities and wireless communication structures 
should be discrete, throughout the county. 

The map of scenic corridors should include Deer Valley Road and you may want to extend this 
to the common bike route. Deer Valley Road draws bikers from the Sacramento Region along 
with other back road. The County could consider improving and marketing this attribute of the 
region. One could envision various Bed and Breakfasts with nearby bike/hiking trails as being 
an attractive get-away. In New Hampshire this has been done this for cross country skiers and a 
series of inns and connecting trails draws in many tourists. 

Policy 5.3-2, page 2-19, new policy 

It should be stated that " .... pedestrian safety is deemed consistent with a rural character and 
paths shall be incorporated into the community design. Pedestrians shall have walkways 
separate from automobiles." (Making pedestrians walk in the roadway is not safe.) 

New implementation measure: add, "Sidewalks or paths, separate from automobiles, shall be 
incorporated into the project to allow safe pedestrian walkways to schools, businesses, and other 
attributes in the community." 

By keeping the people separate from the cars, I am referring to a curb, and ideally with a bit of 
space between the curb and the sidewalk. Having pedestrians walk on the same surface as cars is 
not safe, not comfortable, and discourages many from walking (e.g., Cameron Park Drive). All 
great cities and towns that attract visitors, have nice places to walk. This is very much lacking in 
Cameron Park and Shingle Springs. El Dorado Hills has some very nice walkways, but in other 
areas, there aren' even sidewalks to the end of the school safety zone (e.g., Lake Forest), nor 
from apartments to businesses across the street (e.g. near Green Valley Road and Francisco 
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Drive). Sidewalks are a wonderful asset to a community and developers should be required to 
put them in. If you think about their cost over the life of the community, they are very 
inexpensive given the increase in safety, pleasure, and improved health as people walk more and 
drive less. Furthermore, if sidewalks are not put in when the site is developed, their cost goes up 
considerably. 

Revised policy 2.8.1.l nighttime lighting, page 2-20 

"consideration will be given" is very weak language. The website, 
www .skykeepers.org/califord.htm has a list of cities and links to ordinances on this topic. Also 
check with the Illuminating Engineering Society of North America for the latest foot-candle 
requirements and recommended practices. 

State a goal that zero direct-beam illumination leaves the building site. 

Revised policy 3 .5 .1.1, page 2-23 

Allowing construction to occur so we have roads operating at level E is not acceptable. 
Construction should not outpace the infrastructure. There could be a policy to slow down 
construction to match the infrastructure expansion. 

Revised policy 3.2.2.5, and TC-lb, page 2-24 

The citizen of El Dorado County voted to have development pay for new roads needed to support 
the increase in population brought in by these projects. That is a fair approach. These policies 
appear to attempt to undermine that vote. Keep these policies as they were. 

Policy 5.5.4, page 2-25 
Include that the location of new park and ride facilities must be convenient for buses to quickly 
exit major roadways, pick up passengers, and resume travel, with minimum traffic lights. (For 
example, the El Dorado Hills park and lot is located far enough from the freeway that with 
significant traffic and stop lights, a once quick stop, takes much longer and time is wasted. In 
contrast, the location of the Cambridge road and Ponderosa Park and ride Lots are ideal). 
Commuters are more likely to use mass transit when it is convenient - it can even save time 
given the bus and use the car pool lane. 

Policy 5.5a 1, (b) , page 2-26 

It is good to look at the impact of several dry years, but what about the multiple impacts from not 
just one project, but all the approved projects. How is that considered? 

Policy 5.2.3.4, page 2-28 

Add, "The analysis of water demand shall include the impacts of multiple projects drawing on 
the same water sources. Water recharge zones shall be determined and activities that are likely 
to pollute ground water shall not be permitted, without proper mitigation." 

Policy PSm2d, page 2-28 

Page 4 of 6 

108-14 

101M5 

108-16 

108-17 

108-18 

] 108-19 

J f08-20 

i 108-21 

 
        AR 12161



I do not support the modifications to this policy. Drafting groundwater, impacts neighbors. 
With the change in text, one company or person could move in, draft water to meet their highest 
demand (and what is the demand - a bottling plant, a golf course, a water park?) and if that entity 
took a lot of water from a deep well and the neighbors wells went dry, the neighbors either have 
to spend more and more to go deeper or have land that is near worthless. 

This appears to be a provision that could cause hardship to existing households, and someone so 
motivated, could do much harm while making a bundle of money. 

Do not change this policy. 

Policy 5.2.3.4, page 2-29 
Also include that the groundwater can meet highest level of demand, but can do so for sustained 
periods of time. Very high water users (golf courses) should demonstrate a back up plan so in 
years of drought they have alternative water. Overall, we know droughts will occur and we 
should have some cushion to carry us over. 

Policy 5.6-1, page 2-31 

Some projects have successfully been designed to manage stormwater on site by encouraging 
infiltration. Water is a valuable resource. The more we encourage infiltration, the more water 
that remains in El Dorado County. Add a policy to encourage infiltration of stormwater. There 
are pavements that allow water to filter through, bioswales (See the Franchise Board's new 
parking lot) and other methods for achieving this. 

Policy 5.6-3, page 2-31 

The policy for 50% division of waste materials is good, but 75% is better and doable in the more 
urban parts of the County. Projects in Sacramento are achieving 90% or better. Definitely add 
this policy and encourage a higher rate of diversion. 

Policy 5.6-6, page 2-32 

The county could encourage on-site generation of renewable energy. Marin County has a policy 
whereby homes above a certain size, must not exceed the energy requirements of a smaller 
home. This encourages highly energy efficient homes (when they are very large) or on-site 
generation of energy (by those best able to afford it). The more energy produced on-site, the less 
that has to go over transmission lines, and the better we are off in the long run as a society. 

Policy 5.8-1 & 2, page 2-34 

Providing educational materials seems like a simple mitigation measure, and these can be easily 
obtained at existing websites from reliable sources. Letting citizens know about how to safely 
manage HHW will help them avoid illegal dumping. 
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Policy 5.11~2, page 2-52 
Include hybrid vehicles and ultra low emission vehicles to the list of alternative or fuel efficient 
vehicles. This is a good policy. 

Policy 5.11-2, page 2-53 

This is a new policy I strongly support. Please strengthen it so "common facilities" is defined: 
"schools, businesses, parks, and other common facilities" 

Add a statement about the quality of the paths - having people and cars on the same surface is 
not safe: "pedestrians and bike paths shall be separated from automobiles and not share the same 
road surf ace." 

Policy .5.11-3, page 2-53 

Add "parks" to the list in the new policy. 

Finally, (I am not sure where this goes) landowners located near projects coming before the 
Planning Commission receive notification, but this distance should be extended or there should 
be a better way for citizens to know about development in their community. For example, I live 
near Green Valley Road and Starbuck and would like to know and be able to comment on the 
development in that area. Perhaps you let citizens wanting notification to sign up for automatic 
e-mail notices. 

Thank you for considering these comments and best wishes - you have a difficult and important 
job. 

Respectfully, 

K. Frevert 
1590 Velvet Hom Lane 
Rescue, CA 95672 
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Telephone 916.922. 1333 

Licensed in Nevada and California 

June 13, 2003 

JOEL M KOROTKIN 
Attorney at Law 

707 Commons Drive, Suite J 03 
Sacramento, California 95825 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
Peter Maurer, Principal Planner 
2850 Fair Lane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: General Plan Update 
APN 067-051-02 

Dear Peter: 

LETTER 109 

Facsimile 916.922.1362 

I am an attorney, and I represent the owner of the above referenced 
property. I am submitting this comment and request in connection with 
the El Dorado County General· Plan update. 

The present land use designation of APN 067-051-02 is Low-Density 
Residential. That is also the designation proposed for the No Project 
and the 1996 Alternatives (Alternatives #1 and #4 ). We believe that this 
designation is an appropriate one under the circumstances. There is 
property in the area developed at densities of one unit per five acres, 
and there is development in the area with densities of one unit per ten 
acres. Nearby there is even more intense development. There is 
infrastructure in place that would support the densities consistent with 
the LOR designation. 

The proposed designation under Alternative #2, the Roadway 
Constrained Six Lane "Plus" Alternative, is for Natural Resource (NR). 
This designation would render the property largely undevelopable. That 
does not make good planning or environmental sense given the state of 
development in the surrounding area. In addition, the infrastructure 
already exists in the area, and the additional potential residential 
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JOEL M. KOROTKIN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 

Letter to Peter Maurer 
June 13, 2003 
Page 2 of 2. 

development represented by the 81 acres of this property would not 
jeopardize the goals of this planning alternative. For this reason, we are 
requesting that the Land Use Designation under this alternative be 
changed to low-Density Residential. 

The proposed designation under Alternative #3, the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative, is for Rural Lands (RL). This designation 
represents a reduction in the development potential of the property. As 
with Alternative #2, the change proposed does not make good planning 
or environmental sense given the state of development in the 
surrounding area. As a practical matter, even with an allowed density of 
one unit per five acres, based on the topography and other natural 
limitations, it is not likely that the actual density of the property would 
reach one unit per five acres~ but it is quite possible that it could exceed 
one unit per ten acres. For this reason, we are requesting that the Land 
Use Designation under this alternative be changed to Low-Density 
Residential. As stated above, the infrastructure already exists in the 
area, and the additional potential residential development represented 
by the 81 acres of this property would not jeopardize the goals of this 
planning alternative. 

Please review this request, and call me if you have any questions, or if 
any additional information would be helpful. We would happy to meet 
with you and provide you with any information you might need. 

incer: IY., J'- . _ j 

J elM.~~ ~\J 
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June 13, 2003 

General Plan T earn 
2850 Fairlane Ct 
Placerville CA 95667 

FREDA D. PECHNER 

ATIORNEY AT LAW 

P.O. B0X700 
GARDEN VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 95633 

(530) 333-1644 VOICE OR TIY 

RE: My client: Boyd Sears, dba Bear Creek Quarry 
APN 60-480-31 ARA 4 

LETTER 110 

As you may or may not be aware, my client's property, described above, is currently being 
mined. The requirements of the Surface Mine and Reclamation Act, as it relates to the 
protection of lands designated on approved mineral resource mapping as MRZ-2a lands, 
do not appear to be incorporated into any of the proposed drafts of the General Plan or the 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR). 

My client's property is important to protect, as El Dorado County is currently not able to 
serve more than approximately one-third of its current needs, as set forth in OFR-2000-03. 
My client's mine is a designated Aggregate Resource Area, and thus entitled to protection. 
We are looking forward to the opportunity to meet with your staff, along with my consultant, 
to discuss the manner in which applicable state law will be more fully implemented in the 
finat EJR and Plan. 

Thank you for your attention in this matter. Ptease feel free to contact me if you have any 
questions regarding this matter, or if you wish to discuss it in further detail. 

Very truly yours, 

-dNtia_ £).-1JeeL,._~j 
FREDA D. PECHNER 

FDP:ss 
c: Boyd Sears 

OFFICE LOCATION: 4661 MAR.SHALL ROAD, OAR.DEN VALLEY, CALIFORNIA 

' 
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LErrER 111 

THE PROUTY RANCH 
7000 CHEM f AU.ff I.Oil. PUCEIVILLE. CA SS65'1 

S30-G22-ffl2 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

June 13, 2003 

RE: Parcel# 325-070-11-100 7.79 acres 

03 JUN l 6 PH 12: Ii 

HECEIVED 
PLANNING DEPARiMENT 

Request to change designation to Medium Density Residential (1-5 ac/du) 

This parcel is currently designated as Low Density Residential (5-lOac/du) on the 
General Plan maps. I am requesting that the designation be changed to Medium Density 
Residential (1-5 ac/du) in the new General Plan. 

At present we are nearly circled by Medium Density Residential development, schools, 
Church facilities and High Density Residential. 

Of the entire properties situated between Green Valley Road, Missouri Flat Road and El 
Dorado Road, our three family parcels are the only remaining properties currently 
designated Low Density Residential, rather than the prevalent Medium Density 
Residential that surrounds us. 

The density designation that I am requesting is consistent in keeping with the surrounding 
properties, the well-defined boundaries created by the roads and the prevailing direction 
of the General Plan. 

Thank you for considering my request. 

Jo Ellen Parlin 
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LETTER 112 

THE PROUTY RANCH 
7100 CIEO Y .ULH 10.U. PUCEllYIW. CA 9SGG7 

$30-&22-3972 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

June 13, 2003 

RE: Parcel# 325-080-17-100 2.67 acres 
Request to confirm designation of our property 

03 jUN I 6 PM 12: i 7 

HECE:iVED 
PlANN1NG DEPARTMENT 

We are requesting that the designation for our property be listed as Medium Density 
Residential ( 1-5 ac/du) in the new General Plan. If our property is already listed as 
Medium Residential (1-5 ac/du), then this letter confirms our approval. 

Of the entire properties situated between Green Valley Road, Missouri Flat Road and El 
Dorado Road, our three family parcels are the only remaining properties currently 
designated Low Density Residential, rather than the prevalent Medium Density 
Residential that surrounds us. 

The density designation that we are requesting is consistent in keeping with the 
surrounding properties, the well-defined boundaries created by the roads and the 
prevailing direction of the General Plan. 

Thank you for considering my request. 

Daryl and Theresa Prouty 
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LETTER 113 

THE PROUTY RANCH 
1000 CREEK V.UllY 10.U. PL.lCEl'flllE. CA. 9SGG1 

S30-G22-3912 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

June 13, 2003 

RE: Parcel# 325-080-01-100 14.73 acres 

03 JUN I 6 PH 12: 17 

RECEiVED 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Request to change designation to Medium Density Residential (1-5 ac/du) 

This parcel is currently designated as Low Density Residential (5-lOac/du) on the 
General Plan maps. I am requesting that the designation be changed to Medium Density 
Residential (1-5 ac/du) in the new General Plan. 

At present we are nearly circled by Medium Density Residential development, schools, 
Church facilities and High Density Residential. 

Of the entire properties situated between Green Valley Road , Missouri Flat Road and El 
Dorado Road, our three family parcels are the only remaining properties currently 
designated Low Density Residential, rather than the prevalent Medium Density 
Residential that surrounds us. 

The density designation that I am requesting is consistent in keeping with the surrounding 
properties, the well defined boundaries created by the roads and the prevailing direction 
of the General Plan. 

Thank you for considering my request. 

Isabel C. Prouty 
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LETTER 114 

THE PROUTY RANCH 
1000 CllEEN VALLEY IOU. fUCEIVIW. CA 9$661 

530-&22-3972 
03 JUN J 6 PM 12: t7 

FiECEIVED 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

June 13, 2003 

RE: Parcel# 325-080-16-100 24.6 acres 
Request to change designation to Medium Density Residential (1-5 ac/du) 

This parcel is currently designated as Low Density Residential (5-lOac/du) on the 
General Plan maps. I am requesting that the designation be changed to Medium Density 
Residential (1-5 ac/du) in the new General Plan. 

At present we are nearly circled by Medium Density Residential development, schools, 
Church facilities and High Density Residential. 

Of the entire properties situated between Green Valley Road , Missouri Flat Road and El 
Dorado Road, our three family parcels are the only remaining properties currently 
designated Low Density Residential, rather than the prevalent Medium Density 
Residential that surrounds us. 

The density designation that I am requesting is consistent in keeping with the surrounding 
properties, the well defined boundaries created by the roads and the prevailing direction 
of the General Plan. 

Thank you for considering my request. 

Isabel C. Prouty 
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LETTER 115 

LEAH WARREN 
••c•ot1Geaoce111eae•o•11c•••11••0•11e1111e,sc,11ea,11e .. 1111s••1t11<11e11e•s<11ast11111•-11•11eefie&a1111111.set111aa1111e1u11111se111e<1se1111111-11•111111s111ile111111e111•11••••1r.se1il!ililSa11110lil1Sl!G•.,••t11•a••1 

\ :·1c, ~ ~ 

June 13, 2003 

To The El Dorado General Plan Committee: 

03 JUN t 3 PM 3= OB 

RECEIVED 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

This letter is to inform you of the fear and concern I have after learning about the environmentally 
constrained alternative proposed for the general plan. An alternative that I feel takes away land 
ovmers rights and devalues large pieces of property. Being a young resident of El Dorado County 
the decision you will soon make regarding the land use map will affect my life for years to come, 
until 2025 to be exact. My fiance and I are currently in the process of buying a larger piece of 
property in the Rescue area. The property consist of 38.25 acres of beauty, with tons of wildlife, 
and the trickle of a year round stream. My fiance and I are choosing to buy this property for these 
reasons, the same reason those around us have bought in this area. Neighbors who's land was once 
larger but was subdivided and is now around 10 acres. However, the subdivision of land has not 
affected the habitat in this area noticeable. A statement I can make because my fiance lived on 
this property as a child and remembers it being the same as it is now. The point I am making is 
that the environmentally constrained alternative would classify our soon to be land as natural 
resource, in turn restricting our right to subdivide ifwe wished in the future. A restriction that is 
in place to help preserve large areas for animals. However, the animals will be around even if the 
parcels continue to be zoned 10. Animals cannot see property lines. Also, the environmentally 
constrained alternative will devalue large pieces of property because a potential buyer would have 
to be interested in a large piece of land. 

In addition, the environmentally constrained alternative places the above property in the Important 
Biological Corridor. When I inquired about this classification the answer I received from the 
Planning Department was that the hnportant Biological Corridor had not yet been defined and 
would not be defined until after the land use map was decided on. This is concerning to me 
because it is kind of like playing blind poker. You 're betting that your hand will be the best 
without knowing what you have. 

Lastly, after attending a meeting on June 9, 2003 another concern arose with the EIR. There 
seems to be a lot of good ideas in this document However, as somebody pointed out there are no 
dollar signs next to these ideas. I hope you will take this into consideration when you ~lize the 
EIR. 

I would like to thank you for your time and I hope you will take into consideration the concerns I 
have emphasized in this lettyr. I know my neighbors also feel similarly about this land use map 
and I feel their would be other land owners speaking up if they were aware of the changes that 
could soon occur. 

Sincerely, 

Leah Warren 

APN: 102-020-03 
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14 June 2003 

General Plan Team 

Dr. Lanny H. Fisk, PhD, RG 
PaleoResource Consultants 

5325 Elkhorn Boulevard, #294, Sacramento, CA 95842 
Office Phone: 916-339-9594; Mobile/Cell Phone: 916-947-9594 

E-mail: Lanny@PaleoResource.com 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

General Plan Team: 

LETTER 116 

I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report on the El Dorado County General Plan 
(hereinafter DEIR) and offer the following comments dealing specifically with paleontological 
resources (fossils -- the prehistoric remains of plants and animals), which are included within 
Section 5.13 -- Cultural Resources. 

Overall, I find the Cultural Resources section of the DEIR starting on page 5.13-1 to be quite 
comprehensive and well written, EXCEPT for the single paragraph on paleontological resources in 
which the discussion of the potential adverse impacts to paleontological resources is grossly 
inaccurate and inadequate. Perhaps this results from the lack of a professional paleontologist on 
the team that prepared the DEIR. At least, the list of Report Preparers on pages 9-1 and 9-2 does not 
identify a paleontologist as part of the General Plan Team. As a result, the single paragraph in the 
DEIR addressing potential impacts to paleontological resources contains some grossly inaccurate 
information and draws a seriously erroneous conclusion. 

Let me address a few specific items: 
1) The statement found in the third paragraph on page 5.13-1, that "El Dorado County's geology is 
predominantly igneous (volcanic) in nature ... ", is both incorrect and inconsistent with the discussion 
on Regional Geology on page 5.9-l. As a registered professional geologist and certified 
paleontologist, I am appalled that such a blatantly false statement could have made it into what is 
supposed to be a professionally prepared document. A simple look at a geologic map of El Dorado 
County would have illustrated the absurdity of this statement. It's clear that the person or persons 
who wrote this false statement and those that reviewed and approved it did not do their homework. 
Apparently, no one took the time to consult with a professional geologist either. The geology of El 
Dorado County is primarily metamorphic and plutonic in nature. However, even the metamorphic 
rocks of El Dorado County have produced some very significant paleontological resources, 
important to reconstructing the geologic history of the Sierra Nevada. The geology of El Dorado 
County also includes both Tertiary and Quaternary volcanidastic and sedimentary rocks, which have 
also produced very significant fossils. 
2) The statement in the third paragraph on page 5.13-1 " ... the type of sedimentary deposits where 
such remains [fossils] might be present are virtually nonexistent" is a gross misstatement. Contrary 
to being "virtually nonexistent", the types of sedimentary deposits where fossil remains might be 
present are existent in El Dorado County. These sedimentary deposits in El Dorado County have 
produced paleontological resources in the past and many have a high potential to produce additional 
significant paleontological resources in the future. These El Dorado County fossils include plants, 
microfossils, fish, amphibians, reptiles, birds, rodents, rabbits, carnivores, horses, deer, bison, 
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Comments on El Dorado County General Plan DEIR 

from Dr. Lanny H. Fisk, PhD, RG 

l4June2003 

page 2 of3 

ground sloths, mammoths, etc., many of them extinct species. The University of California Museum 
of Paleontology at Berkeley alone has over 356 significant fossil specimens from eight (8) separate 
major localities in El Dorado County. In addition, to this total must be added fossils at other 
museums, college and university collections, and the fossils listed from a dozen or so additional 
fossil localities mentioned in reports from the California Geological Survey, U. S. Geological 
Survey, and other state and government agencies. El Dorado County bas a rich fossil record 
which needs to be protected and preserved for future generations to study and enjoy. 
3) While the statement on p. 5.13-1, that "No comprehensive paleontological studies have been 
conducted within the county and, as a result, no infonnation is available regarding the sensitivity of 
certain areas in El Dorado County to contain such resource", is probably true, it certainly does not 
follow logically to conclude: "Consequently, paleontology is an area of research and concern 
generally not applicable to the county." To the contrary, paleontology is very applicable to the 
county. CEQA requires that potential impacts to paleontological resources be addressed. It is 
unacceptable to conclude that, since no studies have been made, this DEIR finds paleontological 
resources irrelevant. Why not simply conclude the same for archaeological resources, endangered 
species, and every other resource that might be impacted? Instead, CEQA requires the county to 
undertake the studies needed to determine the sensitivity of rock units and their potential for being 
adversely impacted. Comprehensive archaeological and historical resource studies were conducted 
for this DEIR. Why was a comprehensive paleontological resource study not also done? 
4) The statement "While paleontological finds could occur in river and stream gravel deposits 
within the county, this possibility would not be expected and is remote" is also blatantly untrue. 
What professional paleontologist or qualified geologist concluded this falsehood? Pleistocene and 
Holocene stream deposits are exactly where I would expect to find paleontological resources. 
Rather than being a remote possibility, this is exactly the deposits from which most of the fossils 
specimens from El Dorado County have been found! 
5) DEIR section entitled Regulatory/Planning Environment on page 5.13-7 does not address 
regulations pertaining to paleontological resources, only those pertaining to historical and 
archaeological resources. To be complete, laws protecting fossils should also be reviewed in this 
section. CEQA provides for the protection of paleontological resources, as well as historical and 
archaeological resources. CEQA's Appendix G (Guidelines for the Implementation of CEQA, 
Public Resources Code Sections 15000 et seq.) includes as one of the questions to be answered in the 
Environmental Checklist (Section 15023, Appendix G, Section XIV, Part a) the following: "Would 
the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site ... ?" To be in 
compliance with CEQA, environmental impact reports must answer this question. Other State 
requirements for protecting paleontological resources are found in California Public Resources Code 
(PRC) Chapter 1.7, Section 5097.5 entitled Archaeological, Paleontologicai, and Historical Sites 
(Stats. 1965, c. 1136, p. 2792). PRC Section 5097.5 specifically mandates that "No person shall 
knowingly and willfully excavate upon, or remove, destroy, injure, or deface, any . . . vertebrate 
paleontological site, including fossilized footprints ... or any other paleontological ... feature, 
situaJed on public lands ... " and defines any unauthorized disturbance of a fossil site on public land 
or removal of fossil specimens from public lands in the State of California as a misdemeanor 
punishable by both fines and imprisonment. In writing this legislation and giving it a title, the 
California Legislature sent a message that paleontological resources are just as important as 
archaeological and historical resources. The El Dorado County General Plan DEIR certainly does 
not reflect the intent of this legislation. 
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Comments on El Dorado County General Plan DEIR 

from Dr. Lanny H. Fisk, PhD, RG 

I4June 2003 
page 3 of3 

6) Cumulative impacts to paleontological resources were also not addressed in the DEIR. 
Many ground-disturbing projects undertaken in El Dorado County in the past have had and many 
projects in the future will have adverse impacts on paleontological resources IF not mitigated 
properly. The cumulative impact of this destruction of the County's fossil record is 
considerable (as defined by CEQA). These adverse impacts can and should be mitigated to an 
insignificant level as required by CEQA. 

I strongly recommend that the standard guidelines developed by the Society of Vertebrate 
Paleontology (SVP) for the mitigation of construction-related adverse impacts on paleontological 
resources be referenced and adopted in the El Dorado County General Plan. The SVP standard 
guidelines represent a consensus of professional paleontologists in the United States. They have 
been widely accepted by both federal (USFS, BLM, NPS, FERC, etc.) and California state agencies 
(CEC~ CPUC, Caltrans, etc.) with responsibility to protect paleontological resources. They are the 
standard against which all paleontological mitigation is judged. Copies of the SVP standard 
guidelines are included with this letter. 

Briefly, SVP guidelines require that each project have a paleontological resource impact 
assessment, including literature and museum archival reviews and a field survey before a project 
begins. Then, if the assessment concludes that there is a high potential for disturbing significant 
fossils during project construction, a mitigation monitoring plan is prepared that includes monitoring 
by a qualified paleontologist to salvage fossils encountered, identification of any salvaged fossils, 
determination of their significance, and placement of curated fossil specimens into a permanent 
public museum collection (such as the University of California Museum of Paleontology at 
Berkeley). These mitigation measures ensure that adverse impacts to paleontological resources will 
be less than significant. Without an impact assessment by a professional paleontologist before a 
project begins and appropriate mitigation measures during construction, adverse impacts to 
significant paleontological resources are NOT reduced to a less than significant level as required by 
CEQA. Therefore, I strongly recommend that, before the Final EIR for the El Dorado General Plan 
is adopted, the SVP standard guidelines be studied and included. 

I thank you for the opportunity to participate in the environmental review process for the El 
Dorado County General Plan. If you have questions regarding my comments, please feel free to 
contact me via either e-mail (Lanny@PaleoResource.com) or phone (916-339-9594 or 916-947-
9594 ). I am concerned that the record of the prehistoric past be protected and preserved for future 
generations of El Dorado citizens to study and enjoy. As El Dorado County becomes covered 
with more and more asphalt and concrete, the county's fossil record is being either destroyed 
or rendered inaccessible~ Thank you for listening and responding to my concerns. 

Respectfully, 

Dr. Lanny H. Fisk, PhD RO 
Senior Paleontologist 

LHFftbm 
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ASSESSMENT AND MITIGATION OF ADVERSE IMPACTS 
TO NONRENEWABLE PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES: 

STANDARD GUIDELINES 

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
Conformable Impact Mitigation Guidelines Committee 

Robert E. Reynolds, Chairman 

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology News Bulletin Number 1<,3, pages 22~27 

February 1995 

INTRODUCTION 
Vertebrate fossils are significant nonrenewable paleontological resources that are afforded protection by 

federal, state, and local environmental laws and guidelines. The potential for destruction or degradation by 
construction impacts to paleontologic resources on public lands (federal, state, county, or municipal) and land 
selected for development under the jurisdiction of various governmental planning agencies is recognized. Protection 
of paleontologic resources includes: (a} assessment of the potential for property to contain significant nonrenewable 
paleontologic resources which might be directly or indirectly impacted, damaged, or destroyed by development, and 
(b) formulation and implementation of measures to mitigate adverse impacts, including permanent preservation of 
the site and/or permanent preservation of salvaged materials in established institutions. Decisions regarding the 
intensity of the Paleontological Resource Impact Mitigation Program (PRIMP) will be made by the Project 
Paleontologist on the basis of the paleontologic resources, not on the ability of an applicant to fund the project. 

ASSESSMENT OF THE PALEONTOLOGICAL POTENTIAL OF ROCK 
UNITS 

Sedimentary rock units may be described as having (a) high (or unknown) potential for containing 
significant nonrenewable paleontologic resources, (b) low potential for containing nonrenewable paleontologic 
resources or ( c) undetermined potential. 

It is extremely important to distinguish between archaeological and paleontological {fossil) resource sites 
when defining the sensitivity of rock units. The boundaries of archaeological sites define the areal extent of the 
resource. Paleontologic sites, however, indicate that the containing sedimentary rock unit or formation is 
fossiliferous. The limits of the entire rock formation, both areal and stratigraphic, therefore define the scope of the 
paleontologic potential in each case. Paleontologists can thus develop maps which suggest sensitive areas and units 
that are likely to contain paleontological resources. These maps form the bases for preliminary planning decisions. 
Lead agency evaluation of a project relative to paieontologic sensitivity maps should trigger a "request for opinion" 
from a state paleontologic clearing house or an accredited institution with an established paleontological repository. 

The determination of a site's (or rock unit's) degree of paleontological potential is first founded on a review 
of pertinent geological and paleontological literature and on locality records of specimens deposited in institutions. 
This preliminary review may suggest particular areas of known high potential. If an area of high potential cannot be 
delimited from the literature search and specimen records, a surface survey will determine the fossiliferous potential 
and extent of the sedimentary units within a specific project. The field survey may extend outside the defined 
project to areas where rock units are better exposed. If an area is determined to have a high potential for containing 
paleontologic resources, a program to mitigate impacts is developed. In areas of high sensitivity, a pre-excavation 
survey prior to excavation is recommended to locate surface concentrations of fossils which might need special 
salvage methods. 

The sensitivity of rock units in which fossils occur may be divided into three operational categories. 
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A. HIGH POTENTIAL 

Rock units from which vertebrate or significant invertebrate fossils or significant suites of plant fossils have 
been recovered are considered to have a high potential for containing significant non-renewable fossiliferous 
resources. These units include, but are not limited to, sedimentary formations and some volcanic fom1ations which 
contain significant nonrenewable paleontologic resources anywhere within their geographical extent, and 
sedimentary rock units temporally or lithologically suitable for the preservation of fossils. Sensitivity comprises 
both (a) the potential for yielding abundant or significant vertebrate fossils or for yielding a few significant fossils, 
large or small, vertebrate, invertebrate, or botanical, and (b) the importance of recovered evidence for new and 
significant taxonomic, phylogenetic, ecologic, or stratigraphic data. Areas which contain potentially datable organic 
remains older than Recent, including deposits associated with nests or middens, and areas which may contain new 
vertebrate deposits, traces, or trackways are also classified as significant. 

B. UNDETERMINED POTENTIAL 

Specific areas underlain by sedimentary rock units for which little information is available are considered 
to have undetermined fossiliferous potentials. Field surveys by a qualified vertebrate paleontologist to specifically 
determine the potentials of the rock units are required before programs of impact mitigation for such areas may be 
developed. 

CLOW POTENTIAL 

Reports in the paleontological literature or field surveys by a qualified vertebrate paleontologist may allow 
determination that some areas or units have low potentials for yielding significant fossils. Such units will be poorly 
represented by specimens in institutional collections. These deposits generally will not require protection or salvage 
operations. 

MEASURES TO MITIGATE ADVERSE IMPACTS 
RESULTING FROM DEVELOPMENT 

Measures for adequate protection or salvage of significant nonrenewable paleontologic resources are 
applied to areas determined to have a high potential for containing significant fossils. Specific mitigation measures 
generally need not be developed for areas of low paleontological potential. Developers and contractors should be 
made aware, however, that it is necessary to contact a qualified paleontologist if fossils are unearthed in the course 
of excavation. The paleontologist will then salvage the fossils and assess the necessity for further mitigation 
measures, if applicable. 

A. AREAS OF HIGH POTENTIAL 

In areas determined to have a high potential for significant paleontologic resources, an adequate program 
for mitigating the impact of development should include: 
1. a preliminary survey and surface salvage prior to construction; 
2. monitoring and salvage during excavation: 
3. preparation, including screen washing to recover small specimens (if applicable), and specimen 

preparation to a point of stabilization and identification; 
4. identification, cataloging, curation, and storage; and 
5. a final report of the finds and their significance, after all operations are complete. 

All phases of mitigation are supervised by a professional paleontologist who maintains the necessary 
paleontologic collecting permits and repository agreements. The Lead Agency assures compliance with the 
measures developed to mitigate impacts of excavation during the initial assessment. To assure compliance with the 
start of the project, a statement that confirms the site's potential sensitivity, confirms the repository agreement with 
an established institution, and describes the program for impact mitigation, should be deposited with the Lead 
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Agency and contractors before work begins. The program will be reviewed and accepted by the Lead Agency's 
designated vertebrate paleontologist. If a mitigation program is initiated early during the course of project planning, 
construction delays due to paleontologic salvage activities can be minimized or avoided. 

RECOMMENDED GENERAL GUIDELINES 

These guidelines are designed to apply to areas of high paleontologic potential. 

A. ASSESSMENT BEFORE CONSTRUCTION STARTS 

Preconstruction assessment will develop an adequate program of mitigation. This may include a field 
survey to delimit the specific boundaries of sensitive areas and pre-excavation meetings with contractors and 
developers. In some cases it may be necessary to conduct field surveys and/or a salvage program prior to grading to 
prevent damage to known resources and to avoid delays to construction schedules. Such a program may involve 
surface collection and/or quarry excavations. A review of the initial assessment and proposed mitigation program 
by the Lead Agency before operations begin will confirm the adequacy of the proposed program. 

B. ADEQUATE MONITORING 

An excavation project will retain a qualified project paleontologist. In areas of known high potential, the 
project paleontologist may designate a paleontologic monitor to be present during 100% of the earth-moving 
activities. If, after 50% of the grading is completed, it can be demonstrated that the level of monitoring should be 
reduced, the project paleontologist may so amend the mitigation program. 

Paleontologists who monitor excavations must be qualified and experienced in salvaging fossils and 
authorized to divert equipment temporarily while removing fossils. They should be properly equipped with tools 
and supplies to allow rapid removal of specimens. 

Provision should be made for additional assistants to monitor or help in removing large or abundant fossils 
to reduce potential delays to excavation schedules. If many pieces of heavy equipment are in use simultaneously but 
at diverse locations, each location may be individually monitored. 

C. MACROFOSSIL SALVAGE 

Many specimens recovered from paleontological excavations are easily visible to the eye and large enough 
to be easily recognized and removed. Some may be fragile and require hardening before moving. Others may 
require encasing within a plaster jacket for later preparation and conservation in a laboratory. Occasionally 
specimens encompass all or much of a skeleton and will require moving either as a whole or in blocks for eventual 
preparation. Such specimens require time to excavate and strengthen before removal and the patience and 
understanding of the contractor to recover the specimens properly. It is thus important that the contractors and 
developers are fully aware of the importance and fragility of fossils for their recovery to be undertaken with the 
optimum chances of successful extraction. The monitor must be empowered to temporarily halt or redirect the 
excavation equipment away from the fossils to be salvaged. 

D. MICROFOSSIL SALVAGE 

Many significant vertebrate fossils (e.g., small mammal. bird, reptile, or fish remains} are too small to be 
visible within the sedimentary matrix. Fine-grained sedimentary horizons and paleosols most often contain such 
fossils. They are recovered through concentration by screen washing. If the sediments are fossiliferous, bulk 
samples are taken for later processing to recover any fossils. An adequate sample comprises 12 cubic meters (6,000 
lbs or 2,500 kg) of matrix for each site horizon or paleosol, or as determined by the supervising paleontologist. The 
uniqueness of the recovered fossils may dictate salvage of larger amounts. To avoid construction delays, samples of 
matrix should be removed from the site and processed elsewhere. 

 
        AR 12177



E. PRESERVATION OF SAMPLES 

Oriented samples must be preserved for paleomagnetic analysis. Samples of fine matrices should be 
obtained and stored for pollen analysis. Other matrix samples may be retained with the samples for potential 
analysis by later workers, for clast source analysis, as a witness to the source rock unit and possibly for procedures 
that are not yet envisioned. 

F. PREPARATION 

Recovered specimens are prepared for identification (not exhibition) and stabilized. Sedimentary matrix 

with microfossils is screen washed and sorted to identify the contained fossils. Removal of excess matrix during the 

preparation process reduces storage space. 

G. IDENTIFICATION 

Specimens are identified by competent qualified specialists to a point of maximum specificity. Ideally, 

identification is of individual specimens to element, genus, and species. Batch identification and batch numbering 

(e.g., "mammals, 75 specimens") should be avoided. 

H.ANALYSIS 

Specimens may be analyzed by stratigraphic occurrence, and by size, taxa, or taphonomic conditions. This 

results in a faunal list, a stratigraphic distribution of taxa, or evolutionary, ecological, or depositional deductions. 

I.STORAGE 

Adequate storage in a recognized repository institution for the recovered specimens is an essential goal of 

the program. Specimens wili be cataloged and a complete list will be prepared of specimens introduced into the 

collections of a repository by the curator of the museum or university. Adequate storage includes curation of 

individual specimens into the collections of a recognized, nonprofit paleontologic specimen repository with a 

permanent curator, such as a museum or a university. A complete set of field notes, geologic maps, and 

stratigraphic sections accompany the fossil collections. Specimens are stored in a fashion that allows retrieval of 

specific, individual specimens by researchers in the future. 

J. SITE PROTECTION 

In exceptional instances the process of construction may reveal a fossil occurrence of such importance that 

salvage or removal is unacceptable to all concerned parties. In such cases, the design concept may be modified to 

protect and exhibit the occurrence with the project's design, e.g., as an exhibit in a basement malt Under such 

circumstances, the site may be declared and dedicated as a protected resource of public value. Associated fragments 

recovered from such a site will be placed in an approved institutional repository. 

K. FINAL REPORT 

A report is prepared by the project paleontologist including a summary of the field and laboratory methods, 

site geology and stratigraphy, faunal list, and a brief statement of the significance and relationship of the site to 

similar fossil localities. A complete set of field notes, geological maps, stratigraphic sections, and a list of identified 
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specimens accompany the report. The report is finalized only after all aspects of the program are completed. The 

Final Report together with its accompanying documents constitute the goals of a mitigation project. Full copies of 

the Final Report are deposited with the Lead Agency and the repository institution. 

L. COMPLIANCE 

The Lead Agency assures compliance with measures to protect fossil resources from the beginning of the 
project by: 

1. requesting an assessment and program for impact mitigation which includes salvage and protection during the 
initial planning phases; 

2. by arranging for recovered specimens to be housed in an institutional paleontologic repository; and 

3. by requiring the Final Report. 

The supervising paleontologist is responsible for: 

1. assessment and development of the program for impact mitigation during initial planning phases; 

2. the repository agreement; 

3. the adequacy and execution of the mitigation measures; and 

4. the Final Report. 

Acceptance of the Final Report for the project by the Lead Agency signifies completion of the program of 
mitigation for the project. Review of the Final Report by a vertebrate paleontologist designated by the Lead Agency 
will establish the effectiveness of the program and adequacy of the report. Inadequate performances in either field 
comprise noncompliance, and may result in the Lead Agency removing the paleontologist from its list of qualified 
consultants. 
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DEFINITIONS 

A QUALIFillD VERTEBRA TE PALEONTOLOGIST is a practicing scientist who is recognized in the 
paleontologic community and is proficient in vertebrate paleontology, as demonstrated by: 

l. institutional affiliations or appropriate credentials; 

2. ability to recognize and recover vertebrate fossils in the field; 

3. local geological and biostratigraphic expertise; 

4. proficiency in identifying vertebrate fossils; and 

5. publications in scientific journals. 

A PALEONTOLOGICAL REPOSITORY is a publicly supported, not-for-profit museum or university 
employing a permanent curator responsible for paleontological records and materials. Such an institution assigns 
accession and catalog numbers to individual specimens which are stored and conserved to ensure their preservation 
under adequate security and climate control. The repository will also retain site lists of recovered specimens, and 
any associated field notes, maps, diagrams, or associated data. It makes its collections of cataloged specimens 
available to researchers. 

SIGNIFICANT NONRENEWABLE PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCES are fossils and fossiliferous 
deposits here restricted to vertebrate fossils and their taphonomic and associated environmental indicators. This 
definition excludes invertebrate or botanical fossils except when present within a given vertebrate assemblage. 
Certain plant and invertebrate fossils or assemblages may be defined as significant by a project paleontologist, local 
paleontologist, specialists, or special interest groups, or by Lead Agencies or local governments. 

A SIGNIFICANT FOSSILIFEROUS DEPOSIT is a rock unit or formation which contains significant 
nonrenewable paleontologic resources, here defined as comprising one or more identifiable vertebrate fossils, large 
or small, and any associated invertebrate and plant fossils, traces and other data that provide taphonomic, taxonomic, 
phylogenetic, ecologic, and stratigraphic information (ichnites and trace fossils generated by vertebrate animals, e.g., 
trackways, or nests and middens which provide datable material and climatic information). Paleontologic resources 
are considered to be older than recorded history and/or older than 5,000 years BP. 

A LEAD AGENCY is the agency responsible for addressing impacts to nonrenewable resources that a 
specific project might generate. 

PALEONTOLOGIC POTENTIAL is the potential for the presence of significant nonrenewable 
paleontological resources. All sedimentary rocks, some volcanic rocks, and some metamorphic rocks have potential 
for the presence of significant nonrenewable paleontologic resources. Review of available literature may further 
refine the potential of each rock unit, formation, or facies. 

PALEONTOLOGIC SENSITIVITY is determined only after a field survey of the rock unit in 
conjunction with a review of available literature and paleontologi<: locality records. In cases where no subsurface 
data are available, sensitivity may be determined by subsurface excavations. 

© 1995, The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
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CONDITIONS OF RECEIVERSHIP FOR PALEONTOLOGIC 
SALVAGE COLLECTIONS 

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
Conformable Impact Mitigation Guidelines Committee 

Robert E. Reynolds, Chairman 

Society of Vertebrate Paleontology News Bulletin Number 166, pages 31-32 

February 1996 

1. The repository museum and its curator maintain the right to accept or refuse the materials. 

2. The materials received must fit with the repository museum's mission and policy statements. 

3. All repository arrangements must be made with the curator in advance of receipt. Ail arrangements for inventory 

numbers and locality numbers must be made in advance. "Museums are not a dumping ground." 

4. The museum will act as the trustee for the specimens. A deed of gift from the land owner or agent must be 

provided. A loan fom1 or M.O.U. must be prepared for specimens from government lands. 

5. Specimens must receive discrete locality numbers. Locality data must be to the maximum specificity available 

and plotted on 7.5 minute topographic maps, and as specific as allowed by stratigraphic collecting and field 

mapping. The repository may require the repositor to bear the cost of entering locality data into computerized data 

files. 

6. All reports prepared to meet mitigation requirements, field notes, and photographs must be provided at the time 

of transfer to the repository museum. 

7. Specimens must be delivered to the repository fully prepared and stabilized. Standards of stabilization and 

modem conservation techniques must be established prior to preparation and must be acceptable to the repository 

institution. Details of stabilizing materials and chemicals must be provided by the repositor. For microvertebrates, 

this means sorting and mounting. For large specimens, including whales, this means removal of all unnecessary 

materials and full stabilization. Fossiliferous matrix must be washed and processed. Earthquake-proofing includes 

inventory numbers on corks and in vials. In storage, specimens must be insulated or cushioned to protect each from 

contact or abrasion. Oversized specimens must be stored on shelves or on racks developed to fit existing constraints 

of the repository museum. The repositor must provide for an nonstandard materials for storage. 

8. Specimens must be individually inventoried in accordance with the established system at the repository museum. 

The specimen inventory must be acceptable to and meet the requirements of the lead agency. Specimens must be 

identified to element and to maximum reasonable taxonomic specificity. Batch or bulk cataloging must be avoided. 

9. Specimens must be cataloged in accord with the repository system so that specimens are retrievable to curators 

and to researchers. The repository museum may require that the repositor bear the cost of having repository staff 

catalog specimens into computerized data bases. 
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10. The repository may require the repositor to bear the cost for completing preparation and stabilization, 

completing inventory, and completing cataloging. 

11. There will be a one-time fee charged by the repository for permanent storage of specimens. This fee will be 

utilized to compensate the repository for storage space, cabinets or shelves, access or aisle space, a retrievable 

catalog system, additional preparation, specimen filing, and labor involved in the above. The repository reserves the 

right to charge the repositor for unpacking and placement of specimens in approved storage cabinets. 

© 1996, The Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
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E1 Dorado County Planning Commission 
2850 Fair Lane Court 
Placervi11e,CA 95667 

Dear Commissioners, 

LETTER 117 

George and Sue Megee 
3749 El Dorado Rd 
Placerville,CA 95667 

June 14,2003 

Just plotting our way to the county library to take a look at 
the proposals for the new General Plan, hoping to read some encouraging 
information that would answer the current problems we face, proved 117-1 
to be the usual transportation nightmare. After having looked through 
the Draft EIR with its alternatives, We believe that any genuine 
understanding of this,larger than -life,document will take longer 
than the time that 1 s been allowed for public assimilation. It is 
not an easy read. 

We are very concerned about the peak-hour-traffic slated for ] 
El Dorado Road, as well as the preservation of the existing,designated 117-2 
wetlands connected to Mound Springs Creek between Missouri Flat and 
El Dorado Roads and the documented,historica1 pioneer Missouri Flat 
Cemetery. This area needs to be preserved, and the adopted plan 
and alternative should reflect that. 

Also,please be aware that any new development that exits onto ] 
El Dorado Road,will severely further impact the existing homes and .• 
traffic flow on this small ,rural road. The enlargement of El Dorado 117-3 
Road will succeed only in .causing more accidents and hazards. This 
narrow road was never intended to support commercial development. 
It is far too chopped-up to handle fast moving,heavy traffic. 

Alternative 12 encourages density while allowing for mixed use J 
of affordable housing and supports the least environmental impact. · 117--4 
Strict limits placed on the number of houses would lesson the density · 
impact and produce a more favorable environment. 

Limited natural resources,and finances,as well as having developed 
to near transportation capacity, has brought El Dorado County into 
the moderate, we11-planned-growth stage in order to protect the quality 
of life that this county offers. We urge you to consider a plan and 117-5 
alternative that will lessen the impact of over development. Please, 
consider a sensible,moderate growth plane and alternative that does 
not allow rampant,i11 thought out projects which will destroy the 
environment and our quality of life. 

cc Supervisor for Dist. # 3 
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<no subject>From: Mary Nugent [tmnugent@internet49.com) 
Sent: Sunday, June 15, 2003 5:19 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: <no subject> 
June 15, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
Email: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 

To Whom It May Concern, 

LETTER 118 

Enclosed is the following letter that we have previously sent to the El Dorado 
County Agricultural Commission, the El Dorado County Wine Grape Growers, and the 
El Dorado County Farm Bureau. 

It is our hope our situation will be reviewed and considered to help other 
farmers and ranchers be protected within the new General Plan. 

Thank you, 

Mary H. Nugent 
2405 Patton Ct. 
Placerville, CA 95667 
email: tmnugent@internet49.com 

118-1 
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June 1, 2003 

To All Agricultural Commissioners of El Dorado County: 

My father, Albert Harris, was a member of your governing body for many years. 
He had great pride in the fact that the Ag. Commission took a strong stand in 
the protection of Agricultural Land in our County. He passed away unexpectedly 
on Christmas Day, and now my family is also unexpectantly burdened with many 
land issues in which we have many concerns. 

Our family has farmed and ranched in this county for over 120 years. Presently 
we continue to actively farm at our two family ranches, one in Pollock Pines (a 
tree farm), and one in Placerville (fruit). We have been trying to settle my 
Uncle John Harris 1 estate/trust (he died in a house fire in Feb. 2000) which 
involves the ranch in Placerville. We find we cannot attempt to settle Albert 1 s 
estate/trust due to the fact that the El Dorado County is stalling the process, 
and the Title Company is continuing to backtrack searching for findings that El 
Dorado County is demanding. 

Our problem is that the Placerville ranch (not in the city, but in the sphere 
of influence) was created by my great grandfather (the first agricultural 
advisor in El Dorado County) and grandfather, who bought many pieces of 
adjoining land. Inter Title Company has told us the County does not have all 
the original documents that prove the acquisition of these parcels, due to the 
fact the land was purchased so many years ago ... my question is why were these 
documents lost by the county .... ? The family cannot locate many original deeds, 
perhaps because the family home burned to the ground when my Uncle passed away. 
One deed has been found which goes back to the days when the land was Mexican 
Territory. 

According to Jim Hill at Inter County Title Co. the ranch now shows it contains 
three parcels. Our family has paid taxes for these three parcels for many years. 
It is our family 1 s intention to retain the ranch in three parcels and to 
continue to utilize the land for strictly agricultural purposes. We were hoping 
our lawyers could file a certificate of compliance, which would clear the title 
for us to settle our family 1 s estates. As our lawyer was looking over documents 
at Inter-County Title Co. it became apparent that our property originally 
consisted of ten or more separate parcels. Since the ranch is honeycombed with 
mine shafts and tunnels, it is understandable that most of these parcels show 
mining rights, which go to many mining companies that are now no longer in 
existence. 

When Inter County Title pursued this issue, representatives from the County {we 
believe at the Surveyors Office) stated that the family had to prove acquisition 
and original documentation for all the original parcels which were acquired over 
120 years ago. From what my family understands, people at our County Office 
stated: 

1. The ranch appeared to be originally of many parcels, not just three. 
2. That our intention of applying for a certificate of compliance to maintain 
the three parcels as they now are, could be perhaps invalid, and be definitely 
non revocable in the future. 
3. The ranch had to be parceled out to the original number of parcels which were 
originally acquired, and that the original acquisition of the parcels must be 
pursued, even if documents were created in the 1800 1 s. 
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The process has been very costly to our family over these past three years, and 
we still have not been able to begin processing my father 1 s estate. I have 
concerns that El Dorado Cotmty does not recognize the fact that our land has 
been of three parcels for many decades, and the fact that we have diligently 
paid taxes for the three parcels all this time. Why should demands be made to 
change the number of parcels? The new general plan is not in place yet, and 
with past practices of having three parcels, why would they now be invalid? It 
seems as though the county is making up rules, depending on whom our lawyers or 
title people talk to and no one knows what direction to go. Time passes, checks 
are paid out for this process, and still no end is seen in sight. 

My main concern is that El Dorado County no longer respects agricultural land, 
or the right to protect agricultural land, and is only interested in it as open 
space with the potential for development. 

I understand other ranches in the county maybe experiencing this same problem. 
Does the Ag. Commission recognizes this as a zoning problem, and will farmers 
have any protection in the New General Plan? Having a ranch split out into 
multi parcels could have a real impact on the freedom to utilize most of the 
ranch for strictly agricultural purposes. The value of the land does increase 
dramatically, but so do taxes on the parcels. At some point landowners are 
"forced" to subdivide due to restrictions and costs made by El Dorado County. 
Since many ranches are historical in El Dorado County, how can their integrity 
be preserved? Why should heirs of agricultural land be required to be 
responsible for investigating land documentation which goes so far back in 
history, that it is impossible to investigate? At what point will El Dorado 
County recognize a farm that has existed as a viable agricultural preserve for 
over a century? Is this not a value to the heritage of our County? 

As the El Dorado Farm Bureau, El Dorado Wine Grape Growers Assn., and 
Agricultural Corrunission are meeting to maintain "The Right to Farm Ordinances", 
which will hopefully protect us all within the General Plan, please consider my 

. family 1 s dilemma. 

We are hopeful that our situation will be recognized within the alternative 
versions of the Draft General Plan which will be submitted to the Planning 
Commission prior to June 16. 

Sincerely, 

Mary Harris Nugent 
2405 Patton Ct. 
Placerville, Ca 95667 

cc. El Dorado County Farm Bureau 
El Dorado County Grape Growers Assn. 
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llaG NEE. 
~ .. -,THORNE L ·~ & Associates, Inc. 

Engineering • Planning • Surveying 
15 June 2003 

l'vk Conrad B. Montgomery, Director 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 

LETTER 119 

03 JUL I 5 PN 2: CS 
•·- ... ,-· ,..., .. ·-·" '. ? -· ....... 

f ·\ C 0 C i \/ :: .. l) 
PLA NNlNG DEP ARTHENT 

SUBJECT: Request for consideration of a change in the land use designations for the Environmentally 
Constrained (EC) and the Roadway Constrained (RC) Alternatives for APN 087-190-21. 

Dear Mr. Montgomery: 

This letter represents a request to change the designation of the subject parcel from a Natural Resources designation 
in both of the above Alternatives to a Rural Lands designation in both Alternatives. The designation for the 1996 
General Plan Alternative is acceptable. 

This parcel, along with three others in the rural development known as Rainbow Meadows, are the only parcels 
within the twenty-eight parcel Rainbow Meadows development that were designated as Natural Resources. AH of 
the others are designated as Rural Lands. Please see attached copies of the Assessor's Map and the recorded Parcel 
Map. 

My client, Mr. John Euer, who is purchasing the subject parcel, wishes to divide that piece into two twenty acre 
parcels so that he can move two of the old ranch houses from the Euer Ranch development adjacent to the El Dorado 
Hills Business Park to these proposed parcels. 

He is doing this so that he can preserve a portion of the history of his family in the Latrobe area. 

I believe, in addition to the above, the designation of these four parcels as Natural Resources was an oversight and 
should be corrected for the following reasons: 

The Natural Resource (NR) designations for both the EC and RC Constrained alternatives are essentially the same. 
Both speak to allowing for natural resource management activities, resource-based industries, protection of 
important habitat, and protection of river canyons. Not a single one of these reasons for the NR designation applies 
to this piece of property. 

Please contact me should you have any questions or require additional information. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

,L--,, '7 ;:k 
,/~fo~c;/~ "E. Thorne 

RCE 20462 

cc: John Euer 
Attachments 

3025 Alhambra Drive, Suite A, Cameron Park, California 9 5682-7999 
530-677-1747" 916-985-7745 • FAX: 530-676-4205 • www.thornccivil.com 
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LETTER 120 

State of California THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA 

Memorandum 

To: Project Coordinator 
Resources Agency 

Date: June 16, 2003 

Peter Maurer, Principal Planner 
Attn: General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

From: Erik Vink, Assistant Director tJJ 
Department of Conservation - Division of Land Resource Protection 

Subject: Draft Environmental Jmpact Report (DEIR) for the El Dorado County General 
Plan SCH# 2001082030 

The Department of Conservation's Division of Land Resource Protection (Division) 
monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers the California Land 
Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural land conservation programs. We 
have reviewed the above DEIR addressing adoption and implementation of the El Dorado 
County General Plan and offer the following comments. 

• The DEIR notes that the minimum Witliamson Act contract size is 20 acres with 
consideration of smaller parcels if they meet additional criteria. Mitigation 
Measure 5.2-2 provides a revision to the Agriculture and Forestry Element to limit 
ranch marketing, activities, wineries and other agricultural promotional uses to 5 
acres or 50 percent of the parcel. 

• The Division recommends that the County's compatibility review also consider 
the principle compatibility requirements for contracted lands as specified in the 
Williamson Act (Government Code Section 51238.1). 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. If you have questions 
on our comments, or require technical assistance or information on agricultural land 
conservation, please contact the Division at 801 K Street, MS 13-71, Sacramento, 
California 95814; or, phone (916) 324-0850. -o 

• C) 

cc: El Dorado County RCD 
100 Forni Road, Suite A, 
Placerville, CA 95667 
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LETTER 121 

California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Winston H. Hickox 

Secretmy for 
Environmental 

Protection 

Labontan Region 
2501 Lake Tahoe Boulevard, South Lake Tahoe, California 96150 

Phone{530) 542-5400 • FAX (530) 544-2271 

Gray Davis 
Governor 

Internet: http:i/www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb6 

June 16, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 
( 530) 621-5355 
(530) 642-0508 fax 

ED 
-1(,-63 

COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN AND THE 
DRAFTEIR 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the draft. We offer the following general 
comments at this time. 

Maintaining high water quality and ensuring the protection of beneficial uses depei1ds largely on 
land use decisions directed by General Plan policies. Many of the 509 water bodies currently on 
the State's list of impaired water bodies are affected by watersheds conditions, the protection of 
which is within the purview of local planning. The relationship between land use and water 
quality will become increasingly critical given that California's projected population growth and 
urbanization. 

General Plans and their associated Environmental Impact Reports should recognize and address 
the potential impacts of General Plan provisions on water quality, especially in regard to how the 
General Plan directs the location and pattern urban development. The primary adverse impacts of 
poorly planned urbanization on waters are: 

• The direct physical impacts to aquatic, wetland, and riparian habitat; 
• Generation of construction-related and urban pollutants; and 
• Alterations of flow regimens and groundwater recharge as a result of impervious surfaces 

and storm drain collector systems. 

These factors have historically resulted in a cycle of destabilized stream, poor water quality, and 
engineered solutions to disrupted flow pattern, culminating in loss of natural functions and 
societal values in the effected basins. 

Attempted management of these impacts forms a large part of the workload of the Lahontan 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and our nonpoint source, stormwater, and 
water, and water quality certification programs, as well as our efforts to establish total maximum 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

The energy challenge facing California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy consumption. For a list 
of simt>le ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy c-0sts., see -0ur Web-site at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov 

#'v Recycled Paper 

~J 
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General Plan Team - 2 -

daily loads (TMDLs) for impaired water bodies. However, after-the-fact regulatory control is a 
best partial substitute for resources-sensitive planning which avoids environmental degradation. 

Nonpoint sources, which are best managed through appropriate land use practices, are the 
leading cause of water quality impairments in California, They are the major contributors of 
pollution to streams, lakes, wetlands, estuaries, marine waters, and groundwater basins in 
California and are important polluters of harbors and bays. RWQCB's Nonpoint Source Plan 
includes 61 management measures addressing different land uses and nonpoint source categories 
(e.g., urban area, agriculture, forestry, and marinas). We recommend that these management 
measures be reflected in the Guidelines. 

The foremost method of reducing impacts to watersheds from urban development is "Low 
Impact Development" (LID), the goals of which are maintaining a landscape functionally 
equivalent to predevelopment hydrologic conditions and minimal generation of nonpoint source 
pollutants. LID results in less surface runoff and less pollution routed to receiving waters. 
Principles of LID include: 

• Maintaining natural drainage paths and landscape features to slow and filter runoff and 
maximize groundwater recharge, 

• Reducing the impervious cover created by development and the associated transportation 
network, and 

• Managing runoff as close to the source as possible. 

We understand that LID development practices that would maintain aquatic could also reduce 
local infrastructure requirements and could benefit energy conservation, air quality, open space, 
and habitat. Many planning tools exist to implement the above principles, and a number of recent 
reports and manuals provide specific guidance regarding LID. RWQCB staff can provide more 
specific information on the potential effects of land use development on water quality and on 
mitigating planning approaches if desired. 

Again, thank you for inviting us to comment on the Draft Plan and Draft EIR. Mitigating the 
water quality impacts of future growth through skillful planning will play a critical role in 
maintaining California's environmental quality. 

If you have any questions regarding the above comments, please contact me at (530) 542-5453. 

Sincerely, 

~ ~--::;;;;;.;-=-¥=1 ~s=:=:===~~-+-j -
_::::::---

Douglas F. Smith 
Senior Engineer Geologist 
Chief, Lake Tahoe Unit 

SS/dcc T:\Comments on El Dorado General Plan.doc 
[Comments on El Dorado General Plan] 

Califoniia Environmental Protection Agency 

The energy challenge fadng California is real. Every Californian needs to take immediate action to reduce energy commmption. For a list 
or simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 95825-8202 

Mr. Peter Maurer 
Principal Planner 
El Dorado County 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, Ca 95667 

Dear Mr. Maurer: 

June 16, 2003 

LETTER 122 

GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

PAUL D. THAYER, Executive Officer 
(916} 574-1800 FAX (916) 574-1810 

California Relay Service From TDD Phone 1-800-735-2922 
from Voice Phone 1-800-735-2929 

Contact Phone: (916) 574-1883 
Contact FAX: {916) 574-1835 
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Subject: El Dorado County General Plan Alternatives and Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 

Staff of the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) has received from El 
Dorado County the General Plan Alternatives and Draft Environmental Impact Report. 
The CSLC has jurisdiction over all State owned filled and unfilled tidelands, submerged 
lands and beds of navigable waterways. The State acquired ownership of all such 
lands within its boundaries upon its admission to the United States in 1850. The State 
holds these lands for the benefit of all its people for the public trust purposes of water 
related commerce, navigation, fisheries, water oriented recreation, and open space. 

Due to budget constraints, we are currently unable to determine the existence, 
nature, extent or location of any sovereign ownership interests of the State under the 
jurisdiction of this agency in the project area. We therefore are not submitting 
substantive comments in response to the subject document at this time. The CSLC 
should be consulted regarding any specific uses proposed for or which may impact 
such lands. Inquiries may be submitted to the State Lands Commission, Division of 
Land Management, 100 Howe Avenue, Su1te 100 South, Sacramento, California 
95825, or contact may be made by phone to Barbara Dugal, Public Land Manager, at 
(916) 574-1833. 

cc: Barbara Dugal 

Dwig t E. anders, Chief 
Oivisi Environmental 
Planning & Management 
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LETTER 123 

03 if 
Federated Church ... ,w, 20 P,, 1 = 31 

United Methodist Church and Presbyterian Ch~ Hi~ CE JV ED 
1031 Thompson Way, Placerville, CA 95667 G D£p .. ~ RTMp., 

(530) 622-0213 - Fax (530) 622-4684 r, T 

June 16, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Commission 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: Assessor's Parcel# 329-301-191 
17.77 Acres in Diamond Springs, located just south of the Pleasant Valley Road and 
Tullis Mine Road intersection 

EDC Federated Church is owner of the above referenced parcel, consisting of some 17.77 acres of 
unimproved land. We wish to inform the El Dorado County Planning Commission of the impact the 
Draft General Plan may have upon the Church's property. Attached are the following documents, 
mostly pulled from the EDC General Plan Web Site: 

Assessor's Property Detail and Map of Property, plus marked roadway map 
Description of Land Use Designations for the 4 alternative General Plans 
Land Use Designation Summary Tables 
El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance pages relating to Rl, R2 and RM zonings 
Summary of Differences Between the Equal Weight General Plan Alternatives; portions of 

pages 1 - 5 highlighted 

Our representative, Paul Converse, spoke on behalf of the Church at your hearing on June 4, 2003. At 
that time he provided the planning staff the Assessor's Parcel records and the roadway map identifying 
the property and its location, for them to take note of the parcel of concern. What follows are points 
that were made during that presentation: 

1) 

2) 

The identity of EDC F:ederated Church, the Assessor's Parcel Number, and the community 
it is located within (i.e. Diamond Springs). 
Our review of the Land Use Designations outlined in the EDC General Plan Web Site, and 
our observation that the information seems confusing. General Plan Alternatives 1 (No 
Project) and 4 (1996 General Plan) denote the land use as "MFR" Multi-Family 
Residential, but does not reflect the parcel size. Alternative 2 (Roadway Constrained) also 
denotes the land use as "MFR" but includes the lots size of 17 acres. However, Alternative 
# 3 (Environmentally Constrained) identifies the property as "'HDR" High Density 
Residential" and reflects the parcels size is 21 acres. 

123-1 
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3) It does not concern the Church that the parcels size is not accurate in the General Plan web 
site, but the Church is greatly concerned about the Land Use Designation that will be 
adopted with the new General Plan. The El Dorado County Federated Church wishes to go 
on record in support of the Multi-Family Residential Land Use Designation for its property, 
and opposes any down zoning to Single Family. The Church's rationale is as follows: 
A. When the Church obtained Title to the property the Land Use Designation was "MFR" 

Multi-Family Residential, and the Zoning is split; about 15 acres is already zoned Multi
Family and the other 2 is High Density Residential. Much of the Church's planning for 
its financial future is based upon the property's value, and it is worth more as Multi
Family than Single-Family. 

B. The Multi-Family Residential Land Use Designation would fit the Church's facility 
needs should it develop the site. While Multi-Family and Single Family Designations 
allow for a Church and school with a Special Use Pennit, only the MFR designation 
allows a community care facility, senior day care, and other such uses. 

C. The Single Family Residential designation calls for a density of from 1 to 5 dwelling 
units per acre, whereas the Multi-Family designation allows from 5 to 20 or 24 units per 
acre. Given the density's and land uses of the immediate surrounding property, that 
being the Westwood Mobile Home Park, Deer Park Residential Subdivisions, other 
Multi-Family zoned land and the commercial buildings in Diamond Springs, the 
construction of housing to the HDR designation would probably not be economically 
feasible. A purely residential subdivision would need a density greater than 5 dwelling 
units per acre to warrant anyone constructing a project. 

D. General Plan Alternative # 2, Roadway Constrained, contains conditions that will 
negatively impact the Church. Within the Land Use Designation Summary Table it 
states the MFR may have a Residential Density of 5-24 units/acre (consistent with the 
other Alternative Plans), however within the document titled Summary of Differences 
Between the Equal Weight General Plan Alternatives, under the "Subdivision" category 
it states "no more than 4 parcels" may be created, thereby greatly complicating or 
hindering any development. 

We hereby submit this letter to El Dorado County for your consideration. In summary, the EDC 
Federated Church wants to retain its Multi-Family Residential Land Use Designation, as it is described 
in the 1996 General Plan, Alternative# 4. Perhaps the MFR designation under the Environmentally 
Constrained Plan, Alternative# 3, would be acceptable too. We thank you for your time and are ready 
to answer any questions you may have. 

Very sincerely, 

cc: Kimberly Beal, Real Estate Broker 

2 
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ParcelQuest by CD-DATA 

Property Detail 
El Dorado, CA John Winner, Assessor 
Parcel#(APN): 329-301-19-1 Use Description: RURAL. 

Parcel Status: ACTIVE 

Owner Name: EL DORADO CO FEDERATED CHU 

Mailing Address: 1031 THOMPSON WY, PLACERVILLE, CA 95667 

Situs Address: 

Legat 
Description: 

POR R/S 16-115 

ASSESSMENT 
Total Value: $150,960 Use Code: 

Land Value: $150,960 Tax Rate Area: 

lmprValue: Year Assd: 

Other Value: Property Tax: 

%Improved: Delinquent Yr: 

Exempt Amt: Exempt Codes: 

SALES HISTORY Sale 1 Sale2 

21 

078079 

2001 

Recording Date: 09/26/2000 08/08/2000 

Recorded Doc#: 0048 077 0039 498 

Recorded Doc Type: 

Transfer Amount: 

Sale 1 Seller (Granter): 

1st Trst Od Amt: Code1: 

PROPERTY CHARACTERISTICS 

Lot Acres: 17. 770A Year Built: 

Lot SqFt: Effective Yr: 

Bldg/Liv Area: 

Units: Total Rooms: 

Buildings: Bedrooms: 

Stories: Baths (Full): 

Style: Baths (Half): 

Zoning: 

Improve Type: 

Price/SqFt: 

Sale 3 

0000 000 

2nd Trst Dd Amt: 

Fireplace: 

NC: 

Heating: 

Pool: 

Flooring: 

Park Type: 

Spaces: 

u 

Construct: Bsmt SqFt: Site lnflnce: 

Quality: Garage SqFt 

Transfer 

Code2: 

Building Class: limber Preserve: 

Condition: Ag Preserve: 

Other: 

Other Rooms: 

... The information provided here is deemed reUable, but is not guaranteed. Page: 1 or 1 
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APN N1~ber Found Page! of3 

D0p.3rtments Services [Employment ' Boa,-d of Su~rvisors I County Home Secrch Go 
General Plan 
H,.~it -

I Workshops/Hearings I Maps I Contact the Planning Dept. I FAQs I Data Definitions I Plan Documents I EIR 

Records Found = 2 Records Found = 2 Records Found = 1 

No Project and Roadway Environmentally 
1996 Alternatives Constrained Six- Constrained 
#1 and #4 [Quad Lane "Plus" Alternative #3 [Quad 

Map No.: 34] Alternative #2 [Quad Map Map No.: 34] 

Assessor's 1329301191 
No.: 34] 

Assessor's L Parcel Number Assessor's Parcel 132930119 
I 

Parcel 

I Acreage* II O I Number Number 

Acreage* 1116.841 11 
Acreage* 11210869 

rn C]I Land Use 

rn Ll [iJ ~ Designation land Use Land Use 

D Designation Designation 
Non-

J Non-Jurisdictional JI NIA Jurisdictional 
Non-Jurisdictional I NIA I 

Agricultural D Agricultural District j NIA 
Agricultural I 

I 
District 

j Platted Lands II NIA 

I Platted Lands II 1

1 

District 

Platted Lands II NIA I l Mineral Resources II 
MineralD 

Ecological I Resources Mineral I 
I D Resources : Preserve 

Ecological 

C Preserve Ecological I 
I 

important 
Biological 

[1]Planned D 
Preserve 

Corridors 

IN/A 
I Communities 

Planned 

11.J Community c= Communities 

EJ Ill community [i] Community c=J 
Regions 

Regions f1J Rural Centers I Regions 

[1J Rural Centers D lzJ Rural Centers I I IZ!specific Plans I 
rnspecific D rnspecific Plans I 11 

Special Districts II NIA 
Plans 

f11special D Special Districts IN/A 11 
Districts i I 

I 

http://www.co.el-dorado,ca.us/generalplan/tab1es.asp?apn=32930 l l 9&Submit=Submit 6/3/2003 
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APN Number Found Page 2 of 3 

I 

l 

l 

l 

I ~Roadway 

~No Project and 
Constrained Sixm 
Lane "Plus" 

1996 Alternatives Alternative #2 [Quad Map 
#1 and #4 [Quad *Acreage Note: The 

Map No.: 34] 
No.: 34] parcel acreage shown in this 

Assessor's Parcel 132930119 I 
database may not match the 

Assessors I 32930119 I County's Official Records and 

Paree! Number 
Number should be used for reference 

l Acreage* jJ s.028 J 
only. To view the official 

Acreage" IJ O I records, please visit the 

C] [?] c=J Assessor's Office Property 

OOLand Use 
Land Use Information. 

Designation 
Designation 

I NIA I Non- D Non-Jurisdictional 

Jurisdictional 
Agricultural I I Agricultural D District 

District · 
Platted Lands II NIA l Platted Lands II J J 

Mineral I 
I Mineral D Resources : 

Resources 

Ecological I 
I Ecological D Preserve 

Preserve I NIA I (i]Planned D 
Planned 

Communities 

Communities 

OOcommunity ~ llJ Community EJ Regions 

Regions 

OORural Centers I I llJ Rural Centers I I 
OOspecific Plans I I 

111specific D Plans Special Districts I NIA I 
[1]Special 01 I Districts 

l 
Can't find your APN? ... Find again? or try our APN Tips & Tricks m . Questions can be 

directed to the County Planning Department at {530) 621-5355 or Email: generalplan@co.el
dorado.ca.us. 

&mJ!i(ul EI Dorado ... T~ Cotmty of Clwkt for a &tin' T"11lffl'l>W 

! County Home I Departments I Maps I County Services f Employment l Board of Supervisors l 
I Forms j Tourist Information ! links I Holidays 1 Stories I Accessibility I Sitemap I 

Email {'tiebmasters] for co.el-dorado.ca.us 

http://www.co.el-dorado.ea.us/generalplan/tables.asp?apn=32930 l l 9&Submit=Submit 6/3/2003 
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Land Use Designation Summary Table Page 1 of 5 

De~rlfuonta. ' Services ;. .. _; .. 

I W..QJ'.!5shop~ I MaQ_s I Contact the Plannil'lQ. Qe.pt. I FAQs I Qata Definitions I Plan Documents I 
EIB 

Land Use Designation Summary Tables 

Ng_eIQj~~-.9..nd 1996 Gen~ral Plan Alternatives 
Roadway_Constrained Six-lane "Plus" Alternative 

Environmer.itally_Constrained Alternative 

No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives t~Q 

Residential 

I Typical Uses I Distribution Density 

Community 

Multifamily High density, multifamily structures; Regions and 
Rural 

Residential 5-24 units/acre 
Centers (MFR) mobilehome parks 

{Conditionally in 
Rural Regions) 

1-2 units/acre for Community 

High-Density standard Regions and 

Residential subdivisions Intensive single-family residential Rural 

(HOR) 
1-5 units/acre for development Centers 

planned (Conditionalty in 
evelopments Rural Regions) 

Detached single-family residences 
Community 

Medium- with Regions and 
Density 

1 unit/1-5 acres larger tot sizes that enables limited 
Rural 

Residential Centers 
(MOR) 

agricultural tand management (Conditionally in 
activities Rural Regions) 

Community 

Low-Density 
Single-family residential Regions and 

development in a rural setting Rural 
Residential 1 unit/5-10 acres where infrastructure is Centers 
(LOR} generally not available (Conditionally in 

Rural Regions) 

Residential and agricultural 

1 unit/10-160 development in areas of limited 
Rural Regions 

acres infrastructure and public services; 
Rural appropriate for lands that are 
Residential characterized by steeper 

http://www.co.el-dorado.ea.us/generalplan/table.html 5/15/2003 

 
        AR 12204



Land Use Designation Summary Table Page 2 ofS 

t_J 
Natural 
Resource 
(NR) 

Commercial 
(C} 

Research & 
Development 
(R&O) 

Industrial 
(I) 

Open Space 
{OS) 

Public 
Facilities 
(PF) 

Adopted Plan 
(AP) 

Tourist 
Recreational 
(TR) 

Roadw 

I I 
J I 

I 
At or below 3,000' 

elevation: 1 
unit/40 
acres 

Above 3,000' 
elevation: 1 

unit/160 
acres 

For mixed-use: 
10 units/acre in 

Community 
Regions and 4 

units/acre in Rural 
Centers 

For mixed-use: 
10 units/acre in 

Community 
Regions 

4 units/acre in 
Rural Centers 

I 
topography, high fire hazards, and 
limited or substandard access as 
well as choice agricultural soils 

Areas that contain economically 
viable 

natural resources 

Commercial retail, office, and 
service uses; some mixed 

residential and commercial uses 

High technology, non-polluting 
manufacturing plants, research and 

development facilities, 
corporate/industrial offices, and 

support service facilities 

LJ 
Rural Regions 

Community 
Regions and 

Rural 
Centers 

Community 
Regions and 

Rural 
Centers 

light and heavy industrial uses EJ 
(Residential use including manufacturing, 

__ "_o_t_a1_1o_w_e_d) _ _. ---p-ro_c_es_s_in_g_. -d-is-tn-·b-ut-io_n_. _an_d _ ___. Anywhere . 
..... storage 

Public lands under governmental EJ 
-(-Re-s-id_e_n-tia_l_u-se__. ----ti-tl-e;_n_a_tu_r_ai_i_ea_t_u_re_s_o_n_p_r_iv_a_te-- Anywhere .. not allowed) _ lands 

(Residential use 
not allowed) 

Varies with 
Adopted Plan 

Project 
Dependent 

Public lands used for public 
facilities 

::================ 
Areas for which specific land use 
plans have been prepared and 

adopted 

EJ 
Community 

Regions and 
Rural 

Centers 

Tourist and resident~serving EJ 
recreational uses, transit and 

.___s_e_a_so_n_a_11_od_g_in_g_f_a_ci-liti-·e_s_. a_n_d_.... Anywhere _ supporting commercial activities 

ay Constrained Sixalane "Plus" Alternative t,QQ 

Residential 
Density ____ T_Y_~_•c_a_1u_~_s ____ lrn~~fun 

!:=========~ High density, multifamily 11 

http://www.co.el-dorado.ea.us/generalplan/table.html 5/15/2003 
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Lana use 1Jes1gnation Summary Table Page 3 of 5 

Multifamily development; mobilehome parks; Community 
Residential 5-24 units/acre mixed residential and Regions and 
(MFR) nonresidential use as long as Rural 

residential use is primary Centers 

High-Density Community 
Residential 1 -5 units/acre Higher density residential dweltings Regions and 

(HOR) Rural 
Centers 

Medium~ Residential dwellings and Community 
Density 

1 unit/acre accessory structures; limited Regions and -
Residential agricultural activities accessory to Rural 
(MOR) the residential use Centers 

Rural Regions 
Low-Density Residential dwellings and (Conditionally in 
Residential 1 unit/5 acres accessory structures; small-scale Community 
(LOR) agricultural operations Regions and 

Rural Centers} 

Dispersed residential development Rural Regions 

Rural lands on lands characterized by steeper (Conditionally in 

(Rl) 1 unit/1 O acres 
topography, higher fire hazard, and Community 

limited/substandard access Regions and 
Rural Centers} 

At or below 2,500' 
elevation: 1 

Rural Regions 
Natural unit/40 Natural resource management 

(Conditionally in 
Resource acres activities; resource-based industry; 

Community· 
(NR) Above 2,500' protection of important habitat and 

Regions and elevation: 1 of river canyons 
unit/160 Rural Centers} 

acres 

For mixed-use: 
15 units/acre in Retail, office, service and light 

Commercial Community manufacturing; mixed use allowed Community 
(C) Regions as long as the commercial use is Regions 

8 units/acre in primary 
Rural Centers 

High technology; light 
Community 

Research & 
(Residential use 

manufacturing; research and 
Regions and 

Development 
not allowed} 

development facilities; 
Rural 

(R&D) corporate/industrial offices; support 
Centers service facilities 

I AnYNhere I Industrial (Residential use 
light and heavy manufacturing, 

processing, distribution, and 
(I) not allowed) storage I 

I AnYNhere l Open Space (Residential use 
Public or privately owned land 
dedicated to natural resource 

(OS) not allowed) protection or recreational uses 

J II II ll t 

http://www.co.eI-dorado.ea.us/generaiplan/table.html 5/15/2003 
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Land Use Designation Summary Table 

Public 
Facilities 
(PF) 

Adopted Plan 
(AP} 

Tourist 
Recreational 
(TR) 

Multifamily 
Residential 
(MFR) 

High-Density 
Residential 
(HOR) 

Medium-
Density 
Residential 
(MOR) 

low-Density 
Residential 
(LOR} 

Rural lands 
(Rl) 

Agricultural 
Lands 
(A) 

Natural 
Resource 
(NR) 

(Residential use 
not allowed) 

Varies with 
Adopted Plan 

Project 
Dependent 

Environmentally 

Residential 
Density 

5-24 units/acre 

1-5 units/acre 

1 unit/acre 

1 i.mit/5 acres 

1 unit/10 acres 

1 unit/20 acres 

At or below 2,500' 
elevation: 1 

unit/40 
acres 

Above 2,500' 

I 

Page4of5 

Public lands currently used for ~ public facilities 

Community 

Areas for which Specific Plans have Regions and 

been prepared and adopted entire 
Lake Tahoe 

Basin 

Tourist and resident-serving 

I M~ere I recreational uses; transient and 
seasonal lodging facilities; 

supporting commercial activities 

Constrained Alternative t9Q 

Typical Uses I Distribution 

High density, multifamily 
Community development, mobilehome parks; 

mixed residential and Regions and 

nonresidential use as long as Rural 

residential use is primary Centers 

Community 

Higher density residential dwellings 
Regions and 

Rural 
Centers 

Residential dwellings and Community 
accessory structures; limited Regions and 

agricultural activities accessory to Rural 
the residential use Centers 

Residential dwellings and 
accessory structures; small-scale Rural Regions 

agricultural operations 

Dispersed residential development 
on lands characterized by steeper 

Rural Regions 
topography. higher fire hazard, and 

limited/substandard access 

Lands currently under agricultural 
production or having at least 50% 

choice agricultural soils; residential Rurat Regions 
use that supports agricultural 

production allowed 

Natural resource management Rural Regions 

activities; resource-based industry; 
protection of important habitat and 

http://www.co.el-dorado.ea.us/generalplan/table.html 5/15/2003· 
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Land Use Designation Summary Table Page 5 of 5 

LJ elevation: 1 

I 
of river canyons ILJ unit/160 

acres 

For mixed~use: 
15 units/acre in Retail, office, service and light Community 

Commercial Community manufacturing; mixed use allowed Regions and 
{C) Regions as long as the commercial use is Rural 

8 units/acre in primary Centers 
Rural Centers 

High technology; tight 
Research & 

{Residential use manufacturing; research and 
Community Development development facilities; 

{R&D) not allowed) corporate/industrial offices; support Regions 

service facilities 

Light and heavy manufacturing, Community 
Industrial {Residential use 

processing, distribution, and Regions and 
{l} not altowed) Rural storage 

Centers 

Open Space (Residential use Public or privately owned lands I Anywhere I (OS) not allowed) dedicated to natural resource 
protection or recreational uses 

Public (Residential use Public lands currently used for B Facilities 
(PF) not allowed} public facilities 

Community 

Adopted Plan Varies with Areas for which Specific Plans have Regions and 

(AP) Adopted Plan been prepared and adopted entire 
lake Tahoe 

Basin 

Tourist Tourist and resident-serving 

I An~here I Recreational Project recreational uses; transient and 

(TR) Dependent seasonal lodging facilities; 
supporting commerciaJ activities 

Btaullfol ti Domdo ... T~ Cuw1ty "f Clwia for a Bttld Tomt1T11M 

I CQt.mk.tfome J Departments I Maps I County Services I Employment I Board of Supervisors I 
I Form...§ I T®Jist Information I l-111~§ I tl9-!i9_gY.§ l Stories f Accessibility I ~itemap 1 

Email [W~bma~~§l for co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Page last updated Monday. May 5. 2003 3:48 PM 

http://www.co.el-dorado.ea.us/generalplan/table.htmi 5/15/2003 
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oa: Definitions and Acronyms Page J of J 

Oepiltltnents Services r Employment ' Board of Sup<.H'Visors I County Horne Search. Go 

General-Rian 
H,.~ . . 

I Wo_rj($h.QP§{tl~.a.riog$ I Mcip_s I Con@cUh~ Pl.aox1i11g OepJ. I FAQs I Data.Definitions l Plan.Qocuments I EIR 

Data Definitions 
General Plan Alternatives 
NP No Project Alternative 

96 1996 General Plan Alternative 

RC Roadway Constrained Six-lane "Plus" Alternative 
EC Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

Land Use Designations De_sc11Rtj9ns 

A Agricultural Lands (EC only) 
AP Adopted Plan 

C Commercial 

HOR High Density Residential 

Industrial 

LOR Low Density Residential 

MOR Medium Density Residential 
MFR Multi-Family Residential 

NR Natural Resources 

OS Open Space 

PF Public Facilities 

RD Research and Development 

RL Rural lands (RC and EC only) 

RR Rural Residential (NP and 96 only) 

TR Tourist Recreational 

General Plan Overlays 
A Agricultural District (NP, 96, and RC only) 

EP Ecological Preserve 

IBC Important Biological Cooridors (EC only) 

MR Mineral Resources 

NJ Non-Jurisdictional (NP and 96 only) 

Pl Platted lands (NP and 96 only) 

Planned Communities - NP and 96 only 
CC Carson Creek 

MF Missouri Flat 
PH PitotHill 

PR The Promontory 

Community Regions and Rural Centers 
CA Camino 

CHR Chrome Ridge 

http://www.co.el-dorado.ca. us/ general plan/ definitions.html 6/3/2003 
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Da!a Defl.iitions and Acronyms 

Cl Coloma 

CO Cool 

CP Cameron Park 

CPP Camino/Pollock Pines (as one) 

CRS Camp Richardson 

EDDS El Dorado/Diamond Springs 

EDH El Dorado Hills 

FP Fairplay 

GC Grey's Comer 

GF Grizzty Flat 

GT Georgetown 

GV Garden Valley 
GW Greenwood 

KE Kelsey 

KSF Kyburz/Silver Fork 

LA Latrobe 

LN little Norway 

LO lotus 

MA MountAukum 

MB Meeks Bay 
MO Mosquito 

MR Mount Ralston 

MYRS Meyers 

NV Nashville 

OH Oak Hill 

OR Omo Ranch 
PHLP Phillips 

PL Placerville 

PLTH Pilot Hill 

PP Pollock Pines 

PV Pleasant Valley 

au Quintette 

RES Rescue 

SLT South lake Tahoe 

SOM Somerset 

SS Shingle Springs 

SSP Sierra Springs 

STR Strawberry 

TA Tahoma 

Specific Plans 
BLH Bass lake Hills 

NEDH Northwest El Dorado Hitls 

SEOH Serrano El Dorado Hitls 

Special Districts - NP and 96 only 
HSR Heavenly Ski Resort 

TH Texas Hill Reservoir 

http://www.co.el-dorado.ea.us/generalplan/definitions.html 

Page 2 ofJ 

6/3/2003 
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SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EQUAL WEIGHT GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVES 

Notes: 
).. Tl,is doc11me11t was prepared by staff as a guide to ass isl reculers with the draft General Plan alternalivc•s. It is not cm exlu111stive review of the 

dif!erences but, rather, a summary of the more notable variations. 
~ This summary does not include mapping dif!erences except as they relate to policy/implementation. 
}';>- For EC and RC, the summary includes detail provided in implementation programs (Alternatives #I and #4 do not include implementation programs as 

part of the elements). 

Alternatives #1 and #4: No Project Alternative 2: Roadway Constrained Alternative 3: Environmentally 
Subject/Item and 1996 General Plan Six-Lane "Plus" Constrained 

(NP and 96 GP) (RC) (EC) 

GENERAL.• .. .. ·. 
' 

'>./.i':: .\ :... ':.<: '> ' f' \''\'' ,,. >.·,/ ... ,, ·t) •. . •. , ..... •:. • .. 
' 

·;, '·.,,, .:•, ' ':< ,' ....... , . ,· ,J Ji', 

Plan Assumptions, Strategies, Included Not included ( objectives enveloped in Not included (objectives enveloped in 
Concepts & Objectives vision) vision) 
Vision Included Included but slightly different than Same as RC. 

NP/96 GP; serve as plan objectives as 
well 

Principles Included Not included Not included 
Objectives Included Not included Not included 
Implementation Program Not included Included Included 
Supporting Text Not included in policy document Included in policy document Included in policy document 
Housing Element Same for a 11 alternatives 
Tahoe Basin • Includes Tahoe Element. • Tahoe Element not included. Same as RC. 

• Directs County to achieve and • General approach is to pursue 
maintain conformance with the consistency with TRP A regulations 
goals and policies of TRP A by by adopting those regulations as 
revising the Zoning Ordinance. County land use/zoning. 

• Land use designations assigned to • All lands in Basin show as AP 
all parcels in the Basin. (Adopted Plan). 

LAND USE·'' .•,, ,,'(,,,,::; ', , .. ,;,',/•. ',':':,. ,• ··., •. '•, ' ,,,:·, 

Community Regions 13 Community Regions: 7 Community Regions: Cameron Park, 5 Community Regions: Cameron Park, 
Camino/Pollock Pines, El Dorado Hills, Camino/Pollock Pines, El El Dorado/Diamond Springs, El 
Cameron Park, El Dorado, Diamond Dorado/Diamond Springs; El Dorado Dorado Hills, Placerville, Shingle 
Springs, Shingle Springs, Georgetown, Hills, Georgetown, City of Placerville Springs 
the City of Placerville and immediate and immediate surroundings, Shingle 
surroundings, the City of South Lake Springs Community Regions are reduced in 
Tahoe and immediate surroundings, size from NP/96 GP to provide 
Meyers, Camp Richardson, Meeks Bay, Community Regions are reduced in separation between communities and 
and Tahoma. (Policy 2. l. t. l) size from NP/96 GP based on changes based on changes in land use (reducing 

in land use (which are a result of the intensities of development). Reduced in 
subdivision restriction) and to provide number to reduce intensity of 
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Data Definitions and Acronyms 

&t1utifi,I El Dontdo .•• Tht Cow,ty of Cl"1kt for a &tttr Tomom,w 

I Cqµ_n~ Home I ~Qfilt.ITl~.nt§ I M~R-~ I GQyn_ty_ Services I f:mployment I Board of Supervisors I 
t F.9.rm~ I 1:gqfiJ?l Information I links I Holidays I Stories I Accessibility I Sitemap I 

Email [W~pm~_sters] for co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Page last updated Wednesday, May 28, 2003 8:47 AM 
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SUMMARY OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EQUAL WEIGHT GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVES, continued 

Alternatives #1 and #4: No Project Alternative 2: Roadway Constrained Alternative 3: Environmentally 
Subject/Item and 1996 General Plan Six-Lane "Plus" Constrained 

(NP and 96 GP) (RC) (EC) 

some separation between communities. development. Only alternative that does 
Docs not include ,my comammities in not include Georgetown, Camino, and 
the Tahoe Basin. Pollock Pines as Community Regions. 

Docs not include any communities in 
the Tahoe Basin. 

Rural Centers 25 Rural Centers: Coloma, Cool, 27 Rural Centers: Camino Heights, 19 Rural Centers: Camino, Coloma, 
Fairplay, Garden Valley, Greenwood, Chrome Ridge, Coloma, Cool, Cool, Fairplay, Garden Valley, 
Grey's Corner, Grizzly Flat, Kelsey, Fairplay, Garden Valley, Greenwood, Georgetown, Greenwood, Grizzly Fiat, 
Kyburz, Latrobe, Little Norway, Lotus, Grey's Comer, Grizzly Flat, Kelsey, Kyburz, Lotus, Mosquito, Mt. Aukum, 
Mosquito, Mount Ralston, Mt. Aukum, Kyburz, Latrobe, Little Norway, Lotus, Oak Hill, Phillips, Pilot Hill, Pleasant 
Nashville, Oak Hill, Phillips, Pilot Hill, Mosquito, Mt. Ralston, Mt. Aukum, Valley, Pollock Pines, Rescue, 
Pleasant Valley, Quintette, Rescue, Oak Hill, Omo Ranch, Phillips, Pilot Strawberry 
Somerset, Strawberry, and Chrome Hill, Pleasant Valley, Quintette, 
Ridge. (Policy 2.1.2. l) Rescue, Sierra Springs, Somerset, Rural Centers reduced in size and 

Strawberry number to reduce intensity of 
development. Georgetown, Camino, 

Rural Centers of Camino Heights and and Pollock Pines identified as Rural 
Sierra Springs added to address Centers because of lack of services to 
development intensity variation in the support more extensive development. 
rural areas near Pollock Pines and 
Camino (after application of the 
subdivision restriction, the NP/96 GP 
Camino/Pollock Pines Community 
Region had many blocks ofland not 
suitable for inclusion in a Community 
Region or Rural Center. These areas 
were cut out, resulting in the creation of 
2 new smaller communities suitable for 
Rural Centers). 

'1Pvi<:P~ 4/1 ')/ff\ Page2 of28 
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SUMMAR\' OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EQUAL WEIGHT GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVES, continued 

Alternatives #1 and #4: No Project Alternative 2: Roadway Constrained Alternative 3: Environmentally 
Subject/Item and t 996 General Plan Six~Lane "Plus" Constrained 

(NP and 96 GP) (RC) (EC) 

Land Use Designations • HDR and MOR include • MFR includes specification for Same as RC except: 
specifications for dwelling types mixed use. 
(e.g., attached versus detached) • No specification for dwelling types • LOR not allowed in Community 
and different allowable densities in HDR and MOR, Regions and Rural Centers. 
for planned development • MDR identifies agricultural • RL and NR allowed only in Rural 
subdivisions. ( activities as accessory to the Regions. 

• MOR allows agricultural activities residential use . • I allowed only in Community 
but does not identify them as • MOR identifies a residential Regions and Rural Centers. 
accessory to the residential use. density based on I DU/acre. And: 

• MDR identifies a minimum and • LOR identifies a residential density • Only alternative that includes a 
maximum parcel size ( l to 5 based on l DU/5 acres. base land use designation for 
acres). • Density ranges the same as NP/96 Agricultural Lands (A). 

• LOR identifies a minimum and GP except for HOR, as outlined 
maximum parcel size (5 to 10 under NP/96 GP. 
acres). • Limited LOR allowed in 

• LOR allowed in Community Community Regions and Rural 
Regions and Rural Centers. Centers (where surrounded by 

• Includes RR designation. higher density designations) . 
• C only appropriate in Community • RL designation addresses rural 

Regions and Rural Centers except development (instead of RR). 
in areas also having the -PL • Limited RL allowed in Community 
overlay. Regions and Rural Centers (where 

• Mixed use allowed in C and RD. surrounded by higher density 
• I allowed anywhere in county . designations). 

• Specifies Floor Area Ratios for C, • Limited NR allowed Community 
RD, and I only. Regions and Rural Centers (where 

surrounded by higher density 
(Policy 2.2.1.2) designations). 

• C appropriate in Community 
Regions and Rural Centers; limited 
C allowed in Rural Regions where 
such development already exists 
(no new C allowed). 

• Mixed use allowed in C and MFR . 
• Specifies Floor Area Ratios for 

MFR. A, NR, C, RD, I, TR, OS, 
and PF. 

• I allowed anyWhere in county . 

"""i~l"li 4/14il01 Page 3 of28 
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SUMMAR\' OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EQUAL WEIGHT GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVES, continued 

Alternatives #1 and #4: No Project Alternative 2: Roadway Constrained Alternative 3: Environmentally 
Subject/Item and 1996 General Plan Six-Lane "Plus" Constrained 

(NP and 96 GP) (RC) (EC) 

Land Use Overlays Include Planned Community (-PC), Includes Agricultural District (-A), Includes Ecological Preserve (-EP), 
Agricultural Districts ( -A), Platted Ecological Preserve (-EP), and Mineral Mineral Resource (-MR), and 
Lands (-PL), Ecological Preserve (-EP), Resource (-MR). Important Biological Corridor (-IBC). 
Non°Jurisdictional Lands (-NJ), and 
Mineral Resource (-MR). (Policy -PC eliminated because areas with As with the RC Alternative, -PC, -PL, 
2.2.2.1) adopted plans either identified with the and -MR eliminated. Additionally, -A 

-AP land use designation or are eliminated because Agricultural Lands 
otherwise adequately identified on the are now identified through a base land 
land use map. 0 PL eliminated and the use designation. 
issue of higher density development in 
Rural Regions addressed through 
policy. -NJ eliminated because not 
necessary to add additional layer to 
identify nonjurisdictional lands; they 
are non jurisdictional regardless of the 
designation applied. 

Mixed Use Mixed use allowed on C and RD lands; Allowed on C, RD. and MFR. Allowed on C, RD, and MFR. Required 
encouraged but not required. (Table 2-2 Encouraged but not required. (Policy for C some projects (standards to be 
and Policies 2. l, 1.3 and 2.2.2.5) LU-3h and Implementation Measure developed). (Policies LU-3h and LU-3i 

LU-A) and Implementation Measure LU-A} 
Subdivision No Project: Not allowed; constrained Allowed such that no more than 4 Allowed consistent with state law. 

by Writ. parcels are created. (Policies LU- I b 
1996 GP: Allowed consistent with and LU-4b) 
state law. 

Planned Developments Policies include requirements and detail Planned Developments addressed very Same as RC. (Policies LU-3a, LU-3b, 
regarding Planned Developments. generally. Implementation program and LU-3c and Implementation 
(Objectives 2.2.3 and 2.2.4) addresses revisions to PD combining Measure LU-A) 

zone district. (Policies LU-3a, LU-3b, 
LV-3c and Implementation Measure 
LU-A) 

Miscellaneous Land Use • Includes specifications for rezone • Includes statement that housing Same as RC except: 
evaluations. (Policy 2.2.5.3) will be fairly distributed 

• Includes direction to create a throughout county. Also requires • Requires removal of off-premise 
Neighborhood Service zone provision of affordable housing as signs that are visible from county 
district. (Policy 2.2.5.8) part of residential development roadways and state highways; 

• Specifies that Use Permit required projects. (Policies LU-3k and LU- requires on-premise signs in scenic 
for nonresidential support services 8b) corridors to be of size and scale 
in areas having the MFR, HOR, • Includes direction on school that does not affect quality of 
MOR, LOR, and RR designation. compatibility. (Policy LU-3n) corridor. 
(Poticv 2.2.S.9) 
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SUMMAR\' OF DIFFERENCES BETWEEN THE EQUAL WEIGHT GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVES, continued 

Subject/Item 

• 

• 

Alternatives #1 and #4: No Project 
and 1996 General Plan 

(NP and 96 GP) 
(Policy 2.2.5.9) 
Includes requirement for 
application of the Planned 
Development combining zone 
district in Airport Safety Zone 3. 
(Policy 2.2.5.13) 
Identification of any Wild & 
Scenic River or National 
Recreation Area inconsistent with 
GP. (Policy 2.2.5.15) 

• Includes site-specific policies 
(Villages P, Q, and V ofEDH SP, 
parcel ll l 0 llO-OI [which now has 
a new parcel number}, Fallen Leaf 
Lake, and Texas Hill Reservoir 
take area, Clarksville). (Objective 
2.2.6 and Policy 2.4. l .4) 

• Includes specification on contents 
of a Scenic Corridor Ordinance. 
(Objective 2.6.1) 

• Discretionary development on 
ridgelines is to be limited within 
scenic corridors. (Policy 2.6.1.5) 

• Requires removal or relocation of 
billboards in Scenic Corridors. 
(Policy 2.7. l.2) 

• Encourages new subdivisions to 
include design components that 
take advantage of passive or 
natural summer cooling and/or 
winter solar access (from Public 
Services and Utilities element). 

Alternative 2: Roadway Constrained 
Six0 Lane "Plus" 

• 

• 

• 

• 

(RC) 

Specifies that residential uses are 
allowed in Rural Regions but that 
their primary purpose is to 
accommodate resource-based land 
use activities. (Policy LU4a) 
Includes section on Tahoe Basin . 
Approach is to simplify regulating 
environment in the Basin (see the 
"General" section above). (Goal 
LU-5) 
Prohibits development on 
ridgelines where such development 
would break the skyline or be 
visible from public spaces. (Policy 
LU-6b) 
Encourages removal of off-premise 
signs from scenic corridors; 
requires on-premise signs in scenic 
corridors to be of size and scale 
that does not affect quality of 
corridor. (Policies LU-6c and LU-
6d) 
Includes statement that every 
parcel allowed one primary and 
second unit. (Policy LU-7h) 
Addresses developing siting 
standards for energy conservation. 
(Policy LU-7g) 

~~~-~·~·-·~==···~·~· (Polict5.6.2.2) , , . , , ~ ,,,, 
TRANSPORT~TION AN])!C!}lC::,Ol;ATlON.:-1 ""fiJ"'·:~,·,:·'G,;~ > •'r :: · :·, ·~"1·" r • \ ,,;;,;,· ,,.,,,,,. 
Highway 50 Size I 8 lanes on Circulation Diagram. Not 16 lanes on Circulation Map (Figure TC-

limited to size in the future. J ). Encourage Caltrans to keep at a 
maximum of 6 lanes. (Goal TC~O) 

Revised 4/15/03 

Alternative 3: Environmentally 
Constrained 

(EC) 

(Policies LU-31, LU-3n, LU-4a, LU-6b, 
LU-6c, LU-6d, LU-7h, LU-7g, and LU-
8b and Goal LU0 5) 

~r7.f; );(:,.~j:,·i~·, ·'.-,:~re;~··x)f} '."::~'.:·/~-;t~~;i.\:'.~~ ,~-:j:.?;~:::\~\<·:"};tf\l;:: j" ~'.~;;1~~ ~ ' 

8 lanes on Circulation Map (Figure TC-
1 ). Not limited to size in the future. 
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El Dorado County Planning Commission 
2850 Fair Lane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Commissioners 

LETTER 124 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the El Dorado County General Plan and 
Draft EIR. The size and scope of the General Plan documents make it very difficult for average 
members of the public to comment in a concise and coherent manner. None the less, it seems 
evident that of the twelve alternatives considered, some have considerably less impact to the 
environment than others. 

Alternative #3, the Environmentally Constrained Alternative has a land use map and 
policies that protect agriculture~ wildlife corridors, and rural landscape to a greater degree that 
the other three alternatives. However, the projected growth for this alternative over the next 20 
years is the same as the 1996 General Plan, which is unacceptable. The proposed 8 lanes for 
Highway 50 in particular are extremely unlikely to be built without California State funding and 
CAL TRANS has indicated that it has no intention of expanding the Highway to 8 lanes. 

In the Draft EIR, Alternative #12, the Compact Development Alternative would develop 
policies and land use designations to encourage density and design that would support walking, 
bicycling and transit, allow for mixed use and affordable housing. Increased density with limits 
on housing numh-ers would reduce the impacts caused by density. TI1.is alternative has the least 
environmental impact of all the alternatives considered, and is designated the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative in the Draft EIR. Alternative #9 which would re-plan the Business Park, 
the Carson Creek subdivision and the Valley View subdivision to coordinate housing with jobs 
and improve connectivity with pedestrian and bicycle paths to reduce traffic congestion in the 
area would also greatly reduce impacts in that area. 

An alternative which included these planning tools could reduce traffic impacts, while 
still allowing moderate growth and protection of rural lands and wildlife habitat. Although such 
an alternative was not proposed, it would prevent the quality of life in El Dorado County from 
deteriorating, while protecting the natural amenities which attracted the current citizens and 
support the increasingly important tourism trade. 

While development generates substantial revenue for County_ government, El Dorado 
County citizens will continue to pay for the maintenance of government services through taxes. 
Quality schools, adequate water, livable traffic, and attractive landscapes are some of the 
amenities that are sacrificed to poorly planned growth. Moderate, well-planned growth with 
protection of our quality of life is both economically feasible, and, is the only alternative that is 
sustainable into the future. 
Sincerely, 

Your Constituent 

1 t :21 Wd 9 1 unr so 
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From: Rorden, Sterling A [Sterling.Rorden@Aerojet.com] 
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2003 3:40 PM 
To: 'generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us' 
Cc: 'rorden@cwnet.com' 
Subject: Comments on General Plan 

LETTER 125 

I have a 25 acre parcel in Garden Valley (#060-710-08-100). It is zoned RES and 
bordered by 5 and 10 acre parcels. The various plan drafts have a RR or RL land 
use designation with drafts 1, 2, and 4 calling for agricultural district A 
designation. It is my understanding that this would make it difficult to 
subdivide my parcel into 5 acre parcels in the future. I am requesting that my 
parcel be put in the LDR designation without the agricultural district A 
designation. This would be consistent with my 
zoning and the use of the bordering parcels. 

> Sterling Rarden 
> MIS 5610 
> PO Box 13222 
> Sacramento CA 95813-6000 
> Phone: (916) 355-2173 
> Pager: ( 916) 855-2767 
> Fax: (916) 355-6543 
> 

> 
> 
> 
> 
> 
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-----Original Message-----
From: Eric Straatsma [mailto:straats@msn.com1 
Sent: Monday, June 16, 2003 6:30 PM 
To: planning@co.el-dorado.ca.us 

LEnER126 

Subject: Fw: public comment on general plan and sustainable future 

Please use this version. 

Public Comment Regarding General Plan: 

Regarding the general plan and land use, I am here in behalf of seven 
future generations of children and as a representative and director of A Better 
Future World (not for profit). I noticed that the general plan only covers the 
years 2003 to 2025. This leaves out all future generations beyond that, so I am 
speaking not only for this generation, but also for them, especially since no 
one else is representing them and they cannot represent themselves. 

What seven future generations want you to hear is; keep them in mind 
before making any decision that affects them. Use the guiding thought of; what 
impact will this decision have on seven future generations? Think about your 
children, their children and five future generations of their children's 
children. Where will they live? How will they live? What quality of life will 
they have if billions of people copy what we are doing now? This is just the 
general idea. Now let us look at a few specifics. 

I think we would all agree that none of us or future generations want 
another Los Angeles. They do not deserve to pay off debts or to clean up messes 
created by this or any other generations. Further, they want a county that 
offers all of the riches that were provided to this generation for free, such as 
relatively clean air, clean water and abundant resources of all kinds, such as 
unspoiled forests. They want you to know that all of us living now are but 
stewards of what we have been given, and we need to pass on these gifts to 
future generations. There are some very specific ways to do this, without 
causing future generations or the environment harm, while at the same time, 
using resources wisely for the inevitable growth process that all areas are 
experiencing. 

Future generations would argue that present day building codes and laws 
impede a sustainable solution to present day problems. They impede the quality 
of life that may be sustainable for seven future generations. One issue posed by 
building codes is that they constrain building decisions into artificial boxes 
that have nothing to do with what is good for the environment or for in the 
direction of what is sustainable. It is illegal to build using locally gathered 
resources that are completely recyclable or renewable. Why is it that people are 
required to build homes that will end up as toxic material in a landfill in 
thirty years? Why can't laws encourage the building of homes that could end up 
enriching the soil instead, like fertilizer, mimicking the forest floor? 

The present sewage disposal rules, laws and systems are dangerous, 
antiquated and obsolete. They are based on the theory of what is out of mind, is 
out of thought and cannot cause a problem. No one thinks twice about what 
happens when something is flushed down the drain. Drawbacks are very numerous. 
Leaks, floods, spills, and toxic chlorine which poses a terrorist chemical 
weapons threat and is a very real public health hazard are just a few of the 
very real weaknesses of the present sewage system design. 
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Sustainable, closed loop, or self-contained sewage treatment answers which 
enrich the soil exist but are not possible according to present day building 
codes and laws. Clivus Multrum composting toilets, Earthship sewage treatment 
systems, and completely closed loop community based artificial marsh systems 
(developed by NASA) are not only possible, but well documented as being safe, 
sanitary, and efficient, as well as clean. These systems are being used TODAY in 
conununities nationwide and globally. Why are they not legal or being used here 
in this county? Why make illegal what future generations need to solve the 
problems posed by growth today? 

It is illegal ~o build sustainable closed loop Earthship style of housing. 
It is illegal to build adobe or rammed earth type of housing. It is illegal to 
build straw bale type of housing, without a standard 2X4 frame, (which 
quadruples the cost). It is illegal to reinforce adobe walls or concrete with 
bamboo that can be grown locally, even though it has proven to be just as strong 
as or stronger than steel reinforcing according to Chinese studies. These are 
just a few of the mountains of red tape that decades of laws on the books put in 
the way of future generations and sustainable progress, as well draining away 
any real chance of truly affordable housing. Affordable housing is not realistic 
under the oppressive weight of present day building codes that force costs out 
of the reach of the average middle income wage earner and make life expensive 
and unsustainable as well. Are there any real life examples of affordable 
housing that is also sustainable? 

It just so happens that a community ten years ago initiated a pilot 
project to test and see if low cost, sustainable housing could be built. The 
county donated some land that the county owned and decided to issue a public 
challenge. They created a county wide public competition using all of the media. 
The county announced that they had created twelve lots on which anyone could 
build for free, without any permit costs. They did impose limits. The houses 
could not be larger than 1200 square feet, and they could not exceed $10,000 in 
construction materials costs. The county also agreed to suspend standard 
building codes so that participants could utilize creativity and innovation when 
building.these low cost houses. (The houses did have to be safe to live in). The 
county also agreed to turn over ownership of the land to the individual builders 
for one dollar at the end of a two year publicity cycle where they could take 
tours or pictures of the houses, without paying anything to the home owners. 
This competition turned out to be a win-win-win-win project. 

All 12 of the building sites were built on successfully utilizing high 
labor, low cost, sustainable local building materials that were available in the 
area. The houses turned out to be beautiful, affordable and sustainable, even 
though they did not meet the local codes. People did want to live in them and 
they were worth much more than the $10,000 each that was allocated when they 
were all completed. The lesson to this story is that sustainable answers are 
possible, but one has to think outside the box of present day laws and 
regulations, which actually impede progress. What can each of us do to make the 
process of innovation and sustainable living possible? I am doing my part, and 
my desire is that everyone else living in the global village (and this county) 
do their part. 

I also have another personal story to share. I moved to this county in 
the late 1980's with my family. I came to the county and asked the planning 
department for permission to build a straw bale house. The planning officials in 
the permit office laughed at me. I did not give up. I came back and asked for an 
experimental permit to build a demonstration project in the form of a straw bale 
house. I was laughed at again, and told that the county does not issue 
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"experimental" housing permits. They did not even want to hear what I had in 
mind. I gave up at that point. The lesson in this story is that not only I 
suffered, but the environment suffered as well, and future generations will 
suffer because of the lack of foresight, flexibility and the loss of innovation 
in terms of what is allowed to be built in this county. My examples illustrate 
very clearly that laws and in the box types of thinking stand in the way of 
sustainable answers in all areas. 

Since that time, others have fought the same battle I did against the red 
tape that entangles and ensnares good ideas, and the county eventually decided 
that straw bale houses were OK, but only if a standard frame was built along 
with the straw bale wall. This half way solution also does not work, because it 
completely negates the reason for a straw bale house in the first place. Adding 
more unnecessary material raises the cost of building such a sustainable 
structure to the point where it is prohibitive, when compared to standard 
building costs. The original idea was to build affordable housing, but the laws 
and regulations trying to make innovative housing fit the standard model, make 
the innovative housing unaffordable again. 

A straw bale house can be a low cost form of housing that is not only 
affordable, but also well insulated, sound proof, fire proof, and safe. A straw 
bale house does not need a frame inside or outside of it, as many engineering 
studies have proven. Fire studies have proven that straw bale houses smeared 
with adobe and or cement are 100 times more fire resistant than standard homes 
built to code. I could go on and on with each of the other sustainable housing 
styles, and their strengths as well as benefits, but I hope you get the idea. 

Overall, in this county, innovation is squelched. In this county, 
innovators have been mostly laughed at, resisted and made to pay dues that are 
unaffordable, even though they offer solutions that will benefit not only the 
present generation, but many future generations as well. Why is this? Please 
think about it, for the sake of future generations of our children. 

In Arizona, there are whole housing tracts that are made up of Earthships, 
which are completely self contained houses, that have their own sewage systems, 
water systems and power generations systems. They need no input from utilities 
and emit no noxious fumes, odors or wastes as all standard, code built homes do 
in this county. The codes in those areas have been written specifically for 
those houses, and they are not forced to try to fit into standard housing codes. 

Why are Earthships illegal here in this county? These sustainable houses 
solve many more problems than any small tweaking of present day codes can ever 
hope to accomplish, but the code does not allow innovation, so they are deemed 
unworthy of being built. Why is this? Please think about it, for the sake of 
future generations of our children. 

When a society turns its back on solutions and pursues a path that leads 
to destruction, who is to blame? Noah came and built an Ark. Everyone laughed at 
him and ridiculed him. Yet, when the floods came, he was ready, and he saved the 
whole planet, or so the story goes. We have an equivalent situation here. The 
ftArk* has been built and is available. Why are the powers that be so resistant 
to it? Why is the "Ark" ridiculed, when it offers sustainable answers? Please 
think about it, for the sake of future generations of our children. 

So far, the county is moving in the opposite direction of where it needs 
to go. Sustainable solutions are discarded like dirty trash or tweaked until 
they are completely unworkable. Meanwhile, $300,000 to One Million dollar homes 
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waste materials, resources and destroy the environment. These monsters are 
encouraged and rewarded with building permits and speedy approvals on a scale 
that only speeds the ultimate destruction of the planet and all life on it. 
Money can be the only reason for this. But money has no meaning to future 
generations, not yet born. They will judge what you and I do. What judgment do 
you want to bear? Will you and I be guilty of only pursuing the easy path to 
riches and ignoring all else? 

I hope that the general plan makes room for sustainable projects, and for 
future generations. My vision is that the general plan makes room and welcomes 
innovation that is sustainable in all areas. I propose that the county at the 
very least issue experimental permits for sustainable projects, whether they 
consist of one home, commercial property, or multiple units. We need to 
encourage innovation, not destroy it. We need to nurture the best and brightest 
hope for our future, not drown it in red tape, ridicule and harassment. 

If the county has the capacity for a bold and bright vision for the 
future, I would even propose a similar pilot project that includes the whole 
county as was illustrated earlier, so that these types of projects can be given 
the public exposure and publicity they need. I would love to be a part of this 
type of project and I applaud any movement in this direction by the public 
servants who have been provided with the sacred trust of ensuring that the best 
and brightest ideas see the light of day, for the benefit of not only the public 
good today, but also for seven future generations to come. 

Let me know if I can be of any service. I trust that you will give this 
matter your very deliberate thought and meditation. 

In Sustainable Health, 

A Better Future World 
E. R. Straatsma 
PO Box 51 
El Dorado, CA 95623 
530-306-7498 

www.abetterfutureworld.homestead.com 
Teaching The Science Of Sustainable Health 
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Supervisor Rusty Dupray 
El Dorado County Board ofSupervisorso3 JUN 23 PM 12: 43 
360 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95867 REC El VE D 

PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Dear Supervisor Dupray: 

LETTER 127 

June 16, 2003 

I am writing to you concerning the two proposals in the current land use drafts which 
would change our properties from the historic MDR to LDR in ( Alternative2 and 
Alternative 3) currently under consideration. 
I am a co .. signer on two previous letters submitted to you this year one letter requesting 
MOR zoning. The last letter protesting our arbitrary removal from the El Dorado Hills 
Service district 
I am enclosing a map of our area. On it you will see that South Point subdivision is 
located on my back fence line. My parcel number is 067-090-171. I see this as an 
example of the poor planning that bas been practiced in this particular area for the last ten 
years. There is nothing that separates upscale 1 acre estate parcels from a horse ranch but 
a single fence. Incompatible zoning is an issue that I have brought up before this board 
during the planning commission public hearings in 1996. And here we are again. I 
understand Measure Y's lobbyist's position on the environmental issues. But there is an 
environmental advantage to using a logical dividing margin between properties of 
drastically different zoning. I am requesting that you and the Board look at this problem 
now when there is an opportunity to affect a solution that would maintain our MDR 
zoning. 

Sincerely, 

Jndutl/~ 
Sandra Winters 
1480 Lomita way 
El Dorado Hills, Ca. 95762 

933-4466 

CC: Helen Baumann, County Supervisor District 2 
Carl Borelli, County Supervisor District 3 
Allan Tolhurst~ county supervisor District 5 
Planning Commissioners 
Peter Maurer, Principal Planner 
Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project Manager 

067-090-171 
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Gray Davis 
Governor 

June 17, 2003 

Peter Maurer 

S TAT E OF C A L I F O R N I A 

Governor's Office of Planning and Research 

State Clearinghouse 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Subject: El Dorado County General Plan 
SCH#: 2001082030 

Dear Peter Maurer: 

LETTER 128 

~Of 

~""4.<'I ~ (,e _) 
~~0Fc,.l'5~ 

Tal Finney 
Interim Director 

The State Clearinghouse submitted the above named Draft EIR to selected state agencies for review. On the 
enclosed Document Details Report please note that the Clearinghouse has listed the state agencies that 
reviewed your document. The review period closed on June 16, 2003, and the comments from the 
responding agency (ies) is (are) enclosed. If this comment package is not in order, please notify the State 
Clearinghouse immediately. Please refer to the project's ten-digit State Clearinghouse number in future 
correspondence so that we may respond promptly. 

Please note that Section 21104( c) of the California Public Resources Code states that: 

"A responsible or other public agency shall only make substantive comments regarding those 
activities involved in a project which are within an area of expertise of the agency or which are 
required to be carried out or approved by the agency. Those comments shall be supported by 
specific documentation." 

These comments are forwarded for use in preparing your final environmental document. Should you need 
more information or clarification of the enclosed comments, we recommend that you contact the 
commenting agency directly. 

This letter acknowledges that you have complied with the State Clearinghouse review requirements for draft 
environmental documents, pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act. Please contact the State 
Clearinghouse at (916) 445-0613 if you have any questions regarding the environmental review process. 

Sincerely,. 

~~ 
Terry Roberts 
Director, State Clearinghouse 

Enclosures 
cc: Resources Agency 

1400 TENTH STREET P.O. BOX 3044 SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95812-3044 
(916)445-06!3 f AX(916)323-3018 www.opr.ca.gov 
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Document Details Report 
State Clearinghouse Data Base 

SCH# 2001082030 
Project Title 

Lead Agency 
El Dorado County General Plan 
El Dorado County Planning Department 

Type EIR Draft EIR 

Description Adoption of new general plan. 

Lead Agency Contact 
Name 

Agency 
Phone 
email 

Peter Maurer 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
530-621-5355 Fax 

Address 2850 Fair1ane Court 
City Placerville State CA Zip 95667 

Project Location 
County El Dorado 

City Placerville 

Region 
Cross Streets 

Paree/No. 
Township 

Proximity to: 
Highways 

Airports 
Railways 

Waterways 
Schools 

Land Use 

Range Section Base 

Project Issues Aesthetic/Visual; Agricultural Land; Air QuaUty; Archaeologic-Historic; Forest Land/Fire Hazard; Flood 

Plain/Flooding; Drainage/Absorption; Geologic/Seismic; Minerals; Noise; Pubtic Services; 

Schools/Universities; Septic System; Sewer Capacity; Soil Erosion/Compaction/Grading; Solid Waste; 

Toxic/Hazardous; Traffic/Circulation; Vegetation; Water Quality; Water Supply; Wetland/Riparian; 

Wildlife; Growth Inducing; Landuse; Cumulative Effects 

Reviewing Resources Agency; Department of Conservation; Department of Fish and Game, Region 2; 

Agencies Department of Forestry and Fire Protection; Office of Historic Preservation; Department of Parks and 

Recreation; Reclamation Board; Caltrans, Division of Aeronautics; California Highway Patrol; Caltrans, 

District 3; Department of Housing and Community Development; Regional Water Quality Control Bd., 

Region 5 (Sacramento); Department of Toxic Substances Control; Native American Heritage 

Commission; Tahoe Regional Planning Agency 

Date Received 05/01/2003 Start of Review 05/01/2003 End of Review 06/16/2003 

Note: Blanks in data fields result from insufficient information provided by lead agency. 
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Jun-16-2003 01 :45P111 From-DIVISION OF LAND RESOURCE PROTECTION 

State of California 

Memorandum 

To: Project Coordinator 
Resources Agency 

19163273430 T-945 P. 001 /001 F-407 

THE RESOURCES AGENCY OF CALIFORNIA 

Date: June 16, 2003 

Peter Maurer, Principal Planner 
Attn: General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 

[D)UUU~~ 
l!U JUN 1 6 2003 l~ C, 

Placerville, CA 95667 

From; Erik Vink, Assistant Director G,/ 
STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

Department of Conservation - Division of Land Resource Protection 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Report {DEIR) for the El Dorado County General 
Pian SCH# 2001082030 

The Department of Conservation's Division of land Resource Protection (Division) 
monitors farmland conversion on a statewide basis and administers the California land 
Conservation (Williamson) Act and other agricultural land conservation programs. We 
have reviewed the above DEi R addressing adoption and implementation of the El Dorado 
County General Plan and offer the fotlowing comments. 

• The DEIR notes that the minimum Williamson Act contract size is 20 acres with 
consideration of smaller parcels if they meet additional criteria. Mitigation 
Measure 5.2-2 provides a revision to the Agriculture and Forestry Element to limit 
ranch marketing, activities, wineries and other agricultural promotional uses to 5 
acres or 50 percent of the parcel. 

• The Division recommends that the County's compatibility review also consider 
the principle compatibility requirements for contracted lands as specified in the 
Williamson Act (Government Code Section 51238. 1 ). 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DElR. If you have questions 
on our comments, or require techn1cal assistance or information on agricultural land 
conservation, please contact the Division at 801 K Street1 MS 13-71, Sacramento, 
California 95814; or> phone (916) 324-0850. 

cc: El Dorado County RCD 
100 Fomi Road, Suite A. 
Placerville, CA 95667 
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06/16/2003 12:01 9156539531 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DMSION OF AERONAUTICS - M.8.#40 
1120 N STREET 
P. 0. BOX 942878 
SACRAMENTO. CA 94273e0001 
PHONE (916) 654-4959 
FAX (916) 653-9531 

June 12, 2003 

Mr. Peter Maurer 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Faidane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Mr. Maurer: 

CT AERONAUTICS 

STATE CLEAR\NG HOUSE 

PAGE 01 
GRAY l>l\\/Q \>O""Ql!Ji. 

Fkxyour power! 
& energy efficient! 

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for El Dorado County General Plan; 
SCH# 2001082030 

The California Department of Transportationy Division of Aeronautics ("Department"), 
reviewed the above-referenced document with respect to airport-related noise,and safety 
impacts and regional aviation land use planning issues pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The following coJlllllents. are offered for your 
consideration. 

1. The proposal is for the adoption of the new El Dorado County General Plan. As 
discussed in the DEIR, several public-use airports are located within El Dorado 
County. These include Placerville Airport, Georgetown Airport, Cameron Airpark 
and South Lake Tahoe Airport. · 

2. In accordance with Public Utilities Code (PUC) Section 21676, local general plans 
and any amendments must be consistent with the adopted airport land use 
compatibility plans developed by the Foothill Airport Land Use Commission (ALUC). 
For South Lake Tahoe Airport, the General Plan should be consistent with the plan 
developed by the City of South Lake Tahoe ALUC. This requirement is necessary to 
ensure that Gener.al Plan policies and recommendations for noise impact assessment 
and land use densities are appropriate, given the nature of airport operations. In 
addition to submitting the proposal to the Foothill ALUC and the City of South Lake 
Tahoe ALUC, the General Plan should also be coordinated with airport staff. 

3. In the Executive Summary Table, the DEIR states that Policy 6.6.2.3 · will require 
airport master plans and airport comprehensive or compatibility land. use plans be 
updated to reflect aircraft operations noise level contours for the year 2025. 

~caltrans improve• mobility across Caltfornia" 
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4. According to the DEIR Table 5.1-5, with the exception of South Lake Tahoe Airport, 
which is in the Lake Tahoe Basin under the jurisdiction of the Tahoe Regional 
Planning Agency (TRPA), all project alternatives include a policy (Policy 2.2.5.13 for 
NP/1996 GP, LU-7e for RC/EC) requiring the County comply with land use 
restrictions established in an adopted Foothill ALUC CLUPs. We concur with this 
requirement. We also strongly encourage the General Plan include the ALUC 
designated Airport Influence Area maps as well as the airport noise contour maps for 
each airport. A map of the adopted Airport Influence Area will promote public 
awareness of ALUC jurisdiction and the airport noise and safety impact area. 

6. AB briefly discussed in the DEIR, portions of El Dorado County are within the 
approach/departure flight paths for Sacramento Mather Airport. Although outside 
the 60 dB Community Noise Equivalent Level ( CNEL) for Sacramento Mather 
Airport, the county has received "numerous noise-related complaints" due to 
overflight noise. We recommend that future homeowners and tenants be ad.vised of 
the proximity of the aircraft approach/departure flight tracks and the likelihood of 
aircraft-related noise impacts. We also suggest the County work with airport staff 
and the Sacramento County ALUC c/o SACOG (Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments). 

6. The Division of Aeronautics has technical expertise in the areas of airport-related 
noise, safety and compatible land use issues. The Division has permit authority for 
public use airports and heliports and we are a funding agency for airport projects. In 
accordance with CEQA, Public Resources Code 21096, the California Airport Land 
Use Planning Handbook (Handbook) published by Division of Aeronautics, must be 
utilized as a resource in the preparation of environmental documents for projects 
within airport comprehensive land use plan boundaries or if such a plan has not been 
adopted, within two nautical miles of an airport. The Handbook is a resource that 
should be applied to all public use airports. The Handbook can be accessed at 
http://www.dot.ca:.gov/hq/planning/aeronaut/htmlfile/landuse.html. 

7. The enclosed Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) Advisory Circular (AC150/5200-
33) entitled "Hazardous Wildlife Attractants on or Near Airports" states that land 
use practices that attract or sustain hazardous wildlife populations on or near 
airports can significm.,.tly increase the potential for wildlife.;.aircraft collisions. The 
FAA recommends that landfills, wastewater treatment · facilities, surface mining, 
wetlands and other uses that have the potential to attract wildlife, be restricted in 
the vicinity of an airport, Also enclosed is a copy of AC 150/5200·34 entitled 
"Construction or Establishment of Landfills Near Public Airports." For· additional 
information concerning wildlife damage management, you may wish to contact 
Patrick L. Smith, United States Department of Agriculture, Wildlife Services, at 
(916) 979-2675. 

"Caltra.1111 improoes mobility across California." 
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8. The need for compatible and safe land uses near airports in California is both a local 
and 8. state issue. Along with protecting individuals who reside or work near an 
airport, the Division of Aeronautics views each of the 250 public use airports in 
California as part of the statewide transportation system, which is vital to the state's 
continued prosperity. This role will_ no doubt increase as California's population 
continues to grow and the need for efficient mobility becomes more crucial. We 
strongly feel that the protection of airports from incompatible land use encroaclunent 
is vital to California's economic future. Airport land use commissions and airport 
land use compatibility plans, however, are key to protecting an airport and the people 
residing and working in the vicinity of an airport. 

These comments reflect the areas of concern to the Department's Division of Aeronautics 
with respect to airport-related noise and safety impact$ and regional airport land use 
planning issues. We advise you to contact our district office concerning surface 
transportation issues. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this proposal. If you have any 
questions, please call me at (916) 664-5314. 

Sincerely, 

Original Signed by 

SANDY HESNARD 
Aviation Environmental Planner 

Enclosures 

c: State Clearinghouse 
Foothill ALUC 
City of South Lake Tahoe ALUC 
SACOG 
TRPA 
Cameron Airpark 
Georgetown Airport 
Placerville Airport 
South Lake Tahoe Airport 
Mather Airport 

wcaltranB improves mobility acro66 California" 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA GRAY DAVIS, Governor 

CALIFORNIA STATE LANDS COMMISSION 
100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100-South 
Sacramento, CA 9582~8202 

Mr. Pater Maurer 
Principal Planner 
El Dorado County 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, Ca 95667 

Dear Mr. Maurer: 

June 16, 2003 

PAUL D. THAYER* Executive Officer 
(916) 574-1800 FAX(916)574-1810 

califomia Relay Service Fl'Om TDD Phone 1-800~735-2922 
from Voice Phone 1-800-735,.2929 

ContactPhone: (916)574-1183 
Contact FAX: (916) 574-1835 

Subject: El Dorado County General Plan Alternatives and Draft 
Environmental Impact Report 

Staff of the Califomia State Lands Commission (CSLC) has received from El 
Dorado County the General Plan Alternatives and Draft Environmental Impact Report. 
The CSLC has jurisdiction over aH State owned filled and unfilled tidelands, submerged 
lands and beds of navigable waterways. The State acquired ownership of all such 
lands within its boundaries upon its admission to the United States in 1850. The State 
holds these lands for the benefit of all its people for the public trust purposes of water 
related commerce. navigation, fisheries, water oriented recreation, and open space. 

Due to budget constraints, we are currently unable to determine the existence. 
nature. extent or location of any sovereign ownership interests of the State under the 
jurisdiction of this agency in the project area. We therefore are not submitting 
substantive comments in response to the subject document at this time. The CSLC 
should be consulted regarding any speciflc uses proposed for or which may impact 
such lands. Inquiries may be submitted to the State Lands Commission, Division of 
Land Management. 100 Howe Avenue, Suite 100 South, Sacramento. California 
95825~ or contact may be made by phone to Barbara Dugal. Public Land Manager, at 
(916) 574-1833. 

cc: Barbara Dugal 

Sincerely • . E&~ 
Dwig t E. anders. Chief 
Divisi Environmental 
Planning & Management 
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~ California Regional Water Quality Control Board' 
~ Central Valley Region 

Robert Schneider, Chair 
Winston IL Hickox Gray Davis 

Secretary for 
Environmental 

Protection 

12 June 2003 

Philip Crimmins 
State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

Sacramento Main Office Governor 

Internet Address: http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb5 
3443 Routier Road, Suite A, Sacramento, California 95827-3003 

l'boue(916)255-3000•PAX(916)255-3015 , ~ 

ill rn ® rn n w ~ W .o) 
u loJ{p 

JUN 1 6 2003 ~ 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

COMMENTS TO THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT FOR THE EL DORADO 
COUNTY GENERAL Pl.AN, SCH NO. 2001082030, EL DORADO COUNTY 

Staff have reviewed the May 2003 " Draft Environmental Impact Report for the El Dorado County 
General Plan (SCH No. 2001082030)". This Draft EIR identifies and assesses the anticipated 
environmental effects of the adoption and implementation of a General Plan for the County of El 
Dorado. The General Plan is intended to provide a long-term framework with which land use planning 
decisions will be made. 

Our agency is delegated the responsibility of protecting the quality of the groundwater and surface 
waters of the state, and so our comments will only address concerns surrounding those issues. 

1. The Development Approval Process Section on page 5.1-12 provides a discussion on the 
differences between permits by right ("ministerial") and discretionary permits. The document states 
that " Uses permitted by right are, by definition, those uses and permits, such as building permits, 
that the County (through the General Plan and/or Zoning Ordinance) has exempted from 
discretionary action. As ministerial projects, these permits are generally exempt from CEQA 
review." Please keep in mind that Section 13260 of the California Water Code (CWC) requires that 
any project for which waste is proposedto be discharged toeith~r surface waters or land must 
submit a Report of Waste Discharge to the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional 
Board). The Regional Board is not able to adopt Waste Discharge Requirements (WDRs), or a 
waiver of WDRs, unless a CEQA document has been prepared for the project. 

2. Section 5.2 discusses, among other items, the El Dorado regulatory programs related to agriculture 
and forest resources in El Dorado County. The Wineries Ordinance discussion states that wineries 
are pennitted by right within certain agricultural zone districts. However, wastewater discharges 
from wineries are regulated by the Regional Board, and as stated above, the Board must comply 
with the requirements of CEQA in adopting permits. The ''by right" pennitting of wineries 
probably does not provide the necessary CEQA documents, and therefore either the County or the 
winery's consultant would be required to prepare a CEQA document for each winery to be 
permitted by the Board. 

California Environmental Protection Agency 

y Recycled Paper 

The energy challenge facing C'.,alifomia is real. Every Californian needs to take imm.ediate action to redm:e energy consumption. 
For a list of simple ways you can reduce demand and cut your energy costs, see our Web-site at http://www.swrcb.ca.gov/rwqcb5 
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3. Section 5.5.2 addresses potential impacts related to wastewater flows and system infrastructure 
that could results from population and employment growth, and provides a description of how 
wastewater is treated and disposed of within the county. The subsection that discusses 
"Wastewater Treated by Wastewater Treatment Plants" fails to describe the El Dorado Inigation 
District's Camino Heights wastewater treatment plant. 

4. Page 5.5-77 discusses the Union Mine Septage Treatment and Disposal Facility, and states that 
"Within the next two years, and to accommodate growth and acceptance of winery waste, the 
County plans to almost double the capacity of the treatment facility to a maximum capacity of 
approximately 30,000 gallons per day." In addition, the document states that County staff plan to 
expand the sprayfield by two acres to accommodate growth. The Union Mine Septage Treatment 
and Storage Facility is currently regulated by WDRs Order No.98-238, which allows a current 
flow of 30,000 gallons per day. Please keep in mind that if the septage treatment and disposal 
facility is expanded handle flows greater that what is allowed by WDRs Order No. 98-238, or the 
sprayfields are expanded to greater than the four acres allowed by the WDRs, then the County will 
need to apply for updated WDRs. 

5. Pages 5.5-78 and 5.5-79 provide a description of the regulatory roles provided by the El Dorado 
County Environmental Health Department, the State Water Resources Control Board (State 
Board), and the Regional Board regarding wastewater treatment and disposal systems. The 
document states that the State Board and Regional Board issue and enforce permits (i.e., WDRs) 
for WWTPs. In addition to issuing permits for WWTPs, the Regional Board requires that a 
RWD be submitted for individual onsite septic systems for any residential subdivision of over 100 
homes, and for any development where septic tank effluent is disposed to a community leachfield 
( common disposal systems). In addition, the Regional Board relies on each county to implement 
an on-site sewage disposal system program consistent with our Basin Plan which includes septic 
tank "Guidelines". The Regional Board has waived WDRs for individual on-site septic system 
discharges from single-family residences in those counties enforcing an ordinance that complies 
with the Board's "Guidelines". The "Guidelines" provide that land developments consisting of 
less than 100 lots will be processed by the county while tentative maps containing 100 lots or 
more shall be transmitted to the Board accompanied by a RWD. Our Board does not have 
resources for a formal program to monitor individual sewage disposal practices for the 38 counties 
within the Central Valley Region. Therefore, it is important for El Dorado County to ensure 
compliance with all of the criteria within the "Guidelines". 

6. Page 5.5-8 l provides a discussion on projected wastewater flows and treatment plant capacities 
for the El Dorado Irrigation District's El Dorado Hills and Deer Creek WWTPs. Based on the 
projected flows and current capacities, the Draft EIR indicates that the current treatment capacity 
would be reached at the El Dorado Hills WWTP around 2015, and at the Deer Creek WWTP 
around 2025. If the WWTP's are expanded to treat, store, and dispose of flows greater than what 
each plant is permitted for, then the WDRs will need to be updated. 

7. Page 5.5-93 provides a very brief discussion on the potential impacts of water quality from 
industrial sources. Specifically, it states that «Industrial land uses such as sand and gravel 
operations, and lumber mills can result in stream turbidity and toxic substances". As stated above, 
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any facility, including industrial facilities, that discharge waste to land and/or surface waters must 
submit a RWD to the Regional Board prior to the initiation of any discharge of wastewater. If 
such facilities are discharging wastewater and are not regulated by WDRs, then the discharge is in 
violation of the California Water Code. 

8. Page 5.5-94, the Onsite Wastewater Treatment System section, states that onsite sewage systems 
are used for single-family residences, multifamily residences, trailer parks, public facilities, 
campgrounds, and commercial or industrial establishments, induding wineries. As stated above, 
the Regional Board has waived WDRs for individual on-site septic system discharges from single
family residences in those counties enforcing an ordinance that complies with the Board's 
"Guidelines". The waived WDRs only apply to single-family residences or the equivalent, 
discharging domestic wastewater. Regional Board counsel has determined that "or equivalent" 
corresponds to flows of less than 5,000 gpd. This waiver does not apply to the discharge of 
winery process wastewater, or the discharge of other industrial wastewater. 

9. Page 5.5-105 of the document states that "County regulations for the proper design and 
installation of onsite systems have been adopted by the County Board of supervisors and have 
been reviewed and accepted by the RWQCB." However, Regional Board staff has no record that 
we have reviewed or accepted the County's regulations for design and installation of onsite septic 
tanks/leachfield systems. As directed by Assembly Bill 885, the State Board is in the process of 
developing updated regulations for onsite septic systems, and the Regional Board will be required 
to implement these updated regulations with each County within our region. 

10. The section on page 5.5-103 discussing the Regional Board's permitting of wineries is in error. 
Winery wastewater can contain extremely low pH levels, but this is not the cause of nitrate in the 
groundwater. Winery wastewater also contains high concentrations of nitrogen and salt 
Groundwater monitoring at wineries throughout the Central Valley has shown that the application 
of winery wastewater to land can cause the underlying groundwater to be degraded by salts 
(measured as total dissolved solids) and nitrogen. The document states that the permitting of 
wineries is completed at the local level. It should be noted that the County has no authority under 
the California Water Code to permit the discharge of industrial wastewater, including the process 
wastewater from wineries. The Regional Board is in the process of adopting a regulatory scheme 
for wineries, including a General Order for Onsite Storage/Offsite Disposal (adopted in March 
2003), a waiver for small food processors, including wineries (to be considered for adoption in 
July 2003), a General Order for Land Disposal of Winery Wastewater (projected to be considered 
in December 2003), and individual WDRs for wineries that do not meet the conditions of either 
General Order or the waiver. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to offer comments. If you have any questions regarding this matter, please 
telephone me at (916) 255-3389. 

SCOTT KRANHOID 
Waste Discharge to Land Unit 

cc: John Morgan, El Dorado County Environmental Health Department, Placerville 
Conrad Montgomery, El Dorado County Planning Department, Placerville 
Bill-Carey, El Dorado County Building Department, Placerville 
Dan Hinrichs, DJH Engineering, Placerville 
Steven Proe, Greenwood 
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STATE OF CAI JFQRNl~;Jl;jf RES0l.lBCf$ AGENCV 

DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
SACRAMENTO VALLEY ANO CENTRAL SIERRA REGION 
1701 NIMBUS ROAD, SUITE A 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CALIFORNIA 95670 
Tekophoo. (916J 358-2900 

Board of Supervisors 
El Dorado County 
330 Fair lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Board Members: 

RECEIVED 
JUN 1 0 2003 

STATE CLEARING HOUSE 

June 6, 2003 

~ 
w·t0·D) 

GBM'.DA~ 

The Department of Fish and Game has received the Draft General Plan and associated Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (OEJR) (SCH 2001082030) for El Dorado County. We request an 
extension of time until June 30, 2003, to provide our comments to the County. Section 15105 of the 
California Environmental Quaiity Act (CEQA} Guidelines provides for a review period of not less than 
45 days for a DEIR The additional requested time will help enable my staff to assist the County in 
properly addressing the many complex planning issues in the six subject General Plan documents. 

Your consideration of this request will be most appreciated. If you have any questions or 
comments, please call Ms. Terry Roscoe, Habitat Conservation Planning Supervisor, of my staff at 
(916) 358-2382. 

FG:pg 

cc: El Dorado County Counsel 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, California 95667 

State Clearinghouse 
1400 Tenth Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Ms. Terry Roscoe 
Department of Fish and Game 
1701 Njmbus Road, Suite A\ 
Rancho Cordova, California 95670 

Sincerely, 

~,qJ ~ 7-uml.B/r; · -
Banky E. Curtis 
Regional Manager 
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June 17, 2003 

Mr. Conrad B. Montgomery 
Planning Director 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

LETTER 129 

SUBJECT: El Dorado County General Plan Alternatives and Draft Environmental 
Impact Report {DEIR) 

Dear Mr. Montgomery: 

'{he City Council thanks you for the opportunity to respond to the General Plan and 
DEIR. The task that the County has undertaken to revise the General Plan is 
substantial. Although there are many concerns that we have identified, in the spirit of 
working together, the City wishes to try to cooperate with the County toward achieving 
solutions to these concerns. If solutions are not incorporated into the DEIR as 
mitigation measures or into the new General Plan as policy, the citizens of the City of 
Placerville and El Dorado County will continue to see a decline in their quality of life. 
By working together, our goal is to help ensure that problems are identified and that 
mitigations are realistic and achievable. 

The following is intended to be a brief discussion of the primary issues or concerns of 
the General Plan and DEIR to consider: 

DEIR Comments 

The prime areas of concern to the City relate to: 

• The impact of growth projected for the Community Region (Placerville's). 
• The impact upon the City's Sphere of Influence. l 

Finance/ Business Licenses 642-5223 • Administration 642-5200 • Community Development Director/ Planning 642-5252 • City Clerk 642-5200 
Engineering 642-5250 • Utility Billing/ Purchasing 642-5225 
City Hall FAX (530) 642-5228 • Finance FAX (530) 642-5255 
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• The desire to maintain separation of community between Placerville and the 
surrounding communities. 

• Traffic impacts. 
• Impacts upon the City's Recreation and Parks programs. 
• Maintain scenic, biological and recreational resources. 

It should be noted that the various sections of the DEIR paint a confusing picture 
relative to Placerville. For example, some sections of the document include Placerville 
in the "Placerville/Camino" Market Area, which is an ambiguously defined area, thus 
making it difficult to analyze the impacts of the various Alternatives. Other sections, 
such as Traffic and Circulation conclude discussion and mapping at the City limits as if 
that's where the traffic impacts cease to exist. In other words, in some areas of the 
document, Placerville is a part of a larger "Market Area" and in other areas of the 
document Placerville is a "donut hole". 

Traffic and Circulation 

The DEIR falls short disclosing the traffic impacts of the various Alternatives on the 
City of Placerville. For example, the document appropriately concludes that Placerville 
is located at the confluence of Highway 50 and Highway 49, two major travel routes 
through the community, but it fails to consider that other County roads, such as 
Mallard Lane, Green Valley Road, Mosquito Road, Newtown Road/Broadway, Cedar 
Ravine, Forni Road, Placerville Drive and the like, are not incorporated into any 
analysis. In fact, the environmental document ignores traffic impacts upon the City's 
major collectors and arterials from the various Alternatives, thus making it impossible 
to analyze the impacts of all the Alternatives. Furthermore, the various tables and 
charts, which list the various impacts on Highway 49 and Highway 50, specifically 
exclude the segments within Placerville. · While the Highway 50 Operational 
Improvements Study did make projections relative to increased traffic volumes on both 
Highway 49 and Highway 50, these were done without the benefit of the growth 
projections of the four various General Plan Alternatives. Therefore, it is the City's 
position that the environmental document is deficient in regard to not only Highway 49 
and Highway 50, but deficient in disclosing the impacts and identifying reasonable 
mitigation measures for the major collector and arterial roadways within the 
community. Potential mitigation measures that may be considered include: sharing of 
maintenance costs and T.I.M. fees; identification of roadway alternatives such as by
pass routes; and the creation of an integrated traffic and circulation plan for the 
"Community Region". 

CityResponseEOCGP&DEIR 
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Land Use and Housing 

A substantial portion of the Land Use and Housing discussion in the DEIR deals with 
inconsistency with applicable plans and policies of other agencies, and concludes that 
all four Alternatives are consistent with the City's General Plan. The basis for this 
conclusion is, at best, vague. It appears that simply because similar land uses are 
proposed within the City's Sphere of Influence, that the County General Plan 
Alternatives are automatically consistent. This should not be a "paint brush" 
conclusion. The DEIR concludes that there is a "potentially significant impact or 
substantial alteration or degradation of land use character in the County or sub-areas" 
as a result of the various land use alternatives. However, Policy 2.2.2.5 in the 1996 
General Plan speaks to this concern and encourages cooperation and coordination 
betvveen the City and County regarding land use. The City's support of Policy 2.2.2.5 is 
discussed in further detail below. Without strong policies such as those incorporated 
into the 1996 General Plan (2.2.2.5), these impacts will be significant and remain 
unmitigated, however such policies as incorporated into the 1996 General Plan would 
mitigate development pressures within the City's Sphere of Influence and maintain a 
separation of communities between Placerville and surrounding communities. 

Recreation and Parks 

Historically, County residents have relied heavily and benefited from the use of City 
parks facilities and recreation programs, financed and maintained by residents of the 
City. The DEIR concludes that existing parks and recreation facilities and the need for 
new facilities is a significant impact upon the County's parks and recreation facilities. 
The mitigation to reduce the impact on existing parks and recreation facilities and the 
need for new facilities is to "provide funding mechanisms for new park development". 
This is interesting. Inasmuch as the DEIR vaguely references the mere existence of City 
parks and recreation facilities, it would be reasonable and logical to draw the 
conclusion that County growth set forth in the four Alternatives, would result in the 
0 deterioration of existing parks and recreation facilities and the need for new facilities" 
upon the City of Placerville. The DEIR contains no discussion of, impact to, or 
mitigation for impacts to the City of Placerville' s parks and recreation facilities and 
programs, but instead indirectly assumes that the City will continue to absorb the 
impacts of the County. The DEIR appropriately concludes that there is a deficiency 
with respect to County parks and recreation programs, however fails to recognize that 
City park lands will absorb impacts not only from its own market area but from 
adjacent market areas such as Coloma, Gold Hill, Pollock Pines, Camino, Diamond 
Springs/El Dorado and Pleasant Valley. Since the County market areas will contribute 
larger numbers of people to the areas' growth, the use of the City's facilities will 

OtyResponseEOCGP&DEIR 
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continue at a higher rate than the growth of the City itself. The DEIR should address 
these additional impacts upon the City and propose mitigations that reduce these 
impacts on City facilities from County development. 

General Plan Alternatives Comments 

The 1996 General Plan contains a policy (Policy 2.2.2.5} that provides dear direction on 
coordination, compatibility and contiguity of development proposed both adjacent to 
the City boundaries and the City's Sphere of Influence. There are also policies which 
strongly encourage a proposed development be annexed into the City when 
appropriate or if located within the Sphere of Influence. The Roadway Constrained Six
Lane "Plus" and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives depart from this policy. The 
two Alternatives each have a policy (Policy LU-2b) which states, "Expansion of city 
Spheres of Influence and the annexation by cities of unincorporated lands lying within a 
Community Region shall be considered consistent with the General Plan if such areas 
are adjacent to incorporated city limits. Cities Sphere expansions and city annexations 
of undeveloped land lying outside the Community Region boundaries shall be 
considered inconsistent unless the Community Region boundary is amended consistent 
with Policy LU-2a." This appears to be a substantial departure from the coordinated 
and cooperative direction provided in the 1996 General Plan that not only encourages 
annexation where appropriate, but is proactive by maintaining development intensity 
and density to minimum levels in the County to promote annexations and calls for the 
creation of a joint task force to develop complementary land use patterns. Policies 
LU-2a and LU-2b policy place too much emphasis on the County's General Plan as to 
whether an annexation is to be found consistent. There is also a lack of coordination 
between the City's General Plan and the County's General Plan, which addresses land 
uses within the Sphere. It appears that the language in LU-2a would allow 
development to occur within the Sphere or abutting without encouraging annexation. 
Inasmuch as a great deal of negotiation was involved between the County and the City 
in 1995 to develop policies contained in the 1996 General Plan, it is disappointing why 
such policy is not extended to the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and 
Environmentally Constrained Alternatives. 

Without a policy such as Policy 2.2.2.5 it is difficult to conclude what the effect of the 
Roadway and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives are. 

Natural Resources 

The protection of our Region's natural and aesthetic resources is important to maintain 
tourist interests and a thriving economic future. In this regard the City strongly 

CityResponseEOCGP&:DEIR 
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encourages the final General Plan to incorporate Policies calling for: the creation of a 
Weber Creek "Overlay" to protect its scenic and biotic resources; maintaining the Texas 
Hill area as a reserve, reservoir, or recreation area; and strong policies which protect 
Highway's 49 /50 Historic and Scenic Corridors as well as primary ridgeline throughout 
our region. Without policies emphasizing these areas, there will be unmitigated impact 
on both the City and the County. 

Thank you for extending the comments period and affording the City the opportunity 
to comment on the DEIR and General Plan Alternatives. 

Mayor 

RS:ljv 

CityResponseEOCGP&DEIR 
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LETTER 130 

Allen Matkins Leck Gamble & Mallory LLP 

Allen Matkins 

June 17, 2003 

attorneys at law 

1

333 Bush Street 17th Floor San Francisco California 94104-2806 

telephone. 415 837 1515 facsimile. 415 837 1516 www.allenmatkins.com 

writer. Michael Patrick Durkee t. 415 273 7455 

file number. l5131-0051SF591947.01 e. mdurkee@allenmatkins.com 

VIA FAX {530.642.0508) AND U.S. MAIL 

Mr. Conrad R Montgomery 
Planning Director, El Dorado County 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: Assessor's Parcel No. 109-250-12-100 
El Dorado County Draft Housing Element and General Plan 

Dear Mr. Montgomery: 

As you are aware, we submitted to the Department of Housing and Community 
Development ("HCD") the attached letter concerning El Dorado County's draft Housing 
Element. Also attached is HCD's letter to you dated June lO, 2003 containing HCD's comments 
on the draft Housing Element. For the reasons described in greater detail in both of the attached 
letters, we respectfully request that the County not reduce the density of the above-referenced 
"Property." 

We note that the County's current draft Land Use Element of the General Plan proposes 
to re-designate the Property as Low Density Residential with a density of only l unit per 5 to 10 
acres, whereas existing regulations for the Property would allow multifamily housing with up to 
21 units per acre. This reduction in density is proposed even though the County has not 
adequately identified sufficient sites for meeting the County's multifamily housing needs. HCD 
agrees that the Housing Element generally does not comply with State law as to the provision of 
multifamily housing. 

Moreover, as demonstrated more fully in our letter to HCD, the State has a statutorily 
mandated interest in the provision of multifamily housing, the County did not meet its 
multifamily housing needs under its previous Housing Element, the Property is ideally located 
for multifamily housing, and the Property owners are willing and able to so develop the Property. 
We suspect that local politics may be behind the proposed reduction in density. However, local 
politics should not prevail over these compelling reasons to maintain the Property's current 
multi-family density. 

I San Francisco Century City Los Angeles Orange County San Diego 
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Mr. Conrad B. Montgomery 
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Allen Matkins Leck Gamble & Mallory LLP 
attorneys at law 

Accordingly, we respectfully request that the County maintain the current density on the 
Property and revise its proposed Land Use Element (and Map) accordingly. We would be 

pleased to discuss these issues with you furth:.s ::::lyyo0::or y~:ur ~~ttentionuto t~is matter. 

I ' 
) ; j I ) ~L // ___ --ll(.>.,k'."._>---------.. 

· chael Patrick Durkee 
TPT/MPD:lf 

Enclosures 
cc: HCD 

Omer Long 
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Allen Matkins 

June 4, 2003 

VIA FAX (916.327.2638) 

Ms. Cathy Creswell 

Allen Matkins Leck Gamble ""' Mallory LLP 
attorneys at law 

1

333 Bush Street 17th Floor San Francisco California 94104-2806 

telephone. 415 837 1515 facsimile. 415 837 1516 www.allenmatkins.com 

writer. Michael Patrick Durkee t. 415 273 7455 

file number. L5131-005/SF590887.02 e.mdurkee@allenmatkins.com 

Deputy Director of Housing Policy Development 
Department of Housing and Community Development 
1800 Third Street 
P.O. Box 952050 
Sacramento, CA 94252-2050 

Re: Comments on El Dorado County Draft Housing Element 
Assessor's Parcel No. 109-250-12-100 

Dear Ms. Creswell: 

On behalf of the owners of the above-referenced "Property" located in the unincorporated 
territory in El Dorado County, and pursuant to Government Code§ 65585(c), we provide the 
following comments on the County's draft Housing Element. It is our understanding that the 
Department of Housing and Community Development ("HCD") currently is reviewing the draft 
Housing Element for determination of legal compliance. See, Gov. Code§ 65585. 

For the reasons set forth below, we assert that the draft Housing Element does not 
substantially comply with the law and that the County's intention to reduce further the density 
currently allowed on the Property will only exacerbate an already dire situation. 

A. Background. 

The County is revising its Housing Element. See, Gov. Code§ 65588(b). This revision 
process coincides with the County's revision of its entire General Plan as required by a court 
order issued in 1999. The court struck down the County's previous General Plan and 
environmental impact report. The County has been operating under the court's order since the 
judgment. 

The Property consists of 18.73 acres of currently vacant land. The Property has full 
access to County water, sewage and local street systems. The Property is located at the 
intersection of Coach Lane and Rodeo Road, which is approximately three blocks southwest of 
the State Highway 50 interchange at Cameron Park Drive. The Property is approximately 30 
miles east of Sacramento and approximately 10 miles west of Placerville on Highway 50. 

I San Francisco Century City Los Angeles Orange County San Diego 
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Sacramento and Placerville are the two nearest employment centers. The Property's location 
provides ideal transportation access for commuters to these communities. The Property also is 
located directly adjacent to an existing shopping center. Directly across Highway 50 from the 
Property, the draft General Plan designates the entire area as high density and multi-family 
residential and commercial. 

The Property is currently zoned R2-PD, which authorizes up to 21 units per acre. This 
zoning makes sense and reflects the adjacency of this Property to higher intensity uses. As you 
know, affordability tends to follow density. Such multi-family housing tends to be much more 
affordable than low-density, single family, detached housing. However, despite multiple efforts 
to develop the Property with up to 275 dwelling units in a multi-family planned development, 
due to political opposition from nearby residents (who live primarily on very low density 
residential properties), no proposal for multi-family development has been able to secure 
approval. Perhaps due to such pressure from nearby residents, the County now proposes to 
designate the Property "Low Density Residential," which authorizes only one dwelling unit per 
five to ten acres. Such action is the antithesis of good planning and the death knell to 
affordability. 

B. Maintaining the multi-family wning of the Property will improve what is a 
fundamentally flawed draft Housing Element. 

The draft Housing Element correctly states that higher density, multi-family housing is 
frequently the vehicle for the provision of affordable housing (the term "affordable housing" as 
used here includes what the State defines as "Very Low Income," "Lower Income," and 
"Moderate Income" housing). The draft is flawed, however, in several ways relevant to the 
provision of multi;.family and affordable housing. State law requires the Housing Element to 
conduct an inventory of all land suitable for residential development and to identify specific sites 
adequate for the development of affordable housing. Gov. Code§§ 65583(a)(3), (c)(l)(A). The 
Housing Element must contain a program setting forth a five-year schedule of actions for the 
provision of affordable housing. Gov. Code§ 65583(c). 

The primary flaw in the draft Housing Element is that the analysis of whether the County 
has zoned adequate acreage for affordable housing is based on current wning, not the zoning 
that will be mandated under the revised Land Use Element and Map.· (The County asserts that 
the Land Use Map designates sufficient acreage for affordable housing, yet provides no analysis 
in support of its conclusion. General Plan Draft No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives 
at 179.) The County acknowledges the current zoning will be updated for consistency with the 
General Plan once the General Plan is adopted. Yet, the draft Housing Element contains no 
analysis of the proposed land inventory and available sites under the Land Use Map. The draft 
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does not project the number of dwelling units that will be provided in the multi-family zoned 
areas on the Land Use Map. In other words, the draft does not adequately identify sufficient 
sites for the development of affordable housing under the Land Use Map. The Attorney General 
has opined that local governments must consider and evaluate future zoning changes, not just 
existing zoning, when defining suitable housing sites~ 70 Ops. Cal. Atty. Gen. 231 (1987). The 
proposed "down zoning" of the Property cannot be justified without any analysis of whether 
other adequate multi-family sites are designated in the Land Use Map. 

Another flaw in the draft Housing Element is that it proposes to reduce significantly the 
total acreage zoned for multi-family housing under the existing Housing Element even though 
the County did not meet its affordable housing needs under the existing Housing Element. The 
existing acreage is 1,320. The proposed acreage in the County's draft Land Use Maps, of which 
there are four alternatives, is 810.4 acres in two of the drafts, 580.8 in the third draft, and 517.8 
in the fourth draft. These are reductions of 39 percent, 56 percent, and 61 percent respectively. 
The County's housing needs under the existing Housing Element (covering years 1990-1997) for 
new construction of "Very Low Income" housing was 3,670 units; for new construction of 
"Lower Income" housing it was 3,234 units; and for "Moderate Income" housing it was 4,043 
units. General Plan Draft No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives at 103. The total 
number of needed units for these three groups was 10,947; however, only 7,812 new units were 
constructed, and this was from 1990 to 2000, a three year-longer period than the need 
projections. General Plan Draft No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives at 171. If the 
County is going to meet its affordable housing needs, the very first step is to provide enough 
appropriately zoned acreage. 

C. The County should not reduce the Property's density. 

The County provides no justification in the draft Housing Element or elsewhere in the 
draft General Plan for such a radical density reduction on the Property. To the contrary. the · 
existing higher density is preferable for several reasons. 

First, maintaining the current multi-family zoning would be consistent with the state's 
statutory policies urging the provision of multi-family housing. The Legislature has found and 
declared that the "availability of housing is of vital statewide importance" (Gov. Code 
§ 65580(a)), that "[tJhe provision of housing affordable to low- and moderate-income households 
requires the cooperation of all levels of government" (Gov. Code§ 65580(c)), and that "[l]ocal 
and state governments have a responsibility to use the powers vested in them to facilitate the 
improvement and development of housing to make adequate provision for the housing needs of 
all economic segments, of the community." Gov. Code§ 65580(d); see also Committee for 
Responsible Planning v. City of Indian Wells, 209 Cal.App.3d 1005, 1013 (1989). As to 
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affordable housing, the Legislature has declared that the "excessive cost of the state's housing 
supply is partially caused by activities and policies of many local governments that limit the 
approval of housing" and "increase the cost of land for housing." Gov. Code§ 65589.5(a)(2). 

The California Budget Project has documented a housing crisis in California. Locked 
Out: California's Affordable Housing Crisis (May 2000) and Still Locked Out: California's 
Affordable Housing Crisis (March 2001 ). These reports found that high housing costs pushed 
home ownership out of reach for many families and that as housing costs rose, overcrowding 
worsened, families struggled to leave welfare for work, and households across a broad 
demographic range faced significant cost burdens. HCD itself has concluded that if these trends 
continue, "California will build less than 60 percent of the new housing units needed to 
accommodate projected 1997-2020 population and household growth." Raising the Roof 
California Housing Development Projections and Constraints 1997-2020, Statewide Housing 
Plan (2000). 

In El Dorado County, the story is the same. As demonstrated above, the County did not 
meet its projected needs for affordable housing during the period of its previous Housing 
Element. The County faces the same statewide affordable housing shortage as the rest of the 

. State. Down zoning the Property will only worsen the County's housing shortage. 

Second, the current owners of the Property strongly desire to develop the Property as 
multi-family housing. Yet, such attempts have been stymied by political opposition. Many 
people hold strong but misinformed feelings about the effects of multi-family and affordable 
housing development on the greater community. The reality is that both public and private 
sector experts have concluded that affordable housing does not lower neighboring property 
values and oftentimes increases them. Habitat for Humanity South Ranch 2 Community Impact 
Study (Coopers & Lybrand, 1994), The Effects of Subsidized and Affordable Housing on 
Property Values: A Survey of Research (HCD, 1988). To the extent that local politics is behind 
the density reduction, HCD should make it clear that the state's statutorily mandated interest in 
the provision of affordable housing trumps these unfounded fears. 

Third, the location of the Property makes it ideally suited for higher density residential 
development. Locating multi-family housing convenient to a transportation corridor is widely 
shown by traffic studies to be good planning. Definition of Livable Communities (California 
Department of Transportation, 200 l ). Also, higher density land use designation allows for 
proper land use transition from the Property to adjacent uses. And, as stated above, the 
Property's location gives it the access to water, sewage and local streets necessary for multi
family housing. 
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Fourth and finally, the Property is directly adjacent to one of the County's designated 
"Community Regions." The draft General Plan policies provide that higher density housing is to 
be concentrated in Community Regions. General Plan Draft No Project and 1996 General Plan 
Alternatives at 9-10. Although the Property is ideally suited for multi-family housing and 
inclusion in a Community Region, the nearest Community Region boundary is awkwardly drawn 
to ex.elude the Property, and in fact borders the Property. Again, politics may be at work. The 
County's unique geography and existing development patterns make the appropriate areas for 
Community Regions relatively small, as indicated by the attached maps. Because the area 
available for Community Regions is so small, the County should maximize opportunities to 
include multi-family zoned property in Community Regions. 

D. Conclusion. 

For all of the foregoing reasons,·the County's draft Housing Element does not 
substantially comply with the law. The County should not exacerbate its affordable housing 
shortcomings by reducing the allowable density on the Property. 

Thank you for your consideration of these comments. 

TPI/lf 

cc: Conrad B. Montgomery, Planning Director, El Dorado County 
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Figure LU-2 

Community Regions in El Dorado County: 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane 11 Plus 11 Alternative 
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Community Regions 
1 - Cameron Park 

2 - Camino/Pollock Pines 

3 - El Dorado/Diamond Springs 

4 - El Dorado Hills 

5 - Georgetown 

• City of Placerville and 6 immediate surroundings 
7 - Shingle Springs 
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Source: El Dorado County (2003) 
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Figure LU-2 

Community Regions in El Dorado County: 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

Community Regions 

1 - El Dorado Hills 

2 • Cameron Park 

3 • Shingle Springs 

4 • El Dorado/Diamond Springs 

5 - Placerville 
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From: BRUCE F STALLINGS [stallings@d-web.com} 
Sent: Wednesday, June 18, 2003 6:45 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: The Writ 

Hello, 

LETTER 131 

I would like to voice my opinion. If the current Board Of Superviors would 
address the Writ, forget about the past, and answer the issues raised there, 
they would have a GENERAL PLAN. 
We have 4 choices plus 8 alternatives, the Writ would provide the answers that 
this county needs to grow, in a constructive manner and not allow excessive 
growth. 
LET REASON BE THOUGHT PROCESS!!! 
Sincerely, 
Bruce Stallings 

131..;1 
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REPLY TO 
ATTENTION OF 

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
U.S. ARMY ENG1NEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO 

CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

1325 J STREET 

SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814-2922 

June 19, 2003 

Regulatory Branch (2003003 72) 

Peter Maurer 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
Principal Planner 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667-4100 

Dear Mr. Maurer: 

LETTER 132 

I am responding to the Draft Environmental Impact Report for El Dorado County 
General Plan. 

The Corps of Engineers' jurisdiction within the study area is under the authority of 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into 
waters of the United States. Waters of the United States include, but are not limited to, 
rivers, perennial or intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, wetlands, vernal pools, marshes, 
wet meadows, and seeps. Project features that result in the discharge of dredged or fill 
material into waters of the United States wiU require Department of the Army 
authorization prior to starting work. 

The range of alternatives considered in an EIR should include alternatives that avoid 
impacts to wetlands or other waters of the United States. Every effort should be made to 
avoid project features which require the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters 
of the United States. In the event it can be clearly demonstrated there are no practicable 
alternatives to filling waters of the United States, mitigation plans should be developed to 
compensate for the unavoidable losses resulting from project implementation. 

132-1 

132-2 
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Please reference identification number 200300372 in any future correspondence 
concerning this project. If you have any questions, please write to Mr. Paul Maniccia at 
the letterhead address, or email PauLM.Maniccia@usace.army.mil, or telephone 
916-557-6704. 

Sincerely, 

Nancy Haley 
Chief, San Joaquin Valley Office 
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June 20, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 

Subject: General Plan Comment 

JAMES J. DIDION 

Assessor's Parcel Nos. 042-01-25 & 076-31-49 

LETTER 133 

This letter is written in response to our review of the proposed general plans being circulated by your department. 
We 're concerned and somewhat confused about the process of reviewing different general plans and how to 
appropriately comment on our concerns. However, these comments are made with respect to the above referenced 
parcels owned by us on Stark's Grade Road in the Jenkinson Lake area. 

We have owned these parcels since the 1950s, and we have watched as virtually the entire surrounding area has been 
developed into parcels for single family homes. It was our intent to develop our property in a similar style. In recent 
years, we have explored an approach to development of the property, based on the current land uses for the property, 
providing for a clustering of homes in the area immediately adjacent to the County roads. This approach would 
allow for the preservation ofa significant portion of the property, approximately 250 acres, as open space. We felt 
this approach would allow us to receive value for the property and at the same time provide a benefit to the public. 
We have not been able to move forward with such a proposal due to the moratorium resulting from the challenge to 
the County's existing General Plan. 

Our review of the draft general plans reveals that our plans could be feasibly entertained with the adoption of the 199 
General Plan Alternative; however, the other alternatives would prevent any meaningful division of the property. 
Accordingly, we encourage the County to adopt the 1996 General Plan Alternative. Alternatively, we request that 
should any of the other alternatives be adopted that they be amended to provide that our property be retained in the 
existing land use category, or at a minimum, be allowed for development of one unit per ten acres. 

We believe this request is justified, as it would be patently unfair to restrict our 289 acres to an agricultural use 
designation when the surrounding properties are already developed as single family parcels. The property has no 
agricultural value, but even if such uses were attempted, they would be incompatible with the surrounding uses. The 
result would be our property becoming privately owned open space. If the County is truly concerned about the 
preservation of open spaces, it can best be achieved by preserving our ability to develop the property in a meaningful 
way, consistent with surrounding properties, and obtain the preserved open space from us on a voluntary basis. 

Thank you for your consideration of our request. 

James J. Didion 
P.O. Box 1150 

Carmel, CA 93921 

133-1 
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June20, 2003 

Peter Maurer 
Principal Planner 
EDC Planning Dept 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: General Pian and APN 110-020-35-100 

Dear Mr. Maurer: 

LETTER 134 

We have been residents of El Dorado Hills since 1986. In November.2002, 
we purchased a home and five acres on Lakehills Drive, APN 110-020-35-
100. The.motivation for this move was to enjoy a more rural setting., engage 
our chHdren in 4H (horses and other animals), and to be a part of preserving 
the·rural character of El Dorado Hills that has and is quickly vanishing. 

·This particular area that we live in is sandwiched between Salmon Falls 
Road andLakehiUs Dr .. and serves as a buffer between the high density 
housing in Waterford and the natural beauty and wildlife of New York 
Creek and an artn of Folsom Lake. We are home to migrating geese, deer 
fox, etc. There are many oak trees, horses and nice llomes Qnthese parcels. 
The roadways are two lane and are already very busy. 

When we purchased the property, ;we were under the belief that 5 acre . 
parcels were the minimum size and that our CC&Rs stated that the minimum 
lot size is 3 acres (Exhibit 1). We believed that one acre parcels were not a 
possibility for this area. However, we have found'that the aforementioned 
balance of this area is in jeopardy due to a possible inclusion of our property 
into the 1996 General Plan. Furthermore, we have learned thataneighbor 
on APN 110-20-321 &:, 301, ShanNejatian, has represented us/our parcel . 
number and others in this area without pen11is~ion when presenting · 
particular development objectives (Exhibit 2} Hts memo to you received 
September 9, 2002, requests MDR, and we are in favor of LDR. · We are in 
favor of the roadway constrained LDR. Please be informedthafShan 
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Nejatian has never been given permission to represent us or our interests. 
· Moreover, we have never talked to or met this individual.·· 

In our view, there currently exists a balance betweenthe high density 
housing of Waterford and the existing rural area we are a part of in El 
Dorado Hills. We would hope that the community and county would respect 

. this balance. Conversely; we would never advocate that Waterford be 
rezoned to rural or LDR · · 

Your help is needed in clarifying some of the issues at stake: 

1. The 1996 General Plan altemative·shows a boundary line moving 
fromLakehills-through our property area to Salmon Falls Road 
(exhibit 3). Ifwe. were brought under this plan, does this mean that 
we would automatically be classed MOR? If so,what can we do to 
prevent this? 

2; If our property were zoned MOR, does this mean that out'acreage and 
the acreage around us could be rezoned 1 acre orwould our q;&Rs 
override and protect the minimum lot size of 3 acres. What risks 
would we face that eventually l acre lots could be created? 

3. If this area were MDR, does this mean over a period of time and . 
· rezoning that one acre lots could be subdivided further? · · 

4. Are we known as '~El Dorado Equestrian Village" as stated.in Shan's 
memo to you ( exhibit 2)? If so, what does this mean in i~rms of land 
use. and acreage size. 

I appreciate your efforts· and look forward to your response. 

Very truly yours, 

~l-dwr_';> 
Gary and Nancy Fletcher 
1181 Lakehills Drive 
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 ( 

{916) 933-2595; email: nwfletcher@lnc.com 

cc: Rusty Dupray, Supervisor 
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