
so. The use of multiple and conflicting/confusing land use designations is short-sighted and 
needs to be corrected. Please call us for any clarification needed. 

Sincer~fy, /) 

yn~~ 
\.,~~~~..,__ 

Maren Petre 
Michael Petre 
P.O. Box606 
6600 Rattlesnake Bar Road- street address- no mail delivery 
Pitol Hill, CA 95664 
(530) 889-1469 
(530) 885-9864 FAX 

cc: Charlie Paine 
Supervisor District 4 
El Dorado County 
bosfour@co. ei-dorado. ca. us/start 
FAX (530) 622-3645 

p.04 
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LETTER204 

July 13, 2003 

General Plan T earn 
El Dorado County 

03 .JUL I 4 AM 8: 0 7 

Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placesville, CA 95667 

EC:C~i\/ED 
PLANNiNG DEP t\RTMENT 

Re: Draft General Plan Alternatives and General Plan EIR 

Dear Ms. Tschudin, 

I support the amended 1996 GP Alternative with information added to satisfy 
the Writ resulting from the GP lawsuit. 

• Policy 7.4.4.4. Oak tree retention or replacement. If replacement is 
retained in this policy, there should be limits as to what percentage of trees can 
be replaced. Replacement can be used as an excuse to remove all oaks - as 
was done with a commercial project in Green Valley Center [north of Green 
Valley Road at the County border]. 

If significant replacement is required for a project, it is highly possible the land 
use designation is incorrect. Significant replacement is a detriment to the 
aesthetics of the county. 

The following are a few comments on the other Draft Alternatives: 

Draft Roadway Constrained Six lane "Plus" Alternative 
• P. 7. Vision Statement "Urban and suburban development is located in 

distinct and djverse communities, separated by rural land and open space." 
The goal was achievable between Cameron Park and El Dorado Hills [EDH] 

about 20 years ago. Having received no support from Cameron Park, EDH's 
efforts for a significant open space or low-density buffer were defeated. This 
euphemistic statement should be deleted if it has to be enforced. 
Summary Description ... 

• P8. Para 1. " ... policy direction discouraging the expansion of U.S. 
Highway 50 to more than six ... lanes ... " 

The Board of Supervisors [BOSJ has already adopted this 'draft' principle with 
their recommendation on 'how many Hwy 50 lanes in the SACOG Metro 
Circulation Environmental analysis-so is this statement really a 'draft' one? 

• "To ensure that traffic remains at an acceptable level of sesvice, this 
General Plan also timits subdivision of residential lands to a maximum of four 
new parcels." 

This drastically cuts the potential new parcels. The problem is will the new 
number of parcels 'pay the bills'? Measure Y requires capital road 
improvements. County is behind in needed improvements now. This parcel 
cutback will cut back significant funding for road improvements. Likewise, will 

J 
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water providers' infrastructure costs will be paid by future development or current 
ratepayers if new development is not adequate. 

It is good we have Development Agreements that ensure higher densities than 
this 'max 4 parcels' so capital improvements can be funded for the segments of 
major County commute routes located in our community. I presume the Draft EIR 
has a fiscal analysis of this alternative's impacts to roads and various public 
services. 

• P 12, WILDFIRE HAZARD /Figure LU-1. This hazard can be minimized by 
transitional residential densities - including between the Salmon Fairs low 
density and EDH 'high density areas east of Lakehills Drive, north of Green 
Valley Road and other EDH parcels down-zoned from the 1996 residential 
designation. The Fire Protection agencies need to input on other County areas 
where higher land use density can enhance fire protection for the area. 

• Figure LU-2 "Community Regions". Where 'community regions' are truly 
physically separated, naming them may be acceptable. Where they are 
immediately adjacent to each other, being in one or the other 'community region' 
gives the appearance that it would be included in that 'community'. For the 
remaining Rescue Plan area south of Green Valley, the Local Agency Formation 
Commission will decide with community has the best ability to serve the area. 
Bottom Line: Just naming these areas 'Community Region' is more correct and 
fess confusing to most residents. 

• P 20. low Density Residential (LDR). [in all 4 Alternatives differing 
pages] This should also be used in Community Region areas where public 
infrastructure will be extended in the future. [Similar to the i 996 GP definition] 

• P 21. Research and Development (RD)[aka R&D) / [in all 4 Alternatives 
differing pages] ".,.and support service facilities." This should be better-defined -
private non-trade schools and churches, while convenient for 
employers/employees, appear to not be 'support services'. If the BOS truly wish 
the EDH Business Park to be an office park north of Golden Foothill Parkway 
[south], then more appropriate zoning should be considered for the area. 

• P 22. Table LU-1 / [in all 4 Alternatives differing pages]. The Floor Area 
Ratio [FAR] for Research & Development [and other land uses]. With more uses 
being allowed in R&D, a mechanism must be adopted to give applicants the 
ability to actuaUy develop the land use the Board of Supervisors felt appropriate 
in the EDH Business Park. 

Recently two self-storage projects in the EDH Business Park were denied due 
to excessive floor space. To have the project 'pencil' out, the added floor space 
was required. A variance mechanism - a speciaJ use permit [?] - is needed to 
enable this land use. 

Since the FAR standards proposed in the Alternatives differ, I presume there is 
a discussion as to the pros and cons of each proposed standard so a more 
educated decision can be made. This and other design standards are more 
appropriate in a design manual than a general plan. 

• P 27. Policy LUm3n. I support this policy to keep public facilities in more 
appropriate areas than business zones. 

• P 30. Policy LU-6b. Considering the County topography [many ridgelines] 

2044 :1 
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and the significant amount of public land this County has, this policy is 
unrealistic. Project design can mitigate these impacts. 

Draft Environmentally Constrained Alternative: 
• P 52 {Impact Fees] Para 2. The EDH/SF Road tmpact Fee Program was 

created in 1984. In 1987 and 1988, the program was updated significantly with 
the NW EDH Specific Plan and the EDH Specific Plan and periodicaUy thereafter. 

• P 59. Policy TC-1 g. Along with the Measure Y wording, emphasis needs 
to be placed on a program to pay for the remaining funds owed by the West 
Slope TIM residents for the capital road improvements in the West Slope TIM 
District. 

• P 106. Table H0-22. EDH's affordable units should be included also. 
• P 141. Policy H0-3g. The time for non-conversion of apartments to 

condominiums should be more than 5 years. 

Draft Roadway Constrained Six lane "Plus" Alternative and Draft 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative Maps: 

For the El Dorado HiUs Area, many of the down-designated parcels are covered 
by Covenants, Codes and Restrictions which require higher density and would 
place the owners in potential legal problems. These infill parcels should be 
utitized for various higher density uses and minimize 'suburban sprawl' to some 
extent Rural lands are totaUy inappropriate in an urban/suburban area. 

Thank you for the time extension and this opportunity to comment. 

Sincerely, 

[signed by] 

Harriett B. Segel 

j 
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LETTER205 

DEIR COMMENTS AND SUGGESTION 
From Planning Commissioner Ralph Welsh, Jr . 

July 13, 2003 

~ (r)J ~ Since the Board of Supervisors directed staff to include Measure Y policies in 
-J 1'~ ~ ALL General Plan alternatives, their directions must be followed and must be 
~ n·-- z a first consideration. Following this implementation, the DEIR would need to 
M -·- ! readdress this issue. I failed to locate Measure Y in all of the General Plan a 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

(6) 

(7) 

(8) 

t alternatives, to say nothing ofthe DEIR. Therefore, Measure Yissues must be 
addressed in all Plans AND any failure to adhere to Measure Y issues needs 
be deleted. 
In each of the Plans, staff needs to indicate what is possible, not what is 
desired. This means growth should be related to the real facts of what is 
funded and planned for Hyw 50 in the real MTP. 
Staff needs to use the Road Constrained Plan definition of concurrency in all 
the plans for simple understanding of the term. This would be in line with the 
Board of Supervisors' previous actions. 
In order to remain politically neutral, any reference to Measure Y in a 
negative manner or without complete explanation should be avoided. 
Transportation, with cumulative traffic impacts, and FUNDING are missing 
as listed in each General Plan alternative and the DEIR. There is no mention 
of where additional funding is forth coming, no analysis of possible impacts 
without funds, and what is present in the traffic modeling and DEIR analysis 
is based on "projects" or "assumptions" which could effect major circulation 
collapses if not addressed realistically. All of Director Matt Boyer's 
Department of Transportation memo to the Board should be addressed. Most 
of them were ignored, or inserted in one Plan or another, and not really 
addressed with any substance. 
The DEIR obscures the traffic impacts of the 96, NP, and EC Plans by not 
being honest concerning the facts on the possibility (not likely) of 
construction of8 lanes on Hwy 50. FuU discussion of this issue is only fair, 
honest, and correct. 
Implementation Measures off in the future by 5 or more years is not realistic, 
practical or desirable. We need Interim standards used for Implementation 
Measures that the Planning Commission can review and recommend to the 
Board of Supervisors for consideration to be interim policy. These could be 
written on different time lines according to issues of importance-i.e. permits 
for building, grading, parcels, subdivisions etc. 
The traffic mitigation requires adoption of land use mitigation. This should 
also be applied to the real, major cause of the past, current, and future traffic 
problems, namely the Development Agreements. We should use time/phase of 
issuance of Development Agreements building permits, resulting in slowing 
traffic conditions. Also, Mitigation 5.1.3 (a) should be addressed in the same 

J 
J 
J 

J 
] 
1 

20s~~ 

~ 
I 

 
        AR 12791



way concerning Development Agreements. Why should only the small 
developer be hurt or restricted? 

(9) Mitigation 5.4-3 is contrary to Measure Y. Concurrency is NOT 5 years later. 
Changing the "shall not be used" to "may be used" is completely opposite to 
the Measure's intent. This one really needs changing. Besides, I do not believe 
that any governmental agency can override a voters Measure or that would 
defeat the purpose of an election. 

(10) Mitigation 5.3-2 "New Policy" needs to include sidewalks. I would delete 
the "New Implementation Measuren because it is lowering standards, not 
making for better standards. 

(11) Mitigation 5.4-1 (a-d) appears to be in conflict with Measure Y. Again, the 
Board of Supervisors' direction and the law indicate this may be in violation 
ofboth. 

(12) Mitigation 5.5-2 needs to include California State Standards to make it simple, 
direct, and enforceable. 

(13) To address the issue of low and medium cost housing staff needs to address 
the issue of TIM fees. According to square foot instead of the present system 
of "per dwelling" which has equal cost to the small home and the large house. 
By adjusting the TIM fees according to square footage, small, low and 
medium cost homes would be attractive to developers (builders). 

(14) Staff needs to consider some of the proposals made by the City ofDavis and 
others in their addressing of the issue of low and medium cost housing. 

J 
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LETTER206 

BIG CANYON MINING & CATILE INC. 

July 14, 2003 

General Plan Team 
2850 Falrlane Ct. 
Placerville, CA 95667 

436 Mc GEE AVENUE Jackson, Calilornla 95642 

RE: El Dorado County General Plan 

Parcel# 091-010-14 

I strongly support the re-approval of the 1996 General Plan that we feel best 
protects the current uses and future possibilities for our properties. And, include 
the details of the recently released study on the Mineral Land Classification of El 

Dorado County. 

These lands ln the Big Canyon area have been designated in recently released 
mine mapplng by the State Mining and Geology Board as MRZ2a. As you are 
aware this is the highest level of designation available under the Surface Mining 
and Reclamation Act and requlres any future General Plan to recognize this 
designation and protect these lands for future mining opportunities. We feel 
confident that this will be recognized in the final plan and these lands wm be 
adequately protected from encroaching incompatible uses that would preclude 

future mining. 

This property is under a long-term lease to Scheiber Ranch for its ranching 1 
operations. There own properties have experienced the encroachment of 
urbanization, the loss of Federal and private land grazing permits, noxious weed 
infestations and rising production costs of a small operator in a commodity 

marketplace. 
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While we expect these parcels to remain within the Williamson Act lands and 
continue to remain in grazing for the term of this p1an. One factor that may 
decide this is our ability to seU our unsuitable grazing land for sufficient value to 
enable us to acquire. replacement property elsewhere that can be grazed. 

Than you for your consideration. 

ar;;;:·J)JL___ 
Wil!iam K Scheiber 
President and CEO 
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Ken and Heidi Brown 
5100 Banbury Cross 

Shingle Springs, CA 95682 
530-677-2462 

Dan and Laurie Oliver 
Basel and Arbletta Oliver 

3300 Sundance Trail 
Placerville, CA 95667 

530-676-6900 

Bill and Joy Pimental 
3981 Loma Drive 

Shingle Springs, CA 95682 
530-677-0470 

July 14, 2003 

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

Re: Assessor's Parcel Number 070-261-78, Pimental 
Assessor's Parcel Number 070-261-79 and 80, Brown 
Assessor's Parcel Number 070-261-81, Oliver 

We are the mvners of the above referenced 4 contiguous parcels, each being 5 acres in 
size for a total of 20 acres, in Shingle Springs (BOS District 4). We wish to inform you of 
the impact the Draft General Plan and DEIR may have upon our property, and offer 
comments on those documents. 

Attached are the following, some pulled from the EDC General Plan Web Site: 

Assessor's Property Detail(s) and Assessor's Parcel Map of properties 
Roadway map identifying the location of the properties 
Description of Land Use Designations for the 4 Alternative General Plans 
Land Use Designation Summary Tables 
El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance pages relating to R2, RM & LDR zonings 
Summary of Differences Between the Equal Weight General Plan Alternatives, a 

few select pages 

We, as a group, provided oral testimony before the EDC Planning Commission during the 
public hearing on the evening of June 9, 2003, but wish to reinforce that testimony with 
the following points. 
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1) 

2) 

3) 

The parcels are located in Shingle Springs, defined as a Community Region in 
all four General Plan Alternatives. 

We have reviewed the Land Use Designations outlined in the EDC General 
Plan Web Site, and other General Plan information. The General Plan 
Alternatives 1 (No Project) and 4 (1996 General Plan) denote our properties 
Land Use as "MFR" Multi-Family Residential, as does Alternative 2 
(Roadway Constrained). However, Alternative# 3 (Environmentally 
Constrained) identifies the property as "LDR" Low Density Residential." 

We wish to go on record in support of the Multi-Family Residential Land Use 
Designation for the property, and we oppose any down zoning to Single 
Family, Low Density. Our rationale is as follows: 

A. When we obtained Title to each property the Land Use Designation was 
"MFR" Multi-Family Residential. None of us are a developer or builder by 
trade, but rather long time local residents that have invested in El Dorado 
County, and each ofus put much thought into the property we selected. 
Much of our planning for our financial future is based upon the property's 
value, and it is worth more as Multi-Family than Single-Family. Should 
the newly adopted General Plan not retain the Multi-Family designation, 
there well be a negative economic impact upon us. 

B. After the 1996 General Plan was adopted we submitted a rezone 
application (Z97- l 5) from RE-5 to R2, Multi-Family, and public hearings 
were held but not concluded before the Board of Supervisors. Due to the 
Writ imposed against the Ge·neral Plan, that pursuit has been placed on 
hold and our escrow with developers of multi-family projects was 
cancelled. 

C. Two of the 4 Alternative General Plans contain conflicts when specifically 
addressing the subject property(s). The Summary of Differences document 
reflects that Shingle Springs is one of the "Community Regions" in all 4 
alternatives. But, while the Alternative 2 Roadway Constrained proposal 
shows the property would maintain its MFR designation, under the 
"Subdivision" category it states "Allowed such that no more than 4 parcels 
are created", which is less than the minimum of 5 units per acre density 
MFR mandates, should the ultimate development need a map. Then within 
the Alternative 4 Environmentally Constrained proposal it states under the 
"Land Use Designations" category it states "LDR (is) not allowed in 
Community Regions." These two conflicts alone, and there are more, may 
mean that no use or improvements may ever be allowed. 

D. There is the proposal within the General Plan and EIR documents to make 
all building permits discretionary, requiring a CEQA application, even for 

2 
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a single family home" Recognizing we are adjacent to a Rare Plant 
Preserve (aka Ponderosa 50 property) and near another Rare Plant Preserve 
(aka Smith & Gabbert property), it is possible that our property would not 
receive an approval for any development, though an Impact Mitigation Fee 
Program has been established for the Preserve upon the approval of certain 
permitso In other words, there would be a "taking" of our propertyo 

K The properties are located at the intersection of Palmer Drive and Loma 
Drive, just east of the Goldorado and Bel Air Shopping Center and 
Marshall Medical Professional Center (northeast quadrant of Cameron 
Park Drive and US Highway 50 intersection)" New commercial, medical 
and multi-family development is slated along Palmer Drive, and the 
county plans (one day) to have Palmer Drive extended to meet Chaparral 
Drive to serve as a frontage road to US Highway 500 The LDR designation 
typically found in rural environments is not suitable to the property's 
location, whereas the Multi-Family designation is perfectly suited" The 
MFR allows from 5 to 20 or 24 units per acre, and we have been told it is 
an ideal location for housing to meet the needs of the low to moderately
low income households, whether a rental and/or for sale project It is also 
ideal for senior housing due to its proximately to services and medical 
facilities" The development of our parcels as Multi-Family would extend 
the existing Palmer Drive roadway, extend infrastructure planned for this 
area, and provide road fees for the further expansion of Palmer Drive to 
connect with Chaparral Drive" Otherwise, the roadway expansion will be 
wholly a county expenseo 

Fo Eliminafing the Multi-Family Residential designation on our property, and 
we suspect other sites have similar circumstances, may place our county in 
jeopardy of obtaining approval of a General Plan and Housing Element 

We hereby submit this letter to El Dorado County for your consideration" In summary we, 
the owners of 20 acres of land defined as four separate parcels in the Shingle Springs 
area, want to retain the Multi-Family Residential Land Use Designation, as it is described 
in the Alternative# 4, 1996 General Plano We thank you for your time and are ready to 
answer any questions you may have" 

Sincerely, 

Ken and Heidi Brown 

~£.~ 

Bill and Joy Pimental 

cl;-Q~ 
3 
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LETTER208 

California Native Plant Societ~ 

14 July 2003 

Heidi Tschud~ General Plan Manager 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
PJacerville, CA 95667 

Dear Ms. Tschudin: 

03 JUL l 5 AM 10: 16 

RECEiVED 
PLANNHJG OEP J. R THENT 

POBox377 
Colo~ CA 95613 

The El Dorado Chapter of the California Native Plant Society appreciates the opportunity 

to comment on the General Plan Alternatives and the Draft Environmental Impact Report 

(DEIR) for the El Dorado County General Plan. We submit the following for the record. 

I. General Comments 

A Structure of the alternatives 

The planning outlines for the four equal weight alternatives are not the same and make 

comparison somewhat difficult. In general, the planning structure for the Environmentally 

Constrained (EC) and Road Constrained (RC) alternatives is easier to follow and less 

complicated than the No Project/1996 alternatives. For each element, the EC and RC 

alternatives clearly identify goals and related policies. Then in a subsequent section for that 

element, an implementation program is described. 

The goals allow the reader to understand the overall intent of the land management and 

the policies set the performance standards that guide implementation. The implementation 

program makes it clear the steps that will be taken to tum the intent into action, the department 

responsible for implementation and the timeline for completion. The implementation program 

establishes a schedule for creating the necessary planning tools (e.g. zoning ordinances) that 

allows the public and decision makers to follow the county's progress to implementing the plan. 

Whatever substantive policies are ultimately selected, we strongly recommend that the structure 

of the planning document be based on the structure used in the EC and RC alternatives. Lastly, 

Dedicated to the preservation of caGfornia native flora 
1 
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the vision statement in the EC and RC alternatives is most closely aligned with our vision of the 

county. 

B. Preferred alternative 

The best alternative for the county is a blend of the EC alternative with the compact 

development alternative (#12). Modifications to this blend would include: 

l. Scheduling expansion of infrastructure ( e.g. road capacity, sewer treatment, 

development of water supply) to be in step with development. This would include: 

a) schedule, to be included in the general plan, which identifies the funding 

source and timeline for completion of the infrastructure needed to meet the plan 

goals; 

b) policies that limit development when funding sources and necessary plans for 

infrastructure are not assured. 

2. Limiting the development in the county to that which can be served by Highway 50 at 

6 lanes (and still comply with the LOS limits contained in Measure Y) until such time as: 

a. the regional transportation entity has firmly committed to this road expansion; 

and 

b. funding to support the Highway 50 expansion is assured. 

Until it is clear that additional road capacity will be available, the land use policies need 

to be effective in directing development in ways that meet the LOS levels established in 

Measure Y. 

3. Policies and mitigation measures that should be added to the preferred alternative (i.e 

a hybrid between alternatives EC and # 12) are identified in Appendix A attached to these 

comments. This appendix is a photocopy of the "Executive Summary Table" in which 

specific policies and mitigation measures for inclusion have been circled. 

In a very few cases and for emphasis only, policies were circled that should be included 

in the general plan if No Project/1996 was selected as the final plan. The notations in the left 

margins note this intent. The selection of additional measures to improve the No Project/1996 

CNPS: Comments on the EDC GP Alternatives and DEIR (7/14/03) page 2 
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was not comprehensive in this example and in no way should the very few highlighted additions 

be interpreted as adequate to ''fix" the No Project/1996 alternatives. Selection of the No Project 

or 1996 alternatives is strongly discouraged. 

II. Comments on Biological Resources in the DEIR 

A. The effects on riparian habitats are not adequately disclosed. 

The analysis ofland use intensity by habitat presented in Table 5.12-4 (DEIR, p. 5-12-36) 

is fairly effective in disclosing how the effects of each alternative affect the differently plant 

communities in the county. However, little information is presented on riparian or stream course 

habitat and how the alternatives may have a differential effect across the landscape on these 

important and sensitive habitats. An analysis similar to the one completed for vegetation 

communities could have been completed. For example, a rough estimate of impacts could have 

been inferred from an analysis of the land use allocation (ranked as high-medium-low) within a 

buffer distance of 300 feet of the stream. This data could have been summarized by sub-basins 

with the result allowing one to evaluate the differences between the alternatives as one moved 

across the county. Such information would allow one to evaluate where development might 

occur with respect to potentially sensitive stream zones and to assess which alternatives where 

the least disruptive. In the absence of this information, we can only guess at the effects that the 

alternatives might have on the stream network. 

B. The consequences of the lengthy time to complete implementation actions on biological 

resources are not evaluated. 

Several elements of the implementation program for the Conservation and Open Space 

Element have timeftames for implementation that extend 3 to 5 years. Until the measures are 

implemented, there are no standards in place to guide application of the policies. This difficulty 

has been noted in other elements as well. The Land Use and Housing section identifies a new 

policy to manage this absence (DEIR, p. 5.1-66) that relies upon the 1996 general plan policies. 

In many cases, the existing zoning ordinances or l 996 general plan are inferior policies. Instead 

CNPS: Comments on the EDC GP Alternatives and DEIR (7/14/03) page 3 
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of relying on old measures, the new general plan should establish interim standards to be in 

effect until the zoning ordinances and other implementation measures have been adopted. 

This is especially the case in situations where the 1996 plan deferred the development of 

standards to the creation of zoning ordinances that was never completed. In particular, details in 

the oak wood.land policy (Policy 7.4.4.4) and stream course setbacks (Policy 7.4.2.5) are each 

deferred to the creation of a zoning ordinance. Since no such ordinances were ever created, upon 

approval of the general plan, there will be little information to guide development when these 

biological resources are affected. Thus, the consequences of up to 5 years of development 

without the guidance provided in the zoning ordinances must be disclosed. 

The following mitigation measures addresses this omission. In these cases where zoning 

ordinances from the l 996 plan have not been adopted, the following could be applied: 

Setbacks from streams, lakes, ponds and other waterways 

Setbacks shall be a minimum of 200 feet from the center line of perennial streams and 

I 00 feet from the center line of intermittent streams, lakes, ponds and other sensitive 

aquatic habitats (e.g. seeps, wetlands). Uses permitted within the setbacks shall be 

guided by policies C0-3d and C0-3e. Mitigation measures designed to address impacts 

to these sensitive areas shall be guided by policy C0-3fin the EC alternative. 

Oak woodland conservation 

Modify the language of the canopy retention policy to eliminate the ability to replace oak 

woodland canopy until such time as a zoning ordinance establishes guidance for 

replacement and mitigation of oak woodland losses. The project's environmental 

analysis shall address the potential for the project to adversely affect oak woodland 

resources. The evaluation shall also include measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 

project effects on such resources. 

CNPS: Comments on the EDC GP Alternatives and DEIR (7/14/03) page 4 
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C. Differences between the boundaries of the Pine Hill ecological preserve compared to the 

Recovery Plan Area result in effects that are not disclosed. 

The No Project/1996 Plan alternatives include a preserve area for the Pine Hill plants that 

is not the same as the Recovery Plan. Some areas in the No Project/I 996 preserve area are not 

included in the Recovery Plan area and vice versa This lack of consistency may lead to 

situations where areas important to recovery of these species are degraded. These differences 

may also lead to a situation where mitigation measures have been required for a property outside 

of the Recovery Plan, but within the No Project/1996 Plan preserve boundaries, will not count 

toward the recovery goals for these species. Thus, mitigation measures provided by a property 

owner (and at some cost to that owner) may not count toward the protection of these species that 

is ultimately needed to gain federally permitted water from Folsom Lake. These effects of 

adopting a preserve boundary that is not equal to the Recovery Plan need to be disclosed in the 

EIR. 

D. Important Biological Corridor Overlay (IBC) 

This is an important planning tool that should be included in any alternative. The current 

formation of the layer seems to emphasize areas important to habitat connectivity that would lose 

integrity if subdivided and developed to the maximum allowed by the underlying land use. From 

a review of the landscape, areas not in the IBC might still be important for connectivity, but their 

underlying land use (e.g. natural resource, rural residential, open space) is not in conflict with 

maintaining the habitat integrity. The overlay points to places on the landscape where we should 

think a bit differently about development in order to protect important resources. Ultimately, 

maintaining habitat connections across the landscape depends on both the areas in the IBC and 

the adjacent natural resource and open space land use designations. This point is not made well 

in the DEIR. Confusion on this point could lead to the public expecting that the only lands 

important to connectivity lie within the IBC and this is not the case. 

CNPS: Comments on the EDC GP Alternatives and DEIR (7/14/03) page 5 
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E. It should be disclosed that 01;mortunities for conservation funding from the State of California 

depend on the county adopting an oak woodland management plan. 

In 2002, an amendment to the Wildlife Conservation Law of 1947 called the Oak 

Woodland Conservation Act became effective. The Act establishes a program in California for 

investing in the conservation of oak woodlands through conservation easement purchase, annual 

payments and restoration. To be eligible for this funding, a county must adopt an oak woodland 

management plan that addresses oak mitigation measures, tree inventory, canopy retention and 

monitoring. The Act is contained in Appendix B of these comments. 

If the County does not adopt an oak management plan that includes measures that 

satisfies the State's requirements, we can not gain access to these state funds for oak woodland 

conservation. This lost opportunity should be disclosed in the EIR. 

F. The California Endangered Species Act, as it relates to protection of listed plants, is not 

properly described. 

The DEIR does not provide an adequate or full discussion of the application of California 

Endangered Species Act (CESA) to listed plants. A description of the application of CESA to 

listed plants that is posted on the California Department offish and Game's website is in 

Appendix C of these comments. 

Thank you for your consideration of our comments. 

s~~-
susan Britting 

Conservation Chair 

CNPS: Comments on the EDC GP Alternatives and DEIR (7/14/03) page 6 
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Enriroamental Imped 

5.1 LANDUSE 

5 .1-1 : Inconsistency with Applicable 
Plans and Policies of Other Agencies 

5.1-2: Substantial Alteration or 
Degradation of Land Use Character 
in the County or Subareas 

5.1-3: Creation of Substantial Land 
Use Incompatibility 

NP = No Project Alternative 

LMI of Sl911ifk:ance 
BeforeMl1igt11on 

LS I S 

NP 
96 

RC 
EC 

ExECUI'IVE SUMMARY TABLE 

Mitigation Measures 

I NP (25) I NP (BO),. l-2, Create Di,tinct Community Separators (NP, Rt; EC, 96) 
RC (25) RC (BO) 

EC (25) EC (BO) New Policy. The County shall develop a program that allows the 
96 maintenance of distinct separators between developed areas 

(Community Regions and Rural Centers). This program shall 

include the foll9r1 
t 

I I 
NP 5.1-3 a): Establish a General Plan Conformity Review Process for All 
RC evelopment Projects (NP, RC, EC, 96) 
EC 
96 elopment involvinii: anv structure ii:r~ 120 

Level of Signlfkonce After 
Mlttgation 

LS SU 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

I NP(25) 
RC (25) 

EC (25) 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

NP(BO) 
RC(BO) 
EC (BO) 

96 

25 = 2025 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

RC = Roadway Constrained Uane 11Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 

EDAW 
May 2003 2-9 
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EDAW 
Moy 2003 

Envlrommentol Impact 

NP = No Project Alternative 

LMI of Signifkcnce 
hfereMlliflttlon 

LS I S 

EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

ExECUTIVE SuMMARY TABLE 

Miflgotlon Measures 

is exempt from r_;Ji 
Act. In lieu o~uiring detailed resource assessm 

ons, the County shall establish a progra 
preli.·~ · site inspections by qualified professionals emplo~r 
re~d by the County to detennine the need (if any) for specific 

ource evaluations required to complete this review. 

-OR-

.temadve New Policy: Development involving any structure 
ater than 120 square feet in size or requiring a grading permit 
11 be permitted only upon a finding that the development is 

onsistent with this General Plan and the requirements of all 
pplkable County ordinances, policies, and regulations. For project 
at do not require the approval of the Planning Commission or 

iBoard of Supervisors this requirement shall be satisfied by 
· nformation supplied by the applicant demonstrating compliance. 

25 = 2025 

Level of Significance After 
llti9(1flon 

LS SU 

RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plusn Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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Eftvlronmtntal Impact 
Lffll of Slgnlfkcnce 

Before MltigetlOG 

LS s 

I 
I 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

ExECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

. 

Level of Significance After 
Mltipflon Mtasures Mitigation 

LS SU 

Alternative New Implementation Measure: Establish performance 
standards to be included in the Zoning Ordinance to allow applicants 
for ministerial projects to demonstrate compliance with General Plan 
policies and with other applicable County ordinances, policies, and 
regulations. Until such time as these standards are developed, the 
Plannip.g Director shall review information submitted by the 
applicant to ascertain compliance. The review shall include, but not 
be limited to: (1) the effects of the proposed project on biological 
resources, cultural resources, geology and soils, agriculture, visual, 
noise, and air quality; (2) the project's compliance with the 
concurrency requirements of the General Plan pertaining to traffic 
infrastructure and the availability of water and other services; (3) 

I risks of exposure to hazardous materials and conditions as a result oJ 
site development; and (4) a determination as to whether the project 
is exempt from review under the Galifornia Environmental Quality 
Act. In lieu of requiring detailed resource assessments as part of 

.,initial applications, the Planning Director may establish a program 
for preliminary site inspections by qualified professionals employed 
or retained by the County to determine the need (if any) for specific 
resource evaluations required to complete this review. 

--
5.l-3(b): Require Development Projects to Be Located and Designed 

in a Manner That Avoids Adjacent Incompatible Land Uses 
(NP, RC, EC, 96) 

. New Polley: Development projects shall be located and designed in a 
manner that avoids incompatibility with adjoining land uses that are 

l permitted by the policies in effect at the time the development 

{ 
25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 

96 = 1996 General Pion Alternative BO = Buildout 
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Envlrenmental lmpad 
lffll of Sltnifkance 

Before Mlligatlon 

LS I S 

~ot1.-: W\,\A',t~ ,·V\l'. wl\JZ.. 
lV'--r-tAiM ~~AM.AA w~ 
v'ltrv\? ~ pre ~ 1'~ flV-' 14 'l lo 

r ltvv1 ~ tVt o µ. ~+ 
AAA- At' H ~ ~ V\ ,· v\,~t 

{V-!91N1 fn,L r~l ~ l2tl~ 

ExECUTM SUMMARY TABLE 

Mi1ifation Meaum 

"'"project is proposed. Development projects that are potentially 
incompatible with existing adjoining uses shall be designed in a 
manner that avoids any incompatibility or shall be located on a 
different site. 

New Implementation Measure: ~evise the Zoning Ordinance to 
ensure that all uses permitted by right in any zoning district are 
compatible. Allow potentially incompatible uses subject to a 
discretionary review process with performance standards designed to 
ensure appropriate separation of incompatible uses. Include in the 
Zoning Ordinance a requirement that any project located adjacent to 
an existing sensitive land use shall be required to avoid impacts on 
the existing use. 

5.l-3(c): Establish an Interim Conformity Review Process to Be 
Applied Until Such Time as All General Plan 
Implementation Programs Ate in Place (RC, EC) 

New Policy: In evaluating the consistency of any proposed 
development project with the policies of this General Plan, the 
reviewing authority shall consider the specific standards established 
herein. \,\,'here such standards are to be developed pursuant to an 
implementation program established by the General Plan, the 
reviewing authority shall, until such time as those standards have 
been established, apply the standards established by Zoning 
Ordinance or, in the absence of Zoning Ordinance standards, the 
standards in the 1996 General Plan. 

I 

Leval of Significance After 
Mitigation 

LS SU 

, v\ ivU ~c.-t(e\ ~l~M JPltt'e; 
NP = No Project Alternative RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 

1996 General Plan A~ernative 

EDAW 
May2003 

EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 96 = 
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EDAW 
May 2003 

Ell'llronmental Impact 
Lavel of Significance 

Before MlffOatlon 

LS s 

I 

I 

I 
I 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

ExECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

I 

j 

Level of Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Mitigation 

LS SU 

New Policy: Prior to granting any discretionary or ministerial land 
use approval in an area served by a public water purveyor or an 
approved private water system, the applicant must demonstrate and 
County must confirm, that the surface water supply from existing 
water supply facilities is adequate and physically available to meet the 
highest demand that could be permitted by the approval on the 
lands in question. "Adequate and physically available" means existing 
supply sources, for which the applicable water supplier has a present 
legal entitlement, with sufficient capacity to serve new development 
at the time the approval takes place, and where there are no 
impediments to the utilization of those existing supply sources. A 
water supply is "sufficient" if the total water supplies available during 
normal, single dry, and multiple dry years within a 20-year 
projection will meet the highest projected demand associated with 
the proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future uses 
within the area served by the water supplier, including, but not 

I limited to, agricultural and industrial uses. An applicant must obtain 
a will-serve letter from the applicable water supplier demonstrating 
that the supplier has an adequate and physically available water 
supply and can and will serve the proposed project from that supply. 

5.5-l(c): Support Development of Water Conservation and 
Recycling Projects that Can Help Reduce Water Demand 
and Projected Shortages 

New Policy: The County shall support water conservation and 
recycling programs and projects that can reduce future water 
demand consistent with the policies of this General Plan. The ~ 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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Envlmnmeratal Impact 
Lml of Sl9nifkance 

Before Mitigation 

LS s 

I 

5.5-2: Potential Environmental NP 
Impacts Associated with the RC 
Development of New Surface Water EC 
Supplies and Related Infrastructure. 96 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC == Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

EDAW 
May2003 

ExECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

Level of Significance After 
Mlli91rtton Measures Mltlgalion 

LS SU 

County will develop and implement a water use efficiency program 
for existing and new residential, commerciaVindustrial, and 
agricultural uses. The County will also work with each of the county's 
water purveyors to develop a list of the types of uses that must utilize 
reclaimed water if feasible. The feasibility of using reclaimed water 
will be defined with specific criteria developed with public input and 
with the assistance of EID, and will be coordinated with their 
ongoing reclaimed water (also referred to as recycled water) 
planning and implementation process. The County shall encourage 
all water purveyors to implement the water conservation-related Bes 
Management Practices already implemented by EID and in 
compliance with the related criteria established by USBR. (NP, RC, 
96) 

111

~w Policy: The County shall support water conservation programs 
and projects that can reduce future water demand consistent with 
the policies of this General Plan. The County will develop and 
implement a water use efficiency program for existing and new 
residential, commerciaVindustrial, and agricultural uses. The County 
shall encourage all water purveyors to implement the water 
conservation Best Management Practices already being implemented 
by EID and in compliance with the related criteria established by 
USBR. (EC) 

5.5G2: Encourage Mitigation of the Environmental Impacts of NP 
Future Water Supply and Infrastructure Prajects (NP, RC, RC 
EC, 96) EC 

96 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained Uane nPlus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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Environmental l11poc:t 

5.5-3: Increase in Groundwater 
Demand and Related Impacts. 

NP = No Project Alternative 

Le'III of Si9nlficance 
Before Mlllgatloa 

LS I S 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

.........._ EDAW 
~- May2003 

ExECUflVE SUMMARY TABLE 

Mlti,atlon Measures 

New Implementation Measure: The County will encourage water 
purveyors to design water supply and infrastructure projects in a 
manner that avoids or reduces significant environmental effects to 
the maximum extent feasible in light of the water supply objectives of 

Increase the Llkelihood that Groundwater Supplies are 
Conserved and Physically Available to Meet the Need 
Future Development (NP, RC, EC, 96) 

icy PS-2d: The County shall not approve ~ 
discre~ary or ministerial projects that will be served by 
grour«'water unless the County finds, based on evidence provided by 

25 = 2025 

U'III of Slgnifkance After 
Mitigation 

LS I SU 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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Envlre111111ntal Impact 
LMI of Slgnfflmnce 

8efor11 Mitigation 

LS s 

5.5-4: Increase in Wastewater Flows NP 
and Related Infrastructure Impacts. RC 

EC 
96 

5.5-5: Increase in Water Pollutants NP 
from Construction-Related Activities. RC 

EC 
96 

5.5-6: Increase in Water Pollutants NP 
from New Impervious Surfaces and RC 
New Urban and Agricultural Uses EC 

96 

5.5•7: Increase in Surface Water NP 
Pollutants from Additional RC 
Wastewater Treatment Plant EC 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

EDAW 
May2003 

' 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

Level of Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Mitigation 

LS SU 

the applicant, tl:ftd gt other evidence that~~ the 
~ · '"· is adequate to meet the highest de ~ 

orooosed dev_e__ · !,_ ~·· ' ' • : •• __,,,,,,,,... 
qtte~rien,ftfle ~ 
n - r.• " -- .................. . - . 
-· -~---~, g-~ ·--- ·--- --- -.--------., ... "·' 

(~ 
~· --- ··------.. , 'V">L --- .I. . , -

5.5-4: Encourage Mitigation of the Environmental Impacts Related NP 
to Future Expansion of Wastewater Treatment Capacity (NP, RC, RC 
EC, 96) Ee 

- i 96 
New Policy: The County shall encourage EID to design and 1 I 

implement future wastewater treatment capacity expansions in a 
manner that avoids or minimizes associated environmental impacts 
to the extent "M~a ... i~ 

No mitigation measures are necessary. NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

No mitigation measures are necessary. NP 
RC 
EC 

96 

5.5-7: Encourage Use of Recycled Water in New Development NP 
Served by Public Wastewater Systems (NP, RC, EC, 96) RC 

EC 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained Uane uPlus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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Environmental Imped 

Discharges 

5.5-8: Increase in Groundwater 
Pollutants from Onsite Wastewater 
Treatment Systems (OWI'S) (Septic 
Systems) 

5.5-9: Increase in Surface Water 
Pollutants from Additional 
Recreational Activities 

NP = No Project Alternative 

Level of Sl9nlfkance 
BefortMltigatlon 

LS I S 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

96 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

EDAW 
Moy2003 

ExEcunvE SUMMARY TABLE 

Mltl§Gtion Measures 

New Policy: The County shall work with EID to support the 
continued and expanded use of recycled water, including wet-season 
use and storage, in new subdivisions served by the Deer Creek and 
El Dorado Hills Wastewater Treatment Plants. To avoid 
construction impacts of installing recycled water facilities, the County 
shall encourage the construction of distribution lines at the same 
time as other utilities are installed. Facilities to consider are recycled 
water lines for all front yards, parks, schools, and other irrigation 
needs, and if feasible, wet-irrigation-season storage facilities. 

Monitor Performance of Septic Systems Annually (NP, RC, EC, 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

25 = 2025 

level of Significance After 
Mitlgollon 

LS SU 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

96 

RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane l/Plus• Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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Envtrenmeaatal lmpad 
I.Ml ef Slgnlfkonce 
Wors MlliottlOll 

LS s 
5.6 unurms 
5.6-1: Localized Flooding Hazards NP 

Caused by Increased Runoff from RC 
New Development EC 

96 

5.6-2: Potential for Inadequate NP 

Landfill Capacity RC 
EC 

96 

5.6-3: Potential Noncompliance with NP 
State-Mandated Diversion Rate RC 

EC 
96 

5.6-4: Potential for Insufficient NP 
Facilities/Mechanisms to Dispose of RC 
Hazardous Waste EC, 

96 

5.6-5: Potential for Land Use NP 
Incompatibility and Other Impacts of RC 
New and Expanded Solid Waste and EC 
Hazardous-Waste Facilities. 96 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

EDAW 
May2003 

ExECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

level of Sitnlfkonce Arter 
Mitigation Measures MltifGtien 

LS SU 

No mitigation measures are necessary NP 
RC 
EC 

96 

No mitigation measures are necessary. NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

5.6-3: Adopt a Construction and Demolition Debris Diversion NP 

Ordinance (NP, RC, EC, 96) RC 

l EC 

New Policy: The County shall adopt a Construction and 96 
Demolition Debris Diversion Ordinance requiring that a 

l minimum of 50% of the debris from construction and 
demolition projects be reused or recyd,•n. 

No mitigation measures are necessary. NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

5.6-5(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5. l-3(b) (NP, RC, EC, 96) I NP 
5.6-5(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.1-3(d) (NP, RC, EC, 96) 

I 
RC 

EC 
96 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-lane 0 Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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Environmental lml)Gd 
I.ml of SlgAlfkance 

Before M1ttgat10t1 

LS s 

I 

I 

5.7-6: Potential Land Use NP 
Incompatibility Associated with RC 
Development of Park and Recreation EC 
Facilities 96 

5.8 HUMAN HEA.Lm AND SAFETY 

5.8-1: Increased Risk of Exposure NP 
Resulting from Routine Use of RC 
Hazardous Materials EC 

96 

5.8-2: Increased Incidents of Illegal NP 
Dumping of Household Hazardous RC 
Wastes EC 

96 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

EDAW 
May 2003 

ExECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

I 

Level of Slgnlftcantt After 

Mitigation Measures Mitigation 

LS SU 

New Policy: The County shall establish a countywide development 
fee program applicable to all new development to fund park and 
recreation improvements such that minimum neighborhood, 
community, and regional park standards are achieved. This fee is in 
addition to Quimby Act requiretnents that address parkland 
acquisition only. The fee will be adjusted periodically to fully fund 
the improvements identified in the Parks and Capitol Improvement 
Program concurrent with development over a five year period. (EC, 
RC) 

New Policy: The County shall establish a development fee program 
to fund the acquisition of parkland for projects that are not subject to 
Quimby Act require---·- n:;,r »r1 

5.7-6(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.l-3(b) (NP, RC, EC, 96) NP 
5.7-6(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.l-3(d) (NP, RC, EC, 96) RC 

EC 
96 

No mitigation measures are necessary. NP 
RC 
EC 
96 I 

No mitigation measures are available. 

I 

NP 

RC 
EC 

I 96 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-lane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Pion Alternative BO = Buildout 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

Level of Significance 
Envlronme11tal Impact Before Mltltatloa I Mitigation Measures 

LS I s 

Level of StgnlfkaM& After 
Mltloation 

LS SU 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

failure inundation areas as delineated in dam failure etnergency 
response plans maintained by the County shall be prohibited. (NP, 
96) 

in 

The County shall revise Policies HS-5c, HS-5d, and HS-5e as follows: 

Revised Policy HS..5c: The creation of new parcels that lie entirely 
within the 100-year floodplain or dam failure inundation areas as 
delineated in dam failure emergency response plans maintained by 
the County shall be prohibited. (RC, EC) 

Revised Policy HSa!Sd: New parcels that are partially within the 100-
year floodplain or dam failure inundation areas must have sufficient 
land available outside the 100-year floodplain or dam failure 
inundation areas for construction of dwelling units, accessory 
structures, and sep_tic sys~m_s. (RC, EC) 

Revised Policy HS-5e: Applications for discretionary development 

RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative 
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ExECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

Lml of SignlfkatKe 
Environmental Imped a.to ... MfflOatlon Mltlgat1011 Mtasum 

LS I s 

Level of Sifnlfkance After 
Mlti9Gllon 

5.8-7: Exposure to Electromagnetic 
Fields Generated by New Electric 
Energy Facilities at School Locations 

5.8-8: Exposure to Electromagnetic 
Fields Generated by Wireless Phone 
Facilities 

5.8-9: Public Exposure to Asbestos 

NP = No Project Alternative 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

EDAW 
Moy2003 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

NP 
RC 

EC 

96 

proposed in an area within or adjacent to a designated 100-year 
floodplain or dam failure inundation area shall include a map 
showing the location of the floodplain and the dam failure 

: inundation area relative to the proposed development. (RC, EC) 

easure 5.8-7: Encourage Coordination between Utilities 
an . tricts (NP, RC, .EC, 96) 

New Policy. The County shall 
between utilities c powerlines and school ais'fficts to 

of powerlines in close proximity to schools. 

No mitigation measures are necessary. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 5.l-3(a) (NP, RC, EC, 96) 
Strengthen Naturally Occurring A'lbestos and Dust 

tection Standards (NP, RC, EC, 96) 

New Implementation Measure: Amend prescriptive standard for 

RC = Roadway Constrained 6-lone "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative 

25 = 2025 
BO = Buildout 

LS SU 

NP 
RC 

EC 

96 

NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

NP 
RC 

EC 
96 
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Level of Slg11ifkance 
Environmental Impact 8efora Mlligaflon \ Miti,ation Measures 

LS I s 

Levet of S'9nfftcanca After 
Mltlgallol'I 

lS SU 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

~ Replacement or repair of existing structures.would occur in 
substantially the same footprint. 

Revised. Policy CO,,ld. To minimize the poten~r erosion 
and sediment discharge, disturbance of slopes *~ercent or 
greater outside of Important Biological Corridor over 
shall be prohibited unless it is demonstrated by a Califo 
registered civil engineer or an engineering geologist that 
hazards can be reduced to acceptabl, 

5.9-4(c): Apply Erosion Control Measures to Agricultural Grading 
'NP, RC, EC, 96) 

ew Policy: The County shall require agricultural grading activities 

RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane 11Plus11 Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative 
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Wore Mitigation 

LS s 

5.9-5: Reduction in the Accessibility NP 
of Mineral Resources RC 

I EC 

96 

I 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 

EDAW 
May 2003 

ExECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

level of Significance After 
Mlfl9allon Measures Mitigation 

LS SU 

that turn over one acre or more of soil to obtain a grading permit. , I 
All erosion control measures included in the grading permit would 
be implemented. 

New Implementation Measure: The County shall amend the 
Grading Ordinance to incorporate the provisions of this mitigation j 

lmeasure. 

5.!:l·tlla): strict Land Use Designations in Areas that May Contain NP 
Important Mineral Resources (NP, RC, EC, 96) RC 

EC 
Revised Policy 2.2.2.'7: The purpose of the Mineral Resource (-MR) 96 
overlay designation is to identify those areas that are designated as 
Mineral Resource Zone 2 (MRZ 2xx) on the State Classification 
Reports. Only the following land use designations shall be I 
appropriate in areas designated MRZ-2xx in the State Classification 
Reports. The -MR overlay shall only be considered appropriate with 
the following base land use designations: 

N aturctl Resource (NR) 
Open Space (OS) 
Industrial (I) 
Oommu cim (6) 
Pttbl:ie Faeilities (PF) 

Rttt al Re:'.iidentiai (RR) 
L6 .. Benaie, Resieenlial (LDR) 

I If appropriate, said properties shall also be similarly zoned with 
Mineral Resource (-MR) combining zone district in conformance with I 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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Environmental Impact 
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Before Mitigation 

LS s 

I 
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NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmental~ Constrained Alternative 

ExECUTIVE SUMMARY TABLE 

I 

level of Significance After 
Mitigation Measures Mltlgaflon 

LS SU 

New Policy: The County shall investigate the replacement of its fleet 
vehicles with more fuel-efficient or alternative fuel vehicles (e.g., 
liquid natural gas, fuel cell vehicles). 

5.1 l·.(;\UJ: rromuu vvood·Hurmng Open-Masonry Fireplaces in N~1 
Development (NP, RC, EC, 96) (Mitigation Measure 5.11-
2(b) fur RC, EC.) 

New Policy: The County shall prohibit wood-burning open 
masonry fireplaces in all new development. Fireplaces with EPA-
approved inserts, EPA-approved stoves, and fireplaces burning 
natural gas are allowed. 

5.ll-2(e): Develop Incentive Program to Encourage Use of Newer ~ 
Cleaner-Burning EPA-Certified Wood Stoves (NP, RC, 
EC, 96) 

: 

New Policy: The County shall develop an incentive program to 
encourage homeowners to replace high-pollution emitting non-EPA-
certified wood stoves that were installed before the effective date of 
the applicable EPA regulation with newer cleaner-burning EPA-
certified wood stoves. 

5.11-2(£): Synchronize Signalized Intersections (RC, EC) 

New Policy: Signalized intersections shall be synchronized where 
possible as a means to reduce congestion, conserve energy, and 
improve air quality. 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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5.11-3: Toxic Air Emissions NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

5.11-4: Local Mobile-Source NP 
Emissions of Carbon Monoxide (CO) RC 

EC 
96 

5.11-5: Odorous Emissions NP 
RC 
EC 
96 

NP = No Project Alternative 
EC = Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
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5.1 l-~lgJ: 1ncmae redestnant .mke Paths Connecting to Adjacent 
Development (RC, EC) I 

New Policy: Within Community Regions and Rural Centers, all 
development shall include pedestrian/bike paths connecting to 
adjacent development and to common facilities. In Rural Regions, 
pedestrian/bike paths shall be considered as aooro'"'..;,,.,. 

5.ll-3(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.l-3(a) (NP, RC, EC, 96) NP 
5.ll-3(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5. 1-3(b) (NP, RC, EC, 96) I RC 
5. l l-3(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.11-1 (NP, RC, EC, 96) EC 
5.l l-3(d): Adopt New Policy for Facilities Housing Sensitive 96 

Receptors (NP, RC, 96) 

New Policy: New facilities in which sensitive receptors are located I 
(e.g. residential subdivisions, schools, childcare centers, playgrounds, 
retirement homes, and hospitals) shall be sited away from significant 
sources of air pollution. 

5.11-4: Implement Mitigation Measure 5.l l-2(c) fur the Roadway NP 
Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative (NP, RC, EC, 96) RC 

EC 
96 

5.11-5: Implement Mitigation Measure 5.l-3(b) (NP, RC, EC, 96) NP 
RC 
EC 

I 96 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained Uane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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5.12-l(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.9-4(b) (NP, RC, 96) NP 
5.12-l(b): Minimize Erosion and Maximize Retention of Natural RC 

Vegetation (NP, 96) EC 
96 

The County shall modify Policy 7.1.2.2 as follows to minimize soil 
· erosion and maximize retention of natural vegetation. __,,,,,,. , 

Revised Policy 7.U,2: Discretionary and ministerial projects that 
require earthwork and grading, including cut and fill for roads, shall 
be required to minimize erosion and sedimentation, conform to 
natural contours, maintain natural drainage patterns, minimize 
impervious surfaces, and maximize the retention of natural 
vegetation. S2ecific standards for minimizins; erosion and 
sedimentation shall be incorE!orate~ igto th; ~ll!Qi Qrginan~. 
(NP, 96) 

-

5.12-l(c): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.9-6(a) of the No Project 
Alternative (NP, 96) 

5.12-l(d): Develop and Implement an Integrated Natural 
Resources Management Plan (NP, 96) 

Replace Policy 7.4.2.8 with the following: 

New Policy 7.4.2.8: Develop and implement an Integrated Natural 
Resources Management Plan (INRMP) that identifies important 
habitat in the County and establishes a program for effective habit.at 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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preservation and management. The INRMP shall include the 1 

I 
following components: 

A Habitat Inventory. This part of the INRMP shall inventory and I 

map the following important habitats in El Dorado County: 

l: Habitats that support special-status species; 
2. Aquatic environments including stream, river, and lake; 
3. Wetland and riparian habitat; 
4. Important habitat for migratory deer herds; and 
5. Large expanses of native vegetation. 

The County should update the inventory every three years to 
identify the amount of important habitat protected, by habitat type, 
through County programs and the amount of important habitat 
removed because of new development during that period. The 
inventory and mapping effort shall be developed with the assistance 
of the Plant and Wildlife Technical Advisory Committee, CDFG, and 
USl'WS. The inventory shall be maintained and updated by the 
County Planning Department and shall be publicly accessible. 

B. Habitat Protection Strategy. This component shall describe a 
strategy for protecting important habitats based on coordinated 
land acquisitions (see item D below) and management of 
acquired land. The goal of the strategy shall be to conserve and 

I 

restore contiguous blocks of important habitat to offset the effects 

I 
of increased habitat loss and fragmentation elsewhere in the 
county. The Habitat Protection Strategy should be updated at 
least once every five years based on the results of the habitat 

I monitoring program (item F below). 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-lane uPlus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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re. Mitigation Assistance. This part of the INRMP shall establish a 
program to facilitate mitigation of impacts to biological resources 
due to projects approved by the County that are unable to avoid 
impacts to important habitats. The program may include 

I development of mitigation banks, maintaining lists of potential 
mitigation options, and incentives for developers and landowner 
panidpation in the habitat acquisition and management 
components of the INRMP. 

D. Habitat Acquisition. Based on the Habitat Protection Strategy 
and in coordination with the Mitigation Assistance program, the 
INRMP shall include a program for identifying habitat 
acquisition opportunities involving willing sellers. Acquisition 
may be by state or federal land management agencies, private 
land trusts or mitigation banks, the County, or other public or 
private organizations. Lands may be acquired in fee or protected 
through acquisition of a conservation easement designed to 
protect the core habitat values of the land while allowing other 
uses by the fee owner. The program should identify 
opportunities for partnerships between the County and other 
organizations for habitat acquisition and management. In 
evaluating proposed acquisitions, consideration will be given to 
site-specific features (e.g., condition and threats to habitat, 
presence of special-status species), transaction-related features 
(e.g., level of protection gained, time frame for purchase 
completion, relative costs), and regional considerations (e.g., 
connectivity with adjacent protected lands and important habitat, 

I 
achieves multiple agency and community benefits). Parcels that 
include important habitat and are located irenerallv to the west ol 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane 11Plusn Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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the Eldorado National Forest should be given priority for 
acquisition. All land acquired shall be added to the Ecological 
Preserve overlay area. 

E. Habitat Management. Each property or easement acquired 
through the INRMP should be evaluated to determine if the 
biological resources would benefit from restoration or 
management actions. Examples of the many types of restoration 
or management actions that could be undertaken to improve 
current habitat conditions include: removal of non-native plant 
species, planting native species, repair and rehabilitation of 
severely grazed riparian and upland habitats, removal of culverts 
and other structures that impede movement by native fishes, 
construction of roadway under and overcrossing that would 
facilitate movement by terrestrial wildlife, and installation of 
erosion control measures on land adjacent to sensitive wetland 
and riparian habitat. 

F. Monitoring. The INRMP shall include a habitat monitoring 
program that covers all areas under the Ecological Preserve 
overlay together with all lands acquired as part of the INRMP. 
Monitoring results shall be incorporated into future County 
planning efforts so as to more effectively conserve and restore 

I important habitats. The results of all special-status species 

I monitoring shall be reported to the CNDDB. Monitoring result: 
shall be compiled into an annual report to be presented to the 
Board of Supervisors. 

I 

---
25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained Uane 11Plus" Alternative 

96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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G. Public Participation. The INRMP shall be developed with and 
include provisions for public participation and informal 
consultation with local, state, and federal agencies having 
jurisdiction over natural resources within the county. 

H. Funding. The County will develop a conservation fund to 
ensure the INRMP is adequately funded, including habitat 
maintenance and restoration. Funding may be provided from 
grants, mitigation fees, and the County general fund. The 
INRMP annual report described under item F above shall 
include information on current funding levels and shall project 
anticipated funding needs and anticipated and potential fundin 
sources for the followin~ 5 years. 

r.;:T2-l(e): Adopt a No-Net-Loss Policy and Mitigation Program for 
Important Habitat (NP, 96) 

Replace Policy 7.4.1.6 with the following: 

llillia..... 
New t"Oficy , .4.1.b, l'UrtteVc;,up•uoc;uc p• -J 0 

discretionary review shall be designed to avoid disturbance or 
fragmentation of important habitats to the extent reasonably feasible. 
Where avoidance is not possible, the development shall be required 
to fully mitigate the effects of import.ant habitat loss and 
fragmentation. Mitigation shall include providing sufficient funding 
to the County's conservation fund to acquire and protect important 
habitat at a minimum 2:1 ratio. The costs associated with acquisition, 
restoration, and management of the habitat protected shall be 
included in the mitigation fee. For larger development projects (i.e., 

25 = 2025 

Level of Significance After 
MltiQCltiOA 

LS SU 
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those that exceed a total of 10 acres), in addition contributing to the ' conservation fund at a minimum 2: l ratio, onsite preservation and/or 
restoration of important habitat shall be required at a 1: 1 ratio. 
Impacts to important. habitat and mitigation requirements shall be 
addressed in a Biological Resources Study and an Important Habitat 
Mitigation Program (described below). 

A. Biological Resources Study. The County shall adopt biological 
resource assessment standards that apply to all discretionary 
projects that would result in disturbance of soil and native 

I vegetation in areas that include important habitat as defined in 
I the INRMP. The assessment of the project site must be in the 

form of an independent Biological Resources Study, and must be 
completed by a qualified biologist. The evaluation shall quantify 
the amount of important habitat, by habitat type, as defined in 
General Plan and delineating on maps included in the INRMP. 
The Biological Resources Study shall also address the potential 
for the project to adversely affect important habitat through 
conversion or fragmentation. This requirement shall not apply 
to projects that are on lands that either (1) have already been the 
subject of a study and for which all mitigation requirements are 
being implemented or (2) have been evaluated by the County 
and found to not possess any important habitat resources. 

B. Important: Habitat Mitigation Program. The Biological Resource 
Study shall include an Important Habitat Mitigation Program 
that identifies options that would avoid, minimize, or 
compensate for impacts on important habitats in compliance with 
the standards of the INRMP and the General Plan. All ~-

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
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mitigation programs shall include a monitoring and reporting 
component requiring reports to the County not less than once 
each year for a period of not less than 10 years. The report will 
include a description of the lands included in the mitigation 
program (including location and size), a summary of the 
evaluation criteria established at the time the mitigation program 
was approved, an evaluation of the mitigation program based on 
those criteria, and recommendations for action during the 
following year. The County shall adopt standards for evaluating 
mitigation programs proposed as part of the Biological 
Resources Study described above. The standards shall ensure 
that the mitigation reduces direct and cumulative impacts of 

I proposed development on important habitats to less than 
l siiroificant levels in accordance with CEOA thresholds. (NP j 

5.12-1(£): Require Mitigation for Loss of Woodland Habitat 
(NP, 96) 

Replace Policy 7.4.4.4 with the following: 

New Policy 7,4.4.4: For discretionary projects that would result in 
soil disturbance on parcels that have at least 10% total canopy cover 
by woodlands habitats as defined in this General Plan and 
determined from base line aerial photography or by site survey 
performed by a qualified biologist or licensed arborist, the County 
shall require one of two mitigation options: (1) the project applicant 
shall adhere to the tree canopy retention and replacement standards ~ 

I described below; or (2) the project applicant shall contribute to the I 

25 = 2025 RC = Roadway Constrained 6-Lane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative BO = Buildout 
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County's INRMP conservation fund described in Mitigation Measure f 
5.12-l(d). 

' OptionA 
: 

The County shall apply the following tree canopy retention 
standards: 

Percent Existing Canopy Cover Canopy Cover to be Retained 
80-100 60% of existing canopy 

60-79 70% of existing canopy 
40-59 80% of existing canopy 
20-39 85% of existing canopy 
10-19 90% of existing canopy 

Under Option A, the project applicant shall also replace woodland I 
habitat removed at 1: 1 ratio. Impacts to woodland habitat and 

I mitigation requirements shall be addressed in a Biological Resources 
Study and Important Habitat Mitigation Plan as described in 
Mitigation Measure 5.12-l(d). Woodland replacement shall be based 
on a formula, developed by the County, that accounts for the 

number of trees and acreage affected. 

Option B 
The project applicant shall provide sufficient funding to the County's 
INRMP's conservation fund, described in Mitigation Measures 
5.12-l(d), to fully compensate for the impact to woodland habitat. 
To compensate for fragmentation and as well as habitat loss, the 

replacement mitigation ratio shall be 2: 1 and based on the total 
woodland acreage onsite (not just the area affected). The costs 

pssociated with acquisition, restoration, and management of the 

- ......... I 
-
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habitat protected shall be included in the mitigation fee. Impacts to"' 
woodland habitat and mitigation requirements shall be addressed in 
a Biological Resources Study and Important Habitat Mitigation Plan 
as described in Mid 

!f.fl-1(g): Develop and Implement an Oak Tree Preservation 
Ordinance (NP, 96) 

Replace Policy 7.4.5.2 with the following: 

A Oak Tree Removal P~t Proc~ Except under special 
11 be required by the 

with a single main 
dbh), or a multiple 

aggregate of at least l O" dbh. ial exemptions 
e removal permit is not needed shall 1 de tree 

remor., on all single family residential lots that can further 
.vided and when written approval has been receive om 

County Planning Department. In passing judgement u 
tree removal permit applications, the County may impose sucn 
reasonable conditions of approval as are necessary to protect the 

RC = Roadway Constrained Uane "Plus" Alternative 
96 = 1996 General Plan Alternative 

25 = 2025 
BO = Buildout 
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BILL NUMBER: AB 242 
BILL TEXT 

CHAPTER 588 

CHAPTERED 

FILED WITH SECRETARY OF STATE OCTOBER 9, 2001 
APPROVED BY GOVERNOR OCTOBER 7, 2001 
PASSED THE SENATE SEPTEMBER 14, 2001 
PASSED THE ASSEMBLY SEPTEMBER 14, 2001 
AMENDED IN SENATE SEPTEMBER 13, 2001 
AMENDED IN SENATE SEPTEMBER 10, 2001 
AMENDED IN SENATE AUGUST 30, 2001 
AMENDED IN SENATE JULY 12, 2001 
AMENDED IN SENATE JUNE 25, 2001 
AMENDED IN ASSEMBLY APRIL 16, 2001 

INTRODUCED BY 
(Coauthors: 
(Coauthor: 

Assembly Member Thomson 
Assembly Members Alquist, Jackson, and Wayne) 

Senator Oller} 

FEBRUARY 14, 2001 

An act to add Article 3.5 (commencing with Section 1360} to 
Chapter 4 of Division 2 of and to add and repeal Section 1363.5 of, 
the Fish and Game Code, relating to oak woodlands conservation. 

LEGISLATIVE COUNSEL'S DIGEST 

AB 242, Thomson. Wildlife conservation: oak woodlands. 
The existing Wildlife Conservation Law of 1947 establishes the 

Wildlife Conservation Board, and requires the board, among other 
things, to determine the areas in the state that are most essential 
and suitable for wildlife production and preservation, as prescribed. 

This bill would enact the Oak Woodlands Conservation Act to 
provide funding for the conservation and protection of California's 
oak woodlands. The bill would create the Oak Woodlands Conservation 
Fund in the State Treasury, and would authorize the expenditure of 
moneys in the fund, upon appropriation by the Legislature, for 
purposes of the act. The bill would require the board to administer 
the fund, as prescribed, and would provide that moneys in the fund 
shall be available to local government entities, park and open-space 
districts, resource conservation districts, private landowners, and 
nonprofit organizations for implementation and administration of the 
act, as provided. 

The bill would require each city or county planning department 
that receives a grant for the purposes· of the act to report to the 
city council or board of supervisors of the county, as appropriate, 
on the uses of those funds within one year from the date the grant is 
received. 

The existing Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, and 
Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 (the Villaraigosa-Keeley Act) 
provides that not less than $5,000,000 of the proceeds of bonds 
issued under that act be allocated, upon appropriation by the 
Legislature, for the preservation of oak woodlands. 

This bill would provide for the transfer of not less than 
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$5,000,000 and not more than $8,000,000, as determined by the 
Wildlife Conservation Board, to the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund 
to be used for the purposes of the bill. 

THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS: 

SECTION 1. The Legislature hereby finds and declares all of the 
following: 

(a) The conservation of oak woodlands enhances the natural scenic 
beauty for residents and visitors, increases real property values, 
promotes ecological balance, provides habitat for over 300 wildlife 
species, moderates temperature extremes, reduces soil erosion, 
sustains water quality, and aids with nutrient cycling, all of which 
affect and improve the health, safety, and general welfare of the 
residents of the state. 

(b) Widespread changes in land use patterns across the landscape 
are fragmenting the oak woodlands wildland character over extensive 
areas. 

(c) The future viability of California's oak woodlands resources 
are dependent, to a large extent, on the maintenance of large scale 
land holdings or on smaller multiple holdings that are not divided 
into fragmented, nonfunctioning biological units. 

(d) The growing population and expanding economy of the state have 
had a profound impact on the ability of the public and private 
sectors to conserve the biological values of oak woodlands. Many of 
the privately owned oak woodlands stands are in areas of rapid urban 
and suburban expansion. 

(e) A program to encourage and make possible the long-term 
conservation of oak woodlands is a necessary part of the state's 
wildlands protection policies and programs, and it is appropriate to 
expend money for that purpose. An incentive.program of this nature 
will only be effective when used in concert with local planning and 
zoning strategies to conserve oak woodlands. 

(f) Funding is necessary to sufficiently address the needs of 
conserving oak woodlands resources for future generations of 
Californians. 

(g) California voters recognized the importance of funding that is 
needed to sufficiently protect the state's oak woodlands by passing 
Proposition 12, the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, 
and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 (the Villaraigosa-Keeley 
Act), which included not less than five million dollars ($5,000,000) 
for oak woodlands conservation. 

SEC. 2. Article 3.5 (commencing with Section l360) is added to 
Chapter 4 of Division 2 of the Fish and Grune Code, to read: 

Article 3.5. Oak Woodlands Conservation Act 

1360. This article shall be known, and may be cited, as the Oak 
Woodlands Conservation Act. 

1361. For purposes of this article, the following terms have the 
following meanings: 

(a) "Board" means the Wildlife Conservation Board established 
pursuant to Section 1320. 

(b) "Conservation easement" means a conservation easement, as 
defined in Section 815.1 of the Civil Code. 
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(c) "Fund" means the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund. 
(d) "Land improvement" means restoration or enhancement of 

biologically functional oak woodlands habitat. 
(e) "Local government entity" means any city, county, city and 

county, district, or other local government entity, if the entity is 
otherwise authorized to acquire and hold title to real property. 

(f) "Nonprofit organization" means a tax-exempt nonprofit 
organization that meets the requirements of subdivision (a) of 
Section 815.3 of the Civil Code. 

{g) "Oak" means any species in the genus Quercus. 
(h) "Oak woodlands" means an oak stand with a greater than 10 

percent canopy cover or that may have historically supported greater 
than 10 percent canopy cover. 

(i) "Oak woodlands management plan" means a plan that provides 
protection for oak woodlands over time and compensates private 
landowners for conserving oak woodlands. 

(j) "Special oak woodlands habitat elements" means multi-and 
single-layered canopy, riparian zones, cavity trees, snags, and 
downed woody debris. 

1362. It is the intent of the Legislature that this article 
accomplish all of the following: 

(a) Support and encourage voluntary, long-term private stewardship 
and conservation of California's oak woodlands by offering 
landowners financial incentives to protect and promote biologically 
functional oak woodlands over time. 

(b) Provide incentives to protect and encourage farming and 
ranching operations that. are operated in a manner that protects and 
promotes healthy oak woodlands. 

(c) Provide incentives for the protection of oak trees providing 
superior wildlife values on private lands. 

(d} Encourage local land use planning that is consistent with the 
preservation of oak woodlands, particularly special oak woodlands 
habitat elements. 

{e) Provide guidelines for spending the funds allocated for oak 
woodlands pursuant to the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean 
Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 (the 
Villaraigosa-Keeley Act (Chapter 1.692 (commencing with Section 
5096.300) of Division 5 of the Public Resources Code)}. 

(f) Establish a fund for oak woodlands conservation, to which 
future appropriations for oak woodlands protection may be made, and 
specify grant making guidelines. 

1363. (a) The Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund is hereby created 
in the State Treasury. The fund shall be administered by the board. 
Moneys in the fund may be expended, upon appropriation by the 
Legislature, for the purposes of this article. 

(b) Money may be deposited into the fund from gifts, donations, 
funds appropriated by the Legislature for the purposes of this 
article, or from federal grants or loans or other sources, and shall 
be used for the purpose of implementing this article, including 
administrative costs. Funds from the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean 
Water, Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 (the 
Villaraigosa-Keeley Act (Chapter 1.692 (commencing with Section 
5096.300) of Division 5 of the Public Resources Code)), but not 
including funds dedicated as matching funds for the federal Forest 
Legacy Program, shall be deposited in the fund. 

(c) To the extent consistent with the Safe Neighborhood Parks, 
Clean Water, Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2000 (the 
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Villaraigosa-Keeley Act (Chapter 1.692 (commencing with Section 
5096.300} of Division 5 of the Public Resources Code}), the board may 
use money designated for the preservation and restoration of oak 
woodlands in the Oak Woodlands Conservation Fund for projects in 
conjunction with the California Forest Legacy Program (Div. 10.5 
(commencing with Sec. 12200) of the P.R.C.)), but only for the 
purposes specified in this article and only if the following 
requirements are met: 

(1) The Department of Forestry and Fire Protection shall make an 
initial recommendation to the board. 

(2) The board may deny any initial recommendation to the 
Department of Forestry and Fire Protection. Subsequently, if the 
department alters an initial proposal, in a manner that the board 
determines to be significant, the board may withdraw its initial 
approval of the recommendation at any time during the process. 

(d) The purposes for which moneys in the fund may be used include 
all of the following: 

(1) Grants for the purchase of oak woodlands conservation 
easements. Any entity authorized to hold a conservation easement 
under Section 815.3 of the Civil Code may hold a conservation 
easement pursuant to this article. The holder of the conservation 
easement shall ensure, on an annual basis, that the conservation 
easement conditions have been met for that year. 

(2) Grants for land improvement. 
(3) Cost-sharing incentive payments to private landowners who 

enter into long-term conservation agreements. An agreement shall 
include management practices that benefit oak woodlands and promote 
the economic sustainability of farming and ranching operations. 

(4} Public education and outreach by. local government entities, 
park and open-space districts, resource conservation districts, and 
nonprofit organizations. The public education and outreach shall 
identify and communicate the social, economic, agricultural, and 
biological benefits of strategies to conserve oak woodlands habitat 
values, including watershed protection benefits that reduce soil 
erosion, increase streamflows, and increase water retention and 
sustainable agricultural operations. 

(5) Assistance to local government entities, park and open-space 
districts, resource conservation districts, and nonprofit 
organizations for the development and implementation of oak 
conservation elements in local general plans. 

(6) Technical assistance consistent with the purpose of preserving 
oak woodlands. 

(e) Not more than 20 percent of all grants made by the board 
pursuant to this article may be used for the purposes described in 
paragraphs (4), (5), and (6) of subdivision (d). Not less than 80 
percent of funds available for grants pursuant to this article shall 
be expended for the purposes described in paragraphs (l}, {2), and 
(3) of subdivision (d). 

(f) Notwithstanding any other provision of law, this article 
governs the expenditure of funds for the preservation of oak 
woodlands pursuant to paragraph (4) of subdivision (a) of Section 
5096.350 of the Public Resources Code. 

1363.5. (a) Commencing on June 30, 2003, and annually thereafter, 
the board shall report to the Legislature and the Governor 
concerning the activities and expenditures of the fund. 

(b) (l} In the first report to the Legislature, the board shall 
provide its best estimate of the total amount, in terms of acreage, 
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species, and coverage, of oak woodlands habitat purchased with funds 
from the Habitat Conservation Fund and other funds pursuant to the 
California Wildlife Protection Act of 1990 (Chapter 9 (commencing 
with Section 2780) of Division 3. 

(2} In each subsequent annual report, the board shall update the 
information required by paragraph {1) to reflect additional oak 
woodlands habitat purchased with funds from the Habitat Conservation 
Fund pursuant to Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 2780) of Division 
3, and any purchases made with moneys deposited in the Oak Woodlands 
Conservation Fund. 

(c) The board shall annually provide its best estimate in the 
report, the acreage, cover, and species of oak woodlands habitat 
purchased with all moneys from the Safe Neighborhood Parks, Clean 
Water, Clean Air, and Coastal Protection Bond Fund. 

(d} The board shall make all information available online at its 
Web site. 

{e) This section shall become inoperative on July 1, 2020, and, as 
of January 1, 2021, is repealed, unless a later enacted statute that 
is enacted before January 1, 2021, deletes or extends the dates on 
which it becomes inoperative and is repealed. 

1364. Moneys in the fund shall be available to local government 
entities, park and open-space districts, resource conservation 
districts, private landowners, and nonprofit organizations for the 
purposes set forth in subdivision (d) of Section 1363. 

1365. The board shall develop and adopt guidelines and criteria 
for awarding grants that achieve the greatest lasting conservation of 
oak woodlands. The board shall develop these guidelines in 

, consultation with the Department of Forestry and Fire Protection, the 
Department of Food and Agriculture, the University of California's 
Integrated Hardwood Range Management Program, conservation groups, 
and farming and ranching associations. As it applies to the award of 
grants for the implementation of this article, the board criteria 
shall specify that easement acquisitions that are the most 
cost-effective in comparison to the actual resource value of the 
easement shall be given priority. 

1366. (a} To qualify for a grant pursuant to this article, the 
county or city in which the grant money would be spent shall prepare, 
or demonstrate that it has already prepared, an oak woodlands 
management plan that includes a description of all native oak species 
located within the county's or city's jurisdiction. 

(b) To qualify for a grant pursuant to this article, the board 
shall certify that any proposed easement was not, and is not, 
required to satisfy a condition imposed upon the landowner by any 
lease, permit, license, certificate, or other entitlement for use 
issued by one or more public agencies, including, but not limited to, 
the mitigation of significant effects on the environment of a 
project pursuant to an approved environmental impact report or to 
mitigate a negative declaration required pursuant to the California 
Environmental Quality Act (Division 13 {commencing with Section 
21000}) of the Public Resources Code. 

{c} To qualify for a grant under this article, the applicant shall 
demonstrate that its proposal provides protection of oak woodlands 
that is more protective than the applicable provisions of law in 
existence on the date of the proposal. 

(d) A county or city may develop an oak woodlands management plan. 
A nonprofit corporation, park and open-space district, resource 

conservation district, or other local government entity may apply to 
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the board for funds to develop an oak woodlands management plan for 
a county or city, but the county or city shall maintain ultimate 
authority to approve the oak woodlands management plan. 

(e) The process for developing an initial oak woodlands management 
plan, and the adoption of significant amendments to a plan, as 
determined by the county or city, are subject to the Ralph M. Brown 
Act (Chapter 9 (commencing with Section 54950) of Part 1 of Division 
2 of Title 5 of the Government Code). 

(f) A proposal by a local government entity, nonprofit 
corporation, park and open-space district, private landowner, or 
resource conservation district for a grant to be expended for the 
purposes of this article shall be certified by the county or city as 
being consistent with the oak woodlands management plan of the county 
or city. If the land covered by the proposal is in the jurisdiction 
of more than one county or city, each county or city shall certify 
that the proposal is consistent with the oak woodlands management 
plan of each county or city. 

(g) If two or more entities seek grant funding from the board 
pursuant to this article for the same jurisdiction, the county or 
city shall designate which entity shall lead the efforts to manage 
oak woodlands habitat in the area. 

1367. On or before April 1, 2002, the board and the Department of 
Forestry and Fire Protection shall develop a memorandum of 
understanding regarding the protection of oak woodlands that does all 
of the following: 

(a) If necessary, creates a specific process for working together 
to use money from the fund in conjunction with the California Forest 
Legacy Program Act of 2000 (Division 10.5 (commencing with Section 
12200) of the Public Resources Code). 

(b) Lists elements a county or city shall include in its oak 
woodlands management plan. Items included in the plan shall assist a 
county or a city to specify conservation priorities and prevent oak 
woodlands habitat fragmentation while minimizing the cost and 
administrative burden associated with developing the plan. The 
elements may include any or all of the following: 

(1) Tree inventory mapping. 
(2) Oak canopy retention standards. 
(3) Oak habitat mitigation measures. 
(4) A procedure to monitor the effectiveness of the plan and to 

modify the plan as necessary. 
(c) Designates an online repository for oak woodlands management 

plans that will be easily accessible to the public and any other 
state agency involved in oak woodlands conservation efforts. 

(d) Discusses the relationship between oak woodlands conservation 
efforts under this article and efforts by other state agencies to 
protect oak woodlands, including efforts to combat sudden oak death, 
and outlines a plan, as necessary, for coordinating with these 
agencies. 

1368. The board may not approve a grant to a local government 
entity, park and open-space district, resource conservation district, 
or nonprofit organization if the entity requesting the grant has 
acquired, or proposes to acquire, an oak woodlands conservation 
easement through the use of eminent domain, unless the owner of the 
affected lands requests the owner to do so. 

1369. A city or county planning department may utilize a grant 
awarded for the purposes of this article to consult with a citizen 
advisory committee and appropriate natural resource specialists in 
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order to report publicly to the city council or the board of 
supervisors on the status of the city's or county's oak woodlands. 
Each city or county planning department that receives a grant for the 
purposes of this article shall report to the city council or to the 
board of supervisors of the county, as appropriate, on the use of 
those grant funds within one year from the date the grant is 
received. 

1370. No money may be expended from the fund to adopt guidelines 
or to administer the fund until at least one million dollars 
($1,000,000) is deposited in the fund. 

1372. Nothing in this article grants any new authority to the 
board or any other agency, office, or department to affect local 
policy or land use decisionmaking. 

SEC. 3. An amount not less than five million dollars ($5,000,000) 
and not more than eight million dollars ($8,000,000), as determined 
by the Wildlife Conservation Board, from moneys in the Safe 
Neighborhood Parks, Clean Water, Clean Air, and Coastal Protection 
Bond Fund available for oak woodlands conservation pursuant to 
paragraph (4} of subdivision (a) of Section 5096.350 of the Public 
Resources Code shall be transferred to the Oak Woodlands Conservation 
Fund created pursuant to Section 1363 of the Fish and Game Code, to 
be used for the purposes of Article 3.5 (commencing with Section 
1360) of Chapter 4 of Division 2 of the Fish and Grune Code. 
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APPENDIXC 

California Endangered Species Act 
And Listed plants 
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California Department of Fish and Game 
Habitat Conservation Planning Branch 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/hcpb/species/t_ e _ spp/nat _plnt_ consv.shtml 

NATIVE PLANT CONSERVATION 

The legal framework for conserving plants merits clarification due to the existence of an early 
state law protecting plants. The Native Plant Protection Act (NPP A) of l 977 (Fish and Game 
Code Section 1900-1913) directed the Department offish and Game (DFG) to carry out the 
Legislature's intent to "preserve, protect and enhance rare and endangered plants in this State." 
The NPP A gave the California Fish and Game Commission the power to designate native plants 
as "endangered" or "rare" and protected endangered and rare plants from take. 

The California Endangered Species Act of 1984 (Fish and Game Code Section 2050-2116) 
expanded upon the original NPP A and enhanced legal protection for plants, but the NPP A 
remains part of the Fish and Game Code. To align with Federal regulations, California 
Endangered Species Act (CESA) created the categories of"threatened" and "endangered" 
species. It converted all "rare" animals into the Act as threatened species, but did not do so for 
rare plants. Thus, there are three listing categories for plants in Califumia: rare, threatened, and 
endangered. 

The Department requires a CESA Section 2081 (a) permit for take of candidate or listed 
threatened and endangered plants for scientific, educational, or management purposes, and a 
CESA Section 2081 (b) permit for incidental talce of listed threatened and endangered plants 
from all activities, except those specifically authorized by the NPP A { see the specific list of 
exceptions in 1913 (a) and (b)]. The Department considers the term "building site" in Section 
1913(b) to mean work (e.g., landscaping or fire prevention measures) around an existing 
building. 

Since rare plants are not included in CESA, mitigation measures for impacts to rare plants are 
specified in a formal agreement between the Department and the project proponent. 

The Department's Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch maintains a "special plants" list 
consisting of approximately 2000 native plant species, subspecies, or varieties that are tracked by 
the Department's Natural Diversity Database (NDDB). These plant taxa are either officially State 
or federally listtXL proposed, or candidate species, or other species~ subspecies, or varieties that 
are of concern due to reasons such as rarity, threats, or the species' close association with 
declining habitats, or for which more information is needed. Status and threat rankings are 
assigned to the plant taxa on the Special Plants List, which is available on the Department's web 
page. 

The California Native Plant Society (CNPS) publishes and maintains an Inventory of Rare and 
Endangered Vascular Plants of California in both hard copy and electronic versions 

CNPS: Comments on the EDC GP Alternatives and DEIR (7/14/03) page 43 

 
        AR 12840



(www.cnps.org/rarep1ants/inventory/6thEdition.htm). The Inventory assigns plants to the 
following categories: 

IA Presumed extinct in California 
1B Rare or endangered in California and elsewhere 
2 Rare or endangered in California, more common elsewhere 
3 Plants for which more infonnation is needed 
4 Plants of limited distribution. 

Additional rarity, endangerment, and distribution codes are assigned to each taxa 

Plants on Lists 1~ lB, and 2 of the CNPS Inventory consist of plants that may qualify for 
listing, and the Department recommends they be addressed in CEQA projects (CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15380). However, a plant need not be in the Inventory to be considered a rare, 
threatened, or endangered species wider CEQA. In addition, the DFG recommends, and local 
governments may require, protection of plants which are regionally significant, such as locally 
rare species, disjwict populations of more common plants, or plants on the CNPS Lists 3 and 4. 

To guide documentation of potential impacts to plants, the DFG has adopted Guidelines for 
Assessing the Effects of Proposed Projects on Rare and Endangered Plants and Natural 
Communities. These guidelines are available on the Department's web page, and are provided to 
all project proponents, lead agencies, and the interested public when they request Department 
participation or information. 
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Clint and Kathleen Donovan 
2261 Donovan Ranch Road 
Placerville CA 95667 

General Plan Team 
2580 Fair Lane Ct. 
Placerville CA 95667 

LETTER209 

03 JUL I 4 PH 12: 2 2 

HECEIVED 
PLANNING D£PARTH£NT 

RE: 51-430-04,08, &16 137 Acres north of the proposed Texas Hill Reservoir 

Our property is historic mining property that we purchased in 1988 from an individual 
who mined the property when he first owned it. It was sold to us as mining property and 
we have always held the property with the intent that this was the value of the property. 

The property sits to the north of a potential reservoir site known as the proposed Texas 
Hill Reservoir. Some of the land that EID now owns for that project was purchased from 
our predecessor and us. To the north is the Harris Ranch, an agricultural operation. To 
the west are the holdings of an investment company who intends to mine their property. 
Legacy Land Company is the holder of the property designated MRZ-2a on the recently 
released mappings for their hydrothermal deposits of gold, namely the Henrietta and 
Faraday, and the Mammoth. These are the properties that were drilled by the Texas 
Company in the early l 980's and permitted for operation as a mine but never actually 
opened. 

We requested in the 1992 parcel specific request process an -:MRZ overlay designation. 
The reasons for this are the fact of the large reserves of aggregate left from the hydraulic 
mining and the potential for additional gold recovery from the further mining. In 
addition to this there is the fact that our properties have been identified as potential 
borrow sites for the construction of the Texas Hill Reservoir. Drilling was done and 
engineered testing of the quality of that material yielded sufficient quality to justify 
designation. 

Further proprietary material testing done by potential developers of the mining resource 
indicates that a profitable venture could be developed. Unfortunately this information 
was not forwarded to the State division of Mines and Geology in a timely manner to 
allow them to designate the property as an ARA, however it is anticipated that this will 
be done at some time in the near future. 

My property is designated MRZ2b within the plan and is suitable for designation in a -
MR combining district. We request again that this be done. We further request that the 
1996 General Plan be the basis of the 2025 Plan and that our property be reviewed to 
assure that whatever the underlying designation is that it not be inconsistent with the goal 
of eventually being operational as a mining operation. 

All references within the Plan and EIR referring to Measure A should be qualified in 
terms of the likelihood that it will eventually be thrown out by the courts when 1 
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challenged as inconsistent with State Law. Our property can and will be mined in a 
responsible manner which will not be injurious to the neighborhood or the community 
and should be full recognized as such. This becomes even more reasonable a request 
when it is acknowledged that we are immediately adjacent to lands designated MRZ2a. 

Thank you, 

~D~ 
~~rvdy,?~ 
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El Dorado Irrigation District 

In Reply Refer To: M0703-l 05 

July 14, 2003 

Heidi Tschudin, Project Manager 
El Dorado County 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 

LETTER210 

Subject: Comments on El Dorado County General Plan Draft Alternatives 

Dear Ms. Tschudin: 

El Dorado Irrigation District appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the Draft 
Alternatives for El Dorado County's General Plan. We also appreciate the County's willingness 
to extend the comment period, which has enabled the District to improve the accuracy and 
completeness of our comments. We hope they will prove useful to the County as it moves 
toward the long-awaited adoption of a new General Plan. 

Our comments focus primarily upon portions of Draft Alternatives that address matters directly 
relevant to the District's functions of providing water, wastewater, recycled water, recreation, 
and hydroelectric power. In addition, we provide comments upon the land-use maps in our 
capacity as a major landowner within the County. 

We would like to preface our specific comments with the general observation that the timely 
adoption of a General Plan is a matter of great and continuing importance to the District. It is an 
essential step in the District's efforts to complete its own master planning process, and to perfect 
its rights to new and needed water supplies for our customers. We wish the County speedy 
success in bringing the General Plan adoption process to its conclusion. 

Our specific comments follow. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (530) 642-4103. 

~ca:.A)_ ,:-' 
AneDeist~ 
General Manager 

DW:dlm 

2890 Mosquito Road, Placerville, California 95667 • (530) 622-4513 
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EID's COMMENTS ON 
ELDORADOCOUNTYDRAFTGENERALPLAN 

July 14, 2003 

ENVIRONMENTALLY CONSTRAINED AND ROADWAY CONSTRAINED 
ALTERNATIVE 

Public Services and Utilities Element 

Water Supply - Surface Water Resources, Page 210(RC) 

Comment: In talking about new water supply projects, it states that ~'none of 
these have been approved". It should be noted that SWRCB has issued permit 
#21112 for 17,000 acre-feet, issued in October 2001. Although some conditions 
need to be met, the permit is valid. Additionally, Public Law 101-514 was passed 
in 1991 that requires the USBR to issue new water service contracts to El Dorado 
County in the amount of 15,000 acre-feet. The only hold-up is completion of the 
County General Plan. 

Water Supply-Reclaimed Water Resources, Page 211 (RC) 

Comment: This section gives no information on EID's recycled water programs, 
that has been in existence since 1979. EID has been one of the leaders in 
Northern California in recycled water and has just recently completed its 
Recycled Water Master Plan. Acknowledgement of our program is appropriate. 

Water Suuply- Water Use Efficiency. Page 212 (RC) 

Comment: This section also provides no clue to the readers that EID has a full 
Urban and Agriculture HMP Water Efficiency Program since 1995. An 
acknowledgement of EID' s program is recommended. 

Missing Section 

The Land Use Element for the Roadway Constrained Alternative was missing 
from the document and could not be reviewed. 

NO PROJECT AND 1996 GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVE 

Agriculture and Forestry Element 

Policy 8.2.1.2. Allocation of Agricultural Water 

Comment: EID does not allocate water for specific uses, like agriculture. All 
EID's current users have equal access to water supplies. EID uses its Water 

J 
J 

1 
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El Dorado County Draft General Plan 
Page 2 of6 

EID Comments 

Supply and Demand Report process to ensure adequate water for all current 
customers, and not to over-sell its available water supply. Agriculture demands 
are calculated along with all other demands and accounted for. Allocation to 
specific water users removes the flexibility in EID's integrated water system. 
EID's water efficiency program benefits all water users. 

Policy 8.2.1.3 Acquisition of Agricultural Water Supplies 

Comment: EID pursues new water supplies to benefit aU customers and their 
varied uses, not just one customer segment. 

DRAFT ROADWAY CONSTRAINED SIX-LANE "PLUSn ALTERNATIVE 

Land Use Element 

Land Use Map - Environmentally Constrained - Figure LU-I 

Comment: Texas Hill Reservoir site is shown as open space, with a dashed line. 
The dashed line is not defined. Natural Resources is the appropriate designation. 

Visual Quality and Scenic Values, Policy LU-6(b), Page 32 (EC), Page 30 (RC) 

Comment: This policy would prohibit structure on or along ridgelines. The 
location of water storage tanks needs to be on high ground for maximum 
efficiency. EID goes to great efforts to camouflage tanks, but prohibiting their 
location on ridgelines is too restrictive and costly. This policy should be modified 
to allow public utility structures, taking into account the best effort to reduce their 
visual impact. Although California Government Code Section 53091 exempts 
water facilities from County zoning and building regulations, it is important that 
the General Plan be consistent with this activity. 

Public Services and Utilities Element 

Water Supply Policies Pg. 2 II (RC), Pg. 213 (EC), Policy PS-2( d) 

Comment: Although EID does not use groundwater in its main system, an 
observation is that a strict enforcement of these two policy statements could 
essentially stop any new well development in the County. 

COMMENTS APPLICABLE TO ALL ALTERNATIVES 

Use of Recycled Water 

The adopted General Plan should include a policy that provides strong incentives for the 
incorporation of recycled water in new development, particularly residential subdivision~ 
in areas capable of being served by the District's recycled water system. Reference may 

1 
J 

J 

J 
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El Dorado County Draft General Plan 
Page3 of6 

EID Comments 

be made to the District's completed Recycled Water Master Plan, already on file with the 
County, to establish the regions capable of service. 

The District has made a major financial and policy commitment to expanding the use of 
recycled water from its Deer Creek and El Dorado Hills Wastewater Treatment Plants. 
Recycled water use provides a buffer against drought, conserves existing water supplies 
by diminishing demands for potable water, and is a proven success in the Serrano 
development, other residential subdivisions, and commercial developments. 

Although the Recycled Water Master Plan shows short-term mismatches between 
available recycled water supplies and projected demands, the future construction of 
seasonal storage and other facilities will make sufficient supplies of recycled water 
available. In the short term, the District utilizes available potable supplies to cover 
periodic shortfalls in recycled water availability. 

The County can further the District's goals and provide progressive water management 
leadership by adopting a General Plan policy that mandates the installation of dual
plumbing systems in new developments located in the appropriate areas, and provides 
direction or incentives for landowners to obtain recycled water service if available. 

Land Use Designations 

The District appreciates the convenient feature on the General Plan website that enables 
landowners to determine what land-use designations are applied to specific parcels under 
the various General Plan Alternatives. After utilizing this feature to review the District's 
many property holdings, we have the following comments. 

"Natural Resources" is a More Appropriate Designation for the 
Texas Hill Reservoir Properties 

The District owns more than 700 acres of land in the Placerville/Diamond Springs area 
that have been painstakingly assembled for many decades, primarily by the El Dorado 
County Water Agency, to enable the future construction of a Texas Hill Reservoir. Since 
the I960's, the County has consistently exercised its land-use authority to preserve this 
water resource development option. (See Metro Realty v. County of El Dorado (1963) 
222 Cal.App.2d 508.) 

Most of the lands are unimproved; a few have single-family dwellings on them. The 
District acquired these lands in 1996 and has made minor additions to its holdings since 
then. For the most part, these parcels are designated as OS "Open Space" in all Plan 
Alternatives. 

Given the primary purpose for which these lands are held, OS is not the most appropriate 
designation. Although the OS designation is described more thoroughly in the No Project 
and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, it appears that under all alternatives, the OS 
designation should be applied only to lands on which no development will be allowed, 
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El Dorado County Draft General Plan 
Page4 of6 

EID Comments 

other than as specifically needed to support open space uses. Essentially, it appears that 
OS should be reserved for parklands, ecological preserves, and passive recreation. 
Development of a reservoir (inundation) is arguably incompatible with the OS 
designation. Also, the OS designation does not allow residential development, yet some 
of the parcels in question already host such development. 

As to the undeveloped lands, clearly the NR "Natural Resources" designation is more 
appropriate. Natural resource management activities and resource-based industries are 
expressly allowed on NR land under all Plan Alternatives. The description of the NR 
designation in the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives, in fact, expressly lists 
water resources development as a contemplated use. It appears that one to two residences 
can exist on any NR-designated parcel under all Plan Alternatives, also, making this 
designation compatible with the limited existing development on these parcels. 

Therefore, the District requests that all Texas Hill Reservoir lands be designated NR in 
the General Plan that the County ultiqiately adopts. The assessor's parcel numbers of the 
lands this request encompasses are as follow: 051-011-09, -10, -11, -12, -13, -14, -15, -
19, -21,-23,-27;051-420-02,-03,-06,-08,-lO,-ll,-l2,-l4,-l5,-l6;051-430-l7;051-
450-ll, -12, -14, -17, -19, -20, -21, -22, -24, -27, -28, -29; 051-481-06, -07, -12, -13, -37, 
-63, -64, -72, -75; 051-490-01, -02, -03; 051-550-24, -28; 096-090-09; -1 l; 098-010-04, -
OS, -07, -IO, -15, -16, -17, -19, -22, -23, -26; 098-021-33, -35, -36, -37; 098-030-19, -30; 
and 098-050-01. 

Certain Project 184 Properties May Not Be Appropriately Designated 
Under One or More Plan Alternatives 

Time constraints have precluded the District from completing a similar parcel-by-parcel 
analysis of the designations of Project 184 properties acquired from Pacific Gas & 
Electric. Our initial analyses indicate that certain properties may not be appropriately 
designated under one or more plan alternatives. We plan to forward additional comments 
on this point when our analysis is complete. 

District Properties in the Missouri Flat Corridor 
Are Not Appropriately Designated 

The District owns a number of parcels east of Missouri Flat Road that are informally 
known as the "Bray" or "Bray Reservoir" properties. For the most part, the Plan 
Alternatives apply the PF ''Public Facilities" designation to these parcels. The 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative, however, applies designations ofRL "Rural 
Lands," MDR "Medium Density Residential," and OS "Open Space" to these lands. One 
small parcel is designated I "Industrial" under three Plan Alternatives, and MDR under 
the Environmentally Constrained Alternative. 

As the District previously informed the County, in a February 25, 2003 letter from 
General Counsel Tom Cumpston to Project Manager Heidi Tschudin ( copy attached), 
none of the above designations is appropriate for these properties. While it is true that at 
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El Dorado County Draft General Plan 
Page 5 of6 

EID Comments 

one time, the District planned to locate its headquarters and certain proposed drinking 
water facilities on these properties, these plans have changed. The headquarters building 
was constructed elsewhere, and the other facilities no longer appear in the District's 
Capital Improvement Plan. The District has no active facilities on these properties. 

Because the District has not yet charted a new course for these parcels, the General Plan 
should assign them a designation compatible with surrounding properties. Because this 
general area seems destined for future commercial development, the designation should 
probably be C "Commercial." Alternatively, if immediately surrounding properties are 
so designated, the I "Industrial" designation might be appropriate. Under no 
circumstances, however, are the PF and other designations contained in the current Plan 
Alternatives appropriate. 

The assessor's parcel numbers of the lands encompassed by this request are as follow: 
327-230-03; 327-250-14, -15, -16, and -35. 

Certain Other District Properties Are Not A,npropriately Designated 

Certain other District properties are not appropriately designated. A District corporate 
yard in the Camino area should be designated PF. The assessor's parcel number of this 
property is: 048-192-0 l. The Camino Heights Sewer Plant and associated lands should 
also be designated PF. The assessor's parcel numbers of these lands are: 048-420-28, -
29, -42; 048-471-1 l and-12. The Dolomite Reservoir site should also be PF; its 
assessor's parcel number is 092-161-03. Assessor's parcel numbers 067-070-19 and 076-
180-23 are designated PF but, because no active District facilities exist or are planned 
these sites, should be designated consistent with surrounding properties. Two parcels of 
the El Dorado Hills Wastewater Treatment Plant are designated AP "Adopted Plan" in 
the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway Constrained Alternatives, rather than the 
PF designation it appropriately receives in the other two Plan Alternatives. The 
assessor's parcel numbers of these properties are 107-020-15 and-20. Finally, the 
District's Bass Lake properties are also designated AP; PF would seem to be the 
appropriate designation. The assessor's parcel numbers of these properties are 115-010-
19, -20, and -21. 

Lands Nearby District Properties Should be Designated to Avoid Incompatible Uses 

Within the time allotted for comment, the District has not had the resources to review the 
maps of all Plan Alternatives to search for incompatible land-use designations on parcels 
nearby the District's properties. Incompatibilities can arise from noise, light, and odors 
associated with around-the-clock operations at District facilities, as weU as from safety 
and security risks arising from their industrial character, the large volumes of water and 
wastewater involved, and the storage and use of essential. but potentially hazardous, 
chemicals used in those operations. 

No doubt the General Plan Team took care to avoid such problems in drawing the maps. 
Particularly in light of the many instances of inappropriate land use designations detailed 
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above, however, the District urges the County to review nearby property designations, 
particularly in the vicinity of District sewer lift stations, wastewater treatment plants, and 
water treatment plants. 
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Subject: Comments on El Dorado County General Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Report 

Dear Ms. Tschudin: 

El Dorado Irrigation District appreciates this opportunity to provide comments on the Draft EIR 
for El Dorado County's General Plan. We also appreciate the County's willingness to extend the 
comment period, which has enabled the District to improve the accuracy and completeness of 
our comments. We hope they will prove useful to the County as it prepares a Final EIR and 
moves toward the long-awaited adoption of a new General Plan. 

Our comments focus primarily upon Chapter 5, and in particular upon the portions of that 
Chapter that address matters directly relevant to the District's functions of providing water, 
wastewater, recycled water, recreation, and hydroelectric power. We would like to preface our 
specific comments with the general observation that the County appears to have performed a 
conscientious and comprehensive analysis of the potential impacts of the various General Plan 
alternatives under consideration. Although the specific comments that follow may at times seem 
critical, they should be read in the context of our overall conclusion that the Draft EIR represents 
a good-faith effort at fuU environmental disclosure and analysis. Though no EIR is perfect, the 
suggestions for improvement that follow should not be misunderstood as indications that the 
document fails to meet the standards of the California Environmental Quality Act. 

Our specific comments follow. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (530) 642-4041. 

Sincerely, 

~~-~ 
Generalri.1anager 

DW:dlm 

2890 Mosquito Road, Placervitle, California 95667 • (530) 622-4513 

~ 
~ 
~ 
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EID's COMMENTS ON 
DRAFT EIR FOR THE EL DORADO COUNTY 

DRAFT GENERAL PLAN 
June 2, 2003 

SECTION 5 ENVIRONMENT AL IMP ACT ANALYSIS 

5 .1 Land Use and Housing 

Page 5.1-67 Mitigation Measure 5.2-3(d) Establish Compatibility Criteria for Siting of 
Public Facilities 

Comment: The siting of public facilities definition needs to include public facilities such 
as water and wastewater treatment plants and future water storage facility sites. 
Protection of sites as well as compatibility with adjacent land uses needs to take place 
and he acknowledged in the General Plan. Residential development next to wastewater 
treatment plant is problematic, for example. 

5.5 Water Resources 

Impact 5.5-1: Increased Water Demand and Likelihood of Surface Water Shortages 
Resulting from Expected Development 

The Draft EIR's analysis of this impact assumes full development of projected growth 
through both year 2025 and buildout for each of the four equal-weight alternatives. It 
then measures the demand associated with this growth against existing water supplies. 
By assuming no increase in current supplies, the analysis presents a "worst case 
scenario." While no doubt taken to ensure CEQA compliance, this approach tends to 
overstate the severity of this impact. As a consequence, one mitigation measure 
prescribed for this impact is neither warranted nor capable of being implemented as a 
practical matter. 

Timely Increases in EID Water Supplies are Foreseeable in the Near Tenn 

The EIR could take a less pessimistic view of future water supplies. It is reasonable to 
project that certain water supplies, disclosed elsewhere in the Draft EIR, will be attained 
in the near term, in a timely fashion to serve future growth. The two most significant 
such supplies are Water Rights Permit 21112 and additional Central Valley Project 
contract supplies. 

Although the matter is in litigation, it remains a fact that the State Water Resources 
Control Board has issued a final approval of Water Rights Permit 21112, granting 17,000 
acre-feet annually of additional water supplie~ to EID. If the litigation by EID and the 
County Water Agency invalidates the imposition of Term 91 on Permit 21112, the full 
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measure of that 17,000 acre-feet will be available in every year. If Term 91 remains a 
part of Permit 21112, the increase to EID's system firm yield will be lessened, but not 
eliminated. Preliminary internal studies indicate that the flexibility ofEiff s system is 
sufficient for this new supply to increase the system firm yield very substantially, even 
with Term 91 in effect. Compliance with various other terms and conditions of Permit 
21112, including Warren Act contract with the United States Bureau ofReclamation, will 
also be necessary to access this water supply. 

Further, the P.L. 101-514 or "Fazio water'' supply from Folsom Reservoir will follow on 
the heels of the County's final adoption of a General Plan. No new water rights or 
regulatory approvals are required for EDCWA to secure this supply, nor does the United 
States Bureau of Reclamation have discretion to withhold this supply. Rather, P.L. 101-
514 directs the Bureau to enter into the necessary contract fur this supply, with the only 
prerequisite being the completion of an EIS/EIR analyzing the environmental impacts of 
the action. The County's General Plan process has delayed the release and adoption of 
the environmental document, but a substantially complete administrative draft document 
is ready and waiting. 

Although it has been assumed for planning purposes that EID would obtain 7,500 acre
feet annually of this supply, the actual split between EID and Georgetown Divide Public 
Utility District will be determined by the agencies' relative needs and abilities to use the 
water. Therefore, EID' s share could be greater. This water supply is subject to the 
USBR' s shortage criteria, which for municipal and industrial customers limits reductions 
in delivery to 25%. 

The District is also actively pursuing the transfer of certain water rights to Folsom 
Reservoir. In 2003, the District obtained a temporary, one-year approval to transfer and 
utilize 1,574 acre-feet of water rights associated with the Summerfield, Gold Hill, and 
Farmer,s Free ditches. Discussions with the United States Bureau of Reclamation 
regarding a permanent transfer of the latter two rights, as well as licensed water rights 
associated with EID's Weber Dam, are underway. Depending upon the outcome of 
discussions with interested parties in the Mosquito area, the Summerfield Ditch rights, in 
whole or part, might be included in that proposal. 

Finally, EID has made a firm commitment to expanding its supply of recycled water. 
Utilizing recycled water has the dual effect of increasing available water supplies and 
dampening potable water demand. By altering both the supply and demand sides of the 
equation, the expanded use of recycled water will significantly improve the "water 
balance" within EID,s service area. Elsewhere in our comments on the General Plan and 
Draft EIR, EID has suggested that the County place greater emphasis on encouraging 
maximum use of recycled water by new development. 

Mitigation Measure 5.5-l{b) is Unnecessary and Impractical 

Perhaps because of the Draft EIR's "worst-case" approach, one mitigation measure it 
prescribes for the potential impact of water shortages is unduly onerous. As written, the 1 
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mitigation measure is also impossible to implement, both for practical and legal reasons. 
The mitigation measure in question, 5.5-l(b), is a proposed new General Plan policy: 

Prior to granting any discretionary or ministerial land use approval in an 
area served by a public water purveyor or an approved private water 
system, the applicant must demonstrate and County must confirm, that the 
surface water supply from existing water supply facilities is adequate and 
physically available to meet the highest demand that could be permitted by 
the approval on the lands in question. « Adequate and physically 
available" means existing supply sources, for which the applicable water 
supplier has a present legal entitlement, with sufficient capacity to serve 
new development at the time the approval takes place, and where there are 
no impediments to the utilization of those existing supply sources. A 
water supply is "sufficient" if the total water supplies available during 
norma~ single dry, and multiple dry years within a 20-year projection will 
meet the highest projected demand associated with the proposed project, 
in addition to existing and planned future uses within the area served by 
the water supplier, including, but not limited to, agricultural and industrial 
uses. An applicant must obtain a will-serve letter from the applicable 
water supplier demonstrating that the supplier has an adequate and 
physically available water supply and can and will serve the proposed 
project from that supply. 

The Mitigation Measure is Unnecessary 

This proposed policy is unnecessary because existing law already provides sufficient 
safeguards against the prospect of "dry" development. First, a trio of state legislation, SB 
901, SB 221, and SB 610, requires that analysis and adequacy of water supplies be an 
integral part of the environmental review and approval of large, primarily residential 
developments. Second, since 1994, the County's own Ordinance No. 4325, coupled with 
EID' s regulations and policies, has guaranteed that no new "dry" lots can be created. 

Under SB 901, the District must provide a Water Supply Assessment for a project it 
would serve whenever the County processes an application fur approval of a large 
residential, commercial, office, industrial, hotel, or mixed-use project meeting specific 
criteria, and requiring either a specific plan or a general plan amendment and an EIR. 
The purveyor's Water Supply Assessment must indicate whether total projected water 
supplies available during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry water years (as stated in 
the 20-year projection contained in the purveyor's Urban Water Management Plan) will 
meet the proposed project's projected water demand, in addition to all other existing and 
planned future demands. 

If the Water Supply Assessment concludes that existing supplies do not meet this test, the 
purveyor must go on to detail its plans for obtaining additional water supplies, including 
estimated costs and a financing plan, all permits and approvals required to acquire and 
develop the supplies, and the timetable for accomplishing these tasks. The County then 
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must include the Water Supply Assessment information in its EIR for the project, and 
must also make its own independent determination of whether or not projected water 
supplies will in fact meet SB 90 l's test of sufficiency. 

Enacted a few years later, SB 610 expands upon SB 901 's requirements. Under SB 610, 
the District must provide a Water Supply Assessment for a project it would serve 
whenever the County processes an application for approval of a large project, as 
described above, that is subject to CEQA - whether or not it requires an EIR Further, 
SB 610 also eliminates the requirement that the County's approval involve a specific plan 
or general plan amendment. To aid in the preparation of the Water Supply Assessment, 
SB 610 also greatly expands the information that must be included in a water purveyor's 
Urban Water Management Plan, which will typically act as the foundation document for 
the Water Supply Assessment. 

In addition, SB 610 expands the required contents of the Water Supply Assessment. 
Besides the matters detailed above in the discussion of SB 901, the Water Supply 
Assessment must identify all existing water supply entitlements, water rights, or water 
service contracts relevant to serving the project, including the quantities of water received 
in prior years from these sources. This information must be backed up with written 
contracts or other proofs of entitlement; copies of an adopted capital outlay program for 
financing the delivery of the water; federal, state and local permits for the construction of 
any infrastructure necessary to water delivery; and information on any regulatory 
approvals necessary to convey or deliver the necessary water. If no water has been 
received from an identified supply source in past years, the Water Supply Assessment 
must also identify aU other users or right holders to the same supply source. Even if the 
project, or a larger project of which it is a part, has previously been the subject ofa Water 
Supply Assessment, a new Water Supply Assessment must be provided if the water 
supply or demand picture has changed, or if other significant new information has come 
to light. 

Like SB 901, SB 610 requires the County to include the Water Supply Assessment 
information in its CEQA documentation for the project, and requires the County to make 
its own independent determination of whether or not projected water supplies wm in fact 
meet SB 61 O's test of sufficiency. 

The "companion" legislation to SB 610, SB221, requires EID to supply written 
verification of a sufficient water supply as a condition of County approval of a tentative 
map, parcel map, or development agreement for a residential development of 500 or more 
units that EID would serve. Urban redevelopment, infill development, and low-income 
housing developments are the only exceptions to this rule. A "sufficient water supply" is 
defined consistently with the methodologies of SB 901 and SB 61 O: total water supplies 
available during normal, single-dry, and multiple-dry years within a 20-year projection 
that will meet the project's demands along with other existing and planned uses, 
including agriculture and industry. 
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In determining the sufficiency of a water supply, SB 221 requires EID to consider all of 
the following: the availability of water supplies over a historical period of at least 20 
years; the applicability of the urban water shortage contingency analysis contained in 
EID's most current Urban Water Management Plan (which by law is updated every five 
years); any water supply reductions allocated to specific categories of water users by 
official action ofEID; and the amount of water EID can reasonably rely on receiving 
:from other water supply projects such as recycled water, water conservation, and water 
transfers. If EID determines that it cannot supply the development, SB 221 gives the 
County the authority to override that determination. 

Together, these three state laws require close coordination of water and land-use planning 
for all large projects that could raise significant issues of water supply adequacy. In El 
Dorado County, moreover, they are supplemented by unique provisions of local law. 
Specifically, Ordinance No. 4325 creates another layer of water and land-use planning 
coordination by requiring the County to adopt an annual evaluation of twenty-year water 
availability that compares existing and planned supplies to existing demands and all 
potential future demands, both speculative (based on estimates of future growth and 
development in all user categories) and probable (based on inventories of both existing 
unserved parcels, and projects and parcels in process). 

Ordinance No. 4325 also imposes an absolute ban on "dry lots" that is, to our knowledge, 
unique in the state of California. Section l of the ordinance reads, "Upon passage of this 
ordinance, the County shall make purchase of a water meter mandatory for approval of 
all new final parcel or subdivision maps or development projects which require public 
water service." EID regulations preclude the award of a meter unless it is first 
established that sufficient water supplies exist to serve pursuant to EID' s firm yield 
policy (l 00°~ deliveries in 95% of all years, with no more than 20% deficiencies in the 
remaining years), and that appropriate conveyance and delivery infrastructure is in place~ 
or wiU be prior to service. Absent a meter award, EID does not issue "will serve" letters 
or otherwise guarantee service. 

Together, Ordinance No. 4325 and EID's regulations and policies assure that water 
demands :from new development cannot and will not outstrip available supplies. They 
provide a definitive answer to the argument that County development approvals 
preliminary to the creation of buildable lots create expectations or "pressure" to outstrip 
available supplies. Even if these local laws did not exist, the trio of state laws described 
above give the County the necessary tools to ensure that water and land-use planning are 
appropriately integrated during the early approval stages of all large development 
projects that could significantly impact available water supplies. 

In summary, the new policy proposed in Mitigation Measure 5. 5-1 (b) is unnecessary 
because the County's future water supply situation differs significantly from the Draft 
EIR' s pessimistic portrayal, and because of the procedures and protections of state law 
and local law and regulation described above. 
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If the County nonetheless determines that a new policy is necessary or desirable, 
substantial revisions are necessary to make the policy proposed in the Draft EIR. effective 
and workable. As written, the proposed policy is impractical and incapable of 
implementation. It will have unintended consequences. 

Superficially, the proposed policy might seem to resemble the provisions of state law 
discussed above. A closer look contradicts that first impression. The Water Supply 
Assessments and written verifications of sufficient supply required by state law take both 
existing and potential supplies into account - provided sufficient evidence exists of the 
attainability and timeliness of any future supplies, and of plans to have the necessary 
infrastructure in place in a timely fashion. In contrast, the proposed policy requires that a 
project's demands be measured solely against "existing water supply facilities'' that are 
"adequate and physically available." To be "adequate and physically available," the 
supplies must come from "existing supply sources, for which the applicable water 
supplier has a present legal entitlement, with sufficient capacity to serve new 
development at the time the approval takes place, and where there are no impediments to 
the utilization of those existing supply sources." 

Because the proposed policy applies to «any discretionary or ministerial land use 
approvaL" the policy presumes that EID would have ( and reserve) unused existing water 
supplies available for numerous projects that might not generate actual demands for many 
years, if at all. General plan amendments and rezonings are discretionary land use 
approvals that often precede actual development by many years. Even when the 
discretionary approval in question is a tentative map, various state laws allow tentative 
maps to exist for years and even decades without becoming final. In El Dorado County, 
numerous examples exist of tentative maps that were approved more than l O years ago, 
without ever being finalized or resulting in physical development that would demand 
water. Yet this policy would require these and future, similar approvals, to be treated as 
present water demands for purposes of determining the adequacy of supplies and for 
purposes of obtaining and maintaining existing supplies. 

This approach is neither practical, wise, nor consistent with California law. It is 
impractical because it requires water purveyors to bear costs of obtaining and retaining 
water supplies for future, contingent development, which the purveyors might otherwise 
choose not to do. In the meantime until that future development materializes, existing 
ratepayers must bear these extra costs, and if the expected demand never arises, these 
costs can never be recovered. It is unwise because it discards the fair approach of"first
come, first-served" in favor of an approach where a would-be developer can lock up 
water supplies for future development to the exclusion of projects that could and would 
develop immediately if the unused, reserved water was not deemed unavailable for 
present use. It therefore may encourage speculation and strategic land use approval 
strategies intended to freeze out competitors by denying them available water supplies. 
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It is inconsistent with California law because California water law requires water rights to 
be put to beneficial use. If a rights holder is not diligent in placing water rights to 
beneficial use, and continuing that use, the rights are subject to forfeiture. Reserving 
water for possible future uses is not a recognized beneficial use. Therefore, even if the 
assurances required by this proposed policy could be made, they would not be durable; 
the reserved water could be lost before a development progressed to the point of 
generating actual demand for the water. Further, the policy would place purveyors in the 
position of attempting to secure water supplies in advance, for unapproved development. 
Such efforts could well run afoul of the ruling in County of Amador v. El Dorado County 
Water Agency, in which the appellate court held that it was aper se violation ofCEQA to 
seek water supplies for growth in excess of what is approved in a finally adopted County 
General Plan. 

Similarly, because the proposed policy requires that both the water supplies and the 
necessary infrastructure to convey and deliver them be existing «at the time the approval 
talces place," the policy would require that EID build water supply infrastructure that may 
not be used for years, if at all, and carry that expense until such time, if ever, as the 
potential development materializes and generates a request for service. This approach 
would require existing ratepayers to bear the expenses of accommodating future growth, 
either until the future growth arrives, or permanently, if the future growth never arises. 

Also troubling is the vagueness of the proposed policy's requirement that "there are no 
impediments to the utilization of those existing supply sources." The policy gives no 
clue as to what would or would not constitute an "impediment[] to the utilization." 
Would the prospect or reality of temporary delivery constraints, be they physical or 
regulatory, violate this criterion? Would terms and conditions governing the utilization 
of the supply violate this criterion? By imposing such a requirement and failing to define 
specifically what it means, the policy invites disputes and legal actions over whether the 
policy has been met. 

Another area in which the proposed policy departs from the state laws it superficially 
resembles is in its definition of a "sufficient'~ water supply. (Parenthetically, the use of 
the term "sufficient" in this portion of the policy appears to be a drafting error~ since the 
policy elsewhere requires "adequate" supplies.) The proposed policy states that to be 
sufficient, "the total water supplies available during normal, single dry, and multiple dry 
years within a 20-year projections will meet the highest projected demand associated 
with the proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future uses ... " ( emphasis 
added) 

In contrast, the trio of state laws discussed above set a standard of meeting a project's 
"projected demand," thereby recognizing that in California's semi-arid climate, it is 
neither practical nor affordable to attempt to immunize a user against supply deficiencies 
in dry years. In fact, the Legislature made a finding, when enacting SB 610, that "it is not 
possible to guarantee a perman,ent water supply for all water users in California in the 
amounts requested." The proposed policy contradicts this legal, fiscal, and hydrological 
reality by requiring a guarantee that I 00°/o of a project's maximum water demands be met 
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in all years, even during a multi-year drought. No water purveyor in the state can or 
would make such a commitment. Even if it did, it is doubtful that it could sustain the 
commitment given the "use-it-or-lose-it" character of California water law. 

The proposed policy also requires that the applicant for County land-use approval obtain 
a "will-serve" letter "demonstrating that the supplier has an adequate and physically 
available water supply and can and will serve the proposed project from that supply. As 
explained above, EID does not issue "will-serve" letters. EID allocates its available 
supplies on a first-come, first-served basis and makes no guarantee of service short of a 
meter award. Therefore, it will be impossible for an applicant to comply with this portion 
of the proposed policy. 

Each of the foregoing considerations makes the policy unworkable as written. In fact, the 
policy would have unintended consequences. For example, it could force existing 
residents to bear the infrastructure costs of future development, contrary to both EID' s 
and the County's policy of requiring new development to '~pay its own way." If EID 
could not or would not build infrastructure and seek additional water supplies in advance 
of uncertain future development, or if EID maintains its present policy of not issuing 
"will-serve" letters, compliance with the policy becomes impossible, effectively 
imposing a total moratorium on all new development that requires public water supplies. 
If EID attempts to reserve water for future uses that do not materialize in a timely fashion 
or at all, it could forfeit its rights to that water. That outcome would intensify, not 
mitigate, any environmental impact resulting from inadequate water supplies to serve 
new development. 

Alternative Policy Language 

In light of these concerns, the District again recommends that this proposed policy be 
discarded, and that the County instead rely upon state law and the unique requirements 
imposed by local law to address the identified impact. If the County believes that some 
form of new policy is necessary, however, we would propose the following alternative: 

Prior to granting any discretionary [ or ministerial] land use approval in an 
area served by a public water purveyor or an approved private water 
system, the applicant must provide and County must accept a Water 
Supply Assessment that meets the criteria of Water Code section 10910 
and demonstrates that projected water supplies determined by the County 
to be available during norma~ single dry, and multiple dry years within a 
20-year projection will meet the projected demand associated with the 
proposed project, in addition to existing and planned future uses within the 
area served by the water supplier, including, but not limited to, agricultural 
and industrial uses. 

This language makes the water availability standards of the proposed policy consistent 
with state law, and converts the policy into a true "concurrency" policy rather than one 
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that requires a guarantee of I 00°/o water supplies as a prerequisite to even preliminary 
development approvals. 

This alternative policy extends state law~ however, by imposing this requirement on every 
land-use approva~ and not just those associated with large projects as defined in the state 
statutes. To the extent that it expands upon state law, it appropriately imposes the burden 
of compliance in the applicant and the County, rather than shifting that burden to EID, 
which neither seeks nor has the resources to bear this responsibility. The phrase "[or 
ministerial]" is enclosed in brackets because we believe the County may wish to consider 
whether applying the policy to each and every building permit or other ministerial 
approval is desirable, administratively feasible, or legally permissible. 

Page 5. 5-1 l, Public Water Purveyors 

Comment: EID serves about 97,000 people. 

Page 5.5-16. Federal Agencies 

Comment: It should be mentioned that EID will be purchasing the Sly Park Unit in 2003, 
under federal authorization. 

Page 5.5-18 Project 184 (FERC Project 184-065) 

Comment: The narrative assumes that the EDCW A Water Plan will determine if EID 
will use any of its permitted 17,000 acre-feet. The EDCW A Water Plan shows full use of 
the 17,000 acre-feet 

Page 5. 5-22, Existing Water Demand and Supply - Drought Response Strategy 

Comment: It should be noted that EID will be preparing a Drought Management Plan 
starting in 2003. A component of any drought strategy should be the development of 
drought water storage facilities, either ground water basins or reservoirs. 

Page 5.5-25, Paragraph 1, sentence that reads: 

"Because EID's customers use less water in dry years, less treated water is available for 
recycling" should read .... 

"Supply available in dry years is lower than in normal years due to lower 
infiltration and inflow rates into the wastewater collection system. Supply 
available in wet years is greater than normal years due to higher rates of 
infiltration and inflow into the collection system". 

J 
J 
J 
J 
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Page 5.5-47. Mitigation Measure 5.5-l(c) Support Development of Water Conservation 
and Recycling Proiects that Can Help Reduce Water Demand and Projected Shortages 

Comment: This new policy states that the County will develop and implement a water 
use efficiency program for existing and new uses. This should be clarified to mean a 
County program for those areas not covered by a water efficiency program. EID already 
has a full urban and agriculture BMP program. 

BMP' s developed to USBR criteria are only required when an area receives USBR water, 
although they do represent a good model to follow. 

Page 5.5-51, Mitigation Measure 5.5-l(c) 

Comment: A list of future water supply projects for EID should include the rediversion 
of Weber Dam licensed storage water rights to Folsom Lake. The 1,000 acre-feet would 
be used in the El Dorado Hills Service Area. 

Page 5.5-72 EID's Wastewater Collection System and Treatment Plants 

Comment: There are 7538 not 5662 active sewer accounts served by the Deer Creek 
WWTP. 

Page 5. 5-75 Deer Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Paragraph 4 should read .... 

"The Deer Creek WWTP service area encompasses 47 square miles. Wastewater 
generated by 7538 active accounts is conveyed by 148 miles of pipeline to the Deer 
Creek WWTP, which is located 2 miles south of US 50 in the Cameron Park area. The 
Deer Creek WWTP was expanded in 1996 to an ADWF capacity of3.6 mgd. During 
construction, the Regional Water Quality Control Board added new requirements for 
additional tertiary filtration. Because the new requirements were contested, the filtration 
capacity was not constructed at the time. 

The District received a new 3.6 mgd permit on December 6, 2002, allowing capacity for a 
total of 15,000 equivalent dwelling units. The pennit requires the earlier contested 
tertiary filtration to realize the full 3.6 mgd capacity. Filtration equipment has been 
purchased and will be installed in the summer of 2003. Based on historic growth rates, 
an additional plant expansion will not be required until 2025. The Deer Creek WWTP 
has primary ....... " 

Page 5.5-79-80, Impact 5.5-4 Increase in Wastewater Flows and Related Infrastructure 

~ 

The statement "Within the service areas for EID's wastewater collection system, all four 
equal weight alternatives would generate similar amount of wastewater'' is not correct. 
While the boundaries of the existing commitments coincide with the collection system 

J 
J 
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El Dorado County Draft General Plan Draft EIR 
Page n of 13 

EID Comments 

service area in the El Dorado Hills area, they do not in the Cameron Park, Shingle 
Springs, El Dorado and Diamond Springs area. 

Additionally, the District typically provides wastewater service to only high density, and 
in some instances, medium density residential parcels. Parcels larger than one acre 
typically utilize septic systems for wastewater disposal. Within the El Dorado/Diamond 
Springs area, EID currently provides and plans to provide wastewater service to pockets 
of high density residential and commercial and industrial area only. Therefore, although 
the entire Market area will generate adequ~e housing units to fully utilize the Deer Creek 
WWTP capacity, the number of parcels that will actually receive wastewater service is 
less. 

The El Dorado Irrigation District relies on the best County General Plan information 
available at the time when planning for new facilities. The last expansion of the Deer 
Creek WWTP in 1996 in particular, was sized and funded based on timely land use 
assumptions. The No Project (Writ Constrained) and the Roadway Constrained Six Lane 
alternatives and the Environmentally Constrained alternative to a lesser degree, reduce 
densities within th~ Deer Creek WWTP service area. Large blocks of land in Cameron 
Park, El Dorado and Diamond Springs will not be developed and infill within the service 
area will be limited. Because pipeline and treatment plant facilities were sized based on 
the assumption that these large blocks of land would be developed and infill would occur, 
the District's ability to repay the associated debt will be hindered as "new development" 
revenues will be reduced considerably. The Deer Creek WWTP expansion was funded 
with a bond issue with the expectation that a certain percentage of the bond issue was to 
be repaid by "new development" revenues, or Facility Capacity Charges (FCC's). 
Absent adequate new development, existing and future EID ratepayers will be burdened 
with the debt repayment for capacity they will not use. · 

Two overriding goals of the General Plan process are: I) to direct growth to areas where 
infrastructure already exists to accommodate it; and 2) to ensure an adequate supply of 
higher-density, affordable housing in a variety of areas throughout the County. Besides 
constituting good planning policy, these goals mitigate the adverse environmental 
impacts of growth. For all of these reasons, both the County's and the District's interests 
are best served by adopting residential land-use densities in the Cameron Park, Shingle 
Springs, El Dorado, and Diamond Springs areas that will utilize the available capacity of 
the Deer Creek WWTP. 

Additional analysis should be conducted to determine actual impacts to EID's ability to 
fully utilize facility capacity for each alternative. Traffic analysis zones should be 
compared to areas currently served and areas planned to be served. To assist in this 
analysis, please see the attached map depicting the service area tributary to the Deer 
CreekWWTP. 

read .... 
Page 5. 5-92, Sewage and Other Wastewater from Treatment Plants. Paragraph 2 should 1. 
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El Dorado County Draft General Plan Draft EIR 
Page 12 of 13 

EID Comments 

"The cease and desist order requires compliance with pH, temperature and turbidity 
standards by December 2003. As explained below, EID has obtained site-specific Basin 
Plan approvals in order to comply. The permitted capacity at the plant is 2.5 mgd 
(compared to the plant's 3.6 mgd design capacity) pending construction of expanded 
filtration facilities that are currently out to bid. Once the new filtration is operational the 
permitted capacity automatically adjusts to 3.6 mgd. A number of studies........ For 
instance, one of the plant reliability concerns was the potential for discharge of chlorine, 
which is toxic to fish. New facilities were installed to eliminate the possibility for 
chlorine discharges, among other fixes. 

Page 5.5-127. Mitigation Measure 5.5.7 No Proiect Alternative 

Comment: The new policy to support recycled water should include backyards in the 
definition of places where recycled is used. 

Page 5.5-155, Table 5.5-14. -Add footnote 3 ... 

"3 Projected flows have not been reconciled with EPS traffic analysis zones". See 
previous comment for explanation. 

1. Customer and account data used in the EIR is not current. It appears that year 
2000 data was used. The comments contained herein do not update the 2000 data. 

SECTION 7 OTHER CEOA CONSIDERATIONS 

7 .2.2 Summary of Growth-Inducing Impacts 

Elimination of Obstacles to Growth 

Comment: We agree that the sizing of infrastructure to accommodate already approved 
and expected growth based on population projects of the General Plan would not result in 
growth inducement. However, the availability of one type of infrastructure, such as 
water distribution facilities, may not necessarily induce growth in an area if other 
requirements for development in that area are not available. 

7.3 Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes 

Comment: The Draft EIR recognizes that a significant environmental change could result 
from the commitment of municipal resources to provision of services for future suburban 
development. Significant and costly water and sewer infrastructure has been constructed 
in the Deer Creek wastewater service area in anticipation of development in accordance 
with the General Plan. Where land use densities are reduced by any of the alternatives 
other than the 1996 Alternative, a significant irreversible c~e will result from the 
abandonment of capacity already developed. Without the hookup and service revenues 

J 
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El Dorado County Draft General Plan Draft EIR 
Page B of 13 

EID Comments · 

anticipated from the development that would have otherwise occurred, the costs of J 
developing this un-used capacity could be paid by all El Dorado County residents within 
EID in the form of higher sewer rates. . 

7.4 Significant and Unavoidable Environmental Effects 

Comment: Under Section 7.4. l, Water Resources, the Draft EIR should recognize the 
impact of decreased water and wastewater demands in areas in which costly 
infrastructure has already been constructed, but would not be fully utilized due to reduced 
land use densities. This wasted capacity would have to be paid for by residents of the 
District at large. 
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Supervisor Rusty Dupray 1, ft:: 
Et Dorado County Board of Supervisors"Ul J 11 os AM '03 
3 60 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 E~ DOR~:o C0U~TY 

Dear Supervisor Dupray: 

LETTER212 

July 14, 2003 

I have written you a letter (the receipt of which you acknowledged on May 30th, 2003) in 
which I expressed my strong objections to the proposed Alternatives to 1996 General 
plan pushed by some activists in the county (mostly the proponents of Measure Y), as 
well as to the deeply flawed process through which alternatives 2 & 3 statuses were 
elevated to equal that of the 1996 General Plan. I have also faxed you my article 
published in El Dorado Hills Telegraph on June 11, 2003 in which I analyzed the 
implications of these alternatives. 

I have lived in the El Dorado Hills since 1991. In 1993 I purchased a 10 acre property 
in the Equestrian Village located to East and North of the Specific Plan between Salmon 
Falls and Lake Hills Drive in El Dorado Hills. This area is covered by the resident 
requested CC&R (recorded January 1977), with a minimum lot size of 3 acres. The 
village has had a historic designation ofMDR (medium density) since 1970s with the 
zoning ofRE-10. Faced with a prospect of high density development planned for the 
adjacent area ( the Waterford Village}, the owners of the village placed a minimum 3 
a.-:re lot size to create a more acceptable transition between the high density area west of 
Lake Hills (Waterford Village) and larger low density parcels to the East of Salmon Falls 
Road. 

Since the 1977 recording of the CC&Rs, there have been two attempts to lower the 
CC&Rs' limit of 3 acres. The first attempt was made by NBI Investments in January of 
1988. They had requested a zone change from RE-10 to RIA. The request was in fact 
approved by the Planning Department, and was forward by no other than Mr. Peter 
Maurer of the planning staff, to the Board of Supervisors with the recommendation to 
approve the Negative Declaration as filed, and to approve the requested rezoning from 
RE-10 to RIA. However, the project was ultimately rejected by the Planning 
Commission due to the fact that the 1977 CC&Rs prohibit subdividing lots of less than 
3 acres. 

The second attempt to lower the CC&R's 3 acre limit was initiated by Mr. Lewis E. 
Hackett in May, 1995 (see attached documents). Mr. Hackett, in his capacity as an 
Equestrian Village property owner drafted a proposal to modify the Village lot size to a 
minimum of 2 acres. To this end, he hired Mr. Richard Flock to prepare a preliminary 
study and cost estimate for his l O acre property. In the face of strong opposition from the 
majority of residents in Equestrian Village, Mr. Hackett apparently gave up this proposal 

Given the above history, it should be clear that the key to the success and vitality of the 
Equestrian Village as an El Dordao Hills community bas been the retention of its 
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historic medium density, and the enforcement of its CC&Rs blanket by the El Dorado 
Hill Architectural Committee. The optimal solution has been to give all property owners 
the choice of subdividing their properties to any size, down to the 3 acre limit. Those 
properties with access to EID main waterline along the Lake Hills court have subdivided 
their properties into 3 acre lots. Some whose properties are far away from the EID 
waterline on Lake Hills Court have subdivided their property into 5 or 10 acre lots. And 
still some, who are not in EID district are unable to subdivide their property into less 
than 5 acres. 

This brings me to the General Plan Alternatives 2 and 3, which will have devastating 
economic impact on the property owners of the Village, without any tangible 
environmental gains or impact on the preservation of the semi-rural character of the 
Village. Should either Alternatives 2 or 3 prevail, the historic medium density of the 
Equestrian Village will change to low density. But given the existing CC&Rs limitation 
of 3 acres lots, this change would hardly make any meaningful difference. The 
difference in the number lots between the existing MDR and proposed LDR is a 
maximum of eight (8) lots for the wideveloped part of the village during the next twenty 
five years! Prey tell, what is the environmental impact of a maximum of eight homes in 
160 acres area? What would be the justification for eliminating the enforcement of our 
CC&Rs which has served our village so well over the years? What is the justification for 
throwing out our Village from the El Dorado Hills Community Region and potential 
future incorporation of El Dorado Hills, thereby denying us the services we have been 
enjoying for the past 30 years? Can you, or anyone else explain to us the rational for 
moving our boundaries? No one to date has been able to explain to us the rational behind 
such arbitrary and radical proposals. Some of the residents of village have contacted the 
General Plan staff members in search of answers, but the staff members have been 
unable to offer a single bona fide reasons for these drastic and arbitrary measures. Indeed 
some of the Planning staff privately have conceded that politics and special interests, 
rather than sound planning principles have been the primary driving force behind 
appearance of Alternatives 2 and 3. The appalling lack of information and 
communication by the Planning Department together with their secretive modus 
operandi have been instrumental in creating an environment where local demagogues of 
questionable mental status, such Mr. Paul Reveling (a Waterford Village Resident) have 
had a field day in local newspapers distorting truths, misrepresenting facts, and attacking 
some Equestrian Village property O'Wners as "active" real-estate speculators. Many of 
these alleged ~'speculators" have owned their properties for over 15 years. In this 
atmosphere of confusion, distortion, and demagoguery even a trained lawyer fell victim 
to these lies and became so confused that he felt compelled to change his mind three 
times in three weeks! (See attached letters.) 

Let me conclude, by pointing out that ,I bought my ten acre property in the Equestrian 
Village a decade ago because I was assured by its CC&R that I would be able to 
subdivided the land into three l acre parcels, one for each of my three daughters. 
Alternatives 2 & 3 would arbitrary and unfairly usurp one of these parcels, and will 
throw the two remaining out of their historic Community Region. As my district 
supervisor, please explain to me how will you protect my property rights against such 

 
        AR 12867



3 

arbitrary and unilateral usurpation in a country the prides itself in its private enterprise 
system? I strongly urge you to read and head the El Dorado Hills Planning Advisory 
Committee (AP AC) Conunents on the General Plan Alternatives, especially the section 
under the Land Use Element, where they recommend (l) referring the Community 
Region boundary back to its historical boundary and, (2) retaining the MDR designation 
adopted in the 1996 General Plan as a transitional land use for the Equestrian Village in 
Alternatives 2 & 3. Had the General Plan team had consulted with AP AC they would 
have realized that changing the Village's density from MDR to LDR would not make 
any envirorunental sense and thus, they could have avoided creating so much 
confusion and distortions regarding the land use designation in the Equestrian Village 

cc. Heken Baumann, Supervisor Dist. 2 
Allan Tohurst, Supervisor Dist. 5 
All Planning Commissioners 
Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project 

Mangaer 

----·--------~ 
. ..- .. -l_8tncere1y, ~/ "-6?-= -----~~ >-, 

/ <,. :· ........ ,__.~/ . jJ . ~.:/----· .·.. - --·-------~ 
~._:-'. -- B~~ooni . ------

7 · 3115 Hopkins Place 
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
(916) 933-2221 
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May 1, 1995 

Dear Neighbor 

LEWIS E. HACKETT 
1881 LA.KEHILLS DRIVE 

EL DORADO HILLS, CA 95762 
933-1682 

Re: Equestrian Village 

Enclosed please find a draft of a modification of the CCR's for 
our area. Please review these carefully and contact me regarding 
any suggested changes that you may have. This is not a final 
document and now is the time to open discussions regarding 
conditions that you feel are necessary for any development of the 

area. 

You may contact me at home at 933-1682 or at the office at 
448-8808. My fax at home is 933-1406 and the office fax is 448-

8536. 

Your prompt comments would be appreciated. 

Very?~', 

o&~--
Lewis E. Hackett 

enclosure 
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Recording Requested By 
and when Recorded Mail to: 

DRAFT DATED 5-14-95 

MODIFICATION OF GR.ANT DEED RESTRICTIONS 

This MODIFICATION OF RESTRICTION, made this 
~~~~~~~~~' 1995, by the undersigned, 

RECITALS 

day of 

WHEREAS J'OHN HANCOCK MUTUAL LIFE INSURANCE COMPANY, a 
Massachusetts corporation, did on January 13, 1977, cause to be 
recorded in the office of the County Recorder of El Dorado County, 
State of California, in Book 1463, beginning at page 426, a Grant 
Deed Subject To Restrictions, applicable to that real property in 
the County of El Dorado, State of California, that is described in 
Exhibit "A" attached hereto, and 

WHEREAS there exists a block of properties with development 
potential located between Lakehills Drive and Salmon Falls Road, 
and designated for these purposes as EQUESTRIAN VILLAGE, and 

WHEREAS property owners within the above mentioned area wish 
to establish criteria for the development of the properties in the 
area, and 

WHEREAS there exists certain restrictions and covenants on the 
subject properties which the property owners do not feel provide 
sufricient protection, and 

vr.tiEREAS the majority of t:.ne property owners in the area 
designated Equestrian Village are in support of the modification of 
the Restrictions, and 

WHEREAS paragraph 20 of said Restrictions state that said 
Restrictions and Covenants may be modified at any time by the 
Agreement of the owners of a majority of all acreage in El Dorado 
Hills, and 

WHEREAS the undersigned owners of a majority of all acreage in 
El Dorado Hills now desire to modify and amend said Restrictions 
with respect to the real property described in Exhibit 11 A11 attached 
hereto, 

NOW THEREFORE, the Restrictions contained in the above 
described Grant Deed and recorded by John Hancock Mutual Life 

00.0004 
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Insurance company on the date and at the place as aforesaid are 
modified and amended to delete Paragraphs 3, 4(a) and 6 in their 
entirety and substitute thereto the following paragraphs: 

3. Lot Size 

No dwelling shall be placed or erected on any lot which 
has an area of less than two (2) acres, except that lots 
created in whole or in part on the southern most portion 
of the project, identified as Assessor's Parcel Numbers 
67:310:09, 110:020:16, 17 and 18, shall be permitted at 
one (1) acre in size. Remaining properties using planned 
development concept may be subdivided applying an average 
lot size concept which may result in some lots smaller or 
larger than the minimum two acres lot size; provided, 
however that the density allowed £or the entire 
subdivision does not exceed the two acre per lot average. 

3 (a). Parcel Size 

No lots shall be created on the North or West boundaries 
of the existing "Naef property", parcels 10 and 11 of the 
attached map, which are less than two and one half (2 
1/2) acres in size. 

4(a). 

All dwellings must have a total floor area of not less 
than 3000 square feet exclusive of open porches, garages 
and other outbuildings, except that dwellings on one {l) 
acre parcels (identified in 3, above) may be constructed 
with a minimum floor area of 2,500 square feet. Any 
dwelling now existing which does not meet this criteria 
is exempt from this paragraph. 

4(k). Equestrian Trails 

Any division of any of the properties within the sunJect 
area shall contain provisions for equestrian trails from 
any newly created parcel to the Folsom Lake Park Property 
trail heads. Said trails shall be designed to provide 
direct access to the Folsom Lake trails from any parcel 
within the subject area. 

4 (1). 

No roads or vehicular access shall be created in the 
subject area which allows or would allow any connection 
between Lak.ehills Drive and Salmon Falls Road. 

6. Set-Back lines 

No portion of any structure shall be nearer than 60 feet 
from the front lot line, 50 feet from the side lot line 
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Dated: 

or 150 feet from the rear lot line, except that setbacks 
on one ( 1} acre parcels shall con.form to setbacks 
identified in the El Dorado County Zoning Ordinances for 
R-lA zone districts. Any structure now existing which 
does not meet this criteria is exempt form this 
paragraph. 

nn'l'\f: ~u~~._;,_, 

 
        AR 12873



May 26, 1995 

Mr. Lewis Hackett 
1881 Lakehills Drive 
El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 

RE: Proposed Equestrian Village 

Dear Mr. Hackett: 

This letter is written in response to your correspondence dated May 18, 1995. 
Rather than provide you with several letters from individual neighbors which 
reiterate similar points, we have decided to send one document which 
represents a consensus of our concerns regarding the above referenced project. 

To preface our comments, we would like you to know that even though several of 
us were unable to attend your meeting of March 29, 1995, we have met as a 
group and discussed your project in depth. 

In general, we are disturbed to see a site proposal with lots Jess than 3 acres in 
size. Per the County records, the acreage represented in your project is zoned 
RE 10 (10 acre residential estates). We are aware that the existing CCR's 
which apply to the subject property aJlow for a 3 acre minimum parcel size and 
we would net cbjact to a dssign which adhered to this standard. 

Per Mr. Peter Mower of the El Dorado County Planning Department, any down
zoning or reduction in lot size would require a modification of the CCR's which 

· subsequently requires 'agreement of the owners of a majority of all acreaoe in El 
Dorado Hills. 

We have also reviewed access onto Lakehills Court .. It is our understanding that 
such access was given up as a condition for a parcel r:iap approved in 1992. 
Accordingly, we cannot support any design layout which allows additional . 
access onto lakehills Court 

000001 
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Lastly, we would like you to know that as a group, we are not against the 
development of your land or project. However we win oppose any proposed 
project which attempts to deviate from .the requirements outlined in the existing 
CCR's OR which aJlows access onto lakehills Court 

Jay & J...4f}6a Dermis 
1691 lakehills Drive 

'·~ 12- ·, 
Ron&~ggins 

~~ 
David & Debra Smith I 
Lakahiils Drive 

jij/,.: {k ~ 4xfihw!Jar,u , 
Mrs.~chumann . 
Lakehilf s Drive 

CC: El Dorado County Planning Department 
EI Dorado Hills Community Service District 
Architectural Control Committee 
Salmon Falls Advisory 
Mr. Naef 

000002 
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June 24. 2003 

Community Service District 
1021 Harvard Way 
El Dorado Hills. CA 95762 

Attn: Wayne Lowery 

Re: General Plan Comments 

Dear Mr. Lowery, 

LEWIS HACKETT 
1881 Lakehills Drive 

EL DORADO HILLS. CA 95762 
(916) 933-1682 

FAX (916) 933-1406 

Though a misunderstanding. I requested that the APAC in El Dorado Hills include us in the 
high density area. I now ask that my prior request be rejected and the line between high density and 
lmv or medium density be drawn at Lakehil!s Drive, not Salmon Falls. [ would appreciate your 
advising the proper parties regarding our position. 

Please also be advised that Shan Nejatian does not speak for us. 

My wife and I moved to El Dorado Hills in 1987 and have watched with concern the changes 
taking place in the area. We live in the area benveen Salmon Falls Road and Lakehills Drive. The bulk 
of these properties are ten plus acres with a few five acre parcels and a few three acre parcels. A large 
portion of this area is under a set of CC&R's that were adopted in 1967 and limit the minimum size of a 
property to three acres. To rezone this area to high density one acre parcels would be the first step in 
defeating our interests in maintaining our CC&R's. 

Our moderate size properties make a natural barrier/division between the high density of 
Waterford and the low density on the Salmon Falls Road. 

We want to retain the pastoral setting and have our horses and pets. We do not want to have 
restrictions. other than those we agreed to in the CC&R's. 

We therefore request that either alternative 2 or 3 be adopted or, in the alternative, our area be 
limited to low or medium density. 

Very Truly Yours. _7 -7 /, / 
~- ,,.--'~i'~0-~· 

Lewis Hackett 
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July 14, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 
Fax: 530-642-0508 

Re: General Plan Draft EIR 

Dear General Plan Team: 

LETTER213 

03 JUL I 5 Ari 8: I 0 

HECEIVED 
f'l A NN!NG DEP /, R TH ENT 

My family and I have been residents of El Dorado Hills (EDH) from 1994 to the present, and 
have enjoyed the bedroom community atmosphere of the area. Recently, our attention has been 
drawn to the County's efforts to draft an acceptable General Plan to establish the parameters 
under which growth and development within the County will be directed. We have identified 
several areas of concern with the adequacy of the General Plan Draft Environmental Impact 
Report (DEIR) for the purposes of guiding the County's planning efforts as they comply with the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). Following are our main areas of concern: 

l. EDH/Folsom Buffer - The sprawl of the teeming Folsom area has only been limited by 
the Sacramento/El Dorado County line, with precious little open space separating El 
Dorado Hills from the Folsom growth. Section 7.1.3 of the DEIR identifies this merging 
as significant and unavoidable due to the previous approval of Folsom' s Russell Ranch 
Project and the Promontory in El Dorado Hills (DEIR at page 7-6). Writing-off this 
impact as unmitigable fails to recognize that the parcel(s) separating the Promontory from 
the existing Crescent Ridge subdivision is not subject to any existing or approved 
development plans. In addition, the "Roadway Constrained 6-Lane 'Plus' Alternative" 
designates this undeveloped land between the Promontory and Crescent Ridge for 
Natural Resources use, which would serve to mitigate the supposedly unmitigable by 
maintaining this buffer in a relatively undeveloped state. Because the County is required 
to mitigate this impact to the maximum extent feasible under CEQA, no alternative 
should be adopted that does similarly maintain the undeveloped character of this critical 
buffer. 

2. Wildlife Corridor - The buffer discussed above should also be preserved for the 
purposes of providing habitat and a migratory path for the numerous species currently 
being displaced by the rapid growth of the Folsom communities. According to Exhibit 
5.12-7, this area is designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as a Recovery Plan 
Core Area for the California Red-legged frog, which provides yet another reason for 
maintaining the undeveloped nature of this area. A small stream courses beneath 
Highway 50 to provide water and year-round habitat for the many species of wildlife and 
plants native to the region. 
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3. Saratoga Way Extension - All of the County's alternatives assume that Saratoga Way 
will be extended from El Dorado Hills Boulevard to the County line. This extension will 
increase traffic in the Highway 50 connector area, which will only add to the already 
burgeoning infrastructure as identified on pages 5.4-3 and 5.4-7 of the DEIR. The 
County's existing alternatives provide no alternative to this extension. The County must 
consider an alternative that does not include this extension of Saratoga Way, and conduct 
appropriate traffic studies to evaluate roadway conditions without the extension. 

4. Too Many Options - The General Plan/DEIR scheme lacks clear direction due to the 
many, varied, options presented therein. CEQA's chief purpose is to inform decision 
making by the public and the County by mandating a dear, comprehensible EIR. 
Unfortunately, the County's "buffet-style" presentation of alternatives, policies, and 
mitigation measures thwarts the informational goal of CEQA and obscures a clear path to 
measured growth and development within the County. For example, on pages 5.4-38 to 
5.4-51 of the DEIR, the County identifies and proposes to mitigate impact 5.4-1, 
Potential Inconsistencies with LOS Policies. The problem identified is that the General 
Plan, in policies 3.5.1.1, 3.5. l.6, and 3.5.1.6.2, expresses a goal of minimize the number 
of roadways that can operate at Caltrans LOS F, while all four equal-weight alternatives 
will result in numerous other road segments being congested to LOS F by 2025. To 
correct this problem, rather than specifying which mitigation measure will be 
implemented, the County lists four possibilities, and promises to do one of them. (DEIR 
at p. 5.4-43.) Which one? The public, and presumably the decision-making bodies, have 
no idea. The DEIR admits that none of these mitigation measures is ideal, and further, 
one of the possibilities isn't even a mitigation measure, but rather, a promise to amend 
the offending General Plan policy to conform with the unacceptable traffic situation! 
This kind of bait and switch does not constitute adequate environmental review under 
CEQA, and certainly doesn't inspire public confidence that the County decision-makers 
can make a choice supported by substantial evidence. How can the public meaningfully 
comment on an EIR when the proposed course is unclear? 

I appreciate that this process has taken many years to reach its current stage, but feel that J 
additional consideration is necessary to ensure a General Plan that will serve our County's needs 
and an EIR that will withstand legal challenge. Therefore, I respectfully request that the DEIR 
be revised and recirculated to allow meaningful public comment on a well-defined plan of 
action, and look forward to a timely response to my comments. 

Thank you for your consideration, 

Brian G. Habersack 
393 Platt Circle 
El Dorado Hills, California 95762 
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LETTER214 

07/15/2003 12:53 1 

989 G!.W~rn,)r O,ive. Suit;;; lQl • I:! Oor:iflo Hill~. CA St:>76Z 

(916J 94H41l • l'.l16) 941-1414 ltix 

VIA FAX: 530+12-0508 

July 14, 2003 

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

Re: Comments to General .Plan and Environmenta.l lmpad Report 

Dear General Plan Team: 

We appreciate the opportunity your team has provided the public with the extensive time 
allocation to revi.ew the General Plan alternatives and Environment Impact Report (EIR). 

We provide these comments on behalf of Village P of the El Dorado Hills Specit.ic Pl~ 
or commonly known as the "black hole". Village P of the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan 
property i.s located at tbe planned intersection of the Silva Valley Parkway Inte.tehange 
and US Highway 50 in El Dorado Hills. We provided similar comments to the commem 
period for tb.e 2001 General Plan Project Description and still find them applicable here; 
therefore, they are incorporated as an attachment to this letter. 

When the El Dorado Hills Speeific Plan was adopted. Village P was not designated with 
a particular land use because of the unkn.own design of the Silva Valley Parkway 
interchange. It was detennined that the appropriate land uses would be designated, 
through a Specific Plan Amendment process to the El Dorado ID.Us Specific Plan, after 
the interchange EIR was adopted and the affects of the interchange would be better 
known. Thus, the undesignated Village became known as the "black hole". 

In 1989~ the Silva Valley Parkway interchange EIR and Project Study Report were 
adopted by the County and Cal-Trans. Since then the County has allocated 300/o of every 
RIF dollar towards the :funding of the interchange, and to date, approximately $11.5 
million has been accrued. 

The policies of the EJ Dorado Hills Specific Plan outlined a process by whicb. the Village 
P would be redesignated through a Specific Plan Amendment As such~ in the early 
l 990's, a Specific Plan Amendment was initiated. but since the fust General Plan was 
underway, County planning staff, with the owner's agreement, stopped the Specific Plan. 
Amendment process and allowed the General Plan to complete the land use designation 
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process. Consequently, the Village P property was designated commercial in the 1996 
General Plan. 

The Roadway Constrained and the 1996 General Plan alternatives appropriately desigmrte 
the site commercial; however, the Environmental Constrained alternative designates the 
site "Adopted Plan". We assume that the Adopted Plan designation is in error, since it is 
:oot a designation at all for unapproved properties. Moreover, we were unable to 
deter.mine from. reading this alternative why the Adopted Plan designation was placed on 
Village P, unless it was simply a mapping error. The Ad.opted Plan would mean for us to 
pursue the Specific Plan Amendment process all over again, which I don~t believe was 

the intent. 

If in fact this was not a. mapping errort then we would request a clarification as to the 
intent of the designating the property Adopted Plan and respectfully request that staff. the 
Planning Commission and the Board of Supervisors consider designating Village P 
commercial. 

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me. 

Very Truly yours, 

Village P Project Developer: 

President 

Attachment 
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989 (k,vemor Drive. Suit11 101 "::I Dnr,1do Hills. CA $S762 

{9!6} S41-14H • (916) S4l- i474 fax 

August 29, 2002 

General Plan T cam 
EIDoradoCountyPJanningDepa.rtm.ent 
2850 Fairla.ne Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: ComiMnts to the 2001 Project Description General PJan 
and comideration of request for parcef redesignation 
Parcel Number. 108-030 .. 10 

To Whom It May Concern: 

On behalf of the EDH 52 Partnership owning the property referred to in Genera! Plan 
Policy LU-4a as Village P of the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan, we would like to offer 
our comments. First, however, we would like to take this opportunity to express our 
support for the General Plan process your team is undertaking. Further, we appreciate 
that the team has provided the public an opportunity to comment on the draft policies and 
land use maps. · 

Policy LU-4a pertains to future discretionary actions for Village P and appears to be 
outdated (see attachment A for your reference). A bit of history may be helpfuL Village 
P of the El Dorado Hills Specific Plan (EDHSP) is located at the intersection ofU.S. 
Highway 50 and the future Silva Valley Parkway interchange_ While Village P was 
included in the EDHSP by name, actual designation of the land and rezoning was 
intentionally delayed until the Silva Valley Interchange Environmental Impact Report 
was completed in 1990. The purpose being that until the EIR was completed, the 
appropriateness of land uses would be uncertain ( see attachment B which depicts that the 
property had no :roning or designation pending adoption of the EIR). 

The EIR demonstrated that because of the noise contours emanating from U.S. Highway 
SO and Silva Valley Parkway, Village P would best be served as commercial and office 
uses ( see attachment C depicting the adoption of the Silva Valley Parkway interchange 
alignment and appropriate proposed land uses). Therefore, a specific plan ameridment 
application and design guidelines wer-e prepared and submitted to the county m l 994. 
However, the Planning Department determined that since the General Plan was · 
underway, tbe Planning Department abandoned the specific Plan. amendment and design 
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guideline process and designated the property as commercial. which reflected the most 
appropriate uses for the property. 

PAGE 05/08 

The presently drafted Policy LU-4a appears to revert to a process that is already outdated, 
and therefore, should be either stricken or rewritten to reflect the history leading up to the 
1996 General Plan commercial designation. 

Regarding the land use maps,, the 200 l Project Description map depicts the Vtllage P as 
part of an adopted plan. As mentioned above:, the Village P designation in the EDHSP 
was that of no designation. You may have heard of the "black hole", which is Village P. 
It was so named because of the lack of zoning or designation with the adoption of the 
EDHSP. We respectfully request that the land use map be revised to depict Village P as 
commercial and revise Policy LU-4a to be consistent with the land use map. 

We sincerely thank you for considering our request. 

If you have any questions or comments, please feel free to contact me. 

Very truly yo~ 

:MDI Properties, LLC 
A California. Limited Lmbility ComJ>!DY 

~:JjjlJ) 
President 

attachments 
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Policy LU-2d 

Policy LU-le 

Policy LU-lf' 

No new strip commercial development shall be approved. Instead, 
nomesidential development shall incorporate pedestrian-friendly elements and 
integrate with surrounding uses. Existing strip commercial areas shall be 
maintained with common and continuous landscaping along the street 
frontage, shall utilize common driveways., and accommodate parcel-to-parcel 
internal automobile and non-automobile circulation< 

Neighborhood commercial centers shall be oriented to serve the needs of the 
surrounding area, and grouped as a clustered, contiguous center. 

The parking st.andards of the Zoning Ordinance shall be amended to permit 
on-street parking where available to reduce the amount of off-street parking 
area required. 

Objective LU-3: To provide for the visml and physical separation of communities. 

Policy LU-3a 

Policy LU...lb 

Policy LU-3c 

Low intensity land uses such as parks and natural open space areas, special 
setbacks> parkways, landscaped roadway buffers, natural landscape features, 
and transitional development densities shall be incorporated into new 
development projects to provide for the physical and visual separation of 
communities 

New development shall provide greenbelts such as preserved open space, 
parb, agricultural districts~ wildlife habitat, rare plant preserves, riparian 
conidors, and designated Natural Resource areas or other means of 
community separation where that development would link existing 
communities. 

In order to maintain separation of communities between Diamond. Springs and 
El Dorado. zoning between these two communities shall be maintained at the 
lowest density range of Medium-Density Residential (MOR) or Low-Density 
Residen1ial (LOR) and design standards shall be utilized that encourage 
clustering and greenbelts. 

\ Objective LU-4: To establish site~pecific policies to provide additional., specific direction 
for the development of land where circumstances apply w areas of special interest. 

4llllllllllllllllillallllillllllllll-· 

Poli~ LU-4a Those lands within the Et Dorado Hills Specific Plan identified as Villages P, 
Q, and V shall be rezoned to include the Planned Development Overlay (-PD) 
as part of any development application and shalt be subject to the applicable 
provisions of the El Dorado HiUs Specific Plan Design Criteria, tlte most 
recent draft or adopted Village P Design Guidelines, and the most recent draft 
or adopted Scenic Highway Conidor Ordinance as pa.rt of any discretionary 
design review. 

DR.AFT La»d Use Policies 
July .17, 2001 

Page3 
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\ 

Note: Action taken by the Board of 
Supervisors April 15, 1988 

FIGURE 4-4. AREA DISAPPROVED FROM THE EL DORADO HILLS 
SPECIFIC PLAN 

Source: Ftnat Environmental Impact Report ~I Dorado Hills Speclf!c Plan !Jones & Stokes Associates 19581 
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LETTER216 

Submitted by John MacCready, El Dorado County Planning Commissioner, District 2 

General Comments: 

• Identify what the open space on the all alternatives. Is it private, government and what is it 
scheduled for? 

1/7 

• It looks like large sections of rural lands and natural resources are divided into parcels smaller than 
desirable for the intended rural or agricultural use. Modify this! 

• On the Roadway alternative Georgetown is listed and shown on the map as a community region 
while in the environmentally constrained Georgetown is listed as a Rural Center. On both maps it 
is shown as a community Region. Since Georgetown does not have public water and sewer it 
should be classified as a rural center. 

• The final General Plan Document should have ag districts and an ag overlay designation. 

• It would be very helpful for review if the maps named the Community centers and Rural Centers. 

• It seems that the growth forecast is based on past growth and resulting future growth projections. 
However it seems that the growth forecast should also be tied to water supply. If this is done and 
then growth in community centers is extremely limited because of the requirement for public 
water and sewers. This being the case most of the growth will have to be in rural regions and will 
definitely encroach on Ag land and open space. How is open space and Ag land to be preserved 
under this case? 

• To avoid parcel splitting in Rural regions it seems logical to have the fmal general plan be 
developed so that the major growth will be encouraged in the central-western portion of the 
county. This means that the county will require more water. When this water is acquired some 
must be set aside to encourage Ag growth as well as residential growth. 

• In the EIR there is discussion about the time between 2025 and buildout. Define the projected 
growth between 2025 and buildout. Does that mean that after "buildout" occurs there will be no 
more growth? 

• The genera plan is focusing high-density residential development in community regions and rural 
centers. However, the density in rural centers should be limited in the general plan to that which 
c;an be accommodated with out public utilities such as water and sewer. The density allowed and 
specified should be consistent also with the LOS impact on roadway infrastructure. 

• When construction of the Texas Hill Reservoir is completed the LOS on Pleasant Valley road and 
Newtown Road will decrease substantially because of the loss of Cedar Ravine and Quarry Road 
and Big Cut Road access to Placerville. What is being done or planned to prevent this? 

• Because the county would like to preserve open space and see rural lands be allocated to 
agriculture where possible it sees that the goat of a general plan should discourage distribution of 
residential growth to areas requiring ground water and septic systems. Because the county does 
not have ground water near the surface and many times neighbors have to compete for water by 
alternately digging deeper wells distribution of residential growth to rural lands will ultimately 
take away water required by agriculture making agriculture non viable. Thus growth should be 
encouraged in and around community regions where pubJ!fi~(!~WCOffffJN ~ded 
more cost effectively. CJ 3 /\ ! 3 8 3 ~j 
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In the EID profile it is stated "(~tffl is an irrigation special district duly organized in l 925 and 
existing since under the Irrigatiorl Bistrict Act (Water Code §§ 20500 et seq.) and authorizing 
statutes (Water Code§§ 22975 et ~eq.). Its purpose was to provide domestic water to the City of 
Placerville and irrigation water td local farmers." My understanding that the major emphasis for 
establishment ofEID's majQr water supply W<JS, by th~ USBR for the Central Valley Project, for 
agriculture. The American River Division of the Bureau of Reclamation completed the Sly Park 
reservoir in 1955. The EIR is erroneous in its emphasis on the establishment of EID and 
Jenkinson's Lake. See page 5.5-11 of the EIR. 

I disagree with Wood Rodgers (page 5.5-30 in EIR) that agricultural growth will slow down . 
Vineyard growth is seeing a geometric rise as individuals learn of the quality of wine grapes 
grown in El Dorado County. There are many vineyard developers who view El Dorado as the last 
place in which to buy land for premium grapes economically. When the "wine press" opens it's 
eyes and admits what many in the industry already know there wilt be an even greater rise in 
growth of agriculture in El Dorado County. This should be anticipated and prepared for by 
addi(iooal growth projections in the EIR and the final general plan. 

• According to 17 .14.190 and 200 wineries in Ag districts must be on 20 acres to qualify for tasting 
room and aecessocy uses. However those on commercial parcels do not have to meet the 20-acre 
requirement. This refers to the winery ordinance on page 5.2-22. 

• The EIR~ 5.l-3, page 2-9 of the summary. Explain the implication of this paragraph in 
depth with resped. to LU-6b, ,page 30-. It appears that this may require excessive review of all 
building 'permits and wilt result in excesstve costs, time delays and usurpation of individual 
rights. 

J 
J 
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The following C'omments are referring to the roadway constrained book with respect to page and paragraph 
numbers. ed . Thev are intended to ge incomorat in the final general plan vemon. 
Page Measure or Comments 

goal. 
#/Policy# 

General Comment The final. general plan should contain an agricultural. land use designation and ag 
overlays 

8 If land splits will not be al.lowed below the area roning it should be spelled out to 
prevent later confusion. If that is not the int.ent it should be. 

12 According to this county residents will not have a say in measures required for their 
own safety. Many times fire protection districts and the CDF do not consider the 
economic impact of their decisions. Thus the decision-making committee should be 
comoosed of non-professionals as well as fire nrofessionals. 

12 bottom A projection of future ag land use should be included in this ag us discussion. Grazing 
Paragraph may be on the decline while otber agricultural commodities are increasing and can be 

irnnlemented on land suitable for grazing as well as on land not suitable for mizing. 
l3 Is the whole county still defined as a red-legged frog habitat or just the Cosumnes 

River? Is it just the combined north and south fork only or does it extend up the north 
and south forks? Should soecify. 

24 R&D zoning is not appropriate in Rural centers. 
25 LU-2c What constraints will be implemented in writing to prevent expansion of rural cent.ers 

and after enough expansion when does a rural. cent"r become a community cent.er with 
it negative effect on amiculture. 

28 LU-4a What criteria will be implemented to prevent future conversion of rural ag land to 
residential.? Right to fimn regulations should be ext.ended to other industries, ie mining 
and timber. 

28 LU-4b Does this mean that a 20-acre parcel can be divided into two IO-acre parcels per Table 
LU-1 or into 4 five-acre parcels? This should be made clear to all. In addition allowing 
all parcels to split into 4 parcels would imply that all roning would have to be divided 
by 4. lbis will disperse development into rural regions instead of keeping it in the 
community centers. Not acceptable to for preserving open space and ag land. 
How do rural lands of Table LU-l equate to rural regions. For the final version tbe 
land use with respect te this subject slam.dd use the environmentally constrained 
version. 

30 LU-6b This appears to be uswping the individuals right to put his building in the most scenic 
part ofhis parcel for the benefit of transients in the area. This is not acceptable and 
should be revised. This should be applicable only to defined scenic corridors, if at all, 
and not to the whole county. Comment and discuss alternatives to this goal Md the 
imolementation -----1. . See last bullet of the 2eneral comments above J 
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Page Measure or Comments 
j!;Oal #/f)Olfoy 

36 LU-F Have the public sit on the generation of these ordinances and have well publicized 
public comment period prior to the adoption of any ordinances. J 

General On housing Seems that there should some serious coordination between school districts and the 
comment planning department to encourage the location of schools where development is planned 

rather than have school districts buy cheap land for school development some time in 
the future. The county should encourage the state to implement a policy of cooperation, 
which apparently does not exist now. Is there any idea of how this can be 
accomplished? 

Although water seems to be in a better situation EID seems autonomous. Housing 
needs and location should be defined prior to development of water and sewer services. 

The projected growth cannot be accomplished without additional water sources. It 
seems that the pr-0jected growth should corresoond to probable future water supplies. 
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Page 

211 

222 

231 

256 

260 
266 

267 
268 

Mea!>11reor 
goal 
#/ lie 

HO-DD 

PS-2g 

PS-F 

HS-2e 

C0-2e 

C0-6a 
CO-E 

CO-F 
CO-J, F 

Comments 

Some of these add costs to houses., which probably won't be needed and may not be 
wanted by some. Why penalize everyone? Explain that this will not be a permit 
r uirement. 

5/7 

Add this here and in the implementation section: Any new water acquired by public 
water agencies especially with the help of the County Water Agency wilt have 300/o 
reserved for agricultural expansion. It will not be distributed on a first come first served 
basis to an other than commercial culture. 
This measure should include a statement of rezoning to IO acres or la~er in any areas 
found to be I in dwater su I PS-2e 
The county should not interfere with the establishment of gated communities. If people 
are aware that it may take a few minutes longer for a fire truck to arrive but they still 
feel safer in a gated community they should be allowed to live in one. It may even cost 
more for insurance but that is an economic decision, which should be left up to the 
individual. Delete references to communities in the final Ian. 
Any new development project within 10,000 feet of an existing mining operation shall 
sign a document acknowledging the right to mine of the mining operation without legal 
or other interference b the develo ment ro·ect. • ht to mine 

This should include a statement to the effect "if not detrimental to count interests. 
The ag commission or ag commissioner should be involved in this. Modify this 
measure to include one or both. 
Include the 

J 
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Page Measure or 
goal 
#/policy# 

269 CO-M 
Fig. AF-I 

278 AF-la C 

AF-2b 

283 Implementat 
ion program 

283 AF-A, bullet 
5 

293 TOURISM 

294 PR-b3 

295 PR-6a 

301 BACKGRO 
UNO 

303 ED-la 

304 ED-A, F 

6/7 

Comments 

What is the implication of this? 
It is difficult to distinguish between unique farmland and urban land not yet developed. 
There should be some policy and measure pertaining to this. 

A narcel should not need to be under cultivation to be included in an AG district 
Insert a chart here for ag which is similar to Table AF-3 

Add the following: Develop a policy and a measure, which will prevent water presently 
allocated to agriculture from being diverted to other uses. This would put a restriction 
on the public water purveyors. 
In all cases the time frame allocated to generate the various procedures is too long. It 
looks like ag and forestry is being put on the back burner. Most of the measures are 
more applicable to the Ag department so it should be the responsible agency with the 
help of the Ag commission. I request that these measures be revised to allow the Ag 
department assign an appropriate time frame and prioritize the development of the 
various measures. 
Public facilities should not be placed in ag districts. There are enough areas outside ag 
districts but generally adjacent that the ag districts should be preserved. This should 
nart of the final plan arrived at after the public hearini!. 
In the last sentence after Fairplay add "as well as Pleasant Valley, Gold Hill and many 
other areas of the county" to exoerience --
For reasons of public health and safety as well as right to fann ordinances trails should 
not be directed through ag land whether developed or undeveloned. 
This should only be encouraged if the level of service is not degraded and should not be 
used a ~1epping-stone to bring in undesirable events. We are already having problems 
with some tourist drawing events. 
This section should contain a paragraph giving recognition to the increase of Tourism 
related to the wine grape development For instance from 2-4 people served on a 
weekend by two wineries 26 years ago to more than 100 people served by 30 wineries 
per weekend day at oresent. At present this anoears to be a geometric expansion. 

Who will make up this advisory body? 

The charter of this corporation should be directed toward building the economy from 
the inside out. 

J 
3 

j 

J 
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Comments 
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Conrad Montgomery, Planning Director 
& General Plan Staff 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Subject: Comments on General Plan Alternatives and Draft HR 

LETTER 217 

1. The Manner Potential Zoning is depicted in both of the Constrained Alternatives Land Use 
Standards Tables is misleading to the Public and County Supervisors. By not defining a potential 
zoning range in Land Use categories and depicting only maximum density such as MDR-lDU/ac 
and LDR-1 DU/5 acres development entitlements and the perceptions or projections of density, 
potential growth and land availability throughout the County or in a given area are distorted. 
Why is the allowable range and the potential that the County will rezone and/or down zone to the 
minmum density not disclosed? 

2. The potential down zoning (to, by law, make zoning consistent with revised Land Uses) that 
will occur, by Supervisorial District, in terms of acres, parcels and number of land owners 
affected by for each alternative has never been disclosed to the Public or County Supervisors. 
Why? 

3. The NOP for the EIR states "El Dorado County is proposing to adopt a new General Plan and 
the proposed General Plan is based in large part on the 1994 Plan and measure Y'. The source 
and justification for the Land Use and policy changes that go beyond the 1994 Plan and Measure 
Y has never been disclosed to the Public. In addition, the 1994 Plan morphed into the 2001 Plan 
which was dropped after the August 2002 workshops to be replaced by the two Constrained 
Alternatives without a NOP or additional public workshops< Why? 

4. The General Plan Workshops held in August 2002 without the Draft Housing Element and the 
two Constrained Alternatives available appear to have only filled a processing "square" with 
little to none of the public comments and parcel specific requests reflected in the new alternatives 
now on the table. This brings into question the County's compliance with the intent and/or letter 
of Section 65033 (Public Participation) of the State Planning and Zoning Statutes. Why did the 
new alternatives ignore the parcel specific requests and the County then proceed to final EIR 
draft without additional workshops to consider comments and additional parcel specific requests? 

5. Section 65033 is also brought into question when many new concepts, policies, and 
mitigations have been included in the Constrained Alternatives without public review, comment 
or debate and with no identification as to their source, potential cost or scientific justification. 
What was the source of new concepts such as Important Biological Corridors and the four parcel 
split maximum policy that were not in the 1994 Plan but now are in the Constrained 
Alternatives? 

J 

6. The '96 Plan Alternative is incomplete in that Judge Bond's directions to County have not 'l 
been complied with either by changes in the text and/or supporting documentation in Volume II ¥ 
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of the '96 Plan, or an attachment to the '96 Plan delineating the Court required text changes and 1 
supporting data. To bury a discussion of the cures for the Judge's findings in Part 3 Appendix G 
of the EIR does make for an adoptable Plan or legitimate Equal Weight Alternative. In addition, 
to respond to the Court's direction by saying the cure is a "new general plan" is inappropriate and 
not what the Public anticipated. 

7. The 16 page Writ document containing the Courts directions to County and the interim 
restrictions placed on development was included at the end of the No Project/'96 Plan 
Alternative. The '96 Plan is also incomplete in that the entire Court ruling of some 142 pages 
was not made available to the Public either for purchase or on the County web site. This 
document was, and is, central to the issue of spending two to four million dollars to develop a 
new plan. The document reveals that Judge Bond denied the Petitioners First m3:jor Cause of 
Action and assertion that the '96 Plan violated the Planning and Zoning Law and therefore did 
not invalidate or "throw out" the '96 Plan. The Judge also denied the Petitioners Third major 
Cause of Action and assertion that the County violated the Public Trust Doctrine relative to 
development and water rights and therefore did not invalidate or "throw out" the '96 Plan. The 
Judge did acknowledge a portion of the Petitioners Second major Cause of Action in that the 
County did violate CEQA in some, but not all, of the respects alleged. The result was the 
"Directions to County" and interim development restrictions. Again, the Judge did not invalidate 
the '96 Plan and only found issue with a portion of the CEQA environmental review process and 
the data used to support the County's actions. Why was the complete Court ruling document not 
made available to the Public during the current General Plan development and decision process? 

8. The '96 Plan Alternative is also incomplete as are the other Alternatives by omitting the voter 
approved Measure Y ten year sunsyt clause. 

9. The issue of an "adequate range of alternatives" is also questionable. The text of both 
Constrained Alternatives is, with few exceptions, identical. The Land Use Maps of the 
Constrained Alternatives, while differing in specific parcel Land Use Designations, both reflect 
the identical County overall Pattern of Development- i.e.: The majority of the County projected 
growth aacommodation, traffic congestion and service demands are directed to the West End of 
the County ·with little to no development or opportunity to utilize less costly land for affordable 
land projected for the rest of the County. 

l 0. The constrained alternatives are internally inconsistent by promoting fire safety in the Health 
and Safety element while promoting fire hazard concepts like contiguous tree canopy, important 
biological corridors, no roads along ridge lines, large blocks of land within or adjacent to existing 
communities with no mitigation mechanism for fire fuels buildup etc. in other Plan elements. 

11. The General Plan EIR Executive Summary states, "No cumulatively significant impacts 
related to human health and safety were identified." The many environmental based concepts 
and constraints scattered throughout the Constrained Alternatives along with their development 
restrictive Land Use Maps are in direct opposition to fire prevention/suppression activities and 
are in fact significant impacts to human health and safety. 

J 

J 
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12. CEQA provides for alternatives to mitigations and the ability to make statements of 
overriding considerations based on economic and other factors. No data has been provided to the 
Public or the County Supervisors to project policy implementation and enforcement costs, county 
staff growth, impact on affordable housing, fees, etc. for any of the alternatives. CEQA requires 
only that the dedsion makers (Board of Supervisors) be provided with a comprehensive and clear 
disclosure of actual or potential environmental impacts. CEQA does not require all impacts to be 
mitigated and provides for the ability to craft statements of overriding considerations that 
recognize other factors. Where is the projected cost, staff growth, facility growth, impact to 
property rights and alternative course of action data found in the current process and 
documentation to fully disclose to the Public and Supervisors all factors affecting their 
decisions? 

13. No analysis has been done of potential County revenue loss through property reappraisal as a 
result of dovvn zoning or loss of entitlements such as eliminating ridge line view building sites. 

14, The Land Use Maps of the Constrained Alternatives reflect projected lower density land uses 
and Community Region and Rural Center boundary modifications with little or no consideration 
of existing infrastructure, past development patterns, current conditions, infill potential or 
wildland fire fuels build up. While slow or no growth objectives may be met through down 
zoning, and development constraints, the existing occupied surrounding or adjacent parcels lose 
the increased safety gained through development driven County imposed firesafe plans, fire fuels 
modifications, improved roads and circulation etc. The proposed Plans offer no County funded or 
other alternatives to the fire safety enhancements normally brought to an area through infill and 
adjacent development. Have "'alternative to development" wildland fire hazards or fire fuel 
mitigations been considered when designing the Land Use Maps or has the computer and GIS 
been directed to place upon any parcel that has not been split a land use designation that -will 
down zone and preclude splitting and development? If so, under whose authority? 

15. Before adopting a Plan based on major dovvn zoning and the restriction or loss of 
development entitlements the County may be well advised to review the 2001 U.S. Supreme 
Court findings in the Palazzolo vs. Rhode Island Case. The Court recognized that a taking under 
the Fifth Amendment may have occurred, depending on a complex of factors including the 
regulation's economic effect on the landowner, the extent to which the regulation interferes with 
reasonable investment - backed expectations, and the character of the "Government Action." My 
property, Parcel No. 042-500-34-100, consisting of lO acres in the Sly Park area, may provide an 
example common to many County property owners. The property was, when purchased in 1975, 
and still is, Zoned R3A. Over the years I have made significant investments in the property and 
furthered my investment backed expectations by establishing road easements, site planning, 
buying multiple EID hookups and constructing public water system improvements in anticipation 
of a three parcel property split. Both Constrained Alternatives will result in a property down 
zone and prohibit the realization of my investment backed expectations. 

16. What will be the impact on existing and future agriculture water, if there is a shift in water 

J 
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allocations to accommodate a General Plan major shift of development potential and entitlements 1 
to the County's West End.?. 

17. The Constrained Alternatives provide for the increased establishment of Habitat Preserves 
and Conservation Easements. While development is expected and required to mitigate fire 
danger through firesafe plans, fire roads, fire breaks and secondary access roads, the Plans do not 
reflect the same requirement or economic burden on those entities, agencies, conservancies etc. 
that remove land from the tax roles and create open space areas where fire fuels and fire ladders 
can build up and put existing communities at risk that are in proximity to the protected lands. Is 
there any plan to require agencies, entities or organizations who create protected lands to bear the 
responsibility and cost to protect adjacent or near by lives and property? 

18. Make copies of the entire Judge Bond findings and directions to County Document available 
to the Public, the Planning Commissioners and County Supervisors and educate same to the fact 
that the Court did not void the '96 Plan and the "Directions to County" were directed at the 
CEQA process along with the need for additional supporting data and not the '96 Plan itself. 

19. Some County residents have been pacified by being told that we can adopt a Plan and "fix it 
later". What is the plan to "fix it later", the process, the legal and CEQA requirements, the time 
involved and the costs? 

20. The '96 Plan has been through Public, Legal and CEQA review. The Zoning Code that 
implements the '96 Plan in available in draft As we face growing deficits why not stop spending 
money on new Plans that will cost the County and Taxpayers more money to implement and 
litigate? Follow Judge Bond's simple and lowest cost option directions, adopt the '96 Plan as the 
preferred Alternative and establish a Public involved Major Review two years after adoption to 
"Fix it Later". If the '96 Plan is rejected by the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
in favor of a Constrained Alternative a combination of the Constrained Alternatives or a 
Constrained Alternative Land Use Map, I request that, before the 2004 Primary and General 
Elections, a comprehensive disclosure to the residents of El Dorado County of: l .The cost to fix 
the '96 Plan versus the cost to litigate and implement a new Plan. 2. The science and 
justification behind new General Plan policies and/or policies that are not now in the '96 Plan. 3. 
The source of any new concepts and/or policies. and 4. The anticipates fees, staff increases and 
facility expansions needed to implement and enforce the new concepts, policies and restrictions. 

Sincerely, 

~/~-
Thomas G. Mahach, 
Director, El Dorado County Fire Protection District Board 
6830 Aerie Road 
Pollock Pines, CA 95726 
(530) 644-4384 

cc: County Supervisors and Planning Commissioners 

J 
J 
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Art Marinaccio 
4024 Jackpine Rd. 
Shingle Springs CA 95682 

General Plan Team 
2850 Fairlane Ct. 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: Diamond Springs Quarry 

LETTER218 

03 JUL i 4 PM 12: 22 

RECEi\/ED 
PLANNING DEP I', R TH ENT 

This quarry is owned by Loring and Thelma Brunius and is designated on the recently 
released mapping of"Mineral Resources of El Dorado County" as an Aggregate 
Reso~rce Area. This property is also designated MRZ2a. These designations create a 
requirement that the resource be protected within the General Plan. 

In addition, this property is currently zoned Industrial and has an approved Reclamation 
Plan approved by the County of El Dorado, and upheld by the courts, which relies upon 
the Industrial designation. To remove this designation would be to damage the operation 
in a number of important ways. 

First, residential, which is the proposed alternative, is inherently incompatible with 
mining. This would appear to directly violate the mandate to protect the identified 
resource. Second, substantial dollars have been spent in an ongoing effort to reclaim this 
historic property from past mining abuse. This reclamation has been done in a manner 
consistent with the Industrial zoning. Reclamation to residential would be a different 
plan and require different practices. Our current approved plan was approved after the 
General Plan was adopted in January of 1996 and the adoption of the Writ. The Writ 
accepted those entitlements approved in reliance of the 1996 plan. 

We respectfullyrequestth.at the Industrial General Plan designation and the Industrial 
zoning remain in place on this quarry. To do anything else would be a direct violation 
your responsibility to protectthlsimportant resource. 

We also believe that the 1996 plan as adopted by the board of Supervisors is the only 
acceptable plan to use as a baseline for review. Changes should not be made to the plan 
as adopted in January of 1996 should not be altered without substantial reasons. 

Thank you, 

J 

J 
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Art Marinaccio 
4024 Jackpine Rd. 
Shingle Springs CA 95682 

General Plan Team 
2850 Fairlane Ct. 
Placerville CA 95667 

RE: Decomposed Granite deposit 93-190-0 l 36 Acres 
93-I50-l2&2l&22 8Ac ~ \t 

LETTER 219 

03 JUL 14 PM I: 24 

RECEiVED 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

This request includes property owned by Eric Bruni us that is directly South of the quarry 
owned and operated by the County of El Dorado. The county owned portion of the 
deposit is being mined for road sand by the county. The mineable portion of the deposit 
extends to the south and is significant. 

These properties need to be in a designation that recognizes their value as a current and 
future material source. 

These minerals should be protected from encroaching residential uses that may limit their 
development in the future. 

Thank you, 

..... 

J 
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Art Marinaccio 
4024 Jackpine Rd 
Shingle Springs CA 85682 

General Plan Team 
2580 FairJane Ct. 
Placerville CA 95667 

RE: ARA-7 

LETTER220 

This property APN 95-011-49&50 that is owned by Sierra Terra plus surrounding 
property 

Aggregate Resource Area 7 as identified in the recently released Open file Report 2000-
03 consists primarily of property formerly owned by Cosumnes River Associates. This 
property was permitted about 1980 as the "Big Hole" project. That project primarily was 
extracting in stream placer gold from the Cosumnes River. 

The potential identified in the report and that resource recognized by El Dorado County 
when it approved a rezone to Mineral Resource in the 1980's was, and is, the high quality 
limestone. This deposit has been mined historically on both sides of the river and is 
recognized as such in the mapping. This property must be in a designation, which is 
compatible with the Mineral Resource Zoning. The Mineral Resource zoning should be 
retained, both in the zoning ordinance and on this property. 

The adjacent historically mined property should also be accommodated in this 
identification. To designate this land with any designation not compatible with mining 
would violate the provisions of the state designation. 

The 1996 General Plan alternative clearly is the only alternative that recognizes the 
importance of our important economic resources. As Judge Bond stated in her decision 
in February of 1999 the government code section 65560b2 lands for the managed 
production of resources are included within even within open space areas. Reading from 
page 22 of the decision it is pointed out that one of the contentions of the petitioners in 
the suit against the General Plan in 1996 was their belief that the plan did not "discuss 
areas to be targeted for conservation of future mineral extraction". They lost on that 
issue, but it shows there is a wide consensus that important economic resources are to be 
designated for protection. This limestone deposit is one of those resources. 

Thank you, 

~ 
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Art Marinaccio 
4024 J ackpine Rd 
Shingle Springs CA 95682 

General Plan Team 
2850 Fair Lane Ct. 
Placerville CA 95667 

RE: Draft General Plan and EIR 2025 General Plan 

LETTER221 

03 JUL 14 PM 12: 22 

R[Ccr/ED 
PLANNlNG DEPARTMENT 

Subject Property 115-010-30 owned by Double D Springs, Inc. 
Attachment: assessor's map of area for reference 

The property consists of approximately 150 Acres being the remainder from the 
development of the Green Springs Ranch Rural Subdivision in the 1970's and the sale of 
approximately 40 Acres of the property to Rescue School District for the new Middle 
School now under construction and land for portion of the next High School to be built. 

Dennis Graham, the owner of Double D Springs has purchased this property from Ed 
Greenhalgh for the purpose of developing a first class Equestrian facility. The property is 
designated in the 1996 General Plan as LDR within the Community Region. 

This designation would allow the project to annex to EID and take advantage of the 
Sewer line and Sewer Lift Station which have been constructed immediately adjacent to 
the property to serve the new schools and the surrounding property. Water lines have 
been expanded in the area to provide adequate fire flows to the school sites. Green 
Springs Ranch Association has applied for and been approved to bring EID water into 
that development. We have had some discussion with the schools about the prospect of 
bringing reclaimed water into the area for our equestrian facility and the school grounds 
use. All these possibilities become much more difficult or impossible if these properties 
are not included within the Community Region. 

The two lower growth alternatives have excluded the school sites and our project from 
the Community Region. This would seem to directly violate the policy that schools be 
within /Community Regions. The schools have had to negotiate with LAFCO and EID to 
get water and sewer service by Out-of-district contracts. Bringing The Community 
Region boundary to Green Valley Road and to New Bass Lake Road would allow for the 
appropriate planning for the future infrastructure needs. All of this property is identified 
as being within the service area for the new Bass Lake Tank. 

Due to the lack of a completed set of new zoning codes it is difficult to know what zoning 
should be actually applied to this land to allow our proposed project. The LDR within 
the Community Region envisions that the zoning will remain as it is today until an 
appropriate level of planning can be performed on a project specific basis to justify a 
development plan. 
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An approved EIR exists for this property that was approved by the Board of Supervisors 
as part of the processing of the Green Springs Ranch project. Further EIR approvals exist 
for the building of the Middle School, which is slated to open for business before this 
General Plan is adopted, amend for the future construction of a High School. We have 
conducted traffic studies and other site-specific studies, which indicate that a quality 
project can be built in a responsible manner. We have cooperated with the Green Springs 
Ranch Owners Association in a mutually acceptable use of the road system and will work 
in the future to make the system function appropriately. 

I urge the adoption of the 1996 plan as the basis for your deliberations and urge its final 
adoption as our 2025 Pian. The reduction of designation to Natural Resource as proposed 
has no factual basis. It would appear to foster none of the policies in the lower growth 
plans other than not allowing this property to be used. It would further no other purpose. 

Thank you for your consideration of my request. 

Art Marinaccio, for Dennis Graham 
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Art Marinaccio 
4024 Jackpine Road 
Shingle Springs CA 95682 

General Plan Team 
2850 Fairlane Ct. 
Placerville CA 95667 

LETTER222 

RE: 317-12-08;I02-l5-16;102-l5-28Weber Creek quarry operated by Loring and 
Thelma Brunius, 102-150-25 owned by Sierra Terra,& old Foothill Sand and Gravel 
propertyl02-14-51,52,54,81,82,&83etc. 

This letter includes those properties North of the quarry, which are currently designated 
as Industrial. AH the property owners of these properties I have talked to are disbelieving 
that anyone would consider changing the Industrial designation that they are currently 
utilizing as Industrial. There is simply no purpose served by changing the designation. 

It is very important that the Industrial designation as shown on the 1996 General Plan 
remain in tact. There have been spent more dollars than one might care to admit in 
reliance on that designation, including the processing and approval of a Reclamation Plan 
for the Quarry, which is dependent upon the Industrial designation. 

As you are undoubtedly aware the Department of Conservation filed an action in court 
challenging the validity of that Reclamation Plan. The trial court and subsequently the 
court of Appeals have let the approval stand. To have the courts uphold the plans and 
then the staff make the plans invalid because they arbitrarily decide to change the color 
on a map is unacceptable. There is no public or private benefit to be derived from 
changing the designations decided upon in 1996. 

The Writ specifically upheld those entitlements granted based upon the designations in 
the 1996 plan. We fully believe that the reclamation plans that the county adopted on 
August 29, 1996 qualify for that treatment. The decision did not void approvals that 
relied upon the 1996 map. The Reclamation Plan is such an approval. 

In addition to the quany there are the lands of Foothill Sand and Gravel which were 
zoned industrial in 1978 to the North of the quarry. Much of this acreage is currently 

_.used for Industrial and should remain Industrial. The 35 acres designated as Industrial 
and owned by Sierra Terra Inc. should also remain as Industrial as well. To designate 
lands adjacent to a working quarry as residential would violate the policy of protecting 
these lands from incompatible adjacent uses. We are ail aware of how much difficulty 
can arise from just one modular home being dragged adjacent to a quarry. Designating 
the quarry itself as residential is even more absurd. 

This quarry is designated as an "ARA" on the SMARA mapping of important mineral 
deposits of El Dorado County and recently released to the public. This designation must 
be respected by you in your General Plan. This is not an optional discussion item. 

J 
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The Writ specifically required the County to address the proposed mitigation that parcels 
of land adjacent to identified mineral resources not be zoned for uses incompatible with 
mineral extraction and that uses be restricted to a maximum density of 20 acre parcels. 
We urge this to be adopted and implemented. The Industrial designations should remain 
on those shown on the 1996 General Plan. 

One minor mapping error needs to be acknowledged and that is the 2 acres approved for 
boundary line adjustment to the Brunius lands from the Greenstone Owner's Association 
needs to be reflected as part of the quarry parcel to allow the boundary line to be 
corrected. 

There is no environmental or policy reason for the removal from Industrial of these lands. 
Any attempt to re-designate these lands as residential would violate the provisions of 
SMARA, which require you to protect this valuable resource. 

Thank you, 

J 
J 
J 
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To: 

July 14, 2003 

Heidi Tschundin, General Plan Project Manager 
El Dorado County Planning Commission 

From: Don Morrison 
1090 State Highway 49 
Placerville, Ca. 95667 

LETTER 224 

03 JUL I 5 PH l: 25 

nECC.:lV~D 
Pl A NNlNG DEP fdHMENi 

Re: Comments on General Plan proposals with recommendation to approve the 1996 General 
Plan, Alternative # 4, as it affects the following areas and parcels. 

GARDEN VALLEY: 
The 27 parcels northerly of Marshall Road in the southwest quarter of Section 33, T. 12 N, R !OE 

(see Assessor's Map 60:69) vary in size for the most part from 1.4 acres to about 2.5 
acres. There are several just over 3 and 4 acres and two just over six acres. A LOR 
Designation proposed by Alternatives # 2 and 3 is not appropriate for these parcels that 
have already been divided based on their current MDR Designation per Alternative #4 
and are currently zoned for two-acre minimum. 

IDGHW AY 49, GOLD HILL AREA: 
The six parcels southerly/ westerly of Highway 49 (see Assessor's Map 89:05) vary in size from 

0.26 acre to 3.26 acres. Only two exceed two acres. A LDR Designation proposed by 
Alternative #2 and an RL Designation proposed by Alternative #3 are not appropriate for 
these parcels that have already been divided based on the current MDR Designation per 
Alternative #4 and are currently zoned for one-acre minimum. 

DIAMOND SPRINGS: 
The unimproved land represented by Assessor's Parcel number 329-301-19 as containing 17.7 

acres is shown on Alternative # 1 and 4 as MFR for the northerly 16.841 acres and HDR 
for the southerly 5.028 acres. The northerly portion is currently zoned R-2-DC and the 
southerly portion is currently zoned R-l-DC Alternative# 2 leaves the MFR 
Designation for the northerly portion but changes the southerly 5.028 acres to LDR. The 
Planning personnel could not explain why the LDR Designation on this parcel. It is 
my understanding that Alternative #2 only allows a parcel to be split into four parcels 
regardless of its Designation. If this is true, the value of many parcels will be destroyed, 
existing lot prices will skyrocket and affordable housing will never materialize in this 
County. Alternative #3 changes the entire parcel to HDR designation. The properties 
adjacent to the west, north and east all retain a MFR or commercial Designation. It 
seems to me that the entire parcel 329-301-19 should conform to the adjacent MFR. 
To afford the street and other requirements that will be required by the County, this 
parcel needs to be plotted with adjacent property for development and needs the MFR 
Designation to accomplish this. It is ideally located near shopping and public 
transportation in the heart of Diamond Springs but lacks good road access. It 
could remain a vacant dumping ground and dirt biker paradise for many 
years without the MFR Designation that will attrad its development with 
adjacent land. 
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LETTER225 

July 14, 2003 

Dennis A Nickson 
Owner of APN: 116-030-31. 5 acres Wilkinson Road, Cameron Park. 
3710 Lakeview Drive 
Shingle Springs, CA 95682 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
General Plan Team 
2850 Faidane Court 
Placerville, CA. 95667 

RE: General Plan Draft and EIR 

Dear General Plan Teem: 
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The Roadway Constraint Alternative in the Draft General Plan and EIR propose to. 
designate my property LDR. This must be some mistake or oversight. I wish to point out 
that this property is currently zoned R-1 with a Land Use Designation of High Density 
Single Family Residential. It has sewer and water on site and is surrounded by single 
family High Density Land Use. Good Planning and at least one goal of any General Plan 
is to use infrastructure wisely. Any LDR designation for this land would be clearly 
capricious and arbitrary and based on political motivations, not reason nor equity. 

This existing High Density Land Use designation was specifically approved by a vote of 
the EDC Board of Supervisors on October 20, 1987, ( file number Z85-45 ). 

Further, the EDC Board of Supervisors Tentatively Approved my Subdivision Map on 
November 29, 1988, (TM 88-1107). · 

This Subdivision Map had been continually frustrated, obstructed, delayed and 
encumbered by various Moratoriums and changes in interpreting policy here in El 
Dorado County. This was the first Vesting Map approved in the County. 

I have spent many thousands -0f dollars and hundreds of hours of time and energy on this 
project only to be continually interrupted in moving the project forward. The map was 
forced into expiration by the behavior of this County's Planning Department and EID. I 
do plan on revisiting this development with a new Subdivision Map Application in the 
near future. 

Any final decision to downzone this property through the adoption of the Roadway 
Constraint Alternative is poor land use planning. I formally object to this LDR 
designation and will defend a HOR with facts and litigation if necessary in the future. 
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LETTER226 

Dennis A Nickson /'J MF) 
Owner of APN: 109-071-78 

°'l>tJN fZ.t1t:..K,1.E/ OtvN~ .Dr 
!+PN : J o 'I - i!J 7 / - 7 3 

3710 Lakeview Drive 
Shingle Springs, CA 95682 

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

RE: General Plan Draft and EIR 

Subject Property: Barnett Business Park, Durock Road. Shingle Springs. 
APN:109-050-12. 24.4 acres, Subject Parcel. 

Dear General Plan Team: 

In all General Plan alternatives the subject parcel is designated for Multi- Family High Density 
land use which is a huge mistake. This parcel is IN the Barnett Industrial Business Park off of 
Durock Road in Shingle Springs. It was NOT intended as a residential neighborhood but from its 
inception created to accommodate commercial business and industrial uses. 

Please specifically investigate this parcel and conduct an *on site* visit as this Residential land use 
designation is completely incompatible with Commercial and Industrial land uses which exist and 
those yet to come. This parcel is directly across the street from a large Propane Storage Facility! 
How can El Dorado County even remotely consider this residential land use designation? This 
parcel is zoned CPO { commercial- professional office building) and s~ould be now designated as 
such in all General Plan Alternatives. Any suggestion that R-2 Multi Family land use or zoning 
now exists or should be planned results from some supposed Tentative Approval of the Sierra Gold 
Condominiums project It is a project that has not been Finally Approved. The Barnett Business 
Park was approved with NO RESIDENTIAL uses permitted less than 25 years ago as a Planned 
Development Back then they knew that residential uses were not appropriate in a 
commercial/industrial area. 

Unfortunately, there are now dozens of apartment units which have been already built to the North 
of the subject parcel in Barnett. In the past the County has allowed zoning changes from 
Commercial to Residential in Barnett Park and it has resulted in a terrible situation where the 
companies in the area are encumbered from conducting their business. This is due to noise 
complaints from the apartments, traffic conflicts and security concerns. The back (South) side of 
the Barnett Business Park is now being used as a garbage dump by some of the local residents. 
Trucks coming and going are mixed with teen age kids drag racing their cars and young kids 
walking or biking in the area. The Barnett Business Park is experiencing sewer capacity problems 
as the apartments have taken up the liquid line only capacity and now the business' must pay to 
upgrade the sewer services there. There are insufficient sewer lines for any future condo project 
such as what is proposed. 
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As mentioned above, there has been a Condominium Project ( TM-94-1291, Sierra Gold 
Condominiums ) proposed for this parcel that includes a zoning and land use change from CPO to 
R-2 multi-family residential. No notice of the public hearing was ever sent to the residents of the 
Lakeview Drive CSD or the direct adjoining property owners. The Board of Supervisors has not 
acted on any final map as the General Plan has been encumbered with the General Plan law suit 
initiated in 1996. Any Tentative Map Approvals roust be considered null and void if only due to 
the public meeting notification being sent to the wrong property owners. This resulted from a 
mistake in the APN notification list by the Planning Department. 

Aside, the staff report for this project did identify the conflict between the commercial and 
residential land uses including mixing of trucks and children, industrial air pollutants and noise, 
un-planned for additional vehicle trips per residential unit per day ( 728 additional trips per day ) 
drainage issues, negative impact to local views from adjoining properties, endangered plants on 
site and higher risk of evacuation and emergency response due to the limited access. The Report 
specifically mentions on page 8 ... « There is an inherent danger of increasing the mixture of 
residential users with industrial users of the Barnett Business Park road system". Incredibly, the 
Report discusses on site concerns regarding propane tanks being close to the units but completely 
ignores the large Commercial Propane Storage Facility which is directly across the street from the 
project location! It is not too late to become engaged in the details of this situation with a hope of 
making the best and most appropriate decision as to its future land use designation. 

In short, someone from the General Plan Team must make an *on site* visit to this property to 
better understand the huge mistake in the Multi Family Residential land use designation proposed 
for this land. One of the specific goals of any General Plan is to analyze and remedy specific land 
use conflicts such as this. Please do not ignore this situation as this is the time to bring equity and 
reasonableness in resolving specific issues such as these. After all, it is one of the many important 
goals of any General Land Use Plan. 

Lastly, please be advised that the adjoining property owners and the Lakeview Drive CSD needs to -
be notified of any future meeting or issue regarding specific projects which seek any zoning or 
land use change in the Barnett Business Park Relying on only the *legal notices* section ofthe 
local newspaper is not sufficient for such important business. LDCSD must be included in any of 
the future considerations for zoning or land use changes. 

Please feel free to call or write should you wish more specifics regarding the above issues. I will be 
happy to attend any *on site* visit to the parcel or the Barnett Business Park in general. 

Sincerely, . 

Dennis Nickson fopY~ 
Dan Ruckle ~~ ~ 
Cc: Lakeview Drive Community Services District Board of Directors. 
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From: Wayne Ordas [ordoslaw@jps.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2003 1:10 AM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: General Plan/EIR proposal 

LETTER227 

My, name is Wayne Ordos, and my wife and I are concerned residents of El Dorado 
County. The proposed General Plan, Draft EIR, and policy considerations seem to 
place a number of restrictions and requirements on gated communities within the 
county. These requirements are onerous to the point of stifling the development 
of gated communities in our county. The benefits of gated corrununities are many 
and include reduced crime rates and a relief to the aln'"ady overburdened work 
loads of local city and county law enforcement in the area. 

Furthermore, our neighboring counties have multiple gated corrununities and are 
not subject to the very restrictive requirements contemplated in the proposed 
General Plan alternatives. Please consider revising these provisions to allow 
for well intended law abiding individuals to live within a gated environment 
that help reduce or eliminate much of the crime and attendant costs that burden 
our county. 

Thank you 

Wayne Ordas 
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03 JUL ! 5 12: OG 

General Pfan Team 
El Dorado County iµ,i,:,,n,nllHf>;fr, JLJe;partnier11t 
2850 Fahfane Court 

CA 95667 

Dear General Pfan Terurn: 

LETTER228 

14 2003 

6721 Green VaHey Rot 
CA 95667 

(916) 921-3565 - 'Work 
626-1638 - Other 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft General Pfan for El Dorado J 
County. are my comments. -

ae·ve1op,mii, e'va1ua1tmi2;, and a 
bask step in any process is to identify a consistent set 
alternatives are to addlress. Each ahernative is formufated to address the same set of 

IOJ1Tn1urna,te1Jl, the alternatives are evahJated and ·"'"'1""'""'""°~'r11 

iHln,nr,~u.<0,.- I could not find in the Draft General ?lairn. a 
r,Jh,pr•fnrp,,;, for 

s1~:m1t1c,int public outreach effurt was in the 
there appears to be a different set of 

·"'
1"'··'"'"''.t'"'"""' for Alternatives #2 and #3 in the Constrained §ix"L11ne 

"'Plus" and Constrained General Plan H 
for alternatives deleted. Consequently, I could find no 

alternative v1as its to achieve a consistent set 
ff this is the case, I request you adopt the for the 1996 General 

PRan and indude a table in the report The table should identify how the 
identified for each aRtcmative relates to the pla11uaing olhiF-r'.tnrf':~ 

re:m!Ung alternatives address the consistent set 
understood information to aHow the identification of a 

for au,ontton as tl1e new General Plan. 

6 is titled Alitematives However, there is Httle 
"<> 1ri"'1:"""'"" contained in the ActuaHy, the 8 ofl2 
alternatives were eHminated from fiuther consideration. H is irnentioned in the second 
paragraph of Section 6.3 on page 6.2 of the report that the Alternatives 
(Alternatives #1 #4) are considered elsewhere. There is a Hsted set 

•WU>CU><CA>,A.Hf; however, a.ire dlifferent than the t"',ih,;(1[<~n.TAC 

identified for Alternative #4 General as shown in the No 
General lPlan Alternatives General Plan Document there is no evaluation of the l 
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or an.y ether selection or evaluation criteria" 
n,1f;bt1catbc1n for the identified alternatives 

from further K request a table be addled an twelve alternatives and 
the ability of each to address the continued in the 1996 

General Plan, The table should also show each alternative was either 
retained or ddeted from further consideration. since this is a on 
alternative analysis, I request a second table be added to the General Pfa.n dlocument 
toc:usimg on the 4 Equa[ Weight Altematives the relative and 
nH:?1.,t1us:1,nt1~CT~'" of the plans in rdation to a crnnmon set 

ex1un:oie - since there appears 1o be 
for the four Equal Alternatives h is 

ctevejlorie,1 for each of the alternatives or how 
;:,µ1;;;1u;.u., ex,imp!e is on page 11 of the Manager's ;ju:rrrnn,u·v 

aPIDeI1ct1x H). Here it is stateAJ.: «Ratios for wetLan.dl 
restoration and protection of other tmH01i;wca1 resources - l: 1 ratio ,,.,,.,.,,,,.~,,,r11 

to for wetlands under all or 2: l restoration ratio under the 
Kcraciwa.v Co:nstminedl Altematives 3: l restorn.tion ratio under the 
Constrained Alternative." it is not dear what this means - is restoration in 
Alten.1.atives 2 and 3 the same as rnr 

de1vel1aprne11ton•weHartcts. 

are nurnerous other ex,[m.Oftt:s 

on wetfands. There 
that do not appear to be 

n~r,s,7s,,~.~ inn~,,+,,,,~,~ or 

wishes. 

~~_fil-.M~~OO~l!L~~!Qlhmltl&!ll§!J~~1ill~ - It appears that there has been Htde 

rnaps,mapsad:ao1ted 

p1;1ru1.1mtg process and of the land 
uu,em::ioir1s on the General Plan v1e:n-1,"121rue 

and assign land use 
an.d 1996 General Plan land use 

Constrained the uses a "'mathematical" exercise followed 
an1.d direction modifications. It is not dear how the lE.nviminmentaHy Constrained 

Vlhat is is that Ertle me:an1ngJ:uA 
cte,1eli)prne11t of the maps. As an ex2unr,1e. 

support efforts were undertaken by 
numerous land owners in the Green and Missouri flat area in the of the 
Cosumnes River CoUege and over 2JJiOO acres to develop Eand use 
recommendations consistent with the ongoing in area and 
as desired by the land owners. Thls included recorrurrH::ndations frorn the lEi 

22 
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Dorado County Office of Education and Cosum111es River "-./VH'"-'l<."'o 

1S""'""'R'"'uJ inducted in the 1996 GeneraR Phu1. However, 
dis:re12.a1ded in Constrained and EnvirorumentaHy Constrained 
liand use maps. H appears that little attention has been to the owners of 1Jbe land but 

interest groups that want to control our lands. I th.at you indude 
from the local land owners in the land use l "'"'~'"h ,.,,.~ 

11
; 

that you indude the the Green Valley &"1d Missouri Flat area 
land mvners from about 1992 included in the 1996 Generali 

in all ahematives for the General Plrui. Please contact me can not 
find your copy of information of the General Plan pmcess. 

Merritt Rice 
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03 jLJL ! 5 PM ,:: 5L} 

RECZ.:JVED 
Generat Plan Teal:il t~ ~~Nlt~G OEP ,\ R fMENT 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fair1ane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

LETTER229 

Susan A. Rodman 
3187 Big Cut Road 
Placerville, CA 95667 
14 July 2003 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the alternatives for the El Dorado County 
General Plan. My comments are organized by the Elements addressed in all of the 
Genera1 Pian alternatives, and subdivided by aUematives. I grouped the No Project and 
1996 General Pian together, and also grouped the Environmentally Constrained and 
Roadway Constrained alternatives. My comments are as follows: 

Water Supply: 

Comments common to both the Draft Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative: 

The County plan suggests several options for additional water storage, but there needs 
to be recognition that many of these occur on the National Forest, and that alt of the 
water in question is from National Forest watersheds. In addition, there needs to be 
recognition of the total water allocation from these watersheds. by other downstream 
users, both domestic and agricultural. My opinion is that options listed for Alder Creek, 
Texas Hill, Squaw Hollow, Otter Creek, Traverse Creek, Canyon Creek, and Greenwood 
drastically over-state the actual unallocated water supply. While the length of the review 
and environmental documentation has an excellent example in the years of effort 
expended by EID to finalty acquire Project 184, there also needs to be recognition that 
the water yield from these watersheds is likely to be fully allocated elsewhere, and not 
available to meet growth expansion no matter what environmental documentation 
process occurs. There is also a requirement to maintain minimum water flows on the 
National Forest lands, such as were part of agreements with EID for Project 184. 
Another example of allocation shortages is the conflict between the central valley project 
water users and the needs for water to maintain minimum flows through the Sacramento 
RiverDeUa. 

j 

] 

Policy PS-4d in Alt RC states that "creation of lots less than five acres in size which rely 
on individual wastewater (septic) systems is prohibited unless a public water supply is 
available for domestic use" Causes me great concern about the likelihood of serious 
water pollution problems downstream from these developments, as the water from these 
septic systems continues to leach through the ground and into either groundwater or 
surface systems in high concentrations. Whi1e the policy may be sufficient to protect J·. 
those tots' water supply, it is not adequate to protect the downstream water quality 
resource in general from waste water. No parcel less than 5 acres should be permitted 
to depend on a septic/leach field system for sewage disposal. 

Encouragement of the use of reclaimed water for landscapes, golf courses, etc is great, 
and needs to mandatory for new developments where possible. Encouraging water 
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conservation measures is good, but is not likely to be sufficient for allowing new growth J. 
without more aggressive requirements for reclaimed water uses. In addition the county 
needs to expand the direction in Policy PS-3c to "use water-conserving landscaping for 
all new capital improvement projects that require landscaping" to include commercial 
developments as welt 

Drought Planning is badly needed, and I commended the county for bringing up the 
subject. However, there needs to be more than recognttion that there is a problem! The 
Generaj Plan should include a firm base reserve water supply that may not be allocated 
to new growth, to carry the existing County population through droughts. That reserve 
must also expand to include needs of any new growth that is allowed. If the water 
supply is not sufficient to support existing needs, new development needs, and a 
drought reserve for both, new development must be scaled back to meet the existing 
water supply. If, and when, new water developments are completed, additional 
development may be approved. The meaning is that development may not be approved 
based on projected increases in water supply. 

Comments on the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives: 

Assumption A, under water supply, that "An adequate supply of water will be available to 
serve the County's current population," coupled with assumption B, that ."Additional 
water supplies wiH be developed to support the projected growth," appear to be 
unfounded, in fact, given recent history, it is ridiculous. Given the recent history of 
disturbance to the project 84 water supply system, the droughts of the late 1980s and 
early 1990s, these assumptions could very we11 insure a very short life for this General 
Plan, as is recognized by assumption C, that "Lack of water availability may change the 
period of time over which this Plan remains valid." No kidding! 

Proceeding on those assumptions has the possibility to put the county into a serious 
water shortage situation that would be disruptive and detrimental to both county 
residents and agriculture. 

The other comments from the EC & ER alternatives also apply to these alternatives for 
viability of water projects, use of reclaimed water, and parcel size for septic systems. 

Development in Community Regions and Rural Centers: 

Comments common to both the Draft Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative: 

l support the emphasis directing higher density residential uses and more intensive 
nonresidential development to areas most suited to support urban and suburban uses, 
where infrastructure needed to support it exists, such as roads, water systems, utilities 
and public services (fire, police). This is an exceHent feature of both alternatives RC and 
EC. 

This emphasis adds to the feasibility of using reclaimed water for landscapes, by a 
higher density of users, and therefore reduced individual costs to implement these 
recycled water systems. J 
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This emphasis also has the potential to increase the ability to reduce hazardous fuels J 
through cooperation with developers and residents in these more compact residential 
areas. Safety and evacuation needs, and fire response access needs, are also better in 
these alternatives. 

Comments on the No Proiect and 1996 General Plan Alternatives: 

The emphasis directing higher density "clustered" residential uses and more intensive 
nonresidential development to areas most suited to support urban and suburban uses, 
based on the availability of infrastructure needed to support it, such as roads, water 
systems, utilities and public services (fire, police) is an excellent feature of the No 
Project & 1996 GP alternatives as well. However, these alternatives should be improved 
with recognition of the urban-wildland interface and requirements for maintenance of 
"fire-safe" zones on an ongoing basis, rather than addressed only for the timeframe of 
development. 

There is some potential to provide increased ability to reduce hazardous fuels through J 
cooperation with developers and residents in these more compact residential areas. 
However, it does not appear that safety and evacuation needs, or as fire response 
access needs, are well-addressed in these alternatives. 

This emphasis does add to the feasibility of using reclaimed water for Jandscapes, by a 
higher density of users, and therefore reduced individual costs to impfement these 
recycled water systems. 

Land Use Designations: 

Comments common to both the Draft Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative: 

The land use designations under both alternatives are rational, and implementable. J 
They are a balanced approach for allowing some additional growth and controlling where 
that growth occurs" There is a workable balance between urban community centers, 
rural centers, agricultural lands, range lands, forested lands, and open space that 
preserves the character and culture of the county. 

Providing important biological corridors in alternative EC is a feature that helps to retain 
wildlife diversity in the county and enriches county residents experiences by providing 
the opportunity to view a more diverse wildlife community than is likely to exist if these 
corridors are not identified and encouraged to continue to exist The diversity of wildlife 
species currently present in the county is valuable, and cannot be supported by the 
National Forest alone, simply because the Forest does not contain suitable habitat areas 
for au of the species found in the county, including species that are native to lower 
elevations or species that have altitude-dependent migration patterns" The County Plan 
would improve by defining which agricultural uses compliment or detract from preserving 
wildlife" 

The designation of EcologicaJ Preserves found in alternatives RC and EC would afso 1 
perpetuate the rich bio-diversity found in El Dorado Coun!y. This also needs to be done ~ 
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for special status plant and animal species, in addition to Threatened & Endangered j· 
species. 

Direction in the plan to discourage incompatible uses such as high density residential or J~ 
commercial development is an exceHent feature of both LC & EC alternatives. 
Designation of Agricultural District lands on the county's most productive soils provides J-.. 
an exceltent decision criteria for eva1uating development proposals. 

Comments on the No Proiect and 1996 General Plan Alternatives: 

I am alarmed at the identification of specifjc "PJanned Communities" in any General Plan 
Alternatives! This amounts to guaranteed approval for these developments, which is 
totally inappropriate for a General Plan. Any General Plan for a county should set the 
parameters for development, not grant approval to any specific proposal. This P!anned 
Community, Planned Development feature must be deleted from the General Ptan. 

Designation of Agricultural and Forest lands on the county's most productive soils is an J 
excellent decision factor to be considered for devefopment proposals, and direction in 
the plan to discourage incompatible uses such as high density residential or commercial 
development on these lands by limiting future parceJ creation sizes is an excellent 
feature of both these aJtematives. 

Recognition of wildlife habitat needs does not appear to be included in either alternative. 
Special status plant species are addressed as pjant preserves, which could help 
preserve the bio-diversity of the county. Overalf, I am disappointed in provisions for 
wildlife and rare native plants in these alternatives. 

~~ J One of my principal concerns is wildfire effects within the urban-wildland intermix. While 
the El Dorado County General Ptan does address this issue, there are some 
improvements needed in the area of fire safety for au of the Alternatives. 

Comments common to both the Draft Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus~· Alternative: 

Goat HS-2 needs to be improved and expanded. In order to reduce fire hazards through 
fuel management activities, the General Plan must first identify where and at what 
priority to initiate these activities. This objective needs to characterize the wildfire 
potentiaJ across the landscape, using tested and universal methods for calculation of the 
wildland fire potential. The foundation of the analysis needs to be based on vegetation 
characteristics, and recognize that the county contains extensive lands with a naturally 
high level of risk and hazard due to the tower elevation brush and chaparral plant 
community types that are more susceptible to wildfire. Ordinances need to be put in 
place to require appropriate fuel treatments for existing development and to regulate 
future development. 

The General Plan shoutd specific fuefs management standards as Ordinances to new 
proposed residentiat or commercial development within or adjacient to forested areas in 
El Dorado County. locate greenbelt and open space areas in strategic tocations for new 
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developments, emphasize addition of these features for existing deve1oped areas. In 
addition, access and egress road systems need to be strategically located throughout 
the development to provide effective access for fire eng1nes, and aid to retard the spread 
of wildfires, i.e. well-located roads can provide a fire-break area, as well as safety for fire 
suppression crew members. 

Standards such as these need to apply in greenbelts, adjacient in compatable lands, and 
open areas as well. Another issue that needs to be ardressed is ongoing maintenance 
necessary to keep these defensible spaces effective. 

Comments on the No Proiect and 1996 General Plan Alternatives: 

From a Fuels Treatment and Potential Fire Behavior standpoint, I do not believe this 
alternative is effective. Most of El Dorado County is located within high hazard fire areas 
according the California Department of Forestry Fire Hazard maps. Maintaining 
defensible space only around structures wm not address the entire landscape fuels 
management situation that needs to be addressed in the County General Plan. I 
recommend that the County consjder Ordinances or standards that apply fuels 
treatments to open space areas as weU as around developments. 

Transportation: 

Comments common to both the Draft Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus1

' Alternative: 

The Gridlock on US-50 is an issue for county residents, and has not been noticeably 
relieved by the carpool lane. US-50 needs at least one more lane for regufar traffic, and 
a rational solution to the 3 fatal stoplights in Placerville. To raise the 4 lanes of US-50 
above Placerville would aUow traffic flow, reduce congestion, and allow the highway to 
remain at its current width, rather than infringing on the city. With the highway raised on 
pillars, the area under the freeway would provide needed parking space, and allow 
development of the El Dorado Trail through Placerville, and allow Hangtown Creek to be 
developed into a parkway, instead of its current sewage channel. While the city limits 
are also within the jurisdiction of the Placerville City Council, the General Plan could 
encourage a solution to the traffic problems along US-50. 

I agree that there must be a trade-off in rural roads between traffic loads at peak 
commuter times and maintaining the rural character of El Dorado County. However, 
some county roads are excessively narrow, and widening to a full two-lane road would 
atlow safe passage of vehicles in opposite direct1ons, without sacrificing the rural 
character of the county. Decent roads are compatible with rural character! 

Road maintenance is also a concern, because inadequate maintenance affects domestic 
water supplies and increases the costs of treatment for domestic water where lack of 
maintenance contributes to stream sedimentation. 

Comments on the No Proiect and 1996 General Plan Alternatives: 

J 
l 
.,J 
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The same comment applies to the No Project and 1996 GP, please see above. 

Open Space, Parks and Recreation: 

Comments common to both the Draft Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
and the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative: 

Recognition of the value of Open Space, and the emphasis to maintain significant areas 
of open space in the goals and implementation measures of the General Plan, alts RC & 
EC are absolutely necessary to maintain the character of the county. 

fnclusion of direction to provide trail systems that connect to other public and private 
systems is a feature that wm enhance the recreational value of all of the trails involved. 

Recognition of the county's roJe to provide quality recreation for its residents and tourists 
over the long-range is a feature of excellence in alternatives EC and RC. I am gJad to 
see that Et Dorado County recognizes the importance of parks and recreation to the 
quality of life for those who live in the county or visit here. Emphasis for more intensely 
developed parks as the population density increases shows the long-range usefulness of 
the county general planning efforts. National Forest also provides outstanding 
recreation opportunities, but cannot provide for aH types of recreation experiences 
needed and demanded by the public. 

New developments that will increase the county population should be required to provide 
parks to serve their increase in population, as well as meet the open space requirements 
currently in Alts RC & EC. The trade-off of increased open space for increased density 
could afso be applied to providing adequate parks, including playground space and 
sports field space. The same formula as used to determine acreage by population for 
county facilitjes seems appropriate to apply to new development Development should 
be required to actually provide the facilities and land, and not be allowed to just pay fees 
"in lieu" of providing the actual parks, schools, and open space. 

Comments on the No Proiect and 1996 General Plan Alternatives: 

Inclusion of direction to provide trail systems that connect to other public and private 
systems is a feature that wit! enhance the recreational value of all of the trails involved. 

J 

J 
J 

These alternatives recommend that developed parks be preferred for funding over open ] 
space. This recommendation appears to under-value the importance of open space, 
which has the potential to be detrimental to wildlife habitat needs. I support the county's 
role to provide quality recreation for its residents and tourists over the tong-range is -· 
addressed in all of the alternatives, inciuding the No Project & 1996 GP. • 

Agriculture and Forestry~ 

Comments common to all of the Alternatives: 

County, and goals to support and maintain these land uses over the long-term are 
Recognition of agriculture and forestry as important e1ements for land use in El Dorado J-
exceUent features of these alternatives. • 
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The recommendation to add grazing land to agricultural base lands would provide ]. 
additional open space, as well as to provide a higher quality wiJdlife habitat possibjfities 
than can be provided by many agricultural uses where certain terrestrial and avian 
witdlife are excluded to protect crops. 

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on the El Dorado County General Plan 
Alternatives, and hope that my comments are helpful to the county. 

Susan A Rodman, 
El Dorado County Resjdent 
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July 14, 2003 

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

LETTER230 

KENNETH & KIMBERLY ROEBBELEN 
1155 Salmon Falls Road 

El Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
Home: (916) 933-1589 

Cell: (916) 416-7018 

Re: APN 
067-330-07-100 
067-330-12-100 
067-410-30-100 
067-440-05-100 
067-440-09-100 
067-440-08-100 
067-440-07-100 
067-410-41-100 
067-410-34-100 
067-410-32-100 
067-410-39-100 

Size 
55.40 

APN 
067-410-23-100 
067-440-03-100 
067-520-21-100 
067-520-27-100 
067-520-26-100 
067-520-24-100 
067-520-22-100 
067-520-11-100 
067-410-09-100 
067-410-08-100 

Size 
10.00 
11.74 
6.79 
0.72 
0.72 

Gentlemen: 

264.83 
31.34 
40.00 
20.00 
10.00 
10.00 
8.30 

60.00 
10.00 
58.00 

10.00 
12.372 
10.372 
26.37 
19.463 

I am writing on behalf of a large number of parcels which are owned in some way by the 
Roebbelen Family. I have met with Alan Ehrgott of the American River Conservancy to discuss 
the Rare Plant Preserve that he is in the process of accumulating and how it affects our 
property. 

The Pine Hill Recovery Plan Outline has areas of its boundary that overlap onto five (5) 
of our parcels (see Attachment No. 1 "Red" outline). Those parcels are: 

067-330-07-100 
067-330-12-100 
067-440-05-100 
06 7-440-09-100 
067-410-30-100 

Ht.3Wl{'.jVd30 ~N!NNVld 
03/d3:J3~J 

8 S :6 WV S I 1nr £0 
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General Ptan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
July 14, 2003 
Page 2 

The acreage of land contained within the Pine Hill Recovery Plan is approximately 160-
acres. I have discussed with Alan expanding the boundaries to allow the preserve to 
extend down to Sweetwater Creek so as to create a wildlife preserve in addition to the 
plant preserve. Attachment No. 1 shows this area in "Blue11 and consists of 
approximately 263-acres. 

The currently proposed general plans for both the Environmentally Constrained and the 
Roadway Constrained Alternatives incorrectly classify the vast majority of our parcels. 

It is our general intent to develop areas of our property within the constraints set forth 
in the 1996 Plan. We would like to accomplish this by "clustering" homes and utilizing 
zone density transfers between parcels to maximize the "preserve1

' that could be 
permanently set aside. 

I feel this would accomplish the goals of the Rare Plant Preserve interests and the 
. interests of wildlife. As such, I strongly request that the 1996 Plan be adopted and that 
our parcels receive MOR designations. 

cc: 

any questions that arise via my cell phone at (916) 416-7018. 

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
a District 1- Mr. Rusty Dupray 
o District 2 - Ms. Helen Baumann 
o District 3 - Mr. Carl Borelli 
o District 4 - Mr. Charlie Paine 
o District 5 - Mr. David A. Solaro 
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.. 

Pine Hill Preserve - Salmon Falls Unit 

American River Conservancy 
May 22, 2003 

C] 263acres 
[:] Pine Hill Recovery Plan Outline 
D 6 Roebbelen parcels 
H Folsom lake 
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July 14, 2003 

General Plan Team 
2850 Fair lane Court 
Placerville, Ca. 95677 

Dear Gent1emen: 

LETTER231 

03 JUL I 5 AH 11 : 3 I 

HECEIVED 
Pl A NNlNG DEPARTMENT 

We are the owners of one hundred three acres contiguous to and west of 
The Donovan Ranch property. These properties are currently zoned as 
agricultural/residential. According to the County General Plan draft, our 
property, the Donovan Ranch property, and another close by property are 
apparently being considered for classification as a natural resource site. At 
this tjme, we oppose the classification for the foHowing reasons: 

1. In 1998, Mr. Donovan informed the County of El Dorado and the 
State of California that he had closed his property for mining with no intent to 
resume. However, even though Mr. Donovan supposedly closed his property for 
mining, significant disturbance secondary to mining by Donovan ;or others with 
his permission has occurred. The County has twice ordered the Donovans to 
Cease and Desist aH illegal mining and grading activities since 1998. The 
Donovans have disturbed greater than 20 acres of ground without a permit. They 
have a!so illegally graded and mined on public lands. They have not complied 
with the Surface Mining and Reclamation Act. The State of California Mining and 
Geotogy Board has recently assessed a Five Hundred Forty Thousand 
($540,000) reclamation bond against operators on the property, plus fines, in 
order to secure the costs of repairing the damage done to the property by mining 
since 1998. A designation as a natural resource site woutd potentiaHy facititate 
further mining and disturbance without 1awfu1 reclamation being completed on the 
property and it would clearly frustrate the government's legitimate interest to 
enforce state law that regutates mining activities on private property. 

2. The reclassification of the Donovan Ranch property woufd adversely affect 
the use of our property and should not be permitted. Foremost is the fact that 
access to the Donovan Ranch property is by way of the fifty foot wide easement 
through our one hundred and three acres. This easement was obtained by way 
of a and sale contract in 1998 between the owners of the Donovan Ranch and 
legacy land Company. At the present time, a complaint has been filed in the El 
Dorado County Superior Court: Legacy land Company v. Donovan El Dorado 
County Superior Court Case No. PC20020116 alleging fraud, concealment, 
misrepresentation, and breach of contract arising out of that contract. We will be 
asking the court to award actual and punitive damages, and a reconveyance of 
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the easement back to prescriptive and/or specific performance of the purchase 1.6 
contract. Thus, without the fifty foot easement, there will be no need to re-
designate the Donovan property as a natural resource at this time, due to the 
limited access of the prescriptive easement for one residence. 

3. Currently, pursuant to Measure "A" passed by the voters, there is a 
restriction on mining activity within certain distances of residential homes. 
Property owners like ourselves have relied on the guidelines and standards of 
this measure with respect to the purchase, development, and use of our property 
and the enforcement of local laws regarding grading, mining, zoning and 
planning violations. 

4. The extensive adverse activities on the Donovan Ranch shown in the ] 
attached documents from El Dorado County PJanning, the State Mining and 
Geology Board should be corrected and cleaned up before any change in zoning 
should be considered. 

5. We have been made privy to the letter recently submitted by the 
Donovans to The General Plan Team to reclassify their tand. We contend that 
this could be an effort to reduce/eliminate their illegal mining/reclamation 
problems and responsibmties with the County and State through reclassification. 

Thank you for your consideration of this matter. Should you require any 
additional information, please feeJ free to contact me. If any future action is 
going to take place with respect to any designation of our property or 
contiguous properties, please provide notice of that action. 

Hunter Saling, Manager 
legacy land Company llC 
1500 W. El Camino Ave. #423 
Sacramento, Ca. 95833 
916-863-9685 

c_J./,LJJ_l_Q~ "'$ --
~Q~ __ l_ __ _ 

C~..p-lvi .£.3£~-------_ 
---~~~~~~ l<e_c..l~ 
_ __it 3 C. Qi:QJ~. 09 0 ---

! 8 3 '=- ,/Oc> __ " ~3k , I Io __ _ 

fo~~ /20 _<?3(=,, /~co 

_ 3-3.k.J30 .~V5o_~--___ _ 
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2850 FuleM C04,,t 
Pl8t* wile. CA 96667 

Clinton Donovan 
P.O. Box2SJ8 
2261 Dooown Ranch Road 
P1acerYile. CA 9S661 

• • EL DORADO COUNTY 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Notice ofV1ebtioa with the Sudaa Mmingand Recbmation Ad {SM.ARA), the 
:D Donado Coaaty Code, ud Notice to c~ and Desist Any and AB Mining 
Adirida at the Lud Decker Mine (AKA Jbnley's Sand and Gnvd Pit), CA 
Mme ID # ,1...0,..0016, Assmor's Parul Number OSl-430-16 

You an laad,y given aotia to cease and desist any ud all mining activities OD the fflaaJced 
property liatilsudl time u a specw me pa-mi~ rub~tioa pba. and fuw:lcwUS11nDca bve 
bem appnwed bytbe Comity in xawdanawith the91ARA and Cbapterl...36 of the D Dendo 
County Code. 

This notice provides you with 30 days to comply with the above requests. Failure to compfywill result in 
the County issuing an order to cease and desist mining activities, subject to a public hearing before the El 
Dorado County Planning Commission. You may also be subject to fines up to SS,000 per day. 

thank you for your immediate attention to this matter. Please contact me ifl can provide you with my 

assistance. 

~~G,~·va..r 
Pierre Rivas 

. Senior Plamer 

r 
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EL DORADO COUNTY 
PLAJ\'NING DEPARTMENT 

November 25, 2002 

Clinton and Kathleen Donovan ~ 
P.O. Box 2S31 
PlacerviUe, CA 95667-1700 

Subject: NOTICE OF VIOLATION WITH THE SURFACE MJNJNG AND 
RECLAMATION ACT A."'"D THE EL DORADO COlJNTY CODE 
Assessor's Parul Number: 051-430-16 
2261 Donovan Ranch Road, Placerville, CA 95"1 

On November. 12, 2002, I. accompanied by California Department of Conservation staff; 
conducted an inspection of your property at the Assessor's Parcel Number and address 
referenced above and noted the following: 

1. Mining and grading activities: Extensive mining and grading activities have ocaund 
without a special use permit authorizing mining or a grading permit authorizing gndina 
activities pursuant to an authorized construction project. Th,.!5!ist1..1~ance oh~~~xiJmtdY 
~ to have occurred without any erosion control measures in ·place. In 
addi1Toi\ yo,iao not possess an approved reclamation plan and financial assurances from 1he 
State M:ining and Geology Board required by the Surface }\.{ining and Reclamation Ad. ad 
the County Code. 

2. Storage of Equipment and Machinery: Gnding equipment and machinery are pn:sendy 
stored on the site. The subject property is zoned Residential Agricultural 20.Acres (RA-20) 
and does not permit an industrial storage yard or the storage of earth moving equipmat. 

J. Storage of scrap ·refuse. and garbage: A large amount of scrap metal, wood,~ and other 
refuse is presently being stored on the site. The RA-20 zone district does not permit storage 

- of these materials. In addition. household garbage was observed dumped in an open· pit 
· cpntaining standing water. 

You must immediately discontinue the violations or secure the necessary permits and comply 
with all applicable County and State regulations by D«ember 27, 2002 (30 days). This 
Department. wiH turn the matter over to the District Attorney for prosecution if you ha'ft not 
abated the violations by the date specified herein. 

Of great concern is the erosion . hazard potential created by the extensive grading conducted on 
the site without any erosion control measures in place. You are hereby ordered to immediately 
prepare a sediment and erosion control phm to be submitted to the County Dcpart:mefll of 
Transportation in compliance with Sections 15.14.630 and 1S.l4.680ofthe County Code. 
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. --------------

This notice is being sent to other state and county regulatory agencies to enforce abatement of 
violations on the subject property that fall within their respective jurisdictions.: 

Please call me should you have any questions or concerns regarding this notice. 

/~~ /2-,v1...1 
-Pierre Rivas 
Senior Planner 

Cc: John Parrish, State Mining and Geology Board 
Bill Armstrong. Department of Conservation, Office of Mine Reclamation 
George Lockwood, California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Jon Morgan, Environmental 1.hnagement Department 
Randy Pesses, Department of Transportation 
Joe Herrlie, Department of Transportation 
Dave Schulze, Planning Department, Code Enfon::ement Officer 
Paul Sutherland, Deputy District Attorney _ 
John R Olson, Esq., Attorney for Ointon Donov.m 

2 

000260 
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.. . ' 

STATE MINING AND 
GEOLOGY BOARD 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER\S REPOf?J 

for Meeting Date: December 12, 2002 

SUBJECT: Item 6 - Issuance of a Notice of Violation to Clinton Donovan, El Dorado 
County, for Operating a Surface Mine Subject to SMARA Without Possession of 
an Approved Reclamation Plan, Financial Assurance, and County Permit to Mine, 
in Vio1ation of PRC §2770 

BACKGROUND: The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA, PRC §2710 et 
seq.) requires any person who intends to operate a surface mine to obtain, prior to commencing 
operations, a lead agency approved reclamation plan, financial assurance, and permit (PRC 
§2770). 

On or about November 6, 2002, the SMGB office was notified by the El Dorado County Planning 
Department that it had received information regarding a1tegedly illegal surface mining activities 
occurring on Assessor's Parcel Number 051-430-16, known as the "Donovan Ranch Property''. 
The SMGB is the SMARA lead agency for surface mining activities in El Dorado County. At the 
request of the SMGB office, the Department of Conservation's Office of Mine Reclamation 
(OMR) conducted an on-site inspection of the property on November 12, 2002 in the company of 
a County representative. 

This site formerly was operated by Barney's Sand and Gravel (CA Mine 10 # 91-09-0016) as a 
small aggregate and/or gold mine. The site was declared closed and reclaimed by the County in 
1998 .. The County inspection of the 1% - 2 acre disturbance in 1998 noted that the area had 
received a final grading and heavy mining equipmef.lt*'3trhemwem(wed;the site was "ready for 
mulching and seeding" in accordance with the "agreed upon reclamation procedures". No 
SMARA reclamation plan or reclamation plan approval appears in the record. 

OMR concluded from its site inspection on November 1 ih that between 20 and 25 acres 
recently had been disturbed by surface mining activities. Pieces of heavy equipment were on 
site, including an excavator, wheel loader, a gold trammel, a screen, and several trucks. OMR 
considers the activities to be surface mining activities. 

On November 20, 2002 the Executive Officer sent to Clinton Donovan, owner of the Donovan 
Ranch Property, a letter notifying him of the results of the November 12th site inspection, of the 
alleged violation of SMARA, and that he should cease any further activities until he obtains the 
necessary reclamation plan, financial assurance, and County permit documents. On November 
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Item 6- Donovan Notice of Violation 
December 12, 2002 
Page 2of2 

25th the County issued to the Donovans a Notice of Violation with he Surface Mining and 
Reclamation Act and the El Dorado County Code. 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER RECOMMENDATION: The Executive Officer recommends that the 
SMGB authorize the issuance of a Notice of Violation to C1inton and Kathleen Donovan for 
failure to possess an approved reclamation plan, financial assurance, and County permits prior 
to conducting surface mining operations on the Donovan Ranch Property. This is a viclation of 
SMARA, PRC §2770. The Oonovans must submit to the SMGB office not later than 30 days' 
from receipt of written notification, a draft reclamation plan, financial assurance cost estimate, 
and receipts for permit applications from the County to conduct surface mining operations on the· 
affected site. 

SUGGESTED MOTION LANGUAGE: 

To approve the issuance of a Notice of Violation: 

Mr. Chairman, in light of the information before the Board, I move that the Board 
instruct the Executive Officer to issue to Clinton and Kathleen Donovan a Notice of 
Violation for conducting surface mining operations prior to obtaining an approved 
rec/amation plan, financial assurance,, and County permits, as required by Public 
Resources Code §2770. The Donovans are to provide to the SMGB office within 30 
days of receipt of the written Notice of Violation a draft reclamation plan, financial 
assurance cost estimate, and receipts for permit applications from El Dorado County to 
conduct surface mining operations on the affected site. Failure to provide the required 
documents may result in Administrative Penalties of up to $5,000 per day per violation. 
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• •• 
El DORADO COUNTY 

PLA1'~1NG DEPARTl\lENT 

DA TE: December 10, 2002 

TO: File: Compliant #fl 43995P (Dono~ Ranch Mine) 

FROM: Pierre RiYU 

SUBJECT: Site Inspection: Donovan Ranch MindAPN: 051-430-16 

Phone: (530) 621.QSS 
Fu (530) 642.o508 

On D«ember 5, 2002. I. accompanied by Paul Suther1and, Deputy District Attorney. and Bruce 
Person, Department of Transportation, inspected the referenced site. (First inspection conducted 
November 12~ 2002 with Department of Conservation., Office of Mine Reclamation staff:)-

The site has been extensively mined. It appears that the motivation is excayation of gold bearing 
tertiary gravels with sand and gravel being produced as a byproduct. .Historic cut slopes have 
been reworked and pad areas significantly enlarged since the site was reclaimed and closed in 
1998. Overburden material is pushed dovm slope without erosion control mitigation or pushed 
into large piles. Product stock piles, generators, two trammels. heavy ,earth moving equipment 
(excavator, loader, dump trucks, generators, screens, and m.isceUaneous equipment and supplies 
wae observed on the site). 

Additional violations include unlawful storage of trash, junk. and scrap metal including ~ 
wood, auto parts and inoperative vehicles. Household garbage was also observed being illcgaHy 
dumped into open.pits. · 

We were confronted by an individual identifying himself as Ride Churches stating "arrest-me, 
I'm the one who did all the grading." Churches was acting in a beUigerent manner and wu 
asked by Paul Sutherland to remain at least twenty feet away. 

Digital images were taken of the property and equipment found on the property. 
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Apr 07 03 12.46~ EDC Plannin~ Oepar~fflent 530 642 osoe 

EL DORADO COUNTY 

·:-;-sc •:~:;) '-.0c.:~i:-, t~~t;t: t'~~- ,!*~:<:~~:'-Fe f·:'! 1:}-1rFr-~::~;;.-~~::.:.::-;.:IJli.:-s PtJ;rt~ 
'0c,~,~.,~~¥~, ~AB$~;/ Fai-.. 

March 27. 2003 

John G. Parris~ Ph.D, .Executive Officer 
State Mining & Geology Board 
80 l K Street, MS 24-•0S 
Saaamento, CA 95814 

Subject: Donovan Rancb Property/Proposed ~'Big Cut Mine .. Reclamation Plan 
(Assessor's Parcel Number051-430-16) 

.. 
Dear Dr. Parrish~ 

p.1 

Thank you fo1' sending us a copy of the proposed reclamation· plan fur the proposed Big Cm 
Mine located on the Donovan Ranch property. We have performed a cursory review of the.draft 
plan and submit to you the foUo'Wing comments. 

The County feels that the submittal of the proposed reclamation plan contemplating wntinued. 
mining is premature given the fact that the mining operation was 4etermined to ·oe operating 
i!1egaUy, bu been ordered to cease all activity. &nd enforcement measures are pending. A 
speeial use permit &om the County is required prior to enga,ing in a.ny mining activity. The 
reclamation plan usumes a description of an operation that may or may not be permitted. Until 
such time as a special use permit is granted, the reclamation plan should only provide for the 
immediate reclamation of the 20 ± acre, presently disturbed. 

The financial assurance estimate (FAE) is grossly inadequate. lt appears that the, F AB is based 
on ari amount necessary to reclaim a minimal amount of disturbance on an undisturbed site 
following the start of a new mining operation ignoring the existing disturbance. We estimate that 
erosion control and removal of equipment and trash atone is between $25~000 to SJ0,000 dollars. 
Redamation of the site to minimum SMAR.A standards is roughly estimated to be between 
$350,000 and $550,000 base.a on the area of distufbance and the re-contouring of cut slopes. 

Sincerely, 

~b__,.,,-~ x'1 ·~;; J 
Pierre Rivas 
Senior Planner 

 
        AR 12933



... 

STATE MINING AND 
GEOLOGY BOARD 
EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S REPORT 

For Meeting Date: April 10, 2003 

ITEM 5 -Approval of a Financial Assurance Amount for the Donovan Ranch Property, 
Pursuant to PRC §2773.1 and 14CCR §3804 

BACKGROUND: The Surface Mining and Reclamation Act of 1975 (SMARA, PRC §2710 et 
seq.) requires any person who intends to operate a surface mine to obtain, prior to commencing 
operations, a lead agency approved reclamation plan, financial assurance, and permit (PRC 
§2770). 

On or about November 6, 2002, the SMGB office was notified by the Ei Dorado County Planning 
Department that it had received information regarding allegedly illegal surface mining activities 
occurring on Assessor's Parcel Number 051-430-16, known as the "Donovan Ranch Property". 
The SMGB is the SMARA lead agency for surface mining activities in El Dorado County. At the 
request of the SMGB office, the Department of Conservation's Office of Mine Reclamation 
(OMR) conducted an on-site inspection of the property on November 12, 2002 in the company of 
a County representative. 

This site formerly was operated by Barney's Sand and Grave1 (CA Mine ID# 91-09-0016) as a 
smaH aggregate and/or gold mine. The site was declared closed and reclaimed by the County in 
1998. The County inspection of the 1% - 2 acre disturbance in 1998 noted that the area had 
received a final grading and heavy mining equipment had been removed; the site was "ready for 
mulching and seeding" in accordance with the "agreed upon eclamation procedures". No 
SMARA reclamation plan or reclamation plan approval appears in the record. 

On November 20, 2002 the Executive Officer sent to Clinton Donovan. owner of the Donovan 
Ranch Property, a letter notifying him of the results of the November 1ih site inspection, of the 
alleged violation of SMARA, and that he should cease any further activities until he obtains the 
necessary reclamation plan, financial assurance, and County permit documents. 

In response to a Notice of Violation issued to the Donovans by the SMGB on 
December 13, 2002, the Donovans have prepared a draft reclamation plan and Financial 
Assurance Cost Estimate (FAE). The draft reclamation plan and FAE were submitted to the 
SMGB at its March 13, 2003 meeting. 
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... 

Item 5 - Donovan Ranch Financial AssurltAce Cost Esµmate 
April 10, 2003 
Page2 

PROPOSED FINANCIAL ASSU~MCE CALCUW) TION: "':!'he Oonovans (oper~for) have 
provided a FAE in the amount of $23-,28'. The following ~lculation by SMGB staff 'fftased on 
the operator's submittal dated March 12, 2003, and additional items as noted. 

General Comment 1: The M~ 12, 2003 FAE subfflitt4d by Ula. operalor_i$.basecLoo tpe 
assumption that, during the first year of operation. 1-cr acres wi11 be di~rbed , mining 
activities. However, this FAE does not address the reclamation of t1h·. ~-r!' 25 acres 
that have already been disturbed by recent activities. Therefore, ffie 6.ft ca . ted by the 
SMGB staff is based on a 25 acre disturbance, and will differ substa : · -aUy from that submitted 
by the operator. " · 

General Comment 2: The draft reclamation plan indicates the site is zoned Agriculture and that 
the site will be. reclaimed to grazing land.. The SMGB office is informed that the land is z~ 
Residential. Reclamation st.andaidstithese two different end uses are significantly differeffl: in 
that a residential use would require compacting any fill sites to Uniform Building Code 
standards, whereas pasture!and for grazing woutd"11ot need to be strictly engineered except for 
drainage and erosion control. The SMGB staff has aocepted the operator's proposed end use 
of grazing. themfore not. requiring compacting of fill material; howe.ver_itw.-is done with the 
caveat that El Dorado County may desire the site to be mdaimed· to a higher standard· for 
zoning purposes whieh woukHead to an increase in the financial assurance amount calculated 
below. 

Primary Reclamation Activities: $223.843 

The FAE indicates that, initially, 10 acres will be subject to reclamation; however, 
approximately 25 acres currently are disturbed and must be reclaimed. The 
operator's March 12th FAE does not provide the basic data supporting the 
calculations (i.e. overburden, topsoil, production rate. haul distances, etc.). 

Initial site grading and contouring: Contour grade approximately 25 acres, 
reducing au cut slopes and fiU slopes to 2:1 (h:v) ratios. 

Spreading of topsoil: Topsoil will need to be purchased and spread to a minimum 
thickness of six inches over the 25 disturbed acres prior to revegetation activities. 

Applicable dozing rate (08 CaterpiUar, standard blade)': 

[A] £8] [C] [D] [E] [F] 
(500 yd3/hr)(0.75)(0.80)(0.83)(1) = 249 yd 3

/hr. uncompacted 

1 Caterpillar Performance Handbook: October 2000 
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Item 5 - Donovan Ranch Financial Assurance Cost Estimate 
April10,2003 
Page3 

A= Initial push rate (avg. 200 ft distance) 
B = Operator efficiency 
C = Material density and cohesiveness 
D = Job efficiency 
E=Slope 
F = Adjusted push rate for uncompacted final grade 

A. Total Grading and Contouring Costs: 

[(25 ac.) x (43,560 ft.2 
/ ac.) / (27 ft3/yd3

) / 249 yd3/hr.J x $1652 /hr = $27,730 

B. Purchase, Spread. Contour Topsoil Costs: {25 ac. to be covered to a depth of 
6 inches.] 

Purchase: 20,166 yd3 topsoil at $8/ yd 3 delivered = $161.328 
[Topsoil will be strategica11y dumped around site on delivery] 

Spread: 20,166 yd 3 /249yd3 per hr.= 81hrs x $165/hr = $13,365 

C. Water Truck I Dust Suppression {During grading operations] 

Water Truck3
: (168 hrs[A]) + (81 hrs[B]) x $60 I hr.= $14,940 

0. Drainage Control: 

Construct 1,000 feet drainage ditch: {estimated] 
Backhoe@$65/hr4 x 16 hrs= $1,040 

Install Siltation Hay Bales: {estimated] 
$5 / bale x 100 bales = $500 

Install Siltation Fence:festimated] 
$1/ft X 3,500 ft= $3,500 

labor: [estimated] 
$18/hr x80 hrs= $1.440 

2 Cost is for "wet" equipment and includes operator wage 
3 Cost is for "wet" equipment and indudes operator wage 
4 Cost is for "wet" equipment and includes operator wage 
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Item 5-· Donovan Ranch Financial Assurance Cost Estimate 
April10,2003 
Page4 

n 

m 

JV 

V. 

Re vegetation: $100,000 

According to the current site conditions, approximately 25 acres of original 
vegetation cover have been removed from the site. No biological and botanic 
studies have been completed for the site as of the date of preparing this report; 
therefore, a generic revegetation program is proposed. 

A. Hydroseed 25 acres: 
25 ac. x $2,500 per acre = $62,500 

B. Plantings over 25 acres: 
Placement of shrubs, trees: [$1,500 I ac] (includes labor): $37.500 

Plant Structures and Equipment Removal 
(From operator's March 12t11 FAE) 

Miscellaneous costs: 

Special permits for grading and site clean-up: $3,000 

Monitoring: $31.184 

A. Annual SMARA inspections: 1/yr x 3 yrs. x $1,500 per yr.=$ 4,500 

B. Revegetation replacement costs: $20,000 
{20% of Revegetation Cost) 

C. Weed control general labor: $18/hr x 96 hrsJyr x 3 yrs = $5,184 
( one day per month = 12 days x 8 hrs/day = 96 hrs) 

D. Botanist inspection of regrowth: 
($500 I visit) x (1 / yr.) x (3 yrs.)= $1,500 

TOTAL OF D1RECT RECLAMATION COSTS: $363,247 

.,uTJlD;1!<=1=l•D111<.u1ll<1&V=.,1,Xznll\::<. . 
.:~ni_r =-.hlnv-. .. =-\ ,:l.=< 
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Item 5 - Donovan Ranch Financial Assurance Cost Estimate 
April 10, 2003 
Page5 

Indirect Reclamation Costs: 

A. Supervision (5.5%, Chart): 

B. Profit/Overhead {11.5%, Chart): 

C. Contingencies (10%, Chart): 

D. Mobilization (2.5%, Chart): 

TOTAL INDIRECT COSTS: 

TOTAL DIRECT AND INDIRECT COSTS: 

$19,979 

$41,773 

$107,158 

$470.405 

lead Agency Administrative Costs: (15% of Direct & Indirect Costs): $70,560 

TOTAL ESTIMATED RECLAMATION COST: $ 540.965 

EXECUTIVE OFFICER'S RECOMMENDATION: The Executive Officer recommends that the 
SMGB approve the FAE in the amount of $540,965 for the Donovan Ranch Property {aka Big 
Cut Mine). This FAE addresses the reclamation of the site according to the current conditions 
on the site; no rec1amation plan has been approved for this site. 

SUGGESTED MOTION LANGUAGE: 

To approved FAE calculated amount: 

Mr. Chairman, in light of the information before the Board, I move that the Board 
approve the Financial Assurance Cost Estimate presented in this Executive Officer's 
Report in the amount of $540,965, and notify the operator to submit to the Board a 
financial assurance instrument in the amount of $540,965 in a form acceptable to the 
Board within 30 days from receipt of written notification of this action. 
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REPORT ON MINE INSPECTION 
July 1, 2003 

Donovan Ranch Property 
2261 Donovan Ranch Road 

Placerville, El Dorado County, California 

Prepared by: 

Testa Environmental Corporation 
19814 Jesus Maria Road 
Mokelumne Hill, California 95245 
Phone/Fax: (209) 754-1422 
E-Mail: stesta@goldrush.com 

~~-zL4t1h? 
StephenM.~ ~ate 

7 

President, CEG No. 1613 

Prepared for: 

State Mining and Geology Board 
California Department of Conservation 
801 K Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 
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TESTA ENVIRONMENTAL CORPORATION 
19814 Jesus Maria Road .. Mokelumne Hill, CA 95245 

Phone/Fax: (209) 754-1422 • E-mail: stesta@Jgoldrush.com 

State Mining & Geology Board 
California Department of Conservation 
801 K Street 
Sacramento, California 95814 

Attention: Dr. John G. Parrish 
Executive Director 

Subject 

Dear Dr. Parrish: 

Report on Mine Inspection 
July 1, 2003 
Donovan Ranch Property 
2261 Donovan Ranch Road 
Placerville, El Dorado County, California 

July 8, 2003 

Presented herewith is the mine inspection report for the Donovan Ranch Property 
located at 2261 Donovan Ranch Road, in the city of Placerville, El Dorado County, 
California. The mine inspection was performed at the request of the State Mining and 
Geology Board's (SMGB) and was conducted on July 1, 2003. The purpose of the 
inspection was to evaluate whether mine-related activities have been performed at the 
site since mining ceased and the property subsequently reclaimed in late 1998. Should 
post-1998 surface disturbance be determined, then a preliminary evaluation of the 
amount of disturbance would be assessed. 

The mine inspection was performed by Mr. Stephen M. Testa. Mr. Testa was 
accompanied by: 

Mr. Larry R. Danielson, Consultant 
Mr. Dan Tankersley (site representative) 
Mr. Rick Church (site representative) 
Dr. John Parrish; SMGB Executive Director 
Mr. Robert Hablitzel; SMGB member 
Mr. J.C. lsham; SMGB member 
Mr. Michael Sandecki; DOC Office of Mine Reclamation 

The scope of work included review of files maintained by the Office of Mine Reclamation 
(OMR) and SMGB, and other pertinent documents; in addition, conduct of an on-site 
inspection, preparation of the mine inspection report contained herein, and subsequent 
presentation of salient points to the SMGB at their meeting scheduled for JuJy 10, 2003. 
The 1998 Surface Mining inspection Report is provided in Attachment A. Historic aerial 
photographs are provided in Attachment B. Annotated site photographs are provided in 
Attachment C. 
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Donovan Ranch Property 
Page 2 

1.0 MINE DESCRIPTION 

The Donovan Ranch Property is located at 2261 Donovan Ranch Road in the city of 
Placerville, El Dorado County, California. The property is situated on a south-facing 
slope, and characterized by two distinct east-west oriented benches {Figure 1). The 
entry road serves is situated on the upper bench. Donovan's residence is situated on 
this upper bench. A lower bench occupies the southern portion of the property. The 
primary east-west oriented access roads noted all show up on early aerial photographs 
going back to 1971 (Figure 1; Attachment B). 

2.0 BACKGROUND 

Historically, aggregate mining-related activities have been conducted in the vicinity of the 
Donovan Ranch Property since the 1800's. The site was more recently operated by 
Barney's Sand and Gravel (CA ID# 91-09-0016) as a small aggregate and/or gofd mine. 
This operation ceased by late 1998. The property during this period was designated as 
rural residential. No reclamation plan or financial assurance was in place as of 1998. 

A final closure inspection was, however, performed by Mr. William Mitchell, SMARA 
Consultant to El Dorado County, on September 10, 1998 (Attachment A). Mr. Williams 
noted in his Surface Mine Inspection Report specific reclamation procedures as being 
completed. These procedures or reclamation adions included: 

• Top of piled material was knocked down, stacked product stockpi1e was 
graded and contoured and scattered piles graded. 

• All equipment was hauled from the site, a trommel was moved to a 
staging area for removal, and the site was clear of scrap and trash. 

• Disturbed slopes were ready for straw and seed which was to be apptied 
at the beginning of the fall rains. 

Mr. Mitchefl noted that the operator had complied with the agreed-upon reclamation 
procedures, however, post-closure monitoring inspection within six months was to be 
performed to confirm effectiveness of the seeding program. No documentation was 
noted showing that a post-closure monitoring inspection was performed. 

A chronology of pertinent events and actions since the mid-1980's is as follows: 

Mid-1980's 

1994 

Clinton and Kathleen Donovan acquired property. 
No surface disturbance from mining-related 
activities evident. 

The Mining Operation Annual Report for 1994 
noted 5 acres as disturbed. Sixteen acres were 
noted as vested and disturbed prior to 1976. 
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Donovan Ranch Property 
Page3 

1994 to 1997 Between 1994 and 1997, approximately 5 to 7 
acres were disturbed, with one acre of disturbance 
noted for 1997. The Mining Operation Annual 
Report for 1997 notes that the mine is "Closed with 
no intent to resume." 

September 10, 1998 Site formerly operated by Barney's Sand and 
Grave1 (CA ID# 91-09-0016). Site closure 
inspection performed by Mr. William Mitchell on 
behalf of El Dorado County. 

November 6, 2002 SMGB notified by El Dorado County Planning 
Department of alleged iHegal surface mining 
activities. 

November 12, 2002 OMR representatives accompanied by Mr. Pierre 
Rivas of El Dorado County performed a site 
inspection. Between 20 and 25 acres was noted as 
being recently disturbed. Operable heavy 
equipment was staged on site. An inventory of 
such equipment was compiled. 

November 25, 2002 El Dorado County issued a Notice of Violation with 
SMARA and the El Dorado County Code to the 
landowners. . 

December 12, 2002 SMGB issued a Notice of Violation for operating a 
surface mine without possession of an approved 
Reclamation Plan, Financial Assurance and County 
Permit to Mine. 

3.0 HISTORIC AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHS REVIEW 

Five historic aerial photographs were made available for review: 1971, 1989, 1996, 2001 
and 2002. A synopsis of such review is presented in Table 1. 

4.0 SJTE RECONNAISSANCE OBSERVATIONS 

No mining-related activity was evident at the time of inspection. However, recent (i.e., 
post-1998) mining-related activities were evident Evidence of recent mining-related 
activities included: 
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Portions of the south-facing bluff along the northern perimeter of the entry road on the 
upper bench showed signs of post-1998 surface disturbance. Such disturbance 
included: 

• Mechanical excavation demarcations were evident on the exposed bluff; 
and 

• A pit had been excavated along a northern portion of the entry road; this 
pit also showed evidence of recent mechanical excavation. 

Portions of the south-facing btuff aJong an access road on the lower bench also showed 
signs of recent (post-1998) surface disturbance. Such disturbance included: 

• Remnants of exploratory and prospecting related activities~ 
• Excavation along portions of the bluff. Portions of the bluffs show signs of 

incipient slope failures (i.e., rock falls, under-mining, etc.); 
• Vertical excavation of portions of the bench adjacent to the lower bluff; 
• Excavation and enlargement of ponds; 
• Stockpiling of gravel-and cobble-sized material; 
• Sidecasting of materials along the southern perimeter of the property, 

with some encroachment onto the Ei Dorado County Irrigation District 
(EID) land; 

• Road maintenance for equipment access, exploratory drilling and 
prospecting; and 

• Enlargement of certain areas along the access road for former and 
current equipment staging, and road maintenance. 

In addition, more recently graded areas, sidecasted material and stockpiles are primarily 
densely covered with star thistle. 

5.0 DISTURBED AREAS 

As of September 10, 1998, approximately 1 to 2 acres were previously disturbed and 
subsequently reclaimed. 

In 1999-2001, mining-related activities were performed by legacy Land (i.e., driHing of 
exploratory holes and material testing). Mr. Larry R. Danielsen, a California Registered 
Environmental Health Specialist consu1tant, evaluated soil disturbance at the sjte on 
behalf of Mr. Dan Tankersley (Larry R. Danielsen, 2003). Approximately 6.9 acres were 
estimated as being disturbed, 4.6 acres for the access road, 0.70 acres for the test area 
reservoir and 1.6 acres for the new driH road). 

In 2002, Mr. Danielsen claimed the amount of surface disturbance generated by Mr. 
Tankersley and associates to be on the order of 0.45 acres reflecting exploratory drill 
sites and test area; the volume of material djsturbed was estimated at 544.6 cubic yards. 

Based on preliminary review of availabJe aerial photographs (1971, 1989, 1996, 2001, 
and 2002), and results of the site inspection performed on July 1, 2003, an estimated 
minimum 10 to 15 acres of post-1998 surface disturbance as a result of mining-related 
activities is evident. Such area has not been reclaimed. 
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6.0 RECLAMATION PLAN AND FINANCIAL ASSURANCE STATUS 

No reclamation plan, appropriate permits, or financial assurance, are currently on file. 

7.0 CONCLUSIONS 

The following conclusions are offered: 

• A review of available aerial photographs was performed. Historically, 
hydraulic mining had been conducted at the property, albeit no such activity 
is evident on aerial photographs as of 1971. Furthermore, review of an 
aerial photograph dated 1989 indicates that more recent mining activity did 
not occur on-site until after such time. Mining-related activities are evident 
on aerial photographs taken on July 22, 1996, two years prior to site closure 
and subsequent reclamation. Mining-related activities are also evident on 
photographs dated July 1, 2001 and August 25, 2002, three to four years 
following site closure; 

• Certain mining-related activities have occurred on the site referred to as the 
Donovan Ranch Property since reclamation and subsequent site closure and 
subsequent reclamation in 1998. SMARA defines "Mined lands" to include 
"the sutface, subsurface, and ground water of an area in which surface 
mining operations will be, are being, or have been conducted, including 
private ways and roads appurtenant to any such area, land excavations, 
workings, mining waste, and areas in which structures, facilities, equipment, 
machines, tools, or other materials or property which result from, or are used 
in, surface mining operations are located." (SMARA. Division 2, Chapter 9, 
Section 2729). Specific activities performed since 1998 have included 
construction of access roads, establishment of equipment staging and 
storage areas, import of mining-related equipment, exploratory drilling and 
material sampling and testing, site preparation of future processing areas 
and mining operation, and material extraction. Documentation of such 
activity was observed during performance of a site reconnaissance on July 
1, 2003; 

• SMARA does not apply to "any surface mining operation that does not 
involve either the removal of a total of more than 1000 cubic yards of 
minerals, ores, and overburden, or involve more than one acre in any one 
location ... " (PRC, Division 2, Chapter 9, Section 2710; CCR Section 3505(a), 
Special Provisions). As of 1998, about 1 to 2 acres were documented as 
being disturbed and subsequently reclaimed. Assuming that ail required 
reclamation-related activities were completed as noted in the 1998 Surface 
Mining Inspection Report, it is estimated that a minimum of about 15 to 20 
acres have since been disturbed; and 
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• The amount of sutiace disturbance as a result of mining-related activities 
performed since site closure (September 10, 1998) significantly exceed the 
SMARA threshold of 1 acre, and thus is subject to the requirements of 
SMARA. 

8.0 REFERENCES 

Larry R. Danielson, 2003, Onsite Evaluation of Soil Disturbances and Quantities at Big 
Cut Road, El Dorado County, California: unpubllshed report prepared on behalf 
of Mr. Dan Tankersfey dated June 28, 2003. 

-oOo-

Should you have any questions or require further ciarification regarding the contents of 
this report, please do not hesitate to contact me. 

Respectfully submitted, 

~enralCo~ 

Stephen M. Te~ 
President, Engineering Geologist No. 1613 
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Table 1 
Summary of Review of Historic Aerial Photographs 

Date Provider Job Photo Scale 
No. No. 

June 20, 1971 The Bedrock Group 76386 2942-11-156 1"=200' 
El Dorado County, CA 

June 11, 1989 The Bedrock Group 76386 89189-12-6 1 "=200' 
El Dorado County, CA 

July 22, 1996 Legacy Land 74650 96000-19-53 1"=200' 

July 11, 2001 Legacy q~nd 81509 SAC0125-24 1"=200' 

Page 1 of 2 

Remarks 

Photograph taken prior to property being purchased by Donovan 
Donovan's residence thus not constructed 
No signs of surface disturbance with exception to access roads 

Photograph taken one year after purchase of property 
Donovan's residence under construction 
No signs of surface disturbance outside of residence area 
Entry and access roads appear to be graded and improved 

beyond needs of residence construction 

Photograph taken 8 years following purchase of property 
Surface disturbance evident on upper and lower benches 
such disturbance apparently occurred between 

07111 /89 and 07 /22/96 
Width of main entry road enlarged 
Encroachment onto EDI* land in three areas along 

southern perimeter of property 
Significant shrub and tree removal evident in the south~ 

central portion of property 

Photograph taken almost 3 years after closure in late 1998 
Significant surface disturbance continues on upper and lower 

benches (approximately 15 to 20 acres) 
Additional disturbance apparently occurred between 

07 /22/96 and 07 /11 /01 
About 29 pieces of mining related- equipment are situated at 

several staging areas 
About 10-20 acres disturbed from mining-related activities 
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Table 1 
Summary of Review of Historic Aerial Photographs 

Date Provider Job Photo Scale 
No. No. 

August 25, 2002 Legacy Land> 

(a) EID= El Dorado County Irrigation District 

Page 2 of 2 

Remarks 

Series of photographs taken almost four years after 1998 
site closure 

Increased mining-related surface disturbance on the order of 
15 to 20 acres 

Ponds on lower bench excavated and enlarged 
About 29 pieces of mining~related equipment documented 
Vehicular and equipment demarcations readily evident in areas 

of workings and operations 
Recent sidecasting and fill placement evident 
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Attachment A 

1998 Surface Mining Inspection Report 
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d)E~fMENT OF CONSERVATION 

OFFIC~ OF fJ.iNE R!CLAMATfON 
MflfiC-t Page 1ol 2 (Rev. 04197} 

SURFACE MINING INSPECTION REPORT 
msfruet'IOns for completing this form are on the re-verse side. Attach 001icets) ct \IIOle.llon(s) and ord9r{s} to comply for au obsel"led '10n-compf'lane& 

I. Mine Narr.e as Repor".ed by Operator on Mining Opetation Annua• Report 

Barney's Sand and Gravel (aka: Land Decker Mine) 

H SMAAA Lead Agency Name (City orCoUt'I~ ~l 

CAM!NEIO • 

91 09 -0016 

El Dorado Coun~ty._ ________________ -r:::-:--:------------
1nSpeet0t I Telephone 

William T. Mitch~ll, II < 530 i 621 - 5355 

.2850 Fairlane Court 
Qty 

Placerville 

s~·--------,-, z=i=p-=eoa~e-------

i fi1. Mine Operator 

Clint Donovan 
Contact Person 

Clint Donovan 

2261 Donovan Ranch Road 
City 

Placerville 

fV. Does the operation have; ---- NR NO 

CA 

State 

YES 

95667 

626 

ZIPCode 

95667 

-8700 

111--""-app_rovecJ __ Recfam __ a1_ion_P1an_? _____ '-,---.J.-------J-.RP~-------------------
Aperm,tto mine? ; Fennitl 

;;;;;;;~;a~i;,-;;u;;;~?-·--·--t-- X --t-S ----·-
--,-=-=~=::::::::;t==:::;: -i:-:-================ 

Has the financial asswancs uooergone the Date: 
requited annuat review? 

Has me operator filed a ~iningOperation 
Annua1 Report (torm MRRC-2)? 

V lnspeciing Agency Code{s}· 

None 

1s 1his op.1ra1ion on Fede,al lands? Circle one: 

Reason fodnspection Code{s}: 

FI 

Yas 8 

BlMorUSFS 10# 

N/A 
! lnspecrioo bate· 

l 08/27/98 
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. s~ ofoali!omia 

.. DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION 
OFFICE OF .MfNE· RECLAMATtON 
MA~C-1 Pal?' 2 of 2 (Rev. 04197) 

SURFACE MINING INSPECTION REPORT 

CA Mine ID# 
VI. Is the operation ln compliance wittl provisions of the approved 

OK VN NI NA 
Rec:amation Plan and Mining Permit with respect to: 91 - 09 - 0016 

Wildlife Habitat 
Weather Code(st: 

Revegetation a. 
I Duration of Inspection: 

AgrlcUltural Land 

-
Stream Proleetion - ·-· ·o:·1shours ·-- :::.~-Ja!t'.:b-J. 

Tailings and Mine Waste Management Apptoxlmale O!sturbed Acreage: 

8\lildlng. Structure. and Equipment Removai I 
1-2 acres 

Topsoil Salvage, Maintenance, and Redistriot1tion Status of Operation Code(s): 

Backfilling. Regrading, Slope StabiDty. ar.d Recontouring i M:! 

Qrainage. Diversion Structures, Waterways, and Erosion Status of Reclamation Code(s): 

Other (list or explain below) RC 

VII. CommentslOesctlption of Violatlon{s) and Couectlve Measure(s) Required [NOTE: please Indicate if you have attached notice{s) or vfolation(s1 a; 
correction order{s), In lleu of descrlpt1en on this form): · • 

* ClBJE'CrIVE OF INSPEX:TION: Final inspection for closure.. . 
* ~TION oam::TIVE: NJ reclamation plan. Area designated rural residential. 
* N)!lE: 1.his site used by owner to maintain his own rQads; mining and reclamation ccmplete. 
"'! Rro.AMATION SPECIFIED: OJntouring of slopes and general grading, eguipne.nt.: nm,val, genera 

cleanup and rem:,val, and minor slope vegetation; results are: 
1) regrading (ccrnpleted} - knocked <biJn top of piled material, graded and mac contoured 1 

stacked product stockpile, graded scattered piles. 
2) equipnent rem:wal and cleanup (canpleted) - all equipnent has been hauled frcm site ... 

tratmel has been mved to staging area for rem:,val. Site is clean of scrap and trash 
3) ~ng ( preparoo for fall seeding) - disturbed slopes are ready for straw and seed 

to be applied at the begiMing of the fall rains. 
* Operator has catplied with agreed upon reclamation procedures .. 
* .REx:XM-1ENDATI0N: Post closure ironitorlng inspection within 6 m:mths to confirm effectivenes 

of seeding. 
* RESULTS OF rnsPECTION: Approved reclamation complete. 

Vlli NumbsrofViolstlons: 
09/10/98 
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Attachment B 

Historic Aerial Photographs 
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Figure No. B-1. Aerial photograph dated June 20, 1971, showing property prior to purchase 
by Donovan and subsequent residence being constructed. 
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Figure No. B-2. Aerial photograph dated July 11, 1989, showing Donovan's residence 
under construction one year after purchase of property. 
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Figure No. B·3. Aerial photograph dated July 22, 1996, showing site two years before site 
closure in 1998, at which time only two acres were reported to be disturbed and reclaimed. 
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Photograph No. B-4. Aerial photograph dated July 11, 2001, showing a significant non ... 
permitted increase in surface disturbance with a large amount of mining-related equipment 
dispersed throughout the property. This photograph reflects almost three years following 
site closure and shows an increase in surface disturbance along upper and lower benches, 
and sidecasting of tailings and encroachment onto EID property along the southern perimeter 
of the property. 
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Figure No. e .. s. Aerial photograph dated August 25, 2002. showing significant surface 
disturbance almost fj guryears after site closure and reclamation of 1 to 2 acres of former 
disturbance. Current disturbance includes equipment staging, pond enlargement, and 
fill placement along southern perimeter of property. 
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Figure No. B-6. Aerial photograph dated August 25, ~002 showing equipment staging 
area in western portion of the lower bench area. 
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Attachment C 

Annotated Site Photographs 
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Photograph No. 1. Post-1998 site closure excavated material along upper bench 
(viewing north}. Note excavated pit to the left of photo and encroachment into the 
upper south-facing bluff. MechanicaJ bucket teeth marks readily evident 

Photograph No. 2. Excavated pit on upper south-facing bench immediately 
north of entry road and west of residence (viewing north). 
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Photograph No. 3. Westernmost post-1998 site closure staging area as shown in 
aerial photographs dated 07/2211996 and 07/1112001 (viewing northeast). 

Photograph No. 4. View of south-central post-1998 site closure staging area on 
lower bench area A\as evident on aerial photographs dated 07/22/1996 and 
07/11/2002 (viewing east). 

2 
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Photograph No. 5. Post-1998 site closure sidecasted tailings into natural drainage 
adjacent to lower bench along southern perimeter of property (viewing south). 

Photograph No. 6. Post-1998 site closure pond. 

3 
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Photograph No. ·7. South-facing bluff along south-central portion of lower bench 
showing post-1998 site closure exploratory and material extraction area 
(viewing north). 

Photograph No. 8. Portion of lower bluff showing areas of post-1998 site closure 
exploratory and materials extraction and bluff encroachment (viewing east). 
Mechanical demarcations evident. 

4 
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Photograph No. 9. Undermined portion of lower bluff (viewing north). 

Photograph No. 10. Portion of 1ower bluff showing post-1998 site closure 
excavation demarcations. · 

5 
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Photograph No. 11. Lower bluff showing mechanical demarcations and excavation 
area (viewing east). 

Photograph No. 13. Inferred un-reclaimed post-1998 site closure tailings 
stockpile along portion of lower bench (viewing west). 

6 
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' 

Photograph No. 13. View of lower bench and bluff, and inferred un-reclaimed 
tattings stockpiles {viewing west). 

Photograph No.14. Inferred post-1998 site closure tailings stockpiles along 
southern perimeter of the lower bench (viewing southwest). 

7 
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\ 

Photograph No. 15. levee. situated in the eastern portion of the property 
(viewing west). 

Photograph No. 16. North-easternmost inferred pre-1988 site closure extraction 
area (viewing north). Note vegetation in addition to star thistle. 

8 
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LETTER232 

SCHEIBER RANCH 
P.I. Box 64 Shlngle Springs. CalHorma 95682 

July 14, 2003 

General Plan Team 
2850 F airlane Ct. 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: El Dorado County General Plan 

Our properties are part of our fammes 138 consecutive years of ranching 
operation here in El Dorado County. We have already experienced the 
encroachment of urbanization, the loss of Federal and private land grazing 
permits, noxious weed infestations and rising production costs of a small 

operator in a commodity marketpla<?e. 

We strongly support the re-approval of the 1996 General Plan that we feel best 
protects the current uses and future possibilities for our properties. 

Parcel# 090-010-01 -:-286 Acres 

Our lands adjacent to the town site of Shingle Springs were the subject of a 
"parcel" specific request submitted along with the Zweck and the White 
properties in the 1996 plan. Within the adopted 1996 plan these lands were 
designated as LOR and within the Community Region of Shingle Springs. We 
feet that this was an appropriate designation and should remain. Judge Bond 
criticized designations such as these in her ruling as having occurred after the 
preparation of the EIR and therefore not adequately analyzed in the docurnent. 
This was not the fault of the property owners who were anxious to get these 
issues decided early. tt was the county that did not wish to look at these 
requests until the E!R was put out for review. Fortunately in complying with the 
terms of the writ the county has now had the opportunity to fully address the 
impacts of these designations as directed in the writ 

~ ;, .::.·: . 

J 
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Unlike the White .and Zweck parcels, ours is in a Williamson Act rollout, in part 
based on the action of the County at that time. This land is surrounded by 
several dozen of houses and is no longer economically suitable for commercial 
ranching. The Williamson Act and other agricultural protections that the law 
allows were too late to save this parcel from the types of urbanizing 
encroachments that good planning might have prevented those many years ago. 
Be that as it may, the facts are that this property should be developed in an 
appropriate way that takes into account its location and the availability of urban 
infrastructure. Only by designating these large parcels within the Community 
Region will EID and the Transportation Department be able in the future ptan for 
the approptiate infrastructure. These lands afford the county one of the very few 
opportunities to apply the levels of comprehensive planning that are being touted 
as the future of land use planning. 

To take these lands out of the Community Region and direct that they develop as 
large parcels would be an inefficient use of available infrastructure and just 
simply not good planning. AU the principles of "Smart Growth" direct that lands 
such as these should be developed to protect the remainjng agricultural iands 

that exist farther out from services. 

We fully understand that our town site parcel will remain zoned as agriculture and 
not be suitable for any development untH the Williamson Act ro!ts out. We would 
expect the !and to stay zoned as it is until a project that brings "the appropriate 
level of planning" is proposed in the future. AH we are asking is that the property 
remain in the Community Region so as to allow prnper future infrastructure 

planning. 

We expect the remainder of our Williamson Act lands to remain in grazing for the 
term of this plan. One factor that may decide this is our ability to sell our 
unsuitable grazing land for sufficient value to enable us to acquire replacement 

land that can be grazed. 

Thanrou for your consideration. 

Rr.M:.·r:2~ 
JMiam K. Scheiber 
General Partner 
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General Plan Team 

4520 Lon Court 
Diamond Springs, CA 95619 

July 14, 2003 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA. 95667 

LETTER 233 

Subject: El Dorado County General Plan Elements-Housing, Recreation, Circulation 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

My thoughts and concerns cross many elements within the alternatives. 

Housing and Circulation 
I am very concerned with our community livability and how we locate affordable 
housing. In El Dorado County, most of our existing communities that have existing 
infrastructure (water, sewer, roads) do not have adequate parks, sidewalks or paths that 
link to our schools and business districts, nor are the roadways adequate for safe use by 
bicyclists. 

We need to find ways to retrofit these communities to provide the amenities sought by 
the residents. One way retrofitting might occur is to provide incentives to the 
communities that host affordable housing projects. For example, if Diamond Springs was 
to be the site of more affordable housing units, El Dorado County would establish that 
community as a priority area to provide the entire community with the needed parks, 
sidewalks/paths, and road widths needed in planned communities. 

J 

El Dorado County should conduct an inventory of non-motorized facilities within one J 
mile of our community centers and schools. This inventory should include potential 
corridors and identify criteria for making the area non motorized user friendly. 

Another aspect of affordable housing is that it needs to be fully integrated and spread 1 
throughout the County. Currently El Dorado Hills does not appear to be hosting its fair j' 
share and processes need to be devised to ensure some level of equity in where affordable 
housing is located. 

Parks and Recreation 

The Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" and the Environmentally Constrained 
Alternative reflect my vision of the future for recreation much better than the No Project 
and l 996 General Plan Alternatives. 

The 1996 General Plan is more a reflection of past thinking and needs updating if it is to 
be adopted. Some suggested changes for the 1996 General Plan: 

l 
J 

J 
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Policy 9 .1.1. 7 The last sentence in this policy that states cities and service districts J 
shall asswne all the development costs for community parks should be deleted, 
because it eliminates the possibilities of cooperative projects. 
Add a new policy that requires an assessment of communities to determine where J 
new parks are most needed. 

Add a new policy that encourages the County to transfer parks to service districts, _l-
and other entities after construction. 

Parks and Recreation and Circulation 

96 Plan Alternative, Objective 9 .1.2: County Trails 
Need a clear statement of department responsibilities for the El Dorado Trail 
(Placerville-Sacramento Corridor). This trail is clearly a major non motorized 
transportation facility for the future and needs to be treated accordingly. 

96 Plan Alternative, Add a policy statement about updating the Bikeway Master 
Plan 

The following are requested changes to your document: 

In the Transportation and Circulation Elements, I request you include the El Dorado 
County Bicycle Master Plan El Dorado County October 6, 1999, as amended, and the 
Bicycle Transportation Plan, El Dorado County Transportation Commission, April 3, 
1997 as providing guidance for the development of bicycle routes within the County in 
all alternatives. 

Currently in alternatives 2 and 3, under the title Planning Documents, the only 
document cited for bicycles is the 1979 Bikeway Master Plan, which is painfully out of 
date. The Bikeway Master Plan was written before plans for El Dorado Hills were 
complete, the old Southern Pacific rights of way acquired, and many major transportation 
projects implemented. The 1996 General Plan envisioned the Bikeway Master Plan was 
going to be updated (Policy 3.11.1.3 and others) and the plans I have cited were 
responsive to that effort. 

] 
J 

Non-Motorized Transportation System-In the existing documents, there is speculation ], 
the decline in number of bicycle and walk trips from 1990 to 2000 is due to the low-
density development pattern and lack of investment in facilities. I would suggest many 
people are giving up riding and bikes and walking because higher vehicle numbers are 
making our roads and road shoulders wisafe. 

The General Plan needs to be owned by all the citizens, and very importantly by the 1 
various county departments needed to implement it. To be successful, policies must be 
the product of integrated planning. Currently there are references in the Circulation 
Element and Parks and Recreation Element on planning and developing trails. The past I 
shows direction resting in several elements frequently results in no department having V 
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responsibility and actions fall ''through the chairs". Please address the process that needs 
to be in place to ensure activities that appear in multiple elements are coordinated and 
reflect integrated thinking. 

Many of our existing recreation facilities and trails do not have adequate funding for their 
maintenance. Trails in particular have a tendency to begin and end within special 
districts or subdivisions, because these entities are responsible for their construction and 
maintenance. These trails need to be designed to provide county wide access. There 
should be a goal for recreation facilities and trails are available to a broad spectrum of the 
county population. The burden for maintaining the facilities/trails needs to shared and 
partially borne by the County. New mechanisms, such as Mello-Roos districts, are 
needed to help generate the funding necessary. 

I know my comments do not fit neatly into categories. I hope you can find ways to make 
them meaningful. 

Sincerely, 
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Engineering • Planning • Surveying 
14 July 2003 

Mr. Conrad B. Montgomery, Director 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 

LETTER 234 

03 JUL 15 PM 2: CS 

nECElVED 
?LA NN!NG DEP lUHHENT 

SUBJECT: Request for consideration of a change in the land use designations for the 
Environmentally Constrained (EC) and the Roadway Constrained. (RC) Alternatives 
for APNs 077-011-60 & 61. 

Dear Mr. Montgomery: 

On behalf of our client, Mr. Len Miller, this letter represents a request to change the designation of the 
subject parcels in both the EC and RC Alternatives. The designation for the 1996 General Plan 
Alternative is Low-Density residential and is an acceptable designation. 

In January of 1995, a Tentative Subdivision Map was submitted on the subject parcels for a five-acre 
Rural Subdivision as an additional unit to the Gold Strike Subdivision. The Writ on the existing General 
Plan held up this map, along with many other similar projects. 

The 1996 General Plan Alternative recognized this plan of action and applied the Low-Density 
Residential designation to these parcels. 

The EC Alternative has 077-011-60 as a Natural Resource designation and 077-011-61 as a Rural Lands 
designation. We request that both of these be changed to the Low-Density Residential designation in line 
with the Tentative Map in process. 

The RC Alternative has 077-011-60 as a Rural Lands designation and 077-011-61 as a Low-Density 
Residential designation. We request that 077-011-60 be changed to Low-Density Residential in line with 
the other parcel and consistent with the Tentative Map in process. 

Please contact me should you have any questions or require additional information. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

cc: Mr. Len Miller 94030. 08{goldstrike] 

3025 Alhambra Drive, Suite A, Cameron Park, California 95682-7999 
530-677-1747 • 916-985-7745 • FAX: 530-676-4205 • w,vw.thornecivil.com 
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Engineering • Planning • Surveying 

14 July 2003 

Mr. Conrad B. Montgomery, Director 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 

LETTER235 

RECr:lVED 
PL A NNJNG DEP .6. RTMENT 

SUBJECT: Request for consideration of a change in the land use designations for the Environmentally 
Constrained (EC) and the Roadway Constrained (RC) Alternatives for APNs 087-030-55, 56, 58, 
59, 60, 61, 62, 63, & 64, and 087-050-15, 16, 17, 19, 21, 22, & 23 

Dear Mr. Montgomery: 

On behalf of our client, the Ervin Ranch Partnership, this letter represents a request to change the designation of the 
above mentioned parcels from a Natural Resources designation in the RC Alternative. It is requested that a 
combination of Natural Resources and Rural Lands be incorporated into the RC Alternative. The Natural Resources 
designation is appropriate to a portion of that parcel (APN 087-050-21) adjacent to the Cosumnes River and the 
Rural Lands designation is appropriate for the balance of the parcels. 

The current map for the EC Alternative includes a checkerboard pattern of Natural Resources and Agricultural 
designations. It is totally unclear how this checkerboard pattern came about. It is requested that the EC Alternative 
be modified to include only the Natural Resources for a portion of that parcel (APN 087-050-21) adjacent to the 
Cosumnes River and the Rural Lands designation be used for the balance of the parcels. 

The designations as shown on the 1996 Alternative are acceptable. 

Please contact me should you have any questions or require additional information. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

-~~---
RCE 20462 

cc: George Carasco 

90007.01 {Ervin] 

3025 Alhambra Drive, Suite A, Cameron Park, California 95682-7999 
530-677-1747 • 916-985-7745 • FAX: 530-676-4205 • wwv;;thornecivil.com 
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Engineering • Planning • Surveying 
14 July 2003 

Mr. Conrad B. Montgomery, Director 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, California 95667 

D3 J!JL f 5 

LETTER236 

'). r, c: 
'~. i_• .J 

i ~~. E C.: : i \/ ~ lJ 
PLA hNlNG DEP ARTHHH 

SUBJECT~ Request for consideration of a change in the land use designations for the 1996 
General Plan, the Environmentally Constrained (EC) and the Roadway Constrained 
(RC) Alternatives for APNs 102-210'...12 and 102-220-13. 

Dear Mr. Montgomery: 

On behalf of our client, Mr. Amar Ghori, this letter represents a request to change the designation of the 
subject parcels from a Rural Lands designation in both the EC and RC Alternatives to a High-Density 
designation. The designation for the 1996 General Plan Alternative is Low-Density residential and 
should also be changed to a High-Density designation. 

The Rural Lands designation for both the EC and RC are essentially the same. It allows for the 
development of areas of limited infrastructure and public services. It is also applied to lands that are 
characterized by steeper topography, high fire hazards, and limited or substandard access. The Low
Density designation in the 1996 alternative shall be applied to those areas where infrastructure such as 
arterial roadways, public water, and public sewer are generally not available. 

None of the Base Land Use Designations described above are applicable to these parcels. 

The subject parcels are adjacent to Green Valley Road and are directly across from the future intersection 
of the new, adopted alignment of Bass Lake Road with Green Valley Road. This will be a signalized 
intersection. Both Green Valley Road and Bass Lake Roads are considered to be arterial roadways. 

The Rescue School District's new middle school is currently under construction, and a new high school 
and grammar school are all part of a complex directly across Green Valley Road from the subject parcels. 

A fire station and a church are planned at sites close to the intersection. 

Water, sewer, and other infrastructure is currently being extended to the new middle school. 

The land use designations in all three alternatives arc inappropriate in light of the above, factual 
information. It has always been a good planning concept to place development where the services are. 
Such planning is appropriate from an environmental point of view and as a means of mitigating many 
traffic impacts. Affordable housing can become a reality when the extensions of necessary services are 
minimized. Concentrating all of the services, including fire protection, K through 12 schools, churches, 
and transportation hubs in a relatively small area reduces the tendency for urban sprawl to occur. 

3025 Alhambra Drive, Suite A, Cameron Park, California 95682-7999 
530-677-1747 • 916-985-7745 • FAX: 530-676-4205 • www.thornecivil.com 
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Conrad B. Montgomery 14 July 2003 
APNs 102:210: 12 & l 02:220: 13 

We, therefore, respectfully request that our suggestions for modifications of all three alternatives be 
considered. 

Please contact me should you have any questions or require additional infom1ation. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

~~~-z_ 
RCE20462 

c: Mr. Amar Ghori 

 
        AR 12990



P.22 

--------

P.19 

40 A 

POR. SEOS. 17, 19, 20 8 21, T. ION., fUE., M.D.M. Tax Am Cod, 102:21 

:~lk7o ------- --- -. ---

r 
I 

~-.. +· 

30129 

@~ 
,:+~) 

P.20 

DEER VALLEY OAl<S 
UNIT NO. I 

P.27 

40A 

P.03 

~ 

P. 29 

DEER VALLEY OAKS 
UNIT NO. 2 

P. 28 

@ 
1'40,tllllA 

P.50 

NOTI- -~lkrdt~-mliln
_, - -.,,.,. $/1- "'Che,-

I 

l 

I 

l 

P.33 

1?26 

A-,~ Map Bk, 102 ~ Pg, 21 

County of El Ooredo, Cllllfornlli 

 
        AR 12991



I' 

POR.SOUTH 1/2 SEC.19T.ION.R.9E.M.D.M. 

',,, 
',,,,, 

',, 

P.19 

M .ll!_ __ ~!~. JI" I 

·11 

', ~. r,~ " 
I 

', *Y._ 
',, :',+o. 

I ,, # 

I ,,,, 

I 
BK.103 ''\ 

P.43 '... 

© 
Z1.9!1A 

·---~ - '"'+· s r-- I , I ----- ',!.t .... I ---~,\~I 

'&>le 
ltAIIDA 

, BK.103 I ',,: 

I 

P.07 Y..i / ',, 

I I // l~ 
I I ~ ----- .------, '-'"'«: 

J 
---- ..----1 -----\ 5-t,t.U.~1<.103~' 

---- ---- - ~ .;.---- .::--- P.431 ',, ~ -- ---- ..----- I I ''-,,, 
·-T· -~· I ' 

--- ·--- _j__ ', -- __ . '',"""' --- ,,'I _, 
' ',,, 

T§ll' An1111 CCKhl 

P. 21 

.-------., ~ ___-;:----R~ ------ I 
I 

I 

', ", ........ 
"L, ....... 

................. _ 
..... , ................... , 

.................... :-

102=22 

+ 

P.03 

N<JTI- ..._r11 fdl°"" --- lo t/l_.. __ 811_, i,, ~ 

~' Map Bk. 102 - Pg. 22 
County of Ef Dorsdo, Callfom~ 

 
        AR 12992



~v 
)\ II\ 

LEGEND NOTES: 

:.~'7.E°'E5~E:'" 
~-~_,~.-.l~k9~~~~ -~Nl--5~ .... ~lllltpa!ll! ... ......ii. ... 

~ .... ,.., .... ~~-ePIJiOl:a,b~......, 
Gb•Cl8S-

hf.....,.,.__, __ _,,., ........ _-i.i,,, .... _~""""' -fl6~llh!dlft......,&l'-'lil~,.Uil,....,.,.-... 
t;o.,,,aWjd:f:Otelc(. 

+ 
• Clarksville 

EL DORADO COUNTY "ROADWAY CONSTRAINED SIX-LANE PLUS ALTERNATIVE" 
LAND USE MAP 

 
        AR 12993



NOTES: ---~-_.,.-.,.,._ ... _._ ...... ~ .. ----~"' .... c.-tr'"'°"""'" bC-,,_lli:C_·__,Ol.--
.,.--vu.., .. ~------. ----~-----""~-~-........---s,lofl:!(d 
UM--·~-~trb.illl):q!s~~,,.._ . ..... ffCl_.._.-....-i .... oli'II~~ 

~-~-...,,.a~t,Wi!l~Callll'~ 

,.....,...ot,p'!...,.,_.......,i.mHS._~ .. ~~-b --,._,_~......,,... ... i:-Ml~(doaU,,,_.,.,,_ .. 8--
~~8,: 

Btb.m~E:!L~ 
-""- • ----.......... ~ Clarksville 

EL DORADO COUNTY "ENVIRONMENTALLY CONSTRAINED ALTERNATIVE" 

 
        AR 12994



LEGEND 
Q~l'at ·.·:···. ~~lMS 

"'~ c~~~ 
Q-.,.....,.~ i::::..._,.__ 
o- .··-C"-o----- :::/,-
Qllldu!i~~ C3 .._.._,__,_ 
tfl'-- cJ--
/1 LJ--
',f"ftcllu'llll'...__ cJ~~ 
QQ,alcrs,o., 0,-Hll~T·~ 
Q-- Q--o--.,.,~ --1ll!ltW"""" o--R--..-i ~=:,.,,.,~~ 
Q,--~ 

NOTES: 

,....,.tf'.lluifiurd~lbrl'l-'~·..._,.Zl!,,._tl&IC>CII. a~~-
""11116'!1n!(-~t-~--(lltfii:-....--h~•o#ltll 
--..a.i~c...,r,.Ja~ n..c~ ... -..-._....r,~~
t.-.q-wdrdrJ~«:IIWlo:a'llllell~..,,......_,.. 
~~-M;ffn~b9iilll'SJ~.--•--

«--~~n~~VClor..ir.CGdf~~-
-~-.... --~-Oilkp,,,i'-d,ol:dt,"'""'"' 

~---... ~""""""'--tf""ri°'"*c-wi~ 
,.,,,_...,""""_~----ll<peall,"""~""" --~-,..._..,.,....,t19"*'11 ... ,?.affi!l'codl•Uoo~.c.lil!ll!IN ~--

• Ml!llo.md@v-. Bendo~a~ 
~CAN9G7 

(G3('$Q:t'361 --
EL DORADO COUNTY "NO PROJECT/1996 ALTERNATIVE" 

LAND USE MAP 

• Clarksville 

 
        AR 12995



United States 
Department of 
Agriculture 

Forest 
Service 

Eldorado 
National 
Forest 

LETTER 237 

100 Forni Road 
Placerville, CA 95667 
(530) 622-5061 
(530) 626-4552 (TTY) 

Date: July l 4, 2003 

Heidi Tschudin, Contract Planner 
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Dear Ms. Tschudin: 

V' 

~:.:n E:: 
~rn r 
oC: Cf· 
or;·, 

~:2. 
~p, 
~o <-:? 

In addition to my previously submitted Eldorado National Forest comments to the El ~rad<fcs 
County Plan, I am taking this opportunity to express my support as Forest Supervisor~ the El 
Dorado County Fire Safo Council's recommendations and proposals to the El Dorado County 
Draft General Plan. Experience has shown that cooperation is essential in taking on the huge 
task of reducing severe wildland fires and their associated impacts to the wildland urban 
intermix, valuable municipal watersheds, and the overall natural resources of El Dorado County. 

Involvement of federal agencies as well as state and local governments, the private sector, and 
private individuals is the only way the problem of reducing the loss from catastrophic fire can be 
addressed. Although the Fire Safe Council's comments are designed to address the Draft 
Roadway Constrained Six-Lane Alternative we agree with their intent to provide direction for 
the inclusion of Fire Safe direction in any alternative selected. 

JOHN D. BERRY 
Forest Supervisor 

Caring for the Land and Serving People 
~ 

Printed on Recycled Paper '-' 
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United States Department of the Interior 
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Comments on I l Dorado County's Draft General Plan and Draft 

Dea, Mr. f= Environmentllmpact Report, Ill Dorado County, California 

·This is in SEO:nse to your letter dat i April 9, 2003, notifying the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(Service) t~e El Dorado County praft general plan and draft environmental impact report are 
avail~l~ ~ ieview and comment. lhese comme~ts are int~ed to assist you in your 
finahzatlon of the draft general plan and draft envrronmental nnpact report. They do not take the 
place of an f9rmal comments that ~ay be required under the provisions of the Endangered 
Species Ac qf 1973 (Act), as amen~, or the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act of 1934, as 
amended. 'e_. general plan includes four draft altematives: a no project alternative (alternative . . 
one), a ro w?,Y constrained six-lane "plus" alternative (alternative two). an environmentally 
constraine a_itemative (alternative ee), and a 1996 general plan alternative (alternative four). 
Each of the a}.tematives analyzed j'lies to the lands under the jurisdiction of El Dorado County, 
identifies p anned land uses, and est blishes policies to guide development "Within El Dorado ,1 
County up rugh the year 2025. . 

Aftemativ ene and four have simil project descriptions, whereas the project descriptions of 
alternative wo and three are more ~ar i:o that they differ from alternatives one and four by 
having: (l ~~reduced land use desi2'f1:ation of either residential or commercial/industrial; (2) an 
increased 1 'd use designation of ruzjal/open space/resource; and (3) higher standards for the 
protection (~ensitive biological resburces and water resources, with alternative three generally 
achiev~ ~Fe prot~ct~ve stan~ds Jeor sensitive biologfo.al resources and w~te:r resources_ than 
altemauve ~o- . A ~gnificant _differ~~e between alternative~ two and three :as that U.S. Hi~hway 
50 would i}Wlltamed as a SlX Ian; hxghway under alternative two whereas under altemanve 

three it wo ft be built to •1 eight lanes or would not be limited by size. 

~~ you to preserve and J)FOtect the quality, function, and value of surface and 
ater resources within Ef Dorado County's jurisdiction by adopting the policies of 
fl - I 
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, as outlined ~ Goalt0-3 and ~-4. In addition, we recommend that both 

2 

·d intermittent wetlandstd both perennial and intermittent stream courses be 
w> less than l 00-foot se ack buffer areas as measured from the upland edge of the 
;f8ID course. Buffers s1'buld extend to protect riparian habitats and riparian 
·some areas, we advise .~at such buffers may need to be extended to no less than 

330 feet to ~?id adverse effects to listed species such as the federally threatened California red
legged frog (1ana aurora draytonii).J However, we anticipate consclting on listed species 
potentially ected by :future projectl at a site-specific level, pursuant to section l O or section 7 

oftheAct. I · . 
The Servi ~pports El Dorado Coup.ty' s ~~empt to map and protect "important biologic8:1 
comdo.rs,» ~~ever, we :recommend explammg how they were developed and how they will be 
protected 4,.managed. Additionallf > we suggest adopting the important biological corridor as 
mapped in 5: environmentally consyained alternative but also extending the corridor eastward 
to the head •r of the Weber Creel} watershed to include the known population of California 

:!,~s:;~ ~- Furthermore, we su!gest linking the important biological corridors to federally 

f.eet in elevation, El Do ado County lies within the Sierra Nevada foothills and 
~ California red-legged frog recovery unit (recovery unit one)., as designated in the 

Service's 2 q . .7 Recovery plan for th~ California red-legged frog. Within this recovexy unit are 
two core •• in El Dorado County, iTraverse Creek and Cosumnes River core areas. To further 
the protecti n and recovery of the California red-legged frog, we recommend you incorporate the 
recovery o · ~tives and strategies foi this recovezy unit and these core recovery areas as outlined 
in the Se ~; s 2002 Recovery plan I or the California red-legged frog into an aquatic 
manageme :t ·~ategy within the gen .raJ. plan and environmental impact report. 

II 
for further 

1
ptection of federally lis d species and their habitats, we encourage you to adopt the 

policies of . rive three, as ou11· ed in Goals C0-5 and C0-6. These policies include · 
consisten '-vtth the Service's 2002 covery plan for gabbro soil plants of the Central Sie"a 
Nevada Fo t~ills for protection off1derally listed gabbro soil plant,species. This recovery plan 
specificall a.ddresses the protection and recovery needs of four plants f edem.lly listed as 
endange Stebbins' moming-glort (Calystegia stebbinsi1), Pine Hill ceanothus (Ceanothus 
roderickiz)} PJne Hill flannel bush CFf emontodendron califomicum ssp. decumbens), and El · 
Dorado be traw (Galium californicum s~. sierrae); one plant federally listed as threatened, ,. . 1 -.t' 

Layne's bu. • rweed (Senecio layne]); and one plant species offederal concern, El Dorado mule-
ears (Wye 1;] reticulata). However,, the maps for the plant pre5<rrves as recommended in the 
Service's 2 02 document are not re ected in either the draft general plan o:r the draft 

u t. 
environm tal impact report. Thereiore, we recommend incoiporating the :recovery and ~· . conservati ·strategies in addition t~ the proposed preserve maps as outlined in the Service's 
2002 Rec ~?' plan for gabbro soilllants of the Centr,. al Sierra M. evada Foothills as the primary 
conservati , strategy for these plant species in the ~ general plan and draft environmental 

unpaa~ 1 . 

I 2ae.-. I 

! 
i 
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Mr. Pet.er 3 

One of the r ?ve~ goals of the Rec~very plan for gabbro soil plants of the Central Sierra 
Nevada Fo t1flls is to secure a total ~reserve area of 5 ,00 I acres, currently the total p;rese:i:ve area 
is 3,079 acr s~. We encourage you to pursue an effective strategy for land acquisition within the 
proposed p t preserves so as to ensure that the goal of a 5,001 acre preserve is achieved. We 
are conc~m{(that if this goal is not r~ached, the recovery of these threatened and endangered 
plant speciei iind their management~ including the ability to iml)lement appropriate fire 
managemezt~mll :not be realized. . 

We have riived a May 28, 2003, letter from the El Dorado County Planning Department 
stating that ~ development of a coutity-wide habitat conservation plan (HCP) is a topic of 
interest '\\.i fl Dorado County. We ke encouraged by this letter and are supportive of this 

J_•• I effort; we r"'l"ommend El Dorado Colfllty prepare a county-wide conservation plan pursuant to . 
section 10( ap~ }(B) of the Act. If El lporado County were to submit a satisfactoxy HCP to the 
Service for ~e species that would be ~ected by the projects covered under the HCP, El Dorado 
County wo~4"receive an incidental ~e permit authorizing take of federally listed species o:r the 
adverse mjiftc. ation of critical habitat of a federally listed species. We believe that Measure 
CO-A, thro @. Measure C0°K, of th~ Implementation Program of alternative three provides a 
beginning ainework that, once developed further with more specific measures, could meet the 
requiremen -0f a satisfactory HCP. For example, Measure co~I proposes to develop an 
integrate3~al resources manage~ent plan that, "addresses and integrates conservation and 
managem F;lanning for a number df natural resources" and specifically includes: 
(1) coord· ion among local, State, Jud Federal agencies having jurisdiction ofnatural 
resources; ( )public involvement in !atural resource management planning and implementation; 
(3) conse~"?,,n and :restoration oflatge and contiguous native habitats; (4) thresholds for the 
significanc fgr the loss ofvarious ~bitats and/or resources; (5) connectivity oflarge and 
contiguous a"!ive plant communities; native habitats, and other import.ant habitat features; ( 6) 
permanent otection of important ~bitat features through means such as utilization of open 
space and nh.biral resource land use designations or zoning, clustering, large lot design, setbacks, 
or ?th~ a I i,riate tec~ques; (7) nrcentive progr~; (8) monitoring of the plan's go~ ~d 
obJectives; ~

1 
(9) a~pttve manag. ;· ent. The outline for sue~ a management plan, once 1t is 

further dev oF wtth the other me ures of the Iroplementauon Program, could be used as a 
strategy for f development of an H P. 

The Servi supports the agriculture ~!ides of alternative tb,ee as outlined in Goal AF-I. The 
intention of ~ s goal is the long-term protection of agricultwal and range lands :from 
incompatib 'uses. Importantly, Polity AF-lf discourages the conversion of existing or suitable 
agricultural ands to nonagriculturalE• sand Policy AF-lg encourages the designation of 
agricultural Aud to include rangelan s currently used for grazing or suitable for sust.ained grazing 
of domestic Ii'-trestock. We urge the general plan to also discourage or disallow the 
conversion /existing or suitable rankelands to other agricultural uses such as vineyards or other 
row crops J have a diminished wilhlif e value relative to the rangelands for species of concern 

w I including sland bird species such as wintering raptors like femiginous hawks (Buteo regalis), 
Swainson's iwks (Buteo Swainsoni)' mi rough-legged hawks (Buteo lagopus). 

I __ 

J 
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Mr. Peter er 4 

We appreci t~. this opportunity to comment on the El Dorado County draft general plan and draft 
environmen impact :report. Please bontact Peter Epanchin or Gaty Burton at (916) 414-6600 if 
you have q ltions regarding this lettk. 

R i 

cc: 
El Dorado 
California 
California 
Bureau of 
El Dorado 

-- 1 Sincerely, 

Douglas Weinrich 
Acting Chief: Endangered Species Division 

I 
(?'?1)ty Planning Department, Placerville, California (Attn: Conrad Montgomery) 
~a.rtment of Fish and G~e, Rancho Cordova. California (Attn: Frank Gray) 

c.partment ofFish and G?-Tne, Rancho Cordova, California (Attn: Daniel Burmeister) 
a1id Management, Folsotjl, California (Attn: Al Franklin) 
ational Forest, Placervilie, California (Attn: John D. Berry) 

I :; 
-· :: 
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From: Tom Wunschel [t.wunschel@worldnet.att.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2003 2:15 PM 
To: bosfour@el-dorado.ca.us 
Cc: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: General Plan 

Hi Charlie, 

LETTER239 

This letter is in regards to the proposed General Plan. Since my parcel is 
in your district, I am asking for your assistance in a matter that concerns me. 
It has to do with alternative# 3. In that proposal my 80 acre parcel (069-280-
10-100) could only be divided into two 40 acre parcels, unlike the proposed ten 
acres that are reconunended in alternatives 1,2 and 4. In 1978 I purchased my 
property with hopes of building a home for my family. In 1985 I saved up enough 
money to build our home. I also knew that some day I would be able to give my 
two children part of the property since it was zoned for ten acre parcels. If 
alternative 3 is approved I will not be able to give my children the 
opportunity to live and rear their families on our property. My parents, 
grandparents, and great grandparents have lived in El Dorado County for over 100 
plus years. I was hoping my children could do the same. Over the last 10 years 
most of the land around me has been developed into 10 acre parcels. I am not 
interested in subdividing the land for others. I am just hoping I can give some 
to my children. If you can help me in this matter I would greatly appreciate 
it. Feel free to call me if you would like to discuss this with me. 

Thank You, 

Tom Wunschel 

2020 Pine Hill Rd 

Rescue 

676-2308 
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General Plan Team 
2850 Fairlane Ct 
Placerville, CA 95667 

DavidZweck 
4 70 l Ridge Drive 

Shingle Springs CA 95682 
(530) 677-2122 

LETTER240 

RE: General Plan Designation, Assessor's Parcel Nos. 90-190-02; 90-380-07 & 19 

We are the owners of 140 acres of land near the tovmsite of Shingle Springs. We have 
been trying to develop an acceptable plan for these lands since the late l980's. Our 
process was put on hold pending development of the 2010 plan. Unfortunately our 
experience is not unique. 

We submitted a parcel specific request that was adopted as part of the 2010 plan. The 
designation of our land is LDR within the Community Region. This designation would 
allow the submission of a development plan that would allow MDR level uses. This 
would be an appropriate level of development for this property. The proposals within the 
three alternatives to the 1996 plan would significantly reduce the possibilities for our 
property as well as the adjacent properties of the White's and the Scheiber's and would 
not allow for the orderly development of the appropriate infrastructure for the area. 

Our most recent development application for an LDR residential subdivision is currently 
tolled under the General Plan Writ. The application had three Planning Commission 
Hearings and was in compliance with the 1996 General Plan. 

Any development of my property should include EID service that is available in the area. 
Eighty acres of my property is now within the EID district. Policies within the plan 
which discourage extension of urban services outside the community Region might result 
in regional water line sizes that would not support appropriate development. 

We fully support the re-adoption of the 1996 plan as adopted by the Board of 
Supervisors. We are opposed to the types of policies that are part and parcel of the lower 
growth alternatives as being unrealistic as to the level of population that will come to this 
region within the next 20 years. We should retain those parcels such as ours in a 
designation that might allow the level of planning that would result in a neighborhood 
that would be an asset to the area. Developing the region exclusively by parcel map or 
not allowing density transfers does not afford the planners the full set of choices for 
arriving at a well planned community. 
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Specializing in Land-Use, Enviromnent,1/ & Hi,;toric Preservation Issues ""ti 

11768 Atwood Road-Suite 17-B · Aubwn,CA 95603-9074 r- C) 
(.,) Tel: 530-885-8460 •Fax 530-885-8886 •E-mail: drdalesntith@aoaenviro.net ?; 

Dr. Dale Smith, H.H.D. • C~eral Manager z ::,:; ~ 
z:P' r
e>O 

July 15, 2003 or, i c.n ,..,_,<> 
"< 

Mr. Conrad B. Montgomery 
Planning Director 

~fll -
Via E-mail- generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us. ~ CJ .c-· 

Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Manager 
El Dorado County 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

f'I'\ 
z 
-1 

Re: El Dorado County General Plan Draft EIR - Comments, documents & exhibits from 
the F,IMl!s o/ M/~1 ~ 3/111~ 3-. tFIRl a California not-for-profit, 
public benefits corporation, Shingle Springs, El Dorado County, California. 

At the outset the FSSI wishes to express the gratitude of the organization for this opportunity to 
express their opinions on the proposed General Plan and exercise their first-amendment rights 
and their California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) obligations. 

CEOA 15201. Public Participation 
Public participation is an essential part of the CEQA process. In Concerned Citizens of 
Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 32nd District Agricultural, Assoc. (1986) 42 Cal. 3d 929, the court 
emphasized that the public holds a "privileged position" in the CEQA process "based on a 
belief that citizens can make important contributions to environmental protection and on 
notions of democratic decision making. 11 A vigilant, informed, and well-prepared 
citizenry is the key to the enforcement of CEQA and better environmental decision 
making by state and local officials. Many Californians have come to expect full 
compliance with CEQA and are ready and willing to challenge agencies that do not take 
CEQA seriously. 

We have also carefully read the CEQA Guidelines concerning Environmental Impact Reports 
(EIR) and this lead us to our first comment. We have found that the EDC General Plan DEIR is 
a rather confusing document that is very difficult to decipher and understand, even for people 
who are familiar with CEQA documentation. In addition to--or in conjunction with--the overly 
complex, ponderous and confusing language, it is extremely difficult to locate pertinent 
information. For example, for some strange reason information that should be in one location 
seems to be found in several, and it becomes most difficult to find what you need. Those of us in 
publicly funded groups simply do not have unlimited funds or time to wade through this 
confusing information to provide wen informed and meaningful comments within the time 
limitations strictly imposed. Others have had the same experience. It seems that in addition to--
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or in conjunction with--material that is hard if not impossible to locate and decipher, there is 
quite a bit of overkill in this document. 

These defects are serious enough to violate not only rules set out in the CEQA Guidelines, such 
as Guideline 15140, which requires that EIRs "be written in plain language,11 but also rules set 
out in leading CEQA cases, such as the case of Emmington vs Redevelopment Agency of Solano 
County, California Appellate Reports Third, volume 195 at page 502, where the court said that 
the public should not be forced to laboriously sort through large numbers of pages of raw data to 
draw its "own conclusions about which information is pertinent to this project's likely effect on 
the environment. 11 

Candidly, this is pretty much what this document forces the public to do. The four different 
project analysis documents are extremely difficult to compare side by side in necessary detail, 
resulting in a sense of frustration and utter confusion, which leads members of the public--some 
of whom this writer has spoken to--to simply give up. That is not what the lawmakers ofCEQA 
had in mind when they framed these laws. This has a chilling effect on public participation. 
Indeed, it makes well-informed and meaningful public participation virtually impossible. 
Therefore, we respectfully request that the DEIR be re-written and re-organized to cure these 
serious defects and thus allow the public the opportunity to fully and fairly participate. 

We have also come to realize that there are often problems when policies, procedures, laws and 
ordinances are not complied with by public agencies. This is at the heart of our comment, which 
will be limited to the issue of Transportation and Circulation, Air Pollution as it relates to T & C 
and Measure Y. Our experience in Shingle Springs over the years shows us that sometimes 
actions are taken by El Dorado County agencies that result in inadequate study of vital elements 
in the planning process, and the result is not only unfortunate, it is contrary to the requirements 
of state law; i.e., CEQA So it is in this case. We start with EDC GP statements: 

ROADWAY CONSTRAINED SJX-LANE "PLUS" ALTERNATIVE 

TRANSPORTATION AND CIRCULATION ELEMENT- SECTION 5.4 

ROADS AND HIGHWAYS 

The El Dorado County Circulation Map is a road and highway plan designed to provide 
for the safe and efficient movement of people and goods to and within the county and to 
ensure safe and continuous access to land. Using the state freeway and highways and the 
County's system of roads as its basic framework, the County Circulation Map provides a 
unified, functionally integrated, oountywide system that is correlated with the Land Use 
Element. 

GOAL TC-0: To maintain El Dorado County's rural character, U.S. Highway 50 
within the County shall not be widened to more than six through lanes (i.e., three 
lanes in each direction, not including auxiliary lanes and truckclimbing lanes). 

\ 
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Policy TC-Oa The County shall work with California Department of Transportation, the 
El Dorado County Transportation Commission, and the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments to promote long range transportation planning consistent with this goal. 
GOALTC-1: To plan for and provide a unified, coordinated, and cost-efficient 
countywide road and highway system that ensures the safe, orderly, and efficient 
movement of people and goods. 

The Serious Problem of Faulty Traffic Studies Leading To Flawed Data 

These goals and standards have not been achieved. Far from it As presently proposed, the 
Map doesn't do what the DEIR claims. There is no truly unified, functionally integrated, 
cost-efficient, countywide system correlated with the Land Use Element. The present 
proposal sadly fails to maintain the county's rural character altogether. Indeed, it does just 
the opposite. It must be revised to properly address and implement these lofty goals. 

With GOAL TC-las the premise for how it should be done, we compare that with how it was 
done in the Shingle Springs Interchange area in 2001-02. Here are excepts from materials 
submitted by FSSI to El Dorado County on the project - DR00-11, Circle K / 76 Mini-Mart and 
Gas Station, in a letter from traffic & circulation expert Dan T. Smith, Smith Engineering & 
Management, May 24, 2002: 

Issue of Traffic Volume Data - The 3-08-02 report by Whitlock & '(Veinberger 

The 3-08-02 letter report reiterates the already understood point that 9-14-00 
traffic report on which the original ISMNO relied was based on July 2000 (high 
school not in session) peak period intersection movement counts that were 
adjusted based on other traffic data in an attempt to make the movements 
representative of what actually occurs for nine months of the year when school is 
in session. The 9-14-00 traffic report itself points out that the summer counts on 
the approaches to some of the study intersections vary ( are lower) "by 
approximately 500 percent" (Whitlock & Weinberger, 9-14-00, page 6) from the 
conditions that prevail for most of the school year. 

Our point is, and has always been, that when there is such an enormous 
variation between summer and the rest of the year, summer counts factored on 
the basis of other count data in the area are an unacceptabf y unreliable basis for 
the evaluation. It would stretch credibility to rely upon counts that needed to be 
adjusted by 25 or 30 percent; relying on counts that need to be adjusted by up to 
500 percent are simply useless. 

The second point on the subject of adequacy of traffic data in the 3-08-02 letter 
report is the comment that a supplementary report was prepared on 5-01-01, 
that the 5-01-01 report is based on data that was collected while school was in 
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session, and that, taken together, the 9-14-00 and 5-01-01 reports provide a 
complete representation of traffic conditions in the area with and without school 
in session. 

We acknowledge the existence of the 5-01-01 supplementary report and 
understand that it was based on February, 1999 intersection count data (a time 
when school was in session). However, review of the recirculated ISMND 
illustrates that the County has not relied upon the analyses in the 5-01-01 report 
at all in preparing the ISMNO. All of the LOS I delay information presented in the 
recirculated ISMND (Table 2, page 21) are identical to the delay values 
presented in Table 1 of the 9-14-00 study. There are no analysis results in the 
ISMND that correspond to the results of the LOS I delay computations in the 5-
01-01 reports. 

Moreover, the County could not have coherently compared the delay results of 
the intersection analyses from the two reports. The 9-14-00 analysis was 
performed using the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual methodology for signalized 
intersections; the 5-01-01 report was performed usjng the 1997 Highway 
Capacity Manual methodology. The two analysis methodologies differ 
substantially, analyzing completely different definitions of delay. As a 
consequence of the difference in delay definition and the related differences in 
the analysis procedure, the delay results predicted by the two methodologies 
would differ radically, even if the same intersection and identical traffic volume 
data set were being analyzed. The delay results predicted by the two procedures 
are simply not comparable. 

In conclusion on this sub-point, while Whitlock & Weinberger have done more 
work subsequent to the 9-14-00 report using what may be a more suitable data 
set, it is obvious that the County has not relied upon that subsequent work in 
preparing the recirculated ISMNO. The ISMND is stm based on flawed, radically 
factored summertime data. 

These comments were not considered or acted upon. They were typically ignored. There 
are many pages of similar comments that show repeatedly that El Dorado County traffic 
measurements are not correct, yet decisions that may vitally and adversely impact the health, 
safety and welfare of the population, which includes school children, the elderly and the 
disabled, are made on faulty information and data. The same kind of faulty data and 
information is being used in the El Dorado General Pian DEIR now being put forward. Judge 
Bond's decision and writ specifically deal with inadequate analyses of, and particular corrective 
measures regarding traffic/circulation impacts. We again call this to the attention of El Dorado 
County in consideration of the General Plan DEIR. Like expert Dan Smith's comments, .Judge 
Bond's specific directions have been ignored, in the most part. 
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In particular, we cite Section 5.4, page 8, Traffic Safety, which is an area of the past and present 
studies, policies and measures that is totally inadequate, and we respectfully request--nay, 
demand--that these vital matters be properly dealt with: 

"Traffic Safety [,r] The recent accident history for El Dorado County roadways ( excluding state 
highways) was researched to identify locations with. high accident rates. The County considers a 
location to have a high accident rate if the rate exceeds l.O accident per million vehicle miles 
(mvm) over the past 3 years. Exhibit 5.4-6 shows the locations with accident rates based on the 
County's criterion. The County considers these locations in developing roadway improvements. 
In some cases, the primacy cause of an accident is related to driver behavior or weather, which 
would not be eliminated by a physical improvement." 

Exhibits 5. 4-4 to 5. 4-6 show that the area written about by Traffic Engineer Dan T. Smith are the very 
roads he is discussing: Ponderosa Road, South Shingle Springs Road, Mother Lode Drive, Durock Road. 

A rather thorough search of the SAFETY elements of Circulation and Transportation again turned up a 
problem cited previously - the difficulty to finding things in the various Alternatives. An excellent 
example is the following policy found on page 229 of the 1996 General Plan. Search as we did, we could 
not find a comparable statement on this all important issue of Highway Safety in the other Alternatives. 
This is extremely significant, because it is at the heart of our presentation on the failure of El Dorado 
County to properly analyze & present traffic data. Notice how each of these 1996 Policies speak to this! 

HIGHWAY SAFETY 
GOAL 6.9: HIGHWAY SAFETY 

Provide highways within the County that provide for the safe movement of goods 
and people throughout the County. 

OBJECTIVE 6.9.1: SAFETY HAZARDS REDUCTION PROGRAM 
Create a program to reduce safety hazards on County roadways especially at 
locations with a history of frequent accidents. 

Policy 6.9. l. l The County shall identify those roadways with existing or projected safety 
problems, prioritize them in terms of the immediacy of the need for 
improvements, and develop programs for financing needed improvements. 

Policy 6.9.l.2 Recognize that substandard road conditions exist in some rural areas of the 
County and include feasible roadway, pedestrian, and bicyclist safety 
improvements in the roadway improvement priority list. 

Policy 6.9.1.3 New roads connecting to County roads shall be designed to provide safe 
access as required by the County Design and Improvement Standards 
Manual. 

This or similar material stressing these safety issues may be mentioned in the other alternatives, 
but in addition to being inadequate, we do not find them in the Traffic and Circulation 
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category where they belong. This is wrong. It is confusing, and it prevents well-informed 
and meaningful public participation.. We find it disturbing that these extremely vital elements 
of safety were not easily found or properly addressed and are omitted from some of those 
Alternatives. 

El Dorado County Liability and Risk Management 

The General Plan DEIR must address the County's potential liability and other risk management 
issues that stem from approving the Plan, theoretically with fuU knowledge of its potential for 
impacts on the safety of human beings in the County. The issues are relevant because, among 
other things, they may lead to physical effects on the environment such as added congestion and 
altered traffic patterns where preventable accidents occur, not to mention the serious human 
health and safety considerations that are grossly understated or completely omitted. 

In recent times there have been instances of California counties (e.g., Butte County) threatening 
to file ( or possibly even filing) for bankruptcy, and large judgments in personal injury and 
wrongful death cases may have a very serious effect on the County's ability to provide essential 
services and adequate environmental protection. 

We introduce the term RISK MANAGEMENT at this juncture as it fits well to the scenario we 
are trying to illustrate - the high risk of impacts on the safety of human beings in the County due 
to the squandering of limited, irreplaceable resources by failing to properly address this 
important issue. The Risk Management Center provides this excellent definition of Risk 
Management 

Risk Management is a process consisting of well-defmed steps which, when taken in 
sequence, support better decision making by contributing to a greater insight into risks 
and their impacts. It is as much about identifying opportunities as it is about avoiding 
losses. By adopting effective Risk Management techniques you can help to improve 
safety, quality and business performance in your company. 

In addition to making sure it's addressed in the DEIR, our purpose in bringing forward this Risk 
Management issue is profoundly based on our prime reason for questioning the validity of the 
DR00-1 l project - PUBLIC SAFETY, and it applies equally to the EDC GP DEIR Thus, 
traffic and circulation expert Dan T. Smith, whose comments were in the most part ignored, 
stated: 

'The 3-08-02 report by Whitlock & Weinberger letter asserts the absurd claim 
that the analysis "presents a worst case scenario" because, among other 
things, the analysis included ' .. . no traffic management plans which might 
reduce the site's trip generation'. Really? We ask, who has ever seen a 
serious traffic demand management plan for a gas station and mini-mart? Would 
they shut off the pumps and lock the doors for ten or fifteen minutes out of each 
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peak hour? Would they double prices in the peak hour in an attempt to 
discourage customers?' 

These serious matters have never been addressed, and until they are the DEIR is woefully 
inadequate and cannot withstand CEQA scrutiny. 

A Hypothetical But Very Possible Crash Scenario Resulting From Faulty Data 

As for the risks involved, FSSI brings forward a bit of supposition based on some probabilities 
that have come to light in the various traffic reports. This is only a hypothetical example, but it 
is based on credible and reliable data and existing circumstances. Suppose you do go ahead with 
this plan as it is now formulated, even after fully qualified experts have pointed out its obvious 
flaws. 

The very next winter after construction of the Circle K minimart and gas station at the Shingle 
Spr,ings site, or similar projects at similar sites, there is a major crash involving several autos at 
that off ramp right in front of that new gas station. Imagine that one of the autos, a top-of-the 
line BMW, had four very highly placed, highly paid executives from San Francisco on their way 
to go skiing at Lake Tahoe. Two are killed; two are severely injured and disabled, and will never 
be able to work again. Imagine that a jury finds the major cause or one of the major causes of 
that crash to be the very driveway design flaws pointed out by the FSSI experts in regard to the 
Shingle Springs site, or other experts in regard to other sites and other projects as to which the 
county has refused to heed these warnings in order to allow projects to go forward. 

In discussing this matter with attorneys with extensive experience in personal injury law, we 
learned that although there are certain exemptions, privileges and other obstacles to recovery on 
tort theories, where the injuries are serious enough and the potential monetary recoveries are 
large enough, and the example given clearly falls into the highest category imaginable, personal 
injury attorneys representing plaintiffs are famous for coming up with innovative and successful 
theories of recovery. Indeed, you can count on this. There are many, many examples in tort law 
where this has occurred, where new law was created and adopted by California courts acting in 
accordance with the state•s extremely strong policy--for which our state is widely known--of 
making sure plaintiffs injured or killed through no fault of their own are justly compensated. 
And history shows that this includes deaths and injuries resulting from the dereliction of duty by 
governmental bodies who elect to balance other values--like increasing mitigation fees and tax 
revenues--against the health, safety and welfare of their citizenry. 

We tum back again to the Risk Management Center definition: 

Risk Management is a process consisting of well-defined steps which, when taken in 
sequence, support better decision making by contributing to a greater insight into risks 
and their impacts. It is as much about identifying opportunities as it is about avoiding 
losses, By adopting effective Risk Management techniques you can help to improve 
safety, quality and business performance in your company. 
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Substitute "county" for "company" and you have the perfect formula for why FSSI believes the 
risk management factors clearly apply to data in the General Plan DEIR that has been shown to 
be false, inaccurate or inadequate by qualified experts such as Dan T. Smith. Without the 
careful examination of these most vital factors, El Dorado County could well be setting itself up 
for massive lawsuits resulting from preventable crashes taking lives and leaving many disabled 
for life. 

How Can FSSI Make These Statements? 

Dan T. Smith, Smith Engineering & Management Report, May 24, 2002: 

Whitiock & Weinberger' s 3-08-02 letter concludes its comments on the traffic 
data issue by appending two pages of comparisons of the July-00 turning count 
data on which their 9-14-00 analysis was bases with February-99 data the 
County had relied on for other purposes. The letter asserts that the traffic 
volumes used in the analysis of the Circle K project are consistent with traffic 
volumes the County had used in its' evaluation of improvements for the area. 

Examination of the volume comparisons on their Attachments A and B leads to 
precisely the opposite conclusion. Many of the major movements differ radically 
between the two count dates. We have attached a copy of those attachments, 
annotated to show some of the glaring percentage differences on some major 
movements. It is indisputable that the base traffic data relied upon by the ISMNO 
is unrepresentative of the conditions that occur most of the year. 

Attachments A and B also include traffic projections to Year 2015 for a 
comparison to the observed 1999 and 2000 traffic data that is totally irre1evant to 
the issue of whether the initial data base of the analysis is valid. The future 
forecasts presented are generally (but not always) higher than the observed 
data. However, the layman of average intelligence would expect that a projection 
13 years hence ( 15 years from the time of the 9-14-00 study) in an area like the 
subject area would involve considerably more traffic than at present. The future 
forecasts shed no light on whether the base data is valid. The fad is that if the 
base data is unrepresentative, the future forecasts are likely to be inaccurate as 
well. 

The FSSI contends that this is hard evidence that bears very careful consideration by El Dorado 
County as it considers the General Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. 
The Smith Report is Atta~hment (l} of these comments. 

Once again we cite County Policy on the issue of traffic safety, which is being violated by 
continuing to ignore the Smith Report: 
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GOAL TC-1: To plan for and provide a unified, coordinated, and cost-efficient 
countywide road and highway system that ensures the safe, orderly, and efficient 
movement of people and goods. 

Returning to the un-resolved issue of project DR00-11, Circle K / 76 Mini-Mart and Gas 
Station, we cite still another vital issue, the compliance with County standards in the design of 
projects. Is the General Plan DEIR faulty on this issue? The answer is a resounding yes. 

Therefore, we ask--or respectfully demand--that the preparers of the DEIR carefully look at this 
situation: 

The 3-08-02 letter goes on to present a misleading discussion of the implications 
of the queue of vehicles northbound on S. Shingle that would extend back from 
the intersection with Mother lode. The letter correctly documents that the 
Whitlock & Weinberger analysis shows a design queue (the length of queue 
engineers would normally design to provide storage for) of 13 vehicles per lane 
and, Jess correctly, indicates that such queues would not occur more than 5 
percent of the time. (What the statistics really indicate is that the design queue 
length would not be exceeded more than 5 percent of the time; the design queue 
length itself could occur more than 5 percent of the time). But that is peripheral 
to the fundamental problem issue posed by the project site plan. The real 
problem is that the positioning of the project driveway to S. Shingle Springs 
allows for only a queue of 4 vehicles in each northbound lane before the 
driveway would be blocked. The statistical probability is that, if the design queue 
is 13 vehicles per lane, there likely would be a queue of at least 4 vehicles per 
lane a very large portion of the time. So movements to and from the project 
driveway to S. Shingle Springs could be obstructed a large portion of the time. 

The 3-08-02 letter indicates that the queuing issues related to the S. Shingle 
driveway operation could be resolved through coordination of the planned 
signals at Druock and at Mother Lode. However, with the intersections so ciosely 
spaced and without analysis of an actual coordination ptan, it is not at an obvious 
that the problem can be resolved through routine signal coordination. 

The 3-08-02 letter also indicates Caltrans and the County had considered 
resolving problems associated with inadequate distance and queue storage 
between the intersections by relocating Durock to intersect S. Shingle Springs 
farther away from Mother lode. The fact that they considered it as a long term 
strategy is an indication that mere signa{ coordination is not an adequate solution 
with intersections spaced so closely. Relocation of Durock is not a currently 
committed project; it is just a concept that has been studied by Caltrans as an 
alternative. Since it is uncommitted and unfunded, it cannot be considered as 
mitigating the Circie K / 76 project's significant impacts unless the County 
conditions the Circle K / 76 project to pay for the relocation of Ourock as a project 
mitigation. While the 3-08-02 letter asserts that the project's driveway location is 
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compatible with a relocation of Durock, having traffic to and from the project's 
driveway so close to the Mother Lode intersection tends to defeat the purpose of 
relocating Ourock. 

The 3-08-02 letter also mentions a section of El Dorado County code on 
driveway location that is not at issue. What is at issue is the failure to conform to 
the more rigorous County of El Dorado Department of Transportation Design 
Standards. Although the County Engineer, as the letter notes, can grant 
variances to these standards, the County Engineer must have reasonable basis 
for doing so. Per points raised herein as weJI as in our 8-6-01 and 5-20-02 
comments, the County Engineer does not have reasonable basis for waiving the 
design standards. 

The 3-08-02 letters arguments on the noncompliance with the driveway location 
design standards do not specifically address the matter of the project's driveway 
to Mother lode, which is only 60 feet from the intersection with S. Shingle 
Springs. 

FSSI believes that because of their seriousness and widespread impacts it is appropriate, if not 
absolutely vita~ for the DEIR to address the specific problems posed by the traffic situation 
created by the proposed Shingle Springs interchange gas station and ministore project, which is 
apparently on the verge of being revived in anticipation of the adoption of the new County 
General Plan. Indeed, by citing specific incidents as we have above, we point out to the County 
serious problems that should be addressed if this General Plan is the major planning document 
guiding all actions -- and it is according to your own statements. 

"This General Plan is the County's basic planning document and is the vehicle 
through which a County addresses, balances, and fits together the competing 
interests and needs of its residents." (Paragraph 1, EDC Website-General Plan) 

The Planning Department and General Plan Manager simply must take a long, hard look at these 
most recent events which, when so carefully considered, can have an impact upon how the 
General Plan is finally constructed. Now is the time to take care of any deficiencies. If the 
General Plan fails to do so it is inadequate and will again fail to pass judicial muster. The long, 
clearly defined history of judicial action by the citizens of El Dorado County should give its 
executives some cause for concern. If in a very short time, we could find this much, what might 
be found to bring forward in future legal action? 

The Issue of Air Pollution Generally And As It Relates to Traffic & Circulation 

Utilizing the DR00-11 experience in Shingle Springs in 2001 and 2002 leads to some of the 
same conclusions, i.e., serious questions concerning the validity of the research & conclusions 
drawn in the GP DEIR. This is a guiding principle: l 
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Goal HS-8: To reduce motor vehicle air pollution by developing programs aimed at 
minimizing congestion, reducing the number of vehicle trips in the 
county, and encouraging the use of clean fuels. 

Goal HS-8 is very clear; we question whether it was followed. Motor vehicles account for a 
major share of harmful air pollution emissions that cause shortness of breath, respiratory disease, 
cancer, death, structural deterioration, crop damage, and decreased visibility affecting cities, 
national parks, and rural areas. It also contributes to global climate change, and constitutes a 
hidden tax on our economic as well as physical health and well-being. 

More than three-fourths of all job and housing growth since 1970 has been in suburban areas that 
have been designed to promote automobile access as the only convenient or available means of 
travel for most trips. From 1970 to 1998, vehicle miles traveled has increased by 136 percent, or 
more than three times the rate of population growth. 

This is exactly the situation we find throughout the County generally, and particularly in the 
Shingle Springs area. According to CEQA, a project will have a significant air quality impact if 
it violates any ambient air quality standard, substantially contributes to an existing or projected 
air quality violation, or exposure sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations 
exceeding federal or state standards. We submit that all of these factors are present in this 
project and the "cumulative" air pollution impacts must be fully reported. This has not been 
done, and until it is done the DEIR will continue to be materially deficient. FSSI respectfully 
demands that this situation be remedied, and that the DEIR be recirculated for public review after 
it has been corrected. 

FSSI filed with El Dorado County an environmental study and review dated August 3, 2001, 
prepared by Goddard & Goddard Engineering of Lucerne, California, a copy of which is 
Attachment 2 of these comments, and the contents of which are fully incorporated into these 
comments as if restated in full. The Goddard & Goddard study included the following 
provisions: 

a. The use of a "worst-case, 11 rather than "best-case" scenario to analyze and evaluate air 
pollution (as well as traffic/circulation and safety) impacts. This is absolutely 
essential. There is no factual, legal, common sense or other basis for using anything 
other than a worst-case scenario. Indeed, the use of a best-case scenario perpetrates a 
:fraud against the public, and its use must be corrected. 

b. Air quality impacts, both individual and cumulative, and mitigation measures, must 
be identified, quantified and analyzed before, and not after, this project is approved. 
Matters like a 11 standard emission analysis" may not be put off to be done in the future 
after the project is approved. There is no need nor justification for this type of 
11deferred11 mitigation, which has been prohibited by a line of CEQA cases that begins 
with the leading case of Sundstrom versus the County of Mendocino. 
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c. The conditions of approval for the project must include a 11General Conformity" 
condition, as specifically required by the El Dorado County Air Pollution Control 
District. This has never been done, and its intentional omission renders the 
DEIR fatally defective. 

d. In addition to the impacts from the huge amount of gasoline-powered traffic that will 
be generated by the new Indian Casino, the cumulative impacts analysis must also 
include "the effects of past projects, the effects of other current projects, and the 
effects of probable future projects." Again, this bas been omitted and must be 
rectified. 

One of those violations is the failure to adopt, require or enforce Federal Conformity Rules (the 
Rules), or otherwise implement the Conformity principle developed and mandated by the El 
Dorado County Air Pollution Control District and federal agencies. Among other things, the 
Rules call for offsets as a mitigation measure, as well as a cumulative impacts analysis covering 
all concurrent projects. These requirements were ignored or omitted, which didn't allow the 
"course of transportation and air quality planning" the Rules require. Not adopting such 
mitigation measures, without even mentioning, determining if they are feasible and otherwise 
evaluating them, is a CEQA violation that should be fully addressed and rectified in the final 
EIR. 

As an example that generally applies to the present project, when it comes to air pollution 
impacts, the DR00-1 l :MND1s initial study was woefully inadequate, and the project description 
was incomplete, inaccurate and misleading due to, among other things, the failure to fully cover 
all of the project's environmental impacts that may have the potential to be significant. The 
present project suffers from the same defects. 

Based on the logical concept that when a bucket is already full even a single drop more is 
significant, which has been adopted and applied by California courts in leading CEQA cases like 
the Kings County Farm Bureau vs. the City of Hanford case, in an area of non-attainment of 
health-related standards, any measurable impact must be treated as if it were significant. An 
analysis of this kind of impact, and especially potential mitigation measures for this kind of 
impact, is absolutely essential under CEQA. This wasn't done in the DR00-11 MND 
documentation, and it wasn't done in the documentation for the present project. In addition to 
misleading the public into believing that the projecfs impacts are non-existent, or completely 
unavoidable, this precluded analysis of mitigation measures such as those promulgated, 
implemented and enforced by federal and state agencies, particularly the regional Air Pollution 
Control District. These errors must not be repeated in the General Plan DEIR. 

Other similar mistakes that mustn't be repeated in the GP DEIR include: 

(1) providing incomplete air quality assessment/data, 
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(2) the failure to fully and accurately analyze ozone and PM10 impacts, which made it 
impossible to legitimately support a finding that the project wouldntt have impacts that 
have the potential to be significant, 

(3) omitting a comprehensive and systematic analysis of individual and cumulative 
impacts during project operation, as well as project construction, 

(4) unjustified and improper reliance was placed on erroneous or incomplete information 
and conclusions provided by outside consultants, 

(5) the CEQA analysis was improperly "piecemealed" and failed to adequately consider 
the cumulative impacts from other projects, particularly other projects under concurrent 
review, such as the U.S. 50/PonderosaRoad Improvements project (which should have 
been part of the present project), and 

( 6) the identification and analysis of mitigation measures were improperly put off to a 
future time after project approval 

Referring back to page l of our comments, last paragraph - the air quality issue is exactly what 
we were writing about. The DEIR and other environmental documentation for this project is 
overly technical, redundant, incomplete, utterly confusing and potentially misleading. So much 
so that interested members of the public have been forced to abandon their efforts to participate, 
and the author of these comments has personally observed and confirmed this interference with 
CEQA's strong right of public participation. 

Others have drawn these same conclusions, as illustrated by these comments from Alice Howard, 
which FSSI fully concurs with, adopts and supports with the evidence and information being 
presently provided: 

The discussions of regional emission impacts for each of the four project alternatives 
(p. 5.U-29 through-35) include conclusions that implementation of each of the 
alternatives would conflict with the adopted Sacramento Area Regional Ozone 
Attainment Piao (SAROAP). Failure to comply with this plan would lead to federal 
sanctions for the entire region. 

The only way in which the General Plan can be found to be consistent with the 
SAROAP, which the County has adopted, is for the DEIR to demonstrate that the 
sum of the emissions that will occur in the General Plan area ( during any year after 
2005) and those emissions forecast to occur in the other counties covered by the 
SAROAP for the same year are equal to or less than the carrying capacity for the 
region (i.e., 136 tons per day of ROG and 98 tons per day of NO.x) as stated in the 
SAROAP. 

I\ 
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If the DEIR does not make this showing, the only conclusion that can be reached is 
that El Dorado County does not intend to comply with the SAROAP. This would of 
course have serious ramifications for the County and could lead to a Federal 
Implementation Plan targeted solely at El Dorado County. 

This is one of the most serious issues facing El Dorado County. How will you deal with it? We 
present these recent reports as evidence of just how serious the problem is. In addition to these 
air quality issues, the Goddard & Goddard report is filled with many other vital CEQA issues, 
and even though we have not cited them, they are very germane to the issue of how the EDC GP 
is being done. 

Additional Information on Air Quality Sensitive receptors are those persons or land uses that 
may be subject to respiratory stress and/or significant adverse impact as a result of exposure to 
air contaminants. 

Definition: Sensitive Receptors: Children under 14, seniors over 65, athletes, and people 
with cardiovascular and chronic respiratory diseases. Sensitive land uses include hospitals, 
nursing & convalescent homes, retirement homes, schools, playgrounds, parks, athletic 
facilities, and residential and transient lodging. 

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) 

Just when the Sacramento region seemed within striking distance of cutting ozone pollution 
levels to below a federal Clean Air Act limit, this summer produced a spate of hundred-degree 
days that put that progress to the test. 

The federal government has designated an area that includes Sacramento and Yolo counties, 
along with portions of El Dorado, Placer, Sutter and Solano counties, as a "severe" non
attainment area for compliance with its ozone standard. That means the region has until 2005 to 
meet the federal one-hour ozone standard, under which the region can't exceed 0012 parts per 
million of ozone more than three days per year from 2003 to 2005. 

Fighting the gathering clouds - ..,,__/!1111111116""11111f-September 27, 2002 

These materials, which along with the remainder of the contents of the two articles are 
incorporated by this reference as if fully restated here, speak volumes about A1R POILurION 
in El Dorado County. 

"If we have air that is not clean, it's a mark against vs with companies we would like to recrvit to 
come here and keep here. We maJ1 be competing against some com,mmity that says, 'You don't 
want to go to Sacramento. Your kids may have asthma by the time they're l O years old.' If yo,, 
can't breathe, you can't do much else. Ifs pretty basic." 

Roger Dickinson, Sacramento County Supervisor 
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Measure Y - That Slippery Fellow 

We found only one straightforward mention of this vital issue, 5.4-15 - Traffic & Circulation, 
and to dig out meaningful information was extremely difficult, a problem we have pointed out 
several times in this commentary. This is still another excellent example and it does have that 
"chilling effect' we wrote about earlier. 

The EDC GP Comment on Measure Y 

Measure Y, known as the "Control Traffic Congestion" Initiative, was approved by 
county voters on November 3, 1998. As discussed in Chapter 3, this initiative measure 
added policies to the General Plan that require denial of residential projects of five or 
more parcels or units if the project will cause or worsen LOS F conditions. The 
Measure Y policies also require development fees to fully mitigate traffic impacts of 
all new development, preclude the County from using tax revenues to pay for such 
mitigation, and prohibit the County from adding any road segments to the list of 
segments allowed to operate at LOS F without voter approval. 

We call to your attention that Measure Y, identified 11goals, objectives, policies, and 
implementation programs which affect the transportation system and provide guidance for future 
transportation planning efforts. This means that addressing the funding of the necessary road 
improveme~ts listed in each General Plan alternative is absolutely essential. It does not exist. 

The Measure Y Committee has done a remarkable job in combing through the very highly 
complicated and nearly impossible quagmire created by the present DEIR and has made 
excellent comments that speak to some of the FSSI concerns expressed to El Dorado County on 
11.11.2002. FSSI fully supports and adopts those comments. 

FSSI's legal counsel in a letter dated 05-21-02 submitted in the DR00-11 Mitigated Negative 
Declaration proceedings, at pages 2-3, spelled out this problem: "Since the codification of the 
consistency doctrine in 1972, the absence of a valid general plan, or of any of its relevant 
mandatory components, renders land use approvals void ab initio. CEQA compliance is not 
possible. (Resources Defense Fund v. County of Santa Cruz (1982) 122 Cal.App.3d 800, 806; 
Guardians of Turlock's Integrity v. City Council (1983) 149 Cal.App.3d 584, 593). 11 

Please recall that when she invalidated the 1998 GP, Judge Bond, at pages 3-4 of her writ of 
mandate filed July 19,1999 (and pages 73-79 of her February 1999 ruling), specifically found 
that the County's discussion of traffic impacts was unnecessarily complex and obscure, and 
violated CEQA by failing to fairly disclose the GP1s significant impacts. In light of these 
discrepancies, the DEIR has to include a thorough discussion of how these problems were 
avoided in the discussion of traffic impacts. Two paragraphs from the Measure Y Committee 
provide an answer to whether or not Judge Bond's instructions were followed on the issue of 
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funding, which is only one issue of many contained in Measure Y which are not dealt with 
adequately in the EDC GP DEIR: 

The DEIR offers only a single, brief comment in passing on this essential subject. 
Table 5.4-4 notes a total funding shortfall of $261 minion for the existing road 
plan, and the text concludes: "Funding sources to fully cover the shortfalls have 
not yet been jdentified." (DEIR, page 5.4-16) That's it. There is no discussion of 
where additional funding might come from, and, most importantly, no analysis of 
the potential impacts should these shortfalls remain. Furthermore, the $261 
million dol1ar shortfall mentioned is related to the total price tag placed on the 
original 1996 road plan. The DEIR does not identify the costs associated with the 
road plans for the four equal weight alternatives, though an estimate of these 
costs has been released by the County Department of Transportation {DOT) in a 
memo to the Board from Director Matt Boyer. (Attachment B - Mr. Boyer's April 
9, 2003, memo to the Board of Supervisors entitled: "Draft General 
Plan/Financing of Circulation Element Improvements") 

This is no small point. All of the traffic modeling and the entire DEIR analysis of 
traffic impacts and mitigations are based on the unstated, fundamental 
assumption that the road improvements listed as necessary for each pian wm be 
paid for and built by 2025. However, neither the General Plans nor the DEIR 
provides any evidence to support this assumption. If this unstated and 
unsupported assumption proves false, then the Circulation Element collapses, 
and the County will experience traffic congestion in excess of anything 
contemplated in the DEIR n 

The Friends of Shingle Springs Interchange, Inc., believes that one of the final statements by Mr. 
Ben Wasserman in the Measure Y Committee DRAFT Comments on the EDC GP DEIR is most 
telling and we believe this paragraph should be repeated here: 

"Given these past discussions and statements, we think it is essential for the EIR 
to address this question exp1icitly. As current1y drafted, is the 1996 Plan 
alternative, with Measure Y policies inciuded, internally consistent? If it is, then 
the EIR should identify the arguments suggesting inconsistency and explain why 
they are not considered valid. Alternatively, if it is your view that the 96 Plan is, or 
may be, inconsistent with Measure Y, then you should identify appropriate 
remedies. LogicaHy, the proposed remedies would fall into two categories -
revise the 96 Plan; or, with voter approval, revise Measure Y." 

Time and monetary considerations curtailed our participation in this vital public input process, ] 
which we regret, as there is a wealth of instruction in CEQA about citizen participation. To call 
your attention to some of these, we close our comments with another CEQA citation reminding 
you of our sense of frustration and utter confusion, which leads members of the public--some of 
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whom this writer has spoken to--to simply give up. That is not what the lawmakers of CEQA 
had in mind when they framed these laws. Please measure your GP DEIR accordingly. 

Here are 14 vital CEQA Policies that speak to the issue of public and private duty in this process. 
Of these, six speak directly to the issues we have cited in these comments. Those six are 

identified by this symbol ,r 

CHAPTER 11 - Guide - California Environmental Quality Ad - Remy, Thomas, Moose & Manley 

The Public Policies Explicit and Implicit in CEQA 

CEQA identifies the specific policies that motivated the Legislature to enact it. (Pub. Resources Code,§§ 
21000, 21001, 21002, 21003.) Among them are the following: 

1. to maintain a quality environment for the people of California; 

2. to provide an environment that is healthful and pleasing to the senses; 

3. to understand the relationship between a high quality environment and the general welfare of the 
people of California; 

,,,,. 4. to identify critical thresholds for the health and safety of the people of California; 

,r 5.to demonstrate that every citizen has a responsibility to contribute to the preservation of the 
environment; 

,r 6. to encourage systematic and concerted efforts between the private and public sectors for the 
interrelationship of policies and practices for management of natural resources and waste 
disposal; 

,... 7. to require all agencies that regulate activities to give major consideration to preventing 
environmental damage while providing a decent home and satisfying living environment for every 
Californian; 

8. to take all action necessary to protect, rehabilitate, and enhance the environmental quality of 
California; 

9. to provide the people of the State with dean air and water, enjoyment of aesthetic, natural, scenic, 
and historic environmental qualities, and freedom from excessive noise; 

10. to prevent the elimination of fish and wildlife species due to man's activities, ensure that fish and 
wildlife populations do not drop below self-perpetuating levels, and preserve for future generations 
representations of all plant and animal communities and examples of the major periods of California 
history; 

IL to ensure that the long-term protection of the environment, consistent with the provision of a 
decent home and suitable living environment for every Californian, shall be the guiding criterion in I 
public decisions; ~ 
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12. to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive harmony to 
fulfill the social and economic requirements of present and future generations; 

,... 13. to require governmental agencies at all levels to develop standards and procedures necessary 
to protect environmental quality; and 

,... 14. to require governmental agencies at all levels to consider qualitative factors as well as 
economic and technical factors and long-term benefits and costs, in addition to short-term benefits 
and costs and to consider alternatives to proposed actions affecting the environment. 

(Pub. Resources Code, §§ 21000, 21001.) 
14 Basic CEQA Policies RTMM CA11502.doc/AOA96/CEQA 

In closing, FSSI would like to remind you that even if you choose not to heed our requests for 
corrections, additions to and recirculation of the DEIR, CEQA requires you to fully address and 
respond to our comments, including a full explanation as to why you rejected our demands and 
recommendations. This is absolutely vital to PSS/because it is an organization whose function 
includes educating its members, as well as the public generally and public officials, to 
environmental issues that include the application and enforcement of CEQA. FSSI can not fulfill 
this key, constitutionally based function if you do not properly respond to our comments, and 
your failure to do so would thus constitute a further violation ofCEQA for which you may be 
held judicially accountable. 

To illustrate this vital point we present Article 3 of the ARTICLES OF INCORPORATION OF 
FRIENDS OF SHINGLE SPRINGS INTERCHANGE: 

Purposes 

This is a non-profit, pubUc benefit Association, concerned with the public welfare 
primarily in regard to environmental and land use matters. 

The Association was formed by local residents and business people, and other 
interested citizens, who recognize and are seriously concerned about the existence and 
the solution to environmental, health & safety and related regional, county-wide and 
local problems, particularly traffic safety and congestion as well as associated, health
related air pollution prob1ems. 

The Association and its members are concerned with the protection of the 
environment, and the conservation of fast-dwindling1 irreplaceable environmental 
resources, to the fullest extent reasonably possible. 

The Association seeks to remind and educate its members, government 
decision-makers and the public in general of these problems, conditions and concerns, 
their solution or mitigation, and the social values reflected by these actions. 
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This concludes the F'SSI comments on the El Dorado County General Plan Draft Environmental 
Impact Report. We are grateful for this opportunity to have input into this vital CEQA planning 
process and sincerely believe that these comments, carefully considered, can help make a 
difference between a questionable General Plan resulting in still another legal battle, and getting 
on with providing El Dorado County with a proper General Plan. 

For the Friends of Shingle Springs Interchange, Inc. 

~~ 
V. Dale Smith, H.H.D., General Manager 
Alfa Omega Associates 

Cc: FSS/Board 
Legal Counsel 

Other EDC Organizations 
CA Attorney General Office 

Attachment 1 - Review of Traffic & Transportation Issues Circle K Mini-Mart/76 Gas Station 
County of El Dorado DR 00-11 - Smith Engineering and Management 

Attachment 2 - ENVIRONMENT AL REVIEW OF proposed Tosco Marketing Company 
Circle K Mini-Mart/76 Gas Station - County of El Dorado DR00-11 -August 1., 2001 

AOA for FSSi-EDC Gen Pin DEIR Corns 7-15-03.doc/AOA96/FSS1/EOCGP 
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S.itJlTH Engineering & Management 

5311 Lowry Road 
Union City, CA 94587 
(5l0) 489-9477 
Fax: (510) 489-9478 
E-mail: dant§filillli.@';aol .com 

Review of Traffic & Transportation Issues 
Circle K Mini-Mart/76 Gas Station 
County of El Dorado DR 00-11 

May 24, 2002 

Attachment l FSS1 Comments - EDC GP DEIR - RePiew of Traffic 
& Tram71orlt1.tion lssues Circle K Milti-Mart/76 G'a..t Station County 
of El Dor(ldo DR 00-11 - Smith Engi11eerin.g anti Management 
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Introduction 

Our recent 5-20-02 comment report on the recirculated ISMND for the Circle K I 
76 Mini Mart project, prepared at the request of Friends of Shingle Springs 
Intersection ("FSSI"), was prepared without benefit of access to the March 8, 
2002 supplementary report by Whmock & Weinberger Transportation that is 
referenced in the ISMND. The subject Whitlock & Weinberger report has 
subsequently been obtained and reviewed. This report comments on the 3-8-02 
Whitlock & Weinberger report and supplements my comments of 5-20-02. 

In generaf, the 3-08-02 report by Whitlock & Weinberger js a response to my 
earlier comments of 8-6-01 on the original ISMND for the subject project rather 
than new original anaiyses of the project Nothing in the 3-08-02 Whitlock & 
Weinberger report alters the conclusions of my 5-20-02 comments. However, 
the material in the 3-08-02 Whitlock & Weinberger report does merit some 
further direct comment 

Issue of Traffic Volume Data 

The 3-08-02 letter report reiterates the already understood point that 9-14-00 
traffic report on which the original ISMND relied was based on July 2000 (high 
school not in session) peak period intersection movement counts that were 
adjusted based on other traffic data in an attempt to make the movements 
representative of what actually occurs for nine months of the year when school is 
in session. The 9-14-00 traffic report itself points out that the summer counts on 
the approaches to some of the study intersections vary ( are lower) "by 
approximately 500 percent (Whitlock & Weinberger, 9-14-00, page 6) from the 
conditions that prevail for most of the school year. 

Our point is, and has always been, that when there is such an enormous 
variation between summer and the rest of the year, summer counts factored on 
the basis of other count data in the area are an unacceptably unre1iable basis for 
the evaluation. It would stretch credibility to rely upon counts that needed to be 
adjusted by 25 or 30 percent; relying on counts that need to be adjusted by up to 
500 percent are simply useless. 

The second point on the subject of adequacy of traffic data in the 3-08-02 letter 
report is the comment that a supplementary report was prepared on 5-01-01, 
that the 5-01-01 report is based on data that was collected while school was in 
session, and that, taken together, the 9-14-00 and 5-01-01 reports provide a 
complete representation of traffic conditions in the area with and without school 
in session. 
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We acknowledge the existence of the 5-01-01 supplementary report and 
understand that it was based on February, 1999 intersection count data (a time 
when school was in session). However, review of the recirculated ISMND 
illustrates that the County has not relied upon the analyses in the 5-01-01 report 
at all in preparing the ISMND. AH of the LOS / delay information presented in 
the recirculated ISMND (Table 2, page 21) are identical to the delay values 
presented in Table 1 of the 9-14-00 study. There are no analysis results in the 
ISMND that correspond to the results of the LOS / delay computations in the 5-
01-01 reports. 

Moreover, the County could not have coherently compared the delay results of 
the intersection analyses from the two reports. The 9-14-00 analysis was 
performed using the 1994 Highway Capacity Manual methodology for signalized 
intersections; the 5-01-01 report was performed using the 1997 Highway 
Capacity Manual methodology. The two analysis methodologies differ 
substantially, analyzing completely different definitions of delay. As a 
consequence of the difference in delay definition and the related differences in 
the analysis procedure, the delay results predicted by the two methodologies 
would differ radically, even if the same intersection and identical traffic volume 
data set were being analyzed. The delay results predicted by the two 
procedures are simply not comparable. 

In conclusion on this sub-point, while Whitlock & Weinberger have done more 
work subsequent to the 9-14-00 report using what may be a more suitable data 
set, it is obvious that the County has not relied upon that subsequent work in 
preparing the recirculated ISMND. The ISMND is still based on flawed, radically 
factored summertime data. 

Whitlock & Weinberger's 3-08-02 letter concludes its comments on the traffic 
data issue by appending two pages of comparisons of the July-00 turning count 
data on which their 9-14-00 analysis was bases with February-99 data the 
County had relied on for other purposes. The letter asserts that the traffic 
volumes used in the analysis of the Circle K project are consistent with traffic 
volumes the County had used in its' evaluation of improvements for the area. 

Examination of the volume comparisons on their Attachments A and B leads to 
precisely the opposite conclusion. Many of the major movements differ radically 
between the two count dates. We have attached a copy of those attachments, 
annotated to show some of the glaring percentage differences on some major 
movements. It is indisputable that the base traffic data relied upon by the 
ISMND is unrepresentative of the conditions that occur most of the year. 

Attachments A and B also include traffic projections to Year 2015 for a 
comparison to the observed 1999 and 2000 traffic data that is totally irrelevant to 
the issue of whether the initia1 data base of the analysis is valid. The future 
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forecasts presented are generally (but not always) higher than the observed 
data. However, the layman of average intelligence would expect that a 
projection 13 years hence ( 15 years from the time of the 9-14-00 study) in an 
area like the subject area would involve considerably more traffic than at 
present. The future forecasts shed no light on whether the base data is valid. 
The fact is that if the base data is unrepresentative, the future forecasts are 
like1y to be inaccurate as well. 

Attracted Passer-by and Diverted Trip Assumptions 

Traffic consultants for the project cite published data supporting their 
assumptions regarding percentages of project trips that would be attracted from 
passers-by on roadways fronting the project site, diverted from nearby roadways 
or attracted as trips made with the primary purpose of visiting the project site 
(primary trips). 

The veracity of the supporting data and its source, Trip Generation Handbook, 
have never been an issue in our comments. The issue addressed in our 
comments is that the attracted passer-by percentages indicated in the 
referenced data are not applicable to or representative of this site. The issue is 
that the data in Trip Generation Handbook is generaUy taken from facilities in 
highly developed urban and suburban areas, not for facilities in rural areas, 
semi-rural areas or rurai-suburban fringes. A gas station / mini-mart in a typical 
Los Angeles suburb at the intersection of two boulevards each carrying 30,000 
cars a day wm naturally draw the vast majority of its business from the passer-by 
traffic on the streets immediately fronting the site. That condition and situations 
approaching that condition are what the data for most of the service station sites 
in the passer-by database in Trip Generation Handbook represents. 

The situation at the proposed Circle K - 76 project site is quite different from the 
sites generally represented in the Trip Generation Handbook data. It is a 
suburban fringe site. There is a much smaller poo1 of passers-by on the streets 
immediately fronting the site than in the conditions typical for the referenced 
case studies. According to data in the 9-14-00 traffic study, only about 1726 
vehicles directly pass by the Circle K / 76 site in the am peak hour and only 
about 2025 in the pm peak hour. Most of these local people already have 
established habits about where they do their business, including at the service 
station almost directly across the street. Meanwhile, there is a targe pool of 
travelers passing by on the freeway, about 5100 of them in each peak hour, 
about the length of a football field away. It is our opinion, which we beHeve 
makes common sense to the inteUigent layman, that the business attracted at 
this site would include fewer immediate passerby trips (from S. Shingle Springs 
and Mother lode) and more diverted trips (from the freeway) than the study 
assumed and than is generaHy characteristic of the more urban case study sites 
predominantly represented in the Trip Generation Handbook data. 
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The importance of this subtle difference is that attracted passer-by trips add to 
the establishment's driveway count but not to the counts on the immediately 
adjacent streets and intersections. Diverted trips attracted off the freeway do add 
to the traffic on the adjacent streets and intersections. So a project that attracted 
a high share of diverted trips and a smaller share of immediate passer-by trips 
would tend to have considerably greater traffic impacts than the opposite case 
(high passer-by attraction, lower diverted trip attraction) such as the analysts in 
this case have chosen to assume. 

The 3-08-02 letter goes on to describe the numbers of trips it djd assume were 
attracted from the U.S. 50 freeway and outlines the paths drivers have been 
presumed to follow in traveling between the freeway and the project site. 
However, the numbers of trips cited in the 3-08-02 letter and its attachments 
cannot be rationalized to the numbers of attracted passer-by and diverted trips 
reported in the 9-14-00 report ( see Table 2 on page 11 and preceding text on 
page 10) unless the authors have somewhere confused the definitions of 
passer-by trips and diverted trips. The 3-08-02 letter says the analysis shows a 
total of 92 diverted trips traveling between the project site and the freeway in the 
pm peak hour (34 trips attracted from and 34 returning to the eastbound 
direction; 12 trips attracted from and 12 returning to the westbound direction). 
However, Table 2 of the 9-14-00 report indicates that the project would attract 
only 50 diverted trips in the pm peak (25 inbound, 25 departing). Clearly, there 
is a substantial confusion and inconsistency in the traffic analysis that stm needs 
to be resolved. 

Combined Effect 

In our original 8-6-01 comments, we indicated that the problems with the original 
traffic data base and with the assumptions regarding passer-by and diverted 
trips attracted to the project would have compounding effect in causing the 
analysis to understate project impacts. The 3-08-02 letter asserts that since the 
traffic study' s data base and its attracted passer-by assumptions are correct, 
there is no compounding effect. For the substantive reasons stated in the 
paragraphs above, we disagree. Therefore, the matter of compounded effect in 
understated project traffic impacts remains an issue. 

Driveway Location Standards Issue 

The 3-08-02 letter's first response to the issue of driveway conformance to 
design guidelines is to blame County staff for instructing the designers to align 
the project's driveway on S. Shingle Springs to be opposite the intersection with 
Durock Road. The real issue is that a driveway anywhere on the project's S. 
Shingle frontage would be in violation of the County's Design and Improvement 
Standards. What County staff has done in influencing the design proposal is to 
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sensibly say that, if there is to be a driveway on the project's S. Shingle frontage, 
it should line up directly with Durock rather than being at a slight offset where it 
would create an even more confused pattern of conflicting movements. 

The 3-08-02 letter goes on to assert the absurd claim that the analysis "presents 
a worst case scenario" because, among other things, the analysis included "no 
traffic management plans which might reduce the site's trip generation". ReaUy? 
We ask, who has ever seen a serious traffic demand management plan for a gas 
station and mini-mart? Would they shut off the pumps and lock the doors for ten 
or fifteen minutes out of each peak hour? Would they doub~e prices in the peak 
hour in an attempt to discourage customers? 

The 3-08-02 letter goes on to present a misleading discussion of the implications 
of the queue of vehicles northbound on S. Shingle that would extend back from 
the intersection with Mother lode. The letter correctly documents that the 
Whitlock & Weinberger analysis shows a design queue (the length of queue 
engineers would normally design to provide storage for} of 13 vehicles per lane 
and, less correctly, indicates that such queues would not occur more than 5 
percent of the time. (What the statistics really indicate is that the design queue 
length would not be exceeded more than 5 percent of the time; the design queue 
length itself could occur more than 5 percent of the time}. But that is peripheral 
to the fundamental problem issue posed by the project site plan. The real 
problem is that the positioning of the project driveway to S. Shingle Springs 
allows for only a queue of 4 vehicles in each northbound lane before the 
driveway would be blocked. The statistical probability is that, if the design 
queue is 13 vehicles per lane, there likely would be a queue of at least 4 
vehicles per lane a very large portion of the time. So movements to and from the 
project driveway to S. Shingle Springs could be obstructed a large portion of the 
time. 

The 3-08-02 letter indicates that the queuing issues related to the S. Shingle 
driveway operation could be resolved through coordination of the planned 
signals at Oruock and at Mother Lode. However, with the intersections so 
closely spaced and without analysis of an actual coordination plan, it is not at all 
obvious that the problem can be resolved through routine signal coordination. 

The 3-08-02 letter also indicates Caltrans and the County had considered 
resolving problems associated with inadequate distance and queue storage 
between the intersections by relocating Durock to intersect S. Shingle Springs 
farther away from Mother lode. The fact that they considered it as a long term 
strategy is an indication that mere signal coordination is not an adequate 
solution with intersections spaced so closely. Relocation of Ourock is not a 
currently committed project; it is just a concept that has been studied by Caltrans 
as an alternative. Since it is uncommitted and unfunded, it cannot be 
considered as mitigating the Circle K 176 project's significant impacts unless the 
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County conditions the Circle K I 76 project to pay for the relocation of Durock as 
a project mitigation. Whi1e the 3-08-02 letter asserts that the project's driveway 
location is compatible with a relocation of Durock, having traffic to and from the 
project's driveway so close to the Mother lode intersection tends to defeat the 
purpose of relocating Durock. 

The 3-08-02 letter also mentions a section of El Dorado County code on 
driveway location that is not at issue. What is at issue is the failure to conform 
to the more rigorous County of El Dorado Department of Transportation Desjgn 
Standards. Although the County Engineer, as the letter notes, can grant 
variances to these standards, the County Engineer must have reasonable basis 
for doing so. Per points raised herein as well as in our 8-6-01 and 5-20-02 
comments, the County Engineer does not have reasonable basis for waiving the 
design standards. 

The 3-08-02 letter's arguments on the noncompliance with the driveway location 
design standards do not specifically address the matter of the project's driveway 
to Mother Lode, which is only 60 feet from the intersection with S. Shingle 
Springs. 

Left Tum Lane Alteration On Mother Lode 

The 3-08-02 letter combines three separate elements of our prior comments 
regarding the project's driveway to Mother Lode in a confused and misleading 
response. The three elements of our prior comments relating to this driveway 
are: 
• The driveway to Mother Lode is at a significantly substandard distance from 

the intersection with S. Shingle Springs and, as a consequence would have 
left tum movements to and from it obstructed by the queues on westbound 
Mother lode. 

• Contrary to what the traffic study asserts, conditions on Mother Lode may not 
engender safe operations at this driveway. 

• The traffic analysis for the project never considered what consequences left 
turns to the proposed driveway might have on operations of left turns to the 
existing driveway just east of the project on the opposite side of Mother Lode. 

On the first element, the 3-08-02 response indicates the prior analysis shows 
that in the future condition with the project, the p.m. design queue for the 1eft tum 
on the westbound approach of Mother Lode to S. Shingle Springs is 10 vehicles 
and in the 'existing + project' condition, there would be a design queue of 4 
vehicles. This translates to queue storage requirements of about 250 feet and 
100 feet respectively. 

The response indicates that there will be adequate storage for these design 
queues. But the issue is not one of adequate storage for the on-street queues. 
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It is the simple fact that the project driveway to Mother Lode is only about 60 feet 
from the intersection, so it would be blocked and lead to disfunctional 
movements any time there are as few as three vehicles in the left tum queue 
from the intersection. Since the design queue is 1 O in the future and 4 at 
present1 the probability is that there would be at least 3 vehicles in queue -
enough to block left tum entries and exits to/from the project's Mother Lode 
driveway - a large proportion of the time (this is contrary to the errant information 
provided in the response that states, inaccurately and without foundation, that 
queues would extend across the driveway only 5 percent of the time). 

The 3-08-02 response opines that the proposed roadway and driveway 
configuration can serve satisfactorily until such time as intersection left turn 
queue storage capacity becomes a problem, at which time the County couid 
create a solid median and make the project's driveway to Mother lode right turn 
in / right turn out only. But the problem is not intersection left tum queue storage 
capacity. Those vehicles wiH be there in the left turn lane. It is the fact that left 
turn queues from the intersection wilt extend across and block left turns to and 
from the project's driveway to Mother Lode, leading drivers who want to make 
left turns to and from the project to perform erratic, unsafe and obstructive 
movements. And the problem is not one which will develop at some distant 
future time. The analysis shows that the problem will be immediate. 

The 3-08-02 letter's suggested ultimate remedy, preventing left turns to and from 
the driveway, is an admission the project will cause this significant traffic impact 
at some stage and the ISMND is deficient in failing to identify this significant 
project traffic impact. However, merely suggesting that the County could create 
a solid median and convert this driveway to right turns only does not qualify as 
an adequate mitigation measure. To qualify as mitigation, the measure must 
have certainty. If the suggested median and tum Jimitation on the driveway is to 
be considered mitigation, the County must require the applicant to pay for and 
construct the median now or must condition the project and property to agree to 
the median and pay for its construction at such future date as the County 
determines it is needed. 

The 3-08-02 letter irrelevantly references AASHTO guideHnes which indicate 
that, in the abstract, two way left tum lanes are a legitimate design treatment 
under certain circumstances. The general legitimacy of two-way left tum lanes 
as a design treatment has not been challenged in our comments. Our comments 
are specific to the considerations at this site and the fact that left turns to and 
from a driveway located just 60 feet from a fairly busy intersection that even 
includes a freeway exit ramp leg wm be disfunctional and impactful. 

Our second element of criticism concerned the initial traffic study's conclusions 
that the projects driveway to Mother lode would operate safely at the proposed 
location because of the traffic effects of the existing 4-way stop control at the 
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Mother lode/ S. Shingle Springs intersection. We pointed out that the planned 
rep1acement of stop control with traffic signal control would alter the traffic 
characteristics that the traffic study had counted on to assure adequate safety of 
the driveway. In its original analysis, the traffic study opined that, even though 
the speed limit on Mother Lode is a relatively fast 40 mph, the driveway to 
Mother lode should be reasonably safe because au traffic would be slowed by 
the nearby stop signs at the S. Shingle Springs intersection. However, we 
pointed out that the stop signs· were being replaced by a traffic sjgnal and that, 
instead of having all drivers slowed in the vicinity of the driveway, with a signal 
there would be many drivers who approach during the green phase that will not 
have to slow at all and there will be numbers of drivers passing the driveway with 
the gas pedal to the floor trying to catch the last of a green on the westbound 
approach or having just caught the last of a green on the eastbound approach. 
Hence, the change in traffic control at the intersection compromises the 
conditions of safety at the driveway that were assumed. This aspect of our 
comments is not responded to in the 3-08-02 letter or properly considered in the 
ISMNO. 

The third element of our comments on this issue indicated that there was a need 
to consider whether there would be signjficant conflict between the left turns 
from westbound Mother Lode into the project driveway and left turns from 
eastbound Mother lode into the driveway on the opposite side of the street. The 
concern is that if two busy driveways on opposite sides of the street are offset 
only slightly downstream from one another, opposite direction vehic1es tend to 
try to occupy the same space in the tv./o-way left tum lane, with potentially 
hazardous consequenc~s. Other than presenting the general ASSHTO design 
guidelines indicating that, in general under certain circumstances, two-way left 
lanes can be a legitimate and reasonable design feature (irrelevant since that 
fact is undisputed). the 3-08-02 response does not address our comment. We 
would have expected an analysis considering the numbers of left turning 
movements to the project driveway, the numbers of turning movements to the 
nearest driveway to the east on the opposite side of the street, the distance 
between those driveways, the flows of through traffic opposing the lefts and, 
based on that combination of circumstances, to have drawn a conclusion 
whether or not the two-way left tum lane could serve satisfactorily. There is no 
evidence that such an analysis has been done. 

Additional Concern 

Consideration of au of these points has sparked an additional concern. It is 
understood that the project's driveway to S. Shingle Springs is to be a joint 
driveway shared with the adjacent Chevrolet deaJership which has no current 
access on its S. Shingle Springs frontage. In all of the analysis that we have 
seen, there has been no accounting of the Family Chevrolet traffic that would 
use this driveway. The analysis needs to revised to consider that traffic. 

9 

 
        AR 13030



Conclusion 

This completes our analysis of the 3-08-02 response to our 8-6-01 comments on 
original ISMND. Nothing in the 3-08-02 response alters our 5-20-02 comments 
on the recirculated ISMND and we ask that this current comment document be 
considered as a formal addendum to our 5-20-02 comments. 

Sincerely, 

Smith Engineering & Management 
A California Corporation 

Isl Daniel T. Smith 

Daniel T. Smith Jr., P.E. 
President 
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GODDARD & GOODARD ENGINEERING - ENVIRONMENTAL STUDIES 
August 3, 2001 Environmental Review of #DROO-l l 

ES-1 

ES 1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The proposed Tosco Marketing Company's Circle K Mini-Mart/76 Gas Station, County of El 
Dorado #DR00-11, while a seemingly smaU project, is located in an area of complex 
growth and congested traffic and in an area that exceeds Federal and State Ambient Air 
Quality Standards. The area is designated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
and the California Air Resources Board as having severe ozone events which, as 
recognized by the El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District, mandates that all new 
projects comply with Federal Conformity Rules. 

The Federal Conformity Rules constitute a mechanism whereby transportation 
development and air quality impacts are linked. A brief discussion is included later in the 
Report. The El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District has required that Conformity be 
implemented for the Circle K proposed project, which mandates that an project-related 
vehicle emission impacts be fully offset and that the proposed project's air quality 
impacts be analyzed cumulatively, considering all present, proposed and future projects 
in the general area. 

Conformity is an EPA regulation which 
• "Establishes criteria/procedures for determining if transportation ptans (TPs), 

improvement programs (TlPs) and projects conform to the State (air quality) 
Implementation Plan (SIP}. 

• Ensures that highway/transit systems conform with SIPs -with SIP emission · 
budgets for attaining/maintaining health-based air quality standards. 

• Ensures that the transportation system and individual projects do not cause 
new air quality violations, exacerbate existing ones, or delay attainment of 
the standards. 

Conformity is important because: 1) as a Preventative Approach, it covers the entire 
transportation system over the long term and forces a determination and offsetting of 
emission impacts before implementation of TPs, TIPs, and projects; 2) as a Collaborative 
Approach, it requires local/federal transportation officials to assure coordination of 
transportation and air quality planning (NACR, Clean Air Transportation Report, 
January/February 1994.} 

As the following Report explains and documents, the planning process for the proposed 
Circle K/7 6 project has been complex. 

Major findings: 

3. Air quality in the area of the proposed project already exceeds Federal and State Ambient 
Air Quality Standards, being classified as a" 'severe'ozone nonattainment area" and an 
area which "violates state ambient air quality standard for the criteria pollutant fine 
particulate matter (PMlO)". 
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4. Any further impact will add to this existing exceed, creating a "significant" environmental. 
impact unless fully off-set by mitigation measures. 

5. El Dorado County established the need for adequate air quality assessment and data, but 
the analysis provided is inadequate and incomplete. 

6. Several conditions and/or mitigation measures have been included in the project which 
require future actions, yet need to be defined now in order that they be included in the air 
quality impacts analysis. 

7. There is no "General Conformity'' Condition of Approval as specifically required by the El 
Dorado County Air Pollution Control District. 

8. The cumulative impacts analysis does not adequately identify or consider the effects of 
existing projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects. These projects need to be specifically identified and included in the analysis. 

9. Other relevant findings include: 

1. A discussion of alternatives to the proposed project is lacking. 

2. The proposed Negative Declaration may need to be circulated through the State 
Clearinghouse. 

3. Recirculation may be necessary because of incomplete noticing, that is the project 
notices did not include information on a concurrent review of another project
related project. 

4. Documentation lacks information on actions taken regarding several items 
previously described as being part of the project, including the lot line adjustment, 
shared driveway, and beer and wine sales. 

5. Documentation lacks a signed agreement to indicate that the applicant had agreed 
to the project modifications and lacks the EDC Mitigation Monitoring program to 
be adopted in conjunction with the mitigated Negative Declaration. 

6. A Zoning Permit was not obtained as required by the Zoning Ordinance. 

7. In view of the energy crisis, solar power was not considered as a potentially 
feasible mitigation measure. 

In conclusion: 

• The project is proposed in an area of severe existing air quality exceeds. The air quality 
impact analysis has been conducted on the proposed project again as a best incremental 
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case without fully considering the congested nature of the area's traffic flow, or the heavy 
traffic along Highway 50, or the area's present and future growth. 

It is recommended that there be a comprehensive and systematic analysis of both the 
incremental and cumulative impacts from the proposed project within the context of the 
area, during both the construction and the operations phases. It is recommended that the 
analysis include quantification of impacts from grading associated with site preparation, 
including an analysis for asbestos which is common in the area, and including off-site 
activities related to road improvements. It is recommended that the results be presented in 
a comprehensible way, showing the basis for the analysis, the analysis, the results and the 
conclusions. This analysis should be undertaken prior to approval of the project, in order 
that any potentially significant impacts identified may be avoided or mitigated to 
insignificance. 

• While considerable traffic analysis and traffic planning have been conducted on the 
proposed project, the traffic analysis appears to be a best case. Instead it should consider 
the worst case scenario and include the specific projects in the area in its consideration of 
present and future growth. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

At the request of Friends of Shingle Springs Intersection ("FSSI"), Goddard & Goddard 
Engineering ("G&GE") has conducted an environmental review of the proposed Tosco Marketing 
Company's Circle K Mini-Mart/76 Gas Station, County of El Dorado project #DR00-11. This 
review has been conducted based on materials received from County of El Dorado files including 
the documentation listed in the References. The proposed project and its location are first 
described then the history of the project is summarized. This is followed by more detailed 
discussion of the environmental issues related to the project. G&GE qualifications for preparing 
this analysis and selected reports are attached at the end of this report. 

1.9 _ Proposed Project 

The proposed project is for a Tosco Marketing Company "Circle K" mini-mart and "76" gas 
station located at the intersection of Mother Lode Drive and South Shingle Springs Road in 
Shingle Springs, El Dorado County, California at the U.S. Highway 50/Ponderosa Road 
Interchange. The project is located on a 0.65 acre parcel, Assessor's Parcel Number 090-430-42 
with General Plan and Zoning designations of "C" Commercial. 

According to the March 30, 2000 (A&E Engineering) initial application to the County, the 
proposed project consists of 
• a new 2,976 +/- square foot "Circle K" mini-mart convenience store, · 
• a new "76tl gas station (gasoline1

) with six (6) fuel dispensers (12 vehicle fueling 
positions), and a 4,000 square foot canopy, 

• three (3) underground fuel storage tanks (maximum 30,000 gallons) and underground 
product piping. 

• new landscaping and irrigation 
• off-site improvements 
• new trash enclosure 
• new drainage improvements 
• new grading improvements 
• new signage 
• new yard lighting and paving 
• new driveways 
• twenty-four hour a day operation, every day of the year 
• beer and wine sales (for off-site consumption) if approved 
• utility easement changes (for overhead lines) 
• new ingress/egress easement for common access with the adjacent automotive sales 

dealership 
• on-site parking 
• new automotive air/water unit 

1 The original proposed sign showed both gasoline and diesel pricing 
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Land uses in the area are mixed but mainly retail. There is an auto dealership adjacent to the site 
on the east and south sides. There is an existing gasoline station with a convenience market (Gold 
Harvest Market) opposite on the north side of Mother Lode Drive. 

The existing site would be lowered approximately four ( 4) feet to an elevation that is 5 ft +/
above the centerline of South Shingle Road (EDC Department of Transportation July 5, 2000). 

A lot line adjustment is also proposed and a combined driveway with the adjacent dealership. 

Conditions integrated into the project as part of the Mtigated Negative Declaration would require 
modifications to adjacent public roads as part of this project. 

The project is bounded to the north by Mother Lode Drive and to the west by South Shingle 
Road. The northerly access is to Mother Lode Drive. The westerly access is to South Shingle 
Road at its intersection with Durock Road. The project lies at the southeast comer of a 
complicated traffic circulation system composed of the U.S. Highway 50/Ponderosa Road 
Interchange, with four major intersections, related on- and off- ramps, and local roads. The four 
major intersections are: 

• Intersection l: North Shingle Road-Wild Chaparral Drive/Ponderosa Road 
• Intersection 2: Ponderosa Road/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps 
• Intersection 3: South Shingle Road/ Mother Lode Drive - U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps 
• Intersection 4: South Shingle Road/Durock Road 

This is an area which is experiencing growth, change and development. 

1.10 History of the Project 

This is a brief summary of the history of the project based on the documents provided, which are 
included in the References list. 

The initial application for this project was made March 30, 2000 by A&S Engineering (agent for 
the project's applicant) and a Design Review Application to the El Dorado County ("EDC") 
Planning Department was processed on April 14, 2000. According to the EDC Zoning 
Ordinance, a service station is a use allowed by right in a Commercial (C) District, without 
special use permit or variance (Section 17.32.020. B. of the Zoning Ordinance), subject to the 
provisions of Chapters 17.14., 17.16 and 17.18 (Section 17.32.010). The project was processed 
by EDC planning staff as a Design Review according to Section 17 .14 .130 because it faces a state 
highway. It was apparently not processed as a Zoning Permit although this is required under 
Section 17 .14 .140 Zoning Permits Part A 

A Special Use Permit Application was made April 26, 2000 for signage. 
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The documentation does not indicate what action is being taken on the Lot Line Adjustment, the 
proposed sharing of the driveway with the adjacent auto dealership, or on the beer and wine sales 
license. 

May 26, 2000 an Initial Consultation Notice was distributed to selected agencies with notice of a 
Technical Advisory Committee ("TAC") Meeting on July 10, 2000. 

Comments were received from agencies regarding grading, drainage, traffic, archaeology, fire 
protection, water and sewer requirements, and air quality. The conditions recommended by the 
EDC Department of Transportation and the EDC Air Pollution Control District ("APCD") are 
listed in Table 2. 

A Traffic Study dated September 14, 2000 was prepared by applicant's consultant. 

A proposed Mitigated Negative Declaration ("MND") dated November 22, 2000 with 
attached Environmental Checklist and Discussion was prepared by the EOC Planning 
Department. 

A public hearing before the Planning Commission was held on January 25, 2001. 
Comments by commissioners and the public are summarized in the Minutes for the 
January 25, 2001 hearing. 

Shingle Springs Neighbors for Quality living {February 20, 2001) commented on the 
project. They questioned whether or not traffic problems will lessen with the construction 
of the gas station and its requirement to signalize the intersection of Mother Lode Drive 
and South ShingJe Road, suggesting "Perhaps it is time to rebuild this interchange and re
align adjoining surface roads before new development takes place. This is especially 
critical because concurrent with this project is the rezoning at the intersection of 
Ponderosa Road and North Shingle on the opposite side of the freeway." They noted that 
"traffic signals can back up traffic during high volume times and the freeway overpass, 
ramp system and convergence of Mother Lode and Durock Roads make for a congested 
intersection". Issues they raised included: 
• Cumulative impact with rezoning #200-09; 
• Traffic generation-will generate 1,833 average daily trips [compared to 275 

11 new" trips in Traffic Study] 
• Joint use of driveway and Lot line adjustment not addressed in the staff report. 

A letter from John Gabrielli, February 21, 2001 letter to EDC Planning Department 
addressed in relation to CEQA the issues of: 
• traffic congestion 
• air pollution 
• health and safety 
• lack of a plan to address the cumulative impacts 
• cumulative impacts - traffic 
• proximity of intersection violates standards. 
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The March 6, 2001 Memorandum from EDC Planning Department to EDC Planning 
Commissioners summarized the status of the project at that time. The item was continued 
from the February 22, 2001 Planning Commission agenda to the March 22, 2001 agenda 
at the request of the applicant1s agent. Two additional letters of opposition were 
received, one from a neighborhood group called "Shingle Springs Neighbors for Quality 
Growth" and one from James Kidder, an adjacent property owner. Both of these letters 
challenged the adequacy of the MND prepared for the project The primary issues 
identified in the letters were: 
• Traffic safety impacts need to be identified, considered and mitigated; 
• Need for a comprehensive cumulative impact analysis; 
• Impacts from other projects in the area must be analyzed; 
• Traffic study provided is flawed and inaccurate; 
• Any plans or implementation programs for CIP improvements in the area must be 

addressed; 
• Does not comply with Measure Y. 

At the previous hearing on January 25, 2001, the Planning Commission identified the 
following issues of concern: 
• Air quality impacts. Need for a Health Risk Assessment if project is located within 

1,000 ft of a school; 
• Hazardous materials. Use and handling of hazardous materials, presence of 

underground storage tanks; 
• Issue of design. Not enough information was provided on the design aspects of the 

project; 
• Scope of review allowed under a design review application. Concern was raised 

over fact that staff report and environmental checklist addressed impacts 
associated with use, rather than confining discussion to design. "Planning 
Deportment policy has been to review entire project and associated 
environmental impacts." 

In the March 6, 2001 Memorandum, staff states that "The mitigated Negative 
Declaration, mitigation measures and conditions of approval have been modified to 
address the above concerns. In the past where there may be potential litigation against 
a project, the Planning Commission has requested inclusion of an indemnification 
condition." 

A signed statement from the Applicant agreeing to the amendments to the project 
including the mitigation measures and conditions of approval was not included in the 
documents reviewed. 

March 16, 2001 A&S Engineering letter to EDC removed request for over-sized sign. 

March 20, 2001 EDC Planning Department advised the project applicant's agent. A&S 
Engineering, that they would be recommending continuing the March 22, 2001 hearing 
on advice of County Counsel because: 
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1 J "No air quality assessment/data available in the record to conclusively support 
the statement in the proposed MND that the project will not have a significant 
impact on air quality, 

2) "Need for more comprehensive traffic analysis. The traffic report submitted does not 
adequately address the cumulative impacts to the Highway 50 interchange; does not 
address the proposed signalization projects; does not address impacts from the proposed 
Indian casino in Shingle Springs, and does not address existing problems that may or may 
not be exacerbated by the project proposal." 

Staff continues: 
" ... information in the letter of opposition from an attorney representing a[n] adjacent property 
owner raises the potential issue of a legal challenge to the proposed project. This is prompting 
County Counsel to take a conservative approach. Planning staff believes a MND is still 
appropriate as long as we have substantive data and analysis which supports the conclusions in 
theMND." 

March 22, 200 l EDC Planning Department informed the project applicant's agent, A&S 
Engineering, that further information was needed to update the DR00-11 MND on issues of Air 
Quality, Groundwater/Surface Water Contamination and Traffic. The information request is 
discussed later in this review in the Environmental Issues sections. Staff stated that both 
stationary source emission modeling and concentrated mobile emissions modeling were needed, 
and needed a written conclusion that no exceeds of California Ambient Air Standards would 
occur. 

A&S Engineering submitted to EDC Planning Department information on schools in El Dorado 
County (March 23, 2001) 

5 

A&S Engineering submitted to EDC Planning Department April 11, 200 l information responding 
to the March 22, 2001 Memorandum. 

A&S Engineering submitted to EDC Planning Department an Addendum to the Traffic Study by 
Whitlock and Weinberger (May 1, 2001). 

May 1, 2001 EDC Environmental Management Department requested assistance from Sierra 
Research regarding air quality issues and possible need for CALINE 4 modeling. 

May 14, 2001 Sierra Research concluded, based on materials received and analysis of770 vehicle 
trips per day, that CALINE 4 analysis for CO [ carbon monoxide] impacts was not required. 
Sierra Research also indicated that Dave Vintze of Placer County APCD evaluated this project 
previously on behalf of the EDC APCD, although no written report was found in the 
documentation. Sierra Research indicated that ''we were not provid£d a copy of the traffic study 
for the project', and that its analysis was only for CO. The EOC APCD concluded "the proposed 
project will have little significance to air quality' (June 1, 200 l ). 

May 14, 2001 EDC DOT found the Addendum to the traffic study "satisfactory". 
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The project was given Conditional Approval as a mitigated Negative Declaration at a Planning 
Commission public hearing on June 14, 2001. The decision was appealed to the Board of 
Supervisors by project opponents and a Public Hearing has been set for August 14, 2001. 

2.0 AIRISSUES 

The proposed project is in an area of non-attainment as emphasized by the EDC APCD (June 30, 
2000): 

"El Dorado County violates the state and federal ambient air quality standard for the 
criteria pollutant ozone at the Western Slope area of the County. As of June 1, 1995, El 
Dorado County nonattainment area classification status for ozone has been reclassified 
from a "serious" to a "severe" oZOne nonattainment area {see attached CFR [Code of 
federal regulations) Part 81 CFR Update Service). Monitoring data from the California 
Air Resources Board have indicated the town of "Cool" to have the highest ozone 
concentration in the Sacramento Metro area. The county violates state ambient air 
quality standard for the criteria pollutant fine particulate matter (PMl 0) at both the 
Western Slope and South Lake Tahoe area of El Dorado County. The California Clean 
Air Act of 1988 requires the state's air pollution control program meet the state's 
ambient air quality standards. The efforts of the District are focused primarily on 

6 

attainment of state and federal ambient air quality standards for criteria air pollutants. " (Bold add~ 

This means that the area is already in exceed of the health-based California Ambient Air Quality 
Standards, and any further impact will add to this existing exceed, creating a "significant" 
environmental impact unless fully off-set by mitigation measures. 

The health effects of air pollutants are briefly listed in Table 1 for ozone, carbon 
monoxide and small airborne particulates (PM 10). 

POLLUTANT 

Ozone (03) 

TABLE 1 
HEAL TH EFFECTS OF AIR POLLUTANTS 

SOURCES 

Formed when reactive 
organic gases {ROG) and 
nitrogen oxides react in 
the presence of sunlight. 
ROG sources include any 
source that bums fuels 
(e.g., gasoline, natural 

gas, wood, oil}; 

EFFECTS 

Breathing difficulties, 
lung tissue damage, 
vegetation damage, 

damage to rubber and 
some plastics 

PREVENTION and 
CONTROL 

Reduce motor vehicle 
reactive organic gas 
(ROG} and nitrogen 

oxide (NOx) emissions 
through emission 

standards, reformulated 
fuels, inspections 

programs, and reduced 
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Carbon Monoxide (COi 

Small Particulates 
(PM10} 

solvents; petroleum 
processing and storage; 

and pesticides. 

Any source that burns 
fuel such as 

automobiles, trucks, 
heavy construction and 

farming equipment, 
residential heating. 

Road dust, windblown 
dust, agriculture and 

construction, fireplaces. 
Also formed from other 

pollutants {acid rain, 
NOx, SOx, organics). 

Incomplete combustion 
of any fuel. 

Chest pain in heart 
patients, headaches, 

reduced mental alertness 

Increased respiratory 
disease, lung damage, 

cancer, premature death, 
reduced visibility, 

surface soiling 

Source: CARB, 1998 referenced in G&GE, September 1998 

vehicle use. limit ROG 
emissions from 

commercial operations 
and consumer products. 

Limit ROG and NOx 
emissions from industrial 
sources such as power 
plants and refineries. 

Conserve energy. 

Control motor vehicle 
and industriat emissions. 
Use oxygenated gasoline 

during winter months. 
Conserve energy. 

Control dust sources, 
industrial particulate 

emissions, woodburning 
stoves and fireplaces. 

Reduce secondary 
pollutants which react to 

form PMlo Conserve 
energy. 

Preliminary Air Quality Environmental Review of the Proposed Draft West Shore Area General 
Plan, Placer County. 

7 
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The EDC APCD (June 30, 2000} also submitted a summary of eleven (11} "additional issues 
that SH.All be addressed and the potential impacts on air quality that may result from 
the implementation of the study scenario(s} 11

• {The bold, capitals and underline emphasis 
on the word 11 shall11 were put there by the APCD.] The APCD summary included numerous 
conditions which it required be implemented (see Table 2). One condition related to air 
quality was included in the Amended Conditions of Approval, Attachment 1 to the June 
14, 2001 Staff Report 

"Condition 19. Due to the proximity of the site to sensitive receptors the applicant 
shal1 perform standard emission analysis and if warranted the applicant shaH 
complete a Health Risk Assessment and notice to property owners within 1,000 feet 
of the property. The emission testing and Health Risk Assessment will be subied to 
the review and approval of the El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District, and 
must be completed prior to the issuance of a Permit to Construct from the APCD." 
(Underlined in Staff ReportJ. 

and one related to hazardous materials: 

"Condition 20. The applicant shall comply with all County and State requirements 
relative to the use. storage, and monsitoring of alf hazardous materials stored 
and/or utilized on the site." 

According to the minutes of the June 14, 2001 Planning Commission hearing, Condition 19 
above was listed as Condition 18 then deleted from the project conditions. 

This reviewer concurs with the EDC APCD (June 30, 2000} required conditions as listed in 
Table 2 and recommends that these be included in the project. 

2.1 Need for Adequate Air Quality Assessment and Data in Area of Severe Existing 
Exceeds of the Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 

2.1.1 fDC Established Need for Adequate Air Quality Auessment and Data 

March 20, 2001 EDC Planning Department advised the project applicant's agent A&S 
Engineering that they would be recommending continuing the March 22, 2001 hearing on 
"recommendation of County Counsel" because (in part) there was "No air quality 
assessment/data available in the record to conclusively support the statement in the 
proposed MND that the project will not have a significant impact on air quality. u 

EDC Planning Department then determined, based on Planning Commission hearing 
March 22, 200 l, that there was a need for both stationary source emission modeling and 
concentrated mobile emissions modeling" The background was discussed as follows: 

"Gross mobile emission modeling hos been completed by David Vince {Vintze] of 
Placer County Air Pollution Control District. No conclusion was provided in written 
form stating that emissions from mobile sources will not exceed the thresholds 
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contained in the California Ambient Air Quality Standards. No information was 
provided in writing that stationary emission associated with the gas station will not 
exceed the California Ambient Air Quality Standards. Verbal testimony was 
provided that the predominant stationary emission is the venting of gasoline 
vapors from the storage tanks and dispensing pumps. It was stated that venting 
of gasoline vapors from the dispensing pumps is controtled through the use of 
vapor recovery systems as required by the State of California." 

The EDC Planning Department listed the following needs: 

1. "Stationary emission modeling needed as well as concentrated mobile emissions modeling. 
You will likely need to have a[ n] air quality consulting firm complete this modeling." 

2. "Written statements/data concluding that both mobile and stationary emissions associated 
with the project will not violate/exceed the California Ambient Air Quality Standards." 

3. "Information on State and local standards for vapor recovery systems and how these 
systems work." 

4. "Confirm whether any schools (private or public) are located within 1,000 feet of the 
project. Confirm whether the identified daycare/pre-school adjacent to the site is listed 
with the County Office of education." 

2.1.2 Air Quality Analyses Provided 

According to the April 11, 2001 letter from A&S Engineering to EDC Planning Department, "Mr. 
Dave Vintze of Placer County generated the URBEMIS G7 report, Attachment 1, for El Dorado 
County. On March 22 Planning Commission meeting Mr, Dave Vintze stated that the report has 
shown that this facility does not violate or exceed the California Ambient Air Quality Standard 
for mobile emissions." 

Attachment l is a data printout with no date, author, discussion or findings, with the notation 
"URBEMIS 7G: Version 3.1, File Name: Unocalel.URB, Project Name: Unocal Gas and 
Convenience Store.,, There were no written conclusions with the printout and the basis for the 
study was not presented. The analysis apparently assumed an area for development of "O acres" 
and Retail square footage "l,00011 instead of the 3,000 sq.ft. for the project. The study as 
presenred appears incomplete and inadequate. Since there is no California Ambient Air Quality 
Standard ("CAAQS") for mobile emissions, the statement that this standard will not be exceeded 
is unclear. 

The EDC Environmental Management Department requested assistance from Sierra Research 
regarding air quality issues and possible need for CALINE 4 modeling (May 1, 2001 ). Sierra 
Research (May 14, 2001) replied that, based on information received, which they say did not 
include "a copy of the traffic study for the project", and analysis of770 vehicle trips per day, 
CALINE 4 analysis for CO impacts was not required. 
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Based on the record it does not appear that the two air pollutants which are already in exceed in 
the area, ozone and PMl 0, have been adequately addressed. 

2.1.3 Air Quality Analysis - Recommendations 

10 

Based on the evidence in the record it appears that this is an area where air quality already 
exceeds Federal and State Ambient Air Quality Standards, that the EDC has established the need 
for air quality impact analysis, but that the analysis provided is inadequate and incomplete. 

This reviewer recommends that there be a comprehensive and systematic analysis of both the 
incremental and cumulative impacts from the proposed project within the context of the area, 
during both the construction and the operations phases. It is recommended that the analysis 
include quantification of impacts from grading associated with site preparation, including an 
analysis for asbestos which is common in the area, and including off-site activities related to road 
improvements. It is recommended that the results be presented in a comprehensible way, showing 
the basis for the analysis, the analysis, the results and the conclusions. This analysis should be 
undertaken prior to approval of the project, in order that any potentially significant impacts 
identified may be avoided or mitigated to insignificance. 

2.2 Air Quality Impact Analysis Affected by Deferral to Future Studies 

Several conditions and/or mitigation measures have been included in the project (June 14, 2001) 
which require future actions, yet need to be defined now in order that they be included in the air 
quality impacts analysis. For example, the air quality impacts from grading on this project, both 
on- and off-site, and cumulatively from other projects in the area, cannot be determined until the 
grading plan and drainage plan are determined. The grading plan should include grading 
associated with the off-site improvements including turn lanes and signalization. 

2.3 General Conformity 

One of the Conditions required by the EDC APCD (June 30, 2000), but not included in the June 
14, 2001 Conditions of Approval is: 

"3. The proposed project shall comply with ~ applicable requirements of District Rule 
502 General Conformity." 

General Conformity is the mechanism whereby transportation development and air quality impacts 
can be linked. A brief discussion is included here. The EDC APCD has the authority to 
implement this Rule. 

Conformity is an EPA regulation which 
• "Establishes criteria/procedures for determining if transportation plans (TPs ), 

improvement programs (TIPs) and projects conform to the State (air quality) 
Implementation Plan (SIP). 
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• Ensures that highway/transit systems conform with SIPs - with SIP emission 
budgets for attaining/maintaining health-based air quality standards. 

• Ensures that the transportation system and individual projects do not cause 
new air quality violations, exacerbate existing ones, or delay attainment of 
the standards. 

Conformity is important because: l) as a Preventative Approach, it covers the entire 
transportation system over the long term and forces a determination and offsetting of emission 
impacts before implementation of TPs, TIPs, and projects: 2) as a Collaborative Approach, it 
requires local/federal transportation officials to assure coordination of transportation and air 
quality planning (NACR, Clean Air Transportation Report, January/February 1994.) 

The need for Conformity analysis is directly relevant to the need for cumulative impacts analysis 
for this project within the context of the U.S. Highway 50/Ponderosa Interchange/local roads 
complex prior to approval of the project. 

The project needs to identify, quantify and analyze the air impacts related to peak traffic in the 
area, including peak U.S. Highway 50 traffic, including past, present and proposed projects 
around the interchange. Compliance with pertinent air quality standards should be determined 
and mitigation measures applied if available. 

3.0 TRAFFIC 

u 

The EDC Department of Transportation commented on the proposed project (July 5, 2000). 
"Significant increase in traffic will result with this project. Traffic congestion (LOSE) currently 
exists in this area with the traffic to South Shingle area, Ponderosa High School, access to 
Rescue, Coloma, Lotus and Georgetown passing through 2 - 4 way stop signs at the two lane, 
grade separation and access ramps of Highway 50. " 

A Traffic Impact Study dated September 14, 2000 by Whitlock and Weinberger Transportation 
Inc. was submitted and an Addendum dated May l, 2001. 

The traffic analysis evaluated operating conditions at four intersections during peak weekday 
morning and afternoon conditions for Existing and for Existing plus Project conditions: 
• Intersection l: North Shingle Road-Wtld Chaparral Drive/Ponderosa Road 
• Intersection 2: Ponderosa Road/U.S. 50 Westbound Ramps 
• Intersection 3: South Shingle Road/ Mother Lode Drive- U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps 
• Intersection 4: South Shingle Road/Durock Road 

The study evaluated l) Existing Conditions, and 2) Existing plus Project Conditions. 
The second scenario, Existing plus Project, analyzed the project using the "Signalized" 
methodology, Le. it assumed that the intersection of South Shingle Road/Mother Lode Drive -
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U.S. 50 Eastbound Ramps was signalized as required by one of the mitigation measures. The 
Addendum analyzed a scenario to year 2015. 

Under 1) Existing Conditions: Three of the study intersections were found to be operating 
unacceptably at LOS F during one or both peak periods: 
• Intersection 1: North Shingle Road-Wild Chaparral Drive/Ponderosa Road operates at 

LOS F during the morning peak and LOS C evening peak. 
• Intersection 3, South Shingle Road/Mother Lode Drive - U.S. 50 Eastbound ramps is 

operating unacceptably at LOS F during both peak times. (This is the intersection at 
the north.west comer of the proposed project site.) 

12 

• Intersection 4: South Shingle Road/Durock Road operates at LOS B during the morning 
peak period and LOS F during the evening peak period. (This is the intersection at the 
southwest comer of the project site.) 

Under 2) Existing plus Project Conditions (assumes signalization of Intersection 3, South 
Shingle Road/Mother Lode Drive - U.S. 50 Eastbound ramps): 
• Intersection 1 and 2: unchanged 
• Intersection 3: improved due to signalization 
• Intersection 4: "The addition of project trips is expected to result in further 

deterioration of the unacceptable LOS F operation on the Durock Road approach to 
South Shingle Road during the p.m. peak lumr." Minor road widening can provide 
sufficient area for a right tum lane. This improvement will increase operational 
performance at the intersection to LOS D. 

The study also recommended, to improve access and safety, that the existing left-tum lane on 
Mother Lode Drive along the northerly side of the project be modified to provide a Two-Way
Left-Tum (TWL T) lane. 

The Traffic Study also discussed General Plan standards (Yv&W, 9/14/2000): 
The County's Level of Service is contained within the General Plan, and calls for a minimum of 
LOS E operation. 

Policy 3.5.1.1 of the General Plan states that, "all roadway segments projected in the 
roadway plan at the year 2015 to be operating at LOS A, B, or C shall not be allowed to 
fall below LOS C and all road segments at LOS D shall not fall below LOS D. 
Policy 3.2.2.4 (from Measure Y) ~'Developer-paid traffic impact fees shall fully pay for 
building all necessary road capacity improvements to full offset and mitigate all direct and 
cumulative traffic impacts from new development upon any highways, arterial roads and 
their intersections during weekday, peak-hour periods in unincorporated areas of the 
County." 

According to the Traffic Study, page 5, the County's Level of Service Standard, contained within 
the General Plan, calls for a minimum of LOS E operation. 

Traffic Plan recommended mitigation conditions included: 
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1. Use traffic impact fees or other available funding sources to signalize the intersection of 
North Shingle Road-Wild Chaparral Drive/Ponderosa Road to reduce delays during the 
morning peak period associated with school-related traffic. 

13 

2. Modify the left tum lane on Mother Lode Drive along the northerly side of the project site 
to provide a TWL T lane. 

3. Widen Durock Road to provide a right tum lane onto South Shingle Road. 

4. Project should provide adequate right-of way along the north and west frontages to 
accommodate the anticipated future lane configuration. 

5. Monument signs, equipment, and landscaping on the site should be placed so as not to 
interfere with driveway sight distances. 

The Traffic Study estimated 1,833 total trips per day for this project but assumed that only 275 of 
these would be "new" daily trips, concluding that "The 
presence of competing services in the area suggests that 
this project will draw some clientele from existing services 
in the area and will not generate significant increased 
traffic volumes to the area circulation system.", resulting in 
a low estimated increase in "new" traffic. The analysis of 
traffic impacts is then based on these 27 5 trips which are 
only 15% of the estimated 1,833 daily trip total. Further 
data and analysis should be provided to support use of this 
minimum figure. The "competing services' should be 
identified and analyzed, including for example, their existing 
and potential traffic flows, whether they have similar hours 
of operation, and whether they provide the same services, 
such as the proposed beer and wine sales. (See also 
discussion 5. l Alternatives to the Proposed Project.) 

The traffic analysis Addendum considers growth to year 2015, but a more meaningful analysis 
would be to also address the specific projects which are taking place in the area, and the 
associated growth (see discussion of Cumulative Effects). 

4.0 CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

The review needs to step back, take a wider view of the entire area of the interchange, and look at 
the effects of existing projects, the effects of current projects, and the effects of probable future 
projects in order to :fully determine the potential cumulative environmental effects, particularly in 
relation to traffic and air quality. The first step in the environmental analysis is the parcel on 
which this project is proposed, but it is closely tied to the activities in the roads which bound the 
parcel to the north and west (Mother Lode Drive and South Shingle Springs), and to the two 
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adjacent interchanges, Mother Lode Drive/South Shingle Road and Durock Road/South Shingle 
Road. Then these two interchanges are affected by their proximity to U.S. Highway 50 and the 
related east and west bound on and off ramps. Widening the area again, one sees that the 
project's effects are related to the entire Highway 50 interchange complex. Widening the area 
further, the project's traffic impacts are related to the existing and future environmental area 
affected by the development which is taking place all around this Highway 50 interchange 
complex. Review of this project has found several related recent or ongoing project reviews. 
These include: 

• The U. S. 50/Ponderosa Improvements project for which a Mitigated Negative 
Declaration has been prepared and which was heard by the Planning Commission July 10, 
200 l. The MND for this project states that it is included as a mitigation measure for the 
DR00-11 project. 

• The ARCO am/pm project located immediately north of the interchange complex. 
• Sierra Miwok Shingle Springs Rancheria's 380,000 plus square foot casino/hotel 

complex with 3,000 parking spaces. 
• Zoning Boundary Amendment Z00-09, APN 070-270-02 and 030 

Letter 1/11/01 from James R. Kidder to EDC Planning Director. "The rezoning of the 
Northeast comer of Ponderosa Rd and North Shingle Rd. is a precursor of a major 
commercial development that would severely impact a[nj overburdened interchange. I 
hereby request that rezoning application be continued to allow an independent in depth 
traffic study performed" Public Hearing was February 8, 2001. 12.08 acre parcel General 
Plan designated Commercial. Requested rezone from One-acre Residential (RIA) (3.06 
acres) to Commercial (C) and (7.35 acres) General Commercial (CG). 

The environment will be affected by the impacts from each of these projects. These projects need 
to be specifically addressed and included in the analysis in a manner which is understandable to the 
public. It is not sufficient to say that the Addendum to the Traffic Study looked at "to year 
2015 11

• A map showing all projects in the area would be very helpful to the discussion. 

The signalization and related improvements of the South Shingle Road/U.S. 50 eastbound off 
ramp/Mother Lode Drive intersection was included in the proposed Circle Kl76 project as a 
proposed mitigation measure, and the signalization is included as an assumption in the Traffic 
Study "Existing plus Project" Scenario, but the CEQA review of the signalization was apparently 
not included in this Public Hearing or in the Public Notices for this hearingo It was presented at a 
separate Public Hearing at a different date (July 10, 2001) and under a different project name. 

Another project in the area, the Zoning Boundary Amendment #Z00-09 recommended permitting 
this rezone on the basis that there will be future studies including Design Review and a 
Community Design Review overlayo Staff Report (February 8, 2001) Page 3 Policy 3020 U 
Discussion states 'The additional discretionary review will include the requirement to provide 
such information as a Traffic Study, Cultural Resources Study, and a Botanical and Tree 
Canopy Surveyo The Traffic Study will quantify the impacts on adjacent roadways and contain 
recommendations and/or mitigation measures to reduce the impacts through completion of 
specific road improvements. The Traffic Study will examine the existing conditions, project plus 
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existing conditions, and the cumulative (build-out) conditions of the roads and intersections 
impacted by any project specific proposal. " 

Thus the development of the area is being divided into smaller actions, with study of impacts 
deferred to future studies, instead of providing the information at one time in a comprehensible 
form to perceive the whole picture, the cumulative impacts of the combined effect of all the 
proposed projects. 

15 

It is noted that although the proposed casino/hotel complex is on Reservation land and the review 
is being done by Federal Authorities, the County still has the authority to comment on the project 
in relation to its off-site impacts. The location of the proposed casino/hotel should be shown, and 
its impact on area traffic and air quality quantified and included in the cumulative impact analysis. 

4.1 Cumulative Air Quality 

The impacts associated with construction and operation should be analyzed prior to approval of 
the project. The EDC APCD has submitted substantial comment and requirements in relation to 
this project. Ju the APCD has clearly stated, the County is already non-attainment for ozone and 
PMlO. Individual and cumulative impacts from the proposed project will add to this state ofnon
attainment, causing continuing and further violation of air quality standards. 

5.0 OTHER ISSUES 

5.1 Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

The documents reviewed apparently lack a discussion of alternatives to the proposed project. 
There may be environmentally less impacting alternatives. The incremental traffic and air quality 
impacts may be reduced or non-existent if the project is replaced by an alternative. For example, 
since the traffic analysis indicates that the project will draw some clientele from existing services, 
and assumes only 275 new trips daily, an alternative that needs analysis might be to improve the 
existing services, with possible resultant savings in energy, reduced construction impacts, traffic 
flow and water usage. 

5.2 The Proposed Negative Declaration May Need to be Circulated to the State 
Clearinghouse 

There is no information in the documents reviewed indicating that the proposed MND was 
circulated through the State Clearinghouse. It is this reviewer's understanding based on 
experience and advice of counsel that this is appropriate when state agencies a.re involved (such as 
the California Air Resources Board and Cal.trans). The County may wish to rectify this prior to 
approval of the project. 

5.3 Recirculation May be Necessary Because ofincomplete Noticing 
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As discussed under Cumulative Impacts above, the signalization and related improvements of the 
South Shingle Road/U.S. 50 eastbound offramp/Mother Lode Drive intersection were included in 
the proposed Circle KJ76 project as a proposed mitigation measure, and the signalization is 
included as an assumption in the Traffic Study "Existing plus Project" Scenario. The 
environmental review of the signalization was presented at a separate Public Hearing at a different 
date (July 10, 2001) and under a different project name. Since this separate project is part of the 
present project, it should be described and analyzed as such. 

5.4 Lot Line Adjustment 

A proposed Negative Declaration dated l l/22/2000 and Environmental Checklist was prepared 
by staff. Project included "a boundary line adjustment to increase the size of the property, and 
also includes the development of a reciprocal access easement onto South Shingle Road " 
The documentation reviewed does not indicate what action is being taken on the Lot Line 
Adjustment, the proposed sharing of the driveway with the adjacent auto dealership, or on the 
beer and wine sales license. 

5.5 Lacks Signed Agreement 

With reference to the June 14, 2001 Staff Report with attached Mitigated Negative Declaration, a 
blank Mitigation Measure Agreement is included in the file (as page 28 of the second 
Environmental Checklist) but there is no signed agreement to indicate that the applicant had 

· agreed to the project modifications. 

The "Mitigation Measures and Monitoring Table" included in the June 14 staff report is very 
incomplete compared to the conditions requested in the record by agencies, for example see Table 
2, the conditions required by the APCD were not included. It would be beneficial to 
systematically compare the mitigation measures and conditions approved with those 
requested/recommended. Need to add all other mitigation measures/conditions, agencies and time 
frame. 

There is no mention in the report of the "EDC Mitigation Monitoring program adopted in 
conjunction with the Negative Declaration". 

5.6 Zoning Permit Required by Zoning Ordinance 

The proposed project was apparently not processed as a Zoning Permit although this is required 
under Section 17 .14 .140 Zoning Permits Part A. While a service station is a use allowed by right 
in a Commercial (C) District, without special use permit or variance (Section 17.32.020. B.), it is 
subject to the provisions of Chapters 17.14., 17.16 and 17.18 (Section 17.32.010). Section 17.14 
requires a Zoning permit for all buildings constructed within a C district 

This issue was raised and discussed at the January 25, 200 l Public Hearing. According to the 
Minutes, Commissioner Larsen-Hallock said in looking at the Zoning Ordinance, Section 
17 .14 .140 requires zoning permits for the Rl, RM and C Zones. She wonders why this is not 
applicable on this project because the zoning permit more directly addresses the issue of the site. 
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Mr. Naurer said that is a good question. In the 15 years he has been with the County, they have 
never issued such a zoning permit. He does not know the reason why. He assumed the review 
that is done with building permit applications is considered the zoning permit. The Planning 
Department reviews and signs off on the building permit for conformance with the Zoning 
Ordinance. 
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According to the El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance dated October 2000, a service station is a 
use allowed by right in a Commercial (C) District, without special use permit or variance (Section 
17.32.020. Uses Permitted by Right, B.) 

However, Section 17.32 Part I, Commercial (C) Districts says in Section 17.32.010 that uThe 
regulations set forth in Sections 17.32.020 through 17.32.040 shall apply to all C districts 
(commercial districts) and shall be subject to the provisions of Chapters 17.14, 17.16 and 
17.1811

• 

Chapter 17 .14 is Miscellaneous Development Requirements, 
Chapter 17 .16 is Signs and Chapter 17. 18 is Off-Street Parking and Loading. 

Section 17 .14 .140 Zoning Permits Part A specifies: 
"Zoning permits sluzll be required for all buildings hereafter erected, constructed, 
altered or moved, and for the change of use of any land within any Rl, RM or C district 
as established by this article. " 

Since the proposed project proposes to construct a 2,976 sq.ft. Mini-Mall building and a gas 
station building (3,999 sq.ft. canopy}, and to change the use of the land from grass/weeds to a gas 
station, it would appear that a Zoning Permit is required for the proposed project 

5. 7 Design Review: Solar Power 

In view of the state-wide energy crisis and the Governor's plea for energy conservation, it would 
be appropriate for the design of this building to include solar power to off-set its electricity needs. 
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Date 

6/30/00 

TABLE2 

Conditions Recommended by EDC APCD (6/30/00), 
El Dorado Irrigation District (5/4/00), EDC Dept. of Transportation (7/5/00) 

and in Traffic Study by Whitlock & Weinberger (9/14/2000) 

Agency Condition 

EDC 1. Project construction may involve grading and excavation 
Environmental operations which will result in a temporary negative impact on air 
Management qualify with regard to the release of particulate matter (PM 1 O) in the 
Dept form of dust. District Rule 223 addresses the regulation and 
EDCAPCD mitigation measures for fugitive dust emissions - Rule 223 shalt be 

adhered to during the construction process. In addition, a fugitive 
dust prevention and control plan shall be submitted to and 
approved by the District prior to beginning project construction. 

2. Project construction may involve road devefopment which shall 
adhere to District Rule 224 Cutback and Emulsified Asphalt Paving 
Materials. 

3. The proposed project shall comply with any applicable 
requirements of District Rule 502 General Conformity. 

4. Airborne toxic pollutants expected to be generated by the 
project must be identified. In addition, it must be determined if a 
project is to be located within 1,000 feet form the outer boundary of 
a schoolsite. Applicant wm assist District in preparing a public notice 
In which the proposed project for which an application for a permit 
is made is fully described and complies to Health and Safefy Code 
4230106 

5. The pollutant(s) and potential impacts on public health must be 
addressed. A health risk assessment shall be prepared when the 
project will emit toxic air contaminants. 

60 If present, what measures are being taken ro determine the 
amount and or concentration of these potential toxic air pollutants 
drifting to residential areas, future residents, occupants of nearby 
school{s) and other facilities, and construction workers? What 
mitigating measures witl take place when toxic air pollutants are 
found above acceptable limits? 

7. Burning of vegetative wastes that result from "land 
Development Clearing" must be permitted through the District. 
Only vegetative waste materials may be disposed of using an open 
outdoor fire. 

8. If and when the District establishes an air pollution mitigation 
measure trust fund to provide assistance in mitigating 
measurements to reduce air poJlution, the project applicant would 
contribute a pro-rota share to the air pollution mitigating 
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measurement trust fund to help improve the air quality of the 
District. 

9. Mitigation measures used to reduce these impacts on air quality 
should be implemented: 

Heavy Equipment and Mobile Source Mitigation Measures 

• use low-emission on-site mobile construction equipment 
• Maintain equipment in tune per manufacturer specifications 
• Retard diesel engine injection timing by two to four degrees 
• Use electricity from power poles rather than temporary 

gasoline or diesel generators 
• Use reformulated low-emission diesel fuel 
• Use catalytic converters on gasoline-powered equipment 

• Substitute electric and gasoline-powered equipment for 
diesel-powered equipment where feasible 

• Measures to reduce fugitive dust emissions related to site 
preparation and construction processes 

• Do not leave inactive construction equipment idling for 
prolonged periods {i.e., more than two minutes). 

• Schedule Construction activities and material hauls that 
affect traffic flow to off-peak hours. 

• Configure construction parking to minimize traffic 
interference 

• Develop a construction traffic management plan that 
includes, but is not limited to: Providing temporary traffic 
control during all phase of construction activities to improve 
traffic flow; Rerouting construction trucks off congested 
streets; and provide dedicated tum lanes for movement of 
construction trucks and equipment on- and off-site. 

10. Prior to construction/ installation of point source emission units 
(I.e., gasoline station, generators, commercial water heaters, etc.), 
authori1y to construct applications shall be submitted to the District. 
Submittal of applications shall include facility diagram(s), proposed 
equipment specifications and emission factors. 

11. The project construction may involve the application of 
architectural coating which shall adhere to District Rule 215 
Archltedural Coatings. 
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5/4/00 El Dorado Facility Improvement Letter. 
Irrigation 1. Design drawings ... must be 1n conformance with the District's 
District Water, Sewer and Recycled water Design and Construction 

Standards dated July 1999. 
2. 8-inch waterline extension to the site. 
3. Sewer extension across Mother lode Drive 
4. A grinder or grinder pump must be installed onsite to grind the 
sewage prior to discharge to the gravity line. 
5. Must be designed with a gravity bypass so the grinder/pump can 
be taken off-line when the District line is up sized. 
6. Easement requirements., granted prior to District approval of 
water and/or sewer plans 
7. The county's environmental document should include a review 
of both offsite and onsite water and sewer facilities that may be 
r.nn<:tn 1r.tArl hv thi<: nrniAr.t 

7/5/00 EDC Dept. of Standard Condition 1. The applicant shaU comply with alt County 
Transportation requirements related to the Department of Transportation including, 

but not limited to, "Design and improvement Standards Manual, 
the Grading, Erosion and sediment Control Ordinance", the 
Drainage Manual", the "Off-Street Parking and loading 
Ordinance", the State of California Handicapped Accessibility 
Standards, the County Traffic Mitigation impact Fee Program and 
the State System Infrastructure Traffic Mitigation fee Program. 

Special Condition 1. The applicant shall provide a traffic report and 
approval by the Department o~ Transportation, prepared by a 
traffic engineer, identifying interim lmprovements, road widening 
and turn lanes, existing plus project traffic on/at South Shingle Road, 
South Shingle/Durock lntersection, South Shingle/Mother lode 
intersection, Mother lode Road, and the Highway 50 on-off-ramps, 
if needed. The applicant shall construct the improvements 
identified in the traffic study. 

Special Condition 2. The applicant shall be obligated for the 
ultimate half width roadway improvements for South Shingle Road 
and Mother lode Rad adjacent to the project frontage generally 
conforming to Standard Plan 101 A. Improvements include, but are 
not limited to, engineering design, land survey, plan preparation, 
construction management, roadway excavation/fill, asphalt 
pavement section, signing and striping, concrete curb, gutter and 
sidewalk, together with associated grading, drainage facilities and 
landscaping, au to the requirements of the Department of 
Transportation. 

At this time, the Department of transportation has determined that 
construction of the Above required improvement at the time of 
issuance of a building permit on the parcel is inappropriate. 
Therefor, the app!icant shall submit a cash, in-Heu payment to the 
County at time of permit issuances for the curb, gutter and sidewalk 
portion of the frontage obligations along South Shingle Road and 
Mother Lode Road. 
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Special Condition 3. Install a fully functiona1 multi-phase traffic 
signal at the intersection of Mother lode Drive/South Shingle 
Road/Eastbound on- and off-ramp of Highway SO. 

Special Condition 4. The proposed driveway along South Shingle 
Road must line-up with Durock Road alignment. 

Traffic Whitlock & 1. Use traffic impact fees or other available funding sources to 
Study Weinberger, signalize the intersection of North Shingle Road-Wild Chaparral 

9/14/2000 Drive/Ponderosa Road to reduce delays during the morning peak 
period associated with school-related traffic. 
{EDC DOT 11 /6/00 "Given the small impact this project is making to 
this intersection, I suggest this project not be required to signalize It. 
The Department should investigate moving this location up on its 
priority list." 

2. Signalize Mother lode Drive/South Shing1e Road (EDC DOT 
11 /6/00 concurred - "This signal should be constructed in its ultimate 
location and size if possible." 

2. Modify the left tum lane on Mother lode Drive along the 
northerly side of the project site to provide a TWLT lane. 
(EOC DOT 11 / 6/00 concurred - "This should be a requirement of the 
project.") 

3. Widen Durock Road to provide a right tum lane onto South 
Shingle Road. 
(EDC DOT 11 /6/00 concurred - "The project should be required to 
do this. I thought we had discussed the relocation of the driveway 
to straddle the properly tine between the gas station and the car 
dealership. If the driveway were relocated, then Durock Road 
would need to be realigned to the south to line up with the new 
driveway. Jf the driveway is not relocated, then we should require 
this project to enter into an agreement (or some other such device} 
requiring and allowing the car dealership to use this driveway as 
their only access to South Shingle Road.") 

4. Project should provide adequate right-of way along the north 
and west frontages to accommodate the anticipated future lane 
configuration. {EDC DOT 11 / 6/00 concurred - "Right of way must 
be provided for future roadway requirements - This project should 
be required to dedicate all of the future right of way. 
Unfortunately, I do not believe the future right of way needs have 
been identified." ) 

5. Monument signs, equipment and landscaping on the site should 
be placed so as not to interfere with driveway sight distances. {EOC 
DOT 11/6/00 concurred.) 
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Lotus, Ca 95651 
530-626-4055 

July 14, 2003 

LETTER 242 

03 JUL l S 12: 03 

F~:::CC:iVEO 
Pl A NH!NG OEP A RTHENT 

I've always believed that jobs are more important than housing. People have to make a 
living before they can buy or rent a dwelling. We also need jobs for our generations to 
come so they can also enjoy living in our County. 

I have watched the rapid population growth in the EI Dorado Hills area and know that 
growth there will continue regardless of what you do with the General Plan due to 
existing developer contracts. 

I've looked at the Alternative General Plans and compared the growth of housing units 
and jobs and 20025 and at build out. 

The best thing we could do is slow down the growth of urban type subdivisions, which 
bring people into our County who do not appreciate our rural heritage and refuse to 
accept the trade offs that must occur if one is to live in a rural area. These trade offs 
include greater travel time, less government services, less control over your neighbor's 
activities. People who accept these "negatives" fit better into our communities because 
everyone there basically values the same things. From my perspective, these also are the 
people most accepting of an agricultural enterprise next door. 

For these reasons, I support the "No Project" Alternative because housing absorption is 
the slowest of all the alternatives while job growth is next to the highest of aU 
ahematives. 

The Six Lane Alternative to allow but restrict every parcel to four splits is a very fair 
proposal for the many landowners of the county who bought "splittable parcels" for 
investment or retirement purposes. As the No Project Alternative does, it also restricts 
urban type subdivisions which are detrimental to the rural character of our county. 

However, when comparing the Agricultural policies of the General Plan Alternatives, the 
"No Project" Alternative spells out the County's commitment to agriculture in more 
specificity on issues that are most important to our business. 

The Policies of the Environmental Constrained and the Six Lane Alternative are almost 
exactly alike in creating more roadblocks and disincentives for agricultural enterprises. 
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You do not incent the Agricultural landowner by reducing the value of their land and 
attaching more conditions to the use of their land. 

For Example~ the Environmental Constrained Alternative and the Six Lane Alternative 
are anti property rights when it comes to the trails issue. Both Alternatives require 
linkages of existing or proposed trail systems as a condition of any requested 
discretionary development. For those ofus in agricultural activities this would mean we 
would have to provide trail rights if we asked for a special use permit. This is totally 
unacceptable. 

For these reasons, my family and I support the No Project Alternative 
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By Chuck Bacchi, partner, 
Bacchi Ranch 
P.O. Box479 
Lotus, CA 95651 
530-626-4055 

July 14, 2003 

LETTER243 

I oppose the reasoning for, and implementation of, your Impact 5.2.2 which addresses the 
concern that ranch marketing programs may remove substantial areas of agricultural 
lands from production. 

All your efforts focusing on '"saving agricultural lands" will not be effective unless you 
"save agricultural enterprises". If agricultural activities are not economically viable, the 
lands that support agricultural activities will pass to weekend farmers or wealthy 
individuals whose desire for open space supercede their desire for a working landscape. 

I do not think this result would be in keeping with the intent of conserving ag lands as the 
result would be in name only. This may satisfy bureaucratic definition but it will 
irrevocably harm the rural ambiance of this county, which, I believe, is one of the main 
concerns of all the people who live and have recently moved here. 

In that light, I oppose your attempt to eliminate ag support uses by right. I support 
existing Policy 2.2.5.10 in its entirety. I support Policy 8.1.3.5 as it adequately addresses 
other uses which government has an obligation to review. In addition, I support Policies 
8.2.4.2 and 8.2.4.3 which addresses visitor serving uses and the need for special use 
pennits in those instances. These policies are necessary not only because they outline to 
those of us making our living from agriculture exactly what is allowed by right and what 
needs to go through the special use permit process, but details examples of the uses we 
can reasonably expect to receive approval to implement. If these uses are not down in 
black and white, then any proposed use has to start from square one, go through the 
whole process and suffer from the politics of the day. Farmers and ranchers generally 
cannot afford the time necessary to lobby every income producing proposal clear through 
the governmental process, especially since the income produced is generally too small to 
merit the time and expense necessary to meet your impact 5.2.2. 

The Policies I support above were accepted after extensive input from agricultural 
representatives and other concerned people over a long period of time. Many of these 
issues have been discussed and decisions reached by the Agricultural Commission. To 
just eliminate this process and the Ag. Connnission decisions which have left us all with 
guidelines on what is and is not acceptable, with little or no input from the people most 
affected, with little or no finding of abuse, with only a concern there may be a 
"possibility that substantial acreage of agricultural land could be removed from 
production." And then calling it a "significant" impact in need of mitigation, is too 
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much. I disagree with this entire impact 5.2.2 and ask that you remove it and reinstate the 
Policies I support above in all the Plan alternatives. 

There is no demonstration that the system is broke and that Impact 5.2.2 is neededo J 
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LETTER244 

07/15/03 14:39 FAX 7006782 PREVOST H L ~03 

Bass Lake Action Committee 
1080 Jasmine Crde El Dorado Hills California 95762 

Telephone f30-672-6836 • EmaiJ bJacinfo@aot.com 

July 15, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 F air]ane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Attached is a copy of a letter regarding the proposec. Bass Lake Regional 
Park sent to Mr. Rusty Dupray, El Dorado County District 1 Supervisor by a 
group of concerned citizens. Smee the General Plar: as it is finally approved 
may have an affect on this project, we wou1d like this letter to be part of the 
comment period for the EIR. 

Thank you in advance:/, 
._A: /7 «y~ ffevo• 

Kathy Prevost, Chairman 
Bass Lake Action Committee 
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07/15/03 14:39 FAX 7006782 PREVOST H L 

03 ..JUL r 5 t2: 35 

May 1,2003 
~iECEl'IED 

Faxed: June ;~2b'~!il NG DEPA RT HEN T 
Hard copi· to fotlow 

Attn: Rusty Dupray 
El Dorado County Supervisors 
District 1 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA. 95667 

Dear Supervisor Dupray, 

As residents of El Dorado County in close proximity to the proposed Bass lake Re9ionaJ Park 
Improvement located on Bass Lake Road. we are extremely com:emed about the traffic impact 
that this type and magnitude of an improvement will have on our ,;ommunity. We understand 
that this project has been being studied for some time but we are rot sure that aH of the residents 
of the housing developments (Woodridge. Bridfewood, Hills of El Dorado, etc.) directly being 
impacted by this proposed plan have had the opportunity to voice their opinions as other El 
Dorado County residents have. We are all fairly new to. this et,mmunity since this proposed 
project started. 

Some of the locaJ residents attended the recent Public Workshor; held on AprU 17, 2003. The 
Department of Transportation was not in attendance. Very little information was available 
regarding the traffic jmpact of this proposed project. We would f ke to get information from the 
Department of Transportation regarding the issue of the potential ir·~reased traff1e on this now two 
lane country road and what we as focal residents can expect a:o traffic inc:eases due to this 
proposed regional park. 

Traffic is of great importance but noise, safety, Jights and other arnoyances are also of extreme 
concern. The fact that this park is being proposed as a Regbnaf Park only magnifies the 
problems that potentially exist for the above mentioned issues to neme a few. 

Attached please find a partiaf listing of some of the concerned nei!Jhbors. Your attention to this 
matter is greatly appreciated. We are all available for further discu:,sion. We are eager to listen 
but afso want to be heard as the toeal residents who will haw to deaf with the daily event 
of having this park in our immediate neighborhood. We are aware of the meeting scheduled 
for June 4, 2003_ 

The following people can be used as points of contact to let others know about any workshops or 
meetings that are being arranged with the Department of Transporhtion. 
Peggy and David Glazier Kathy and Herb Prevost 
625 Pintail Court 1080 Jasmine Circle 
El Dor.ado Hills, Ca_ 95762 El Dorado Hifls. Ca, 95762 
(530) 677-5371 (530) 672·-6836 
email: glazierpj@sbcglobal.net email: !mf:p@aot.com 

cc: Michael Gray, Manager of Airports, Parks and Grounds Et [lorado County 
Gary Hyden, Parks Projects Coordinator 

iaio2 
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LETTER245 

Effect of Development on Wildlife Corridors in El Dorado County 
Wildlife Habitat and Corridors. 

15 July 2003 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fair Lane Ct. 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: El Dorado County General Plan Draft EIR Comments, Student Wildlife Camera Monitoring 
Project, Oak Ridge High School. 

To: El Dorado County Planning Commission 

By Deanna Dalton, Oak Ridge High School student. 

Introduction 

Isolated islands of wildlife habitat are often not large enough to provide sufficient diversity, 
food sources, space, etc. for species to flourish. First envisioned in the 1960s by Harvard 
biologist E. 0. Wilson, wildlife corridors are passages of habitat that allow animals to migrate 
between separated habitats, as well as to facilitate plant pollination and seed dispersal. At their 
largest, corridors may be many miles wide; at their smallest, they may be only a few hundred feet 
across. Corridors benefit a wide variety of species: a 1998 review in Conservation Biology 
analyzed thirty-two studies and found that many types of animals, from bears to birds and 
butterflies, can benefit from wildlife corridors(www.enn.com/news/enn-stories 
/2001/10/10192001/s_ 45299.asp). Corridors are crucial to species' survival because they 
maintain biodiversity by connecting fragmented habitat, allowing populations to interbreed 
(maintaining more genetic diversity over time), and provide a broader range of shelter and food 
sources. 

Despite the ecological importance of wildlife corridors, the Nature Conservancy, the U.S. 
Geological Survey, and the California Department of Parks and Recreation claim that human 
development threatens 59 percent of wildlife corridors in California, often because we frequently 
do not know exactly where the corridors are located 
(www.safnet.org/archive/califomial00l.htm). 

Monitoring El Dorado County Wildlife Corrid@rs. 

In western El Dorado County, two wildlife corridors were identified as linking the 
northern and southern oak woodlands habitats of the county (Greenwood and Saving). The 
western-most corridor is a grassland corridor connecting the southern oak woodlands in the 
Latrobe area with northern oak woodlands of El Dorado Hills. This corridor has disappeared as 
the Serrano development expands eastward to the Bass Lake area. The other identified wildlife 
corridor occurs between Greenstone Road and Shingle Springs Drive. It is in danger of being 
compromised, if development in the corridor continues. In the Summer of 2002, Ray Griffiths, 
an ecologist with the Center for Sierra Nevada Conservation, secured a grant from the Tides 
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Foundation Grassroots Fund to monitor wildlife using this corridor. He purchased several 
heat/motion triggered wildlife cameras to monitor animals using the corridor. Stan Iverson, an 
AP Environmental Science teacher at Oak Ridge High School, enlisted four Environmental 
Science students (Greg Allen, Brian Nelson, Sarah Ziaja, and DeAnna Dalton) to monitor the 
cameras and assist with the project. In October 2002, four cameras were mounted on eight foot 
poles on each side of the underpasses at Shingle Springs Drive and Greenstone Road. They 
remained in place from November through mid-December but no wildlife photos were obtained, 
due, in part, to technical problems, and vandalism (theft ofnvo cameras). There were plaster 
casts made of various roadside animal tracks, including fo~ raccoon, deer~ opossum, and some 
type of cat. 

When the site was initially surveyed in September, well defined dusty paths leading to the 
underpasses indicated that wildlife were actively crossing U.S. 50. After going through the 
process of obtaining permission from CAL TRANS, California Highway Patrol, El Dorado 
Sheriffs Dept., etc, the cameras were mounted on poles on either side of the underpasses. Shortly 
afterward, the first fall rains occurred. Subsequently, wildlife use of the formerly dusty paths 
almost completely ceased. Examination through the balance of the Winter and Spring revealed 
very limited used of the paths by wildlife. 

In attempting to understand this abrupt change, it was noticed that in this region, the 
drainage pattern is from South to No~ and several streams pass under U.S. 50. It is 
hypothesized that the upper reaches of the streams dry by late Summer, leaving animals without a 
water source. The animals then cross U.S. 50 on evenings to reach the lower reaches of the 
streams to obtain water. After Fall rains occurred, the animals cease the dangerous crossing of 
U.S. 50, as water is again available in the upper reaches of the streams. 

When the cameras were first put up, many passers-by were suspicious of their purpose, even 
putting masking tape over the lens to keep them from talcing pictures. Many suspected that the 
cameras were being used by the government to monitor the public after 9-11 or to catch traffic 
violators. Two articles in The Mountain Democrat, as well as a Channel 10 news report, 
attempted to explain that these cameras were part of a high school science project. These stories 
helped allay public suspicions, and questions about the cameras dropped off. During the project 
however, two of the cameras were stolen before they were removed from these locations. 
Because of the difficulties~ the cameras were moved to new locations alongside the old railroad 
right-of-way running parallel to U.S. 50 and east of Shingle Springs Drive. Three cameras were 
placed at different locations along the railroad, one near Buckeye School, and two others about a 
mile to the east. Open cans of cat food were placed on strings in the line of sight of the cameras. 
When animals came close enough at night to sniff or eat the cat food, the camera took a picture. 
This technique was much more successful. Because the cameras were closer to the shoulder 
level of the animals (as was recommended), it was much easier to aim and insure that they would 
take a picture of the animal. The food and the remote, safer locations, attracted a number of 
animals for photos. In a few weeks fifty-six pictures of various wildlife were obtained. Most 
were of raccoons and opossums, but several pictures of coyotes and one each of a rabbit and a 
skunk were obtained. Interestingly, the camera nearest to Buckeye School also took a picture of 
a large cat that Fish and Game identified as an African Serval, probably kept as an illegal pet 
which later escaped or was released. Unfortunately, that camera was stolen, and shortly after that 
we removed the remaining two cameraso 

Based on plaster casts and animal photographs, a variety of wildlife were documented in 
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the corridor area, but, solid evidence of their crossing Highway 50 was not obtained. However, 
since the underpasses provide two of the very few safe access routes between areas north and 
south of U.S. 50, it is likely they receive at least occasional use. Trying to further document 
wildlife in the corridor, attempts were also made to find data on the number, species, and 
location of roadkilled animals on Highway 50. So far the efforts have not met with success, due 
to the reluctance of government agencies to release the information on road.killed animals. 

Conclusions of the Wildlife Monitoring Project 

In the interest of the future wildlife in the County, we feel it is important to take steps to 
protect the existing wildlife corridor while it is still intact. General Plan Alternative #3, the 
"Environmentally Constrained Plan," identifies and protects "important biological corridors." 
while still allowing unrestricted growth along Highway 50. Whichever alternative of the 
General Plan is adopted, it still must address how these corridors will be protected to allow 
wildlife migrating between the now fragmented habitats of the oak woodlands found in Western 
El Dorado County. Alternative #3 does not excessively restrict development because additional 
development is permitted in areas outside the wildlife corridor. 

Another threat to the corridor that we identified is the proposed construction of a casino 
by the Shingle Springs Drive underpass and the nearby Native American reservation. Not only 
would the casino itself disturb the corridor, but the proposed highway off ramp and hotels 
adjacent to the underpass would block animal movement. 

Suggested Mitigation Measures 

As landowners decide to develop their properties within the corridor, building techniques are 
available that would reduce the impact of homes built within the corridor to the greatest extent 
possible. "Clustering," or building the same number of houses close together, reduces barriers 
and disruptions of wildlife habitat, ( due to dogs, cats, etc.) and would reduce the total area 
affected. Permeable fences, such as barbed wire or rail fences that allow wildlife to move under, 
over, or through them, interfere with the corridor to a much lesser extent than solid or chain link 
fences. Other human activities in the corridor can affect the value of wildlife habitat. Pesticide 
use can cause a decline in insect pollinators of plants and injure predators of insect pests. Runoff 
can carry pesticides, herbicides, sediment and nutrients into streams, affecting water quality and 
aquatic wildlife. Roads are among the worst impacts due to the extensive clearing, grading, 
scraping and spraying that occur along them. 

There are however, a variety of methods by which wildlife habitat can be enhanced, and 
impacts reduced. Wildlife need cover to hide in, food to eat, and access to water. Perhaps the 
most important single action the County could do would be to map the corridor for the biological 
resources portion of the Environmental Impact Report. The general location of the corridor was 
identified by Greenwood and Saving. Where animals actually move is related to which parcels 
within the corridor are occupied (identified from parcel maps with assessed value due to 
improvements.), riparian corridors (areas of vegetation adjacent to stream courses), non
jurisdictional lands (Bureau of Land Management or other state or federal lands that will remain 
as open space), and presence of tree canopy (identified from aerial photos). Grazing lands that 
are maintained with some natural cover continue to provide habitat, but intensively managed 
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lands such as vineyards with tall fences are of extremely limited value. 
Future discretionary projects located within the corridor could be mitigated by providing 

for wildlife movement by: 
l) Clustering residential projects, 
2) Requiring permeable fencing, 
3) Providing for wildlife movement between riparian areas, between areas of intact oak 
woodlands and across roads by providing cover. 
4) Planting rows or corridors of native shrubs and trees for wildlife movement. 

Specifically, wildlife need the cover of various native trees and shrubs to hide from 
domestic animals ( cats and dogs), to move from existing patches of wildlife habitat and to water 
sources. Plantings on roadsides leading to the two underpasses crossing U.S. 50 (South Shingle 
Drive and Greenstone Road) would also help reduce the impacts of further fragmentation caused 
by development. A brochure could be provided to real estate agents, home builders, special 
districts (such as road maintenance associations), the Ag Commission, UC Extension and home 
owners in identified wildlife corridors. The brochure could show the location of the wildlife 
corridor, and explain how impacts to wildlife can be minimized. A list of native plant species 
appropriate for use in the Sierra foothills is attached. CAL TRANS, and El Dorado County 
Department of Transportation, and the Miwok tribe Rancheria should be provided with wildlife 
corridor mapping and methods of reducing impacts to wildlife for projects they are considering 
within the identified corridors. 

Future Plans 

Next year, Sarah and I plan to continue this study, and, possibly further surveys on the 
rare plant preserves around Pine Hill. We hope to gain further information on wildlife use of the 
corridor and gather more evidence of its use. Further study may provide more information on 
how to best protect El Dorado County's wildlife and their habitat. Information we have gathered 
relevant to the wildlife corridor will be provided to the El Dorado County Planning Department 
to help with mapping and mitigation of impacts. 

! 
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plant list for County planning as of 4/20/0 l 
Combination Plant List, proposed recommendations for the County--- John Kipping's 
hortlist; and Native Plants for Landscaping by Joanne Gegghat. Other contributions by 
Judy Johnson, Ray Griffith, Annie Walker and Karla 

Acer glabrum, mtn. maple 
Acer circinatum, vine maple 
Acer macrophyllum, bigleaf maple 
Achillea millefoliurn, cultivars 
Achillea millefolium, native yarrow 
Adiantum pendatum, maidenhair fem 
Adiantum jordani, maidenhair fem 
Aesculus califomica, Califomica buckeye 
Agave shawii, century plant 
Allium dichlamydeum, wild onion 
Allium validum, swamp onion 
Alnus rhombifolia, white alder 
Anemopsis califomica, yerba mansa, 
Apocyanum cannibinum, Indian hemp 
Apocynum sp., small dogbane 
Aquilegia formosa, columbine, 
Arabis blepharophylla, rock cress 
Aralia califomica, elk-dover, 
Arbutus menziesii, madrone 
Arctostaphylos spp. manzanita, A. imbricata, A pajaroensis, A. arctostaphylos, A. parryii 
Arctostaphylos spp. manzanita, A. uva-ursi, 
Arctostaphylos cultivars 
Aristolochia californica, dutchman' s pipevine, 
Artemesia douglasiana 
Asarum caudatum, wild ginger, 
Asarum hartwegii, hartweg' s wild ginger 
Ascelpias sp., various milkweeds 
Asclepias cordifolia, milkweed · 
Asclepias speciosa, milkweed, (monarch butterflies) 
Aurelia californica, elk clover 
Baccharis J?ilularis ssp. ronsanguinea, coyote bush, 
Balsamorhiza deltoidea, balsam root, 
Berberis aquilifolium v. dictyota, oregon grape 
Berberis pinnata, wild barberry, 
Calocedrus decurrens 
Calochortus albus, fairy lantern 
Calycanthus occidentalis, spicebush, 
Carex brainardii 
Carex spp. (many native sedges) 
Carpenteria califomica, carpenteria 
Ceanothus lemmonii, C. griseus, C. cv. 'dark star', C. thyrsiflorus, 
Ceanothus 'Joyce Coulter'; C. 'Julia Phelps'; C. 'Owlswood blue'; 
Ceanothus cv. 'blue jeans' 
Ceanothus cv. 'Ray Hartman'; 
Cercis occidentalis, western redbud, 
Chlorogalum pomeridianum 
Cirsium andersonii 
Cirsium occidentale, sierra thistle 
Cirsium sp. (native) 
Clarida amoena, clarkia 
Clarkia spp., godetia, 
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plant list for County planning as of 4/20/01 
Clarkia rubicunda, 
Clarkia elegans~ 
Clarkia unguiculata, elegant clarkia 
Clarkia biloba 
Clematis lasianthus wild clematis; or virgin's bower 
Comus stolonifera, dogwood, 
Comus nuttallii, dogwood 
Corylus cornuta, California hazelnut, 
Cupressus macrocarpa, Monterey cypress, 
Cynoglossum grande, western hound~s tongue 
Danthonia califomi~ California oat grass 
Dendromecon rigida, tree poppy~ 
Dicentra chrysantha, golden eardrops, 
Dicentra formosa, bleeding hearts 
Dichelostema spp. brodiaea pulchella and B. laxa, 
Dichelostemas various species (include Triteleias) 
Disporum hookeri, fairy bells, 
Dryopteris sp., wood fem, 
Dudleya crassifolia, rock lettuce 
Dudleya cymosa, liveforever, 
Eleocharis sp., spik.erush 
Epilobium califomica, California fuschla, (Zauschneria californica) 
Equisetum sp. scourin~ rush 
Erigeron glaucus, seaside daisy, 
Eriogonum fasciculatum, buckwheats, 
Eriophyllum lanatum var. grandiflorum, wooly-daisy, 
Erys1mum francisanum, wallflowers and E.concinnum ( what is that?) 
Eschscholzia califomica, California poppy, 
F estuca californica, California fescue grass, 
Frageria spp. wild strawberries 
Fraxinus dipetala, ash tree 
Frernontodendron californicum, flannel bush, 
Fremontodendron califomicum "Pacific Sunset" 
Galvesia speciosus, island snagdrago°' 
Garrya elliptica, silk-tassel bush, cultivars, 'James Roof' & 'Evie' 
Garrya fremontii, silk-tassel bush, 
Gnaphaliwn canescens ssp. beneolcns, fragrant cudweed 
Grindelia sp. gum plant, 
Helenanthella califomica var. nevadensis, California sunflower 
Heracleum lanatum, cow-parsnip, 
Heteromeles arbutifolia, toyon 
Heuchera micanthera, coral bells (Alum root), 
Horkelia sp. 
Iris douglasiana, (I. innominata, L tenax, I. hartwegii), wild iris 
Isomeris arborea, western bladder pod 
Keckelia breviflorus, bush penstemon 
Keckelia lemmonii, Lemmon' s bush penstemon 
Lepechinia calycina, Pitcher sage, 
Lewisa rediviva, bitteroot, 
Lewisia cotyledon, L. howenii, other bitterootsDicentra formosa, bleeding-heart; 
Linumsp. 
Lonicera hispidula, hairy honeysuckle 
Lonicera interupta, chaparral honeysuckle 
Lupinus spp., Lupines, 
Lupinus albifrons and L. arboreus, lupines 

2 
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plant list for County planning as of 4/20/0 l 
Melica califomica 
Mimulus guttatus, M. cardinalis, Monkey flower, Mimulus guttatus; M. cardinalis 
Mimulus puniceus, Red monkey flower, Mimulus puniceus 
Mimulus aurantiacus, M. bifidus. 
Mimulus guttatus, seep srping monkeyflower, 
Monardella odoratissima, pennyroyal 
Monardella villosa, coyote mint, 
Monardella lanceolata, coyote mint 
Muhlenbergia rigens, deergrass, 
Nasella cemua, needlegrass 
Nasella puichra, needlegrass 
Nemophila menziesii, baby blue eyes 
Nemophila maculata, fivespot 
Nolina parryi, nolina 
Oenothera hook.eri, evening-primrose, 
Pellaea brewerii, coffee fem (rubber fem) 
Pellaea mucronata, birdfoot fem, 
Peltiphyllum peltatum, Indian rhubarb, (Darmera now) 

Penstemon heterophyllus, P. newberryi, Mtn. prideAnneria maritima, Sea-Pink., 
Pentagramma triangularis, goldback fem, 
Phacelia sp. 
Philadelphus lewisii, Mock orange, 
Pinus ponderosa, pine 
Pinus sabiniana, foothill pine 
Platanus racemosa, sycamore 
Platystemon sp., frying pan poppy 
Poa secunda, pine bluegrass 
Polypodium califomicum, califomia polypody (licorice fem) 
Polystichum minutum, western sword fem 
Populus tremuloides, quaking aspen 
Potentilla glandulosa, cinquefoil 
Prunus lyonii, Catalina cherry, 
Prunus virginiana, chokecherry 
Pseudotsuga menziesii, doug fir 
Ptelea crenulatum, hop tree 
Quercus chrysolepis, canyon live oak 
Quercus kelloggii, black oak 
Quercus garryana, garry or oregon oak 
Quercus douglasii, blue oak 
Quercus durata, leather oak. 
Quercus wislizenii, interior live oak 
Ranunculus occidentalis, R. califomicu~. buttercups 

Rhamnus califomica, coffeeberry, Seaview" 
Rhamnus crocea, redberry 
Rhamnus califomica, coffeeberry 'Eve Case' 
Rhamnus illicifolia, hollyleaf redberry 
Rhamnus tomentella, coffeeberry 
Rhododendron occidentale, azalea, 
Rhododendron macrophyllum, California rosebay, 
Rhus trilobata, lemonade berry 
Ribes malvaceum; Gooseberry, 
Ribes glutinosum 
Ribes spp. red-flowering currant 
Ribes speciosa, 
Ribes vibumifolium 

3 
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plant list for County planning as of 4/20/01 
Ribes spp., Currants & Gooseberries 
Ribes aurum, R. speciosum, R. sanguinium, 
Ribes sp., chaparral currant 
Romneya coulteri, matilija poppy, 
Rosa califomica var. ultramontanum, wild rose, 
Rosa spithamea, dwarf wildrose 
Rubus parviflora, western thimble berry, Alli um dichlamydeum, wild onion 
Rubus ursinus, native califomia blackberrry 
Rupertia spp. (was Hoita}, scurf pea 
Salvia sonomensis, sonoma sage, 'Dara's Choice' 
Salvia greggii, red flowered sage 
Salvia clevelandii, cleveland Sage, 
Salvia leucophylla, whiteleaf sage 
Salvia spathacea, red pitcher sage 
Salvia leucophylla, sage 
Sambucus rnexicana, blue elderberry, 
Satureja douglasii, yerba buena 
Sedum spathulifolium, stonecrop, 
Sequoiadendron giganteum 
Sidalcea SP,. wild hollyhock or checkermallow 
Silene cahfornica, Indian pink, 
Sisyrinchium bellum, blue-eyed grass, 
Solanum umbellatum, native nightshade, 
Solanurn sp. (native) 
Solidago californica, goldenrod, 
Styrax officinalis, styrax 
Swertia albicaulis, green gentian 
Symphoricarpos rivularis, snowberry, 
Taxus brevifolia, pacific yew 
Torreya californica, California nutmeg, 
Trillium chloropetalum, wake robin 
Trillium grandifioram?, wake robin 
Trillium ovaturn~ wakerobins, 
Umbellaria californica 
Vaccinium ovaturn, huckleberry 
Verbena lilacina, lilac verbena, 
Vitis californica, wild grape, 
Woodwardia fimbriata, giant chain fem 
Woodwardia fimbriata, Giant chain fem, 
Wyethia bolanderi; W. angustifolia; W. helenoides; 
Wyethia spp. El Dorado mule-ears, W. reticulata; Bolander's mule-ears, 
Yucca whipplei, Yucca, 
Zigadenus elegantus ( spelling?) 
Zigadenus fremontii var. eHiptica, death camas, 

4 
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Combination Plant List, proposed recommendations for the County--- John Kipping' s hortlist; 
and Native Plants for Landscaping by Joanne Gegghat. Other contributions by Judy Johnson, 
Ray Griffiths, Annie Walker and Karla. 

Acer glabrum, mtn. maple 
Acer circinatum, vine maple 
Acer macrophyllum, bigleaf maple 
Achillea millefolium, cultivars 
Achillea millefolium, native yarrow 
Adiantum pendatum, maidenhair fem 
Adiantum jordani, maidenhair fem 
Aesculus califomica, Califomica buckeye 
Agave shawii, century plant 
Allium dichlamydeum, wild onion 
Allium validum, swamp onion 
Alnus rhombifolia, white alder 
Anemopsis califomica, yerba mansa, 
Apocyanum cannibinum, Indian hemp 
Apocynum sp., small dogbane 
Aquilegia formosa, columbine, 
Arabis blepharophylla, rock cress 
Aralia califomica, elk-clover, 
Arbutus menziesii, madrone 
Arctostaphylos spp. manzanita, A. imbricata, A pajaroensis, A. arctostaphylos, A. parryii 
Arctostaphylos spp. manzanita, A. uva-ursi, 
Arctostaphylos cultivars 
Aristolochia califomica, dutchman's pipevine, 
Artemesia douglasiana 
Asarum caudatum, wild ginger, 
Asarum hartwegii, hartweg's wild ginger 
Ascelpias sp., various milkweeds 
Asclepias cordifolia, milkweed 
Asclepias speciosa, milkweed, (monarch butterflies) 
Aurelia califomica, elk dover 
Baccharis pilularis ssp. consanguinea, coyote bush, 
Balsamorhiza deltoidea, balsam root, 
Berberis aquilifolium v. dictyota, oregon grape 
Berberis pinnata, wild barberry, 
Calocedrus decurrens 
Calochortus albus, fairy lantern 
Calycanthus occidentalis, spicebush, 
Carex brainardii 
Carex spp. (many native sedges) 
Carpenteria califomica, carpenteria 
Ceanothus lemmonii, C. griseus, C. cv. 'dark star', C. thyrsiflorus, 
Ceanothus 'Joyce Coulter'; C. 'Julia Phelps'; C. 'Owlswood blue'; 
Ceanothus cv. 'blue jeans' 
Ceanothus cv. 'Ray Hartman'; 
Cercis occidentalis, western redbud, 
Chlorogalum pomeridianum 
Cirsium andersonii 
Cirsium occidentale, sierra thistle 
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Quercus lobata 
Ceanothus cuneatus 
Aesculus caiifomica 
UmbeUularia califomica 
Cercis occidentalis 
Heteromeles arbutifolia 
Styrax officinalis 
Baccharis pilularis 
Fremontia californica · 
Herbaceous Plants 
Nasella pulchra 
Elymus glaucus 
Melica californica 
Calochortus sp. 
Brodeiaea, Tritelia, Dichlostemma sp. 
Lupinus sp. 
Eschscholtzia califomica 
Salvia sonomensis 
Solidago occidentalis 
Chlorogalum pomeridianum 
Wyethla mollis 
AchiHea millefolia 

B. Mid-bank Woody Plants 
Quercus lobata 
Juglans califomica 
Rosa californica 
Vitis califomica 
Symphoricarpos albus 
Calycanthus occidentalis 
Sambucus mexicanus 
Aristolochia califomica 
Clematis ligusticifolia 
Herbaceous Plants 
Hordeum brachyanthrwn 
Melica californica 
Deschampsia cespitosa 
Danthonia califomica 
Elymus triticoides 
Carex feta 
Aster chilensis 

C. Lower-bank 
Woody Plants 
Alnus rhombifolia 

Valley Oak 
Buckbrush 
Buckeye 
Calif. Bay 
Calif. Redbud 
Toyon 
Snowdrop bush 
Coyote brush 
Flannel bush 

Purple needle grass 
Blue Wildrye 
Calif. Melic 
Mariposa Lily 
Brodieas 
Lupines 
Calif. Poppy 
Creeping sage 
Western Goldenrod 
Soaproot 
Mules ears 
Yarrow 

Valley Oak 
Calif. Black Walnut 
Calif. Rose 
Calif. Grape 
Snowberry 
Spicebush 
Blue Elderberry 
Dutchmans Pipevine 
Virgin's Bower 

Meadow barley 
Calif. Melic 
Hairgrass 
California oatgrass 
Creeping Wildrye 
Green-sheath sedge 
Purple Aster 

White Alder 

 
        AR 13073



Populus :fremontii 
Fraxinus dipetala 
Acer negundo 
Salix lasiolepis 
Sambucus mexicana 
Symphoricarpos albus 
Rosa califomica 
Vitis califomica 
Lonicera hispidula 
Herbaceous Plants 
Muhlenbergia rigens 
Elymus triticoides 
Festuca rubens 
Deschampsia cespitosa 
Danthonia califomica 
Carex feta 
Carex barbarae 
Carex pachystacha 
Carex praegracilis 
Juncus balticus 
Juncus xiphoides 
Asclepias sp. 
Sisyrinchium bellum 
Zauschneria californica 
D. Channel Bottom 
Woody Plant 
Salix gooddingii, exigua, laevigata 
Alnus rhombifolia 
Cephalanthus occidentalis var. califomica 
Herbaceous Plant 
Carex and Juncus 
Equisetum arvense 
Eleocharis macrostachya 
Eleocharis acicularis 
Elymus triticoides 
Leersia oryzoides 
Paspalum distichum 
Pleuropogon davyi 

Fremonts Cottonwood 
Foothill Ash 
Box Elder 
Arroyo Willow 
Blue elderberry 
Snowberry 
Calif. Rose 
Calif. Grape 
Honeysuckle 

Deergrass 
Creeping wildrye 
RedFescue 
Calif. Hairgrass 
Calif. Oatgrass 
Green-sheath sedge 
Santa Barbara sedge 
Thick-headed sedge 
Clustered Field sedge 
Baltic Rush 
Iris-leaved Rush 
Milkweed 
Blue-eyed-grass 
Calif. Fuschia 

Gooddings, Sandbar, Red Willows 
White Alder 
Calif. Buttonwillow 

Sedges and Rushes 
Scouring Rush 
Sand Spikerush 
Least Spikerush 
Creeping Wildrye 
Rice Cut-grass 
Joint Paspalum 
Davy's Pleuropogon 
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Suggested plant list for low elevation landscaping. 

Street Tree List 
Botanical Name 
Acer buergeranum 
Acer circinatum 
Acer platanoides 
Aesculus califomica 
Alnus rhombifolia 
Arbutus unedo 
Calocedrus decurrens 
Celtis sinensis 
Cercis occidentalis 
Comussp. 
Gleditsia sp. 
Ginkgo biloba 
Koelreuteriaa bipinnata 
Liriodendron tulipifera 
Liquidambar styraciflua 
Lagerstroe indica 
Platanus acerifolia 
Magnolia Soulangeana 
Malus sp. 
Olea Europea 
Pinus sp. 
Pistacia chinensis 
Platanus racemosa 
Populus Fremonti 
Prunus sp. 

Pyrus sp. 
Quercus sp. 

Robinia ambigua 
Salix sp. 

Ulnus parvifolia 
Umbellularia califomia 

Common Name 
Trident Maple 
Vine Maple 
Norway Maple or Crimson King 
California Buckeye 
White Alder, Italian Alder 
Strawberry Tree 
Incense Cedar 
Chinese Hackberry 
Western Redbud 
Western Dogwood, Red Twig Dogwood 
Honey Locust (Shademaster) 
Maidenhair 
Chinese Flame Tree 
Tulip Tree 
Sweetgum 
"Majestic Orchid" Crape Myrtle 
London Plane, Sycamore 
Saucer Magnolia 
Crabapple 
European Olive, Susan Hill (fruitless) 
Pines -- Ponderosa, Aleppo, Coulter, Italian Stone 
Chinese Pistache 
California Sycamore 
Western Cottonwood (male trees only)· 
Catalina Cherry, Krautner Vesuvius, Carolinian.a, 
Japanese Flowering Plum "Dawn" 
Kawakami, Bradford 
Oaks - Valley~ Cork, Blue, Red, Interior Live, 
Canyon Live, Holly 
Purple Robe Locust 
Arroyo, Red, Yellow, Gooddings (riparian area 
only) 
Evergreen Elm 
California Bay 

Native Plant List for Upland and Riparian Revegetation 
Botanical Name Common Name 

Woody Plants A. Upland (fop of Bank) 
Arctostaphylos viscid.a 
Arctostaphylos manzanita 
Quercus wislizenii 

White leaf Manzanita 
Manzanita 
Interior Live Oak 
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Cirsium sp. (native) 
Clarkia amoena, clarkia 
Clarkia spp., godetia, 
Clarkia rubicund.a, 
Clarkia elegans, 
Clarkia unguiculata, elegant clarkia 
Clarkia biloba 
Clematis lasianthus wild clematis; or virgin's bower 
Comus stolonifera, dogwood, 
Comus nuttalli~ dogwood 
Corylus comuta, California hazelnut, 
Cupressus macrocarpa, Monterey cypress, 
Cynoglossum grande, western hound's tongue 
Danthonia califomica, California oat grass 
Dendromecon rigid.a, tree poppy, 
Dicentra chrysantha, golden eardrops, 
Dicentra formosa, bleeding hearts 
Dichelostema spp. brodiaea pulcheUa and B. laxa, 
Dichelostemas various species (include Triteleias) 
Disporum hookeri, fairy bells, 
Dryopteris sp., wood fern, 
Dudleya crassifolia, rock lettuce 
Dudleya cymosa, liveforever, 
Eleocharis sp., spikerush 
Epilobium californica, California fuschia, (Zauschneria califomica) 
Equisetum sp. scouring rush 
Erigeron glaucus, seaside daisy, 
Eriogonum fasciculatum, buckwheats, 
Eriophyllum lanatum var. grandiflorum, wooly-daisy, 
Erysimwn francisanum, wallflowers and E.concinnum (what is that?) 
Eschscholzia califomica, California poppy, 
Festuca califomica, California fescue grass, 
Frageria spp. wild strawberries 
Fraxinus dipetala, ash tree 
Fremontodendron califomicum, flannel bush, 
Fremontodendron califomicum "Pacific Sunset" 
Galvesia speciosus, island snagdragon, 
Ganya elliptica, silk-tassel bush, cultivars, 4James Roof' & 'Evie' 
Garrya fremontii, silk-tassel bush, 
Gnaphalium canescens ssp. beneoiens, fragrant cudweed 
Grindeiia sp. gum plan~ 
Helenanthella californica var. nevadensis, California sunflower 
Heracleum lanatum, cow-parsnip, 
Heteromeles arbutifolia, toyon 
Heuchera micanthera, coral bells (Alum root), 
Horkelia sp. 
Iris douglasiana, (I. innominata, I. tenax, I. hartwegii), wild iris 
Isomeris arborea, western bladder pod 
Keckelia breviflorus, bush penstemon 
Keckelia lemmonii, Lemmon's bush penstemon 
Lepechinia calycina, Pitcher sage, 
Lewisa rediviva, bitteroot, 
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Lewisia cotyledon, L. howellii, other bitterootsDicentra fonnosa, bleeding-heart; 
Linum sp. 
Lonicera hispidula, hairy honeysuckle 
Lonicera interupta, chaparral honeysuckle 
Lupinus spp., Lupines, 
Lupinus albifrons and L. arboreus, lupines 
Me1ica califomica 
Mimulus guttatus, M. cardinalis, Monkey flower, Mimulus guttatus; M. cardinalis 
Mimulus puniceus, Red monkey flower, Mimulus puniceus 
Mimulus aurantiacus, M. bifidus. 
Mimulus guttatus, seep srping monkeyflower, 
Monardella odoratissima, pennyroyal 
Monardella villosa, coyote mint, 
Monardella lanceolata, coyote mint 
Muhlenbergia rigens, deergrass, 
Nasella cemua, needlegrass 
Nasella pulchra, needlegrass 
Nemophila menziesii, baby blue eyes 
Nemophila maculata, fivespot 
Nolina patTy4 nolina 
Oenothera hookeri, evening-primrose, 
Pellaea brewerii, coffee fem (rubber fem) 
Pellaea mucronata, birdfoot fe~ 
Peltiphyllum peltatum, Indian rhubarb, (Darmera now) 
Penstemon heterophyllus, P. newbenyi, Mtn. prideArmeria maritima, Sea-Pink, 
Pentagramma triangularis, goldback fem, 
Phacelia sp. 
Philadelphus lewisii, Mock orange, 
Pinus ponderosa, pine 
Pinus sabiniana, foothill pine 
Platanus racemosa, sycamore 
Platystemon sp., frying pan poppy 
Poa secunda, pine bluegrass 
Polypodium californicum, califomia polypody (licorice fem) 
Poiystichum minutum, western sword fem 
Populus tremuloides, quaking aspen 
Potentilla glandulosa, cinquefoil 
Prunus lyonii, Catalina cherry, 
Prunus virginiana, chokecherry 
Pseudotsuga menziesii, doug fir 
Pte1ea crenulatum, hop tree 
Quercus chrysolepis, canyon live oak 
Quercus kelloggii, black oak 
Quercus garryana, garry or oregon oak 
Quercus douglasii, blue oak 
Quercus durata, leather oak 
Quercus wislizenii, interior live oak 
Ranunculus occidentalis, R. califomicus, buttercups 
Rhamnus califomica, coffeeberry, "seaview" 
Rhamnus crocea, redberry 
Rhamnus californica, coffeeberry 'Eve Case' 
Rhamnus illicifolia, hollyieaf redberry 
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Rhamnus tomentella, coffeeberry 
Rhododendron occidentale, azalea, 
Rhododendron macrophyllum, California rosebay, 
Rhus trilobata, lemonade berry 
Ribes malvaceum; Gooseberry, 
Ribes glutinosum 
Ribes spp. red-flowering currant 
Ribes speciosa, 
Ribes viburnifolium 
Ribes spp., Currants & Gooseberries 
Ribes aurum, R. speciosum, R. sanguini~ 
Ribes sp., chaparral currant 
Romneya coulteri, matilija poppy, 
Rosa californica var. ultramontanum, wild rose, 
Rosa spithamea, dwarf wiidrose 
Rubus parviflora, western thimbleberry, Allium dichlamydeum, wild onion 
Rubus ursinus, native california blackbemy 
Rupertia spp. (was Hoita), scurf pea 
Salvia sonomensis, sonoma sage, 'Dara's Choice' 
Salvia greggii, red flowered sage 
Salvia clevelandii, cleveland Sage, 
Salvia leucophyUa, whiteleaf sage 
Salvia spathacea, red pitcher sage 
Salvia leucophylla, sage 
Sambucus mexicana, blue elderberry, 
Satureja douglasii, yerba buena 
Sedum spathulifolium, stonecrop, 
Sequoiadendron giganteum 
Sidalcea sp. wild hollyhock or checkermallow 
Silene californica, Indian pink, 
Sisyrinchium bellum, blue-eyed grass, 
Solanum umbellatum, native nightshade, 
Solanum sp. (native) 
Solidago californica, goldenrod, 
Styrax officinalis, styrax 
Swertia albicaulis, green gentian 
Symphoricarpos rivularis, snowberry, 
Taxus brevifolia, pacific yew 
Torreya califomica, California nutmeg, 
Trillium chloropetalum, wake robin 
Trillium grandiflorum?, wake robin 
Trillium ovatum, wakerobins, 
Umbellaria califomica 
Vaccinium ovatum, huckleberry 
Verbena lilacina, lilac verbena, 
Vitis californica, wild grape, 
Woodwardia fimbriata, giant chain fem 
Woodwardia fimbriata, Giant chain fe~ 
Wyethia bolanderi; W. angustifolia; W. helenoides; 
Wyethia spp. El Dorado mule-ears, W. reticulata; Bolander's mule-ears, 
Yucca whipplei, Yucca, 
Zigadenus elegantus (spelling?) Zigadenus fremontii var. elliptica, death camas 
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From: Bastian. Cynthia [BastianC@SacCounty.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2003 2:20 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: zoning 

07/14/03 

Cynthia & Mark Bastian 
PO Box 111 
7919 Rattlesnake Bar Rd. 
Pilot Hill, Ca 95664 

Attn: General Planning Team 
El Dorado County Planning Dept. 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, Ca 95667 

To whom it may concern: 

LETTER246 

We have been living on our property for approximately 25 years, we bought our 
property when we were young and did not know much about real estate. When we 
bought our property it was zoned 5 acre agriculture. It was changed at some 
point in time to 40-acre minimum, which we never received notification that this 
was occurring. We have worked very hard to maintain our property and build a 
modest home. We have four boys who we would like to give each a 10-acre parcel 
of our property in the future, but are now unable to because of the zoning 
regulations. There are several 10-acre parcels, and even some 5-acre parcels in 
our area. No one at this point has had difficulty obtaining water; the roads are 
in decent shape even though roost of the traffic is from Peninsula State Park 
traffic. We would like it if you would consider rezoning our property to at 
least 10-acre parcels. We feel that we would like to have options with our land 
that we thought we had when we purchased our property and since there is a 
precedent with 10-acre parcel we think we should also have our property zoned 10 
acre!. 

Thank you in advance for considering our request 

Sincerely, 

Cynthia & Mark Bastian 

J 
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EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN 2003 DEIR 

RECREATION 

VOLUMN2 
PUBLIC SERVICES 

5.7.5 PARKS AND OPEN SPACE 
PAGES 5.7-63 -5.7-87 

P5.7-69 RECREATION PLANS 

LETTER247 

03 JUL J 5 PM 2: 28 

#1 The County states that" it is the intent of the County to adopt a Parks Master Plan and 
revise and update the Hiking and Equestrian trails Master Plan upon adoption of the 
General Plan. Why aren't they including the same concern for the other two components, 
the El Dorado County River Management Plan and the Bikeway Master Plan? By the 
time the General Plan is adopted, won't these areas need revising, due to the lapse of time 
and the related revisions made else where in the General Plan? 
#2 Who will put together this Master Plan? Will the non-County public agencies that 
provide recreational opportunities and facilities within the county, such as the 
Georgetown Divide Recreation District be included in that input? What will the funding 
sources be for acquisition, development, and maintenance be? How will they be 
distributed throughout the county, by percentage, by acreage of parkland, by population, 
a combination of sources, or other? Even after the Plan is adopted and new parcels are 
allowed to be created so that Quimby will be in effect instead of the current policy using 
the infill method of development, those funds derived from that act were never enough to 
purchase, develop, and maintain each park, what will the County do to fund the 
remainder of the funds needed and how does it plan to do it and who will administer 
those funds? Why are the developers who are using the infill plan in the future not 
required to contribute the Parkland funds also? Why are non-discretionary residential 
development and commercial development not subject to fees to support our parks 
systems? Don't they contribute to the increase in population use of the park and 
recreational areas? 
#3 Since the GORD has no development fee program, could the county encourage them 
to look into local benefit assessments and bond financing? 
#4 The adoption of New Policy 9. l. l .8, a Parks Master Plan and Parks and Recreation 
Capital Improvement Program to meet current and future park and recreation needs, New 
Policy 9 .2.2.2 that would require new development projects creating community or 
neighborhood parks to provide mechanisms for development, operation, and maintenance 
needs, of these facilities, and New Policy 9. 2. 2.5, which establishes a countywide 
development fee program, in addition to the Quimby Act, such that minimum 
neighborhood, community, and regional park standards are achieved, such fees will be 
adjusted periodically to fully fund the improvements identified in the Parks and Capital 
Improvement Program concurrent with development over a five year period may not 
ensure that adequate park facilities would be developed to meet county standards or that 
these policies will apply to an parts of the county or that other sources of funding will be 
guaranteed, begs the questions: what is your time line for doing this, how will you 
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Page 2/5.7.5 Parks and Open Space 

implement these New Policies, what guarantees are there that every area in the county
will be funded equally, what formula will you use to arrive at that state of equality, 
#5 Under Measure PR-A, the Parks Master Plan and Capital Improvement Program, 
Policy PR-5a, funding mechanisms for new development projects, and Policy PR-5b (and 
Implementation Measure PR-F), alternative funding sources investigation, the County 
states they will find funding for the construction of park facilities. Again, can the county 
ensure that every area will be funded equally etc., that the funding will be able to develop 
sufficient park facilities to meet local CSD and County standards'? Will the quantity of 
land suitable for parkland be available, considering the projected build out and population 
increase? 
#5 Under Impact 5.7-6 the County describes potential land use incompatibility associated 
with the development of Park and Recreation facilities. The development of park 
facilities could result I adverse physical effects on the environment. Described in other 
sections of Chapter 5 of this EIR, these potential environmental impacts are generally 
addressed by the proposed General Plan. Nighttime lighting, noise, and traffic are the 
main concerns. What is the specific portion of Chapter 5 that describes this concern? In 
addition, land use compatibility issues are addressed in Policy LU-3n, which states that 
public facilities, such as parks, would be considered by the County to be inappropriate in 
Natural Resource, Industrial, Research and Development and Open Space land use 
designations. Through Mitigation Measure 5.7-6(a): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.l-
3(b) and Mitigation Measure 5.7-6(b): Implement Mitigation Measure 5.l-3(d), described 
in Section 5.1, Land Use and Housing, the County would limit potential land use 
incompatibilities by limiting the range of appropriate land uses within which park an 
recreation facilities could be developed and would subject such projects to a review of 
land use compatibility ~y the County and any subsequent siting and design conditions, 
thereby reducing any adverse impacts. This plan is too general to be approved in any 
way. 
What is the specific format for deciding the appropriateness of the land use? How does 
the county plan to implement this plan? Who will make these decisions? 

Respctfully submitted by 
Thiaa Besan 
6261 Peacock way 
Pilot Hill, CA 95664 
Member of the Cool, Pilot Hill Advisory Committee 

_I 
--1 
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LETTER248 

General Plan Team 
2850 Fairlane Court 
PlacervilJe, CA 95667 

03 JUL l 5 Pr 2: 55 

l· ~: c C C: i VE D 
PLANNING DEP !dHHENT 

The vision for our County must contain a strong agriculturaJ identity. With our varied 
growing conditions, climate, elevation, hydrology, and soils we enjoy the ability to 
produce a diversity of agricultural crops and livestock. To safeguard the economic base 
upon which the county relies (agriculture), we must protect and promote the agriculture 
and natural resource values that generate products and draw visitors to the county. This 
can only happen if we take a strong stance in support of agricultural land protection and 
in developing future water supplies. With goal in mind of preserving and enhancing our 
agricultural base the Agricultural Council of the El Dorado County Chamber of 
Commerce submits the following comments regarding the General Plan Alternatives. 

1. The Draft General Plan documents are complex and a comprehensive 
review has been difficult. The concept of a General Planning document 
implies a strategic planning piece that contains a vision and a general 
framework for how the county views its future. Some Plan elements are 
general, as is appropriate for this type of document, but within other sections 
there is too much detail. It is appropriate to move the details out of this 
document and to define those county requirements by means of an ordinance 
that is subject to pubtic review. 

2. 

3. 

The Right to Farm Ordinance Disclosure as a Deed Restriction is 
paramount to the health of agriculture in the county. A mandatory 
disclosure of the Ordinance as a deed restriction is essential not only to 
protect agriculturists from "nuisance" complaints for standard agricultural 
practices, but to ensure that non-agricuttural neighbors understand the 
environment of living in a rural, agricultural setting. 

Agricultural Districts and zoning should provide for the protection of 
existing agriculture as well as for the promotion of future agricultural 
development. Protection for agricultural operations by way of zoning or land 
use designations is key to our continued success. Recognition of existing 
agricultural operations within those designations is the first step to protecting 
agriculture in the county. 

4. Agricultural operations should be exempt from the requirements for 
scenic corridors and view sheds. Where the guidance in the plan 
concerning ridgeline development, grading, and visual integrity may be 
appropriate to commercial or housing developments, they should not apply to 
agricultural terracing, crop conversions, and normal cultivation practices. 
These practices have minimal impact on a view shed compared to other 
types of development. 

5. Biological corridor constraints should not be imposed on private 
agricultural properties. Farmers and ranchers should be permitted to 
protect their crops and livestock from depredation by wildlife. Through good 

J 

] 
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6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

land stewardship, agricultural land currently provides a substantial portion of 
the wildlife habitat in the County. It is unreasonable to expect agriculturists 
who provide valuable habitat on their private land to alter their practices in 
order to satisfy new biological constraints. . 

Water for agricultural purposes should be protected and future water 
projects must be developed to support commercial and residential 
development. The irrigation water systems that were developed for 
agriculture in the county wm soon be fully utilized. New water rights and 
storage facilities must be actively sought by the county to meet increasing 
water demands and to provide drought protection. Identified agricultural 
water demands for future projects should be protected from other municipal, 
commercial, and housing demands or the continued viability of agriculture will 
be significantly jeopardized. 

Agricultural Districts and zoning need to be defined based on current 
farming and ranching uses. It should be recognized that many small 
operations can be viable and that certain crops grow well on non-choice soils. 
Slope restrictions shouJd not constraint compatible agricultural production, 
such as vineyards or livestock grazing. Elevation criteria should only be used 
for guidance when evaluating agricultural land uses, not utilized as a 
regulatory mechanism. Agricultural parcels outside of Ag Districts should 
qualify for the same protections based on their suitability for agriculture, not 
based on location within a District. 

The agriculture community must be active participants in the 
implementation process. The implementation phase that follows General 
Plan adoption is critical to the future of the county. During this phase it is 
crucial that agricultural interests be at the table when these discussions occur 
and decisions are made. 

Agricultural Districts must be preserved and expanded where 
appropriate. A concept has been developed and previously provided to the 
Planning Department and Board of Supervisors whereby existing Agricultural 
Districts would be examined for appropriateness and new areas suitable for 
Agricultural Districts would be identified and created. The concept is based 
upon soils, elevation, current land use, and other factors. This concept needs 
to be incorporated into the County General Plan. 

The County must recognize the diversity of agriculture within the 
County. The General Plan Attematives treat agricuUure as if it was one 
homogeneous endeavor throughout the county. In reality, processes and 
infrastructure required for timber production are vastly different that those for 
small scale specialty crop production. Lack of recognition of this diversity is a 
critical flaw of all Alternatives. . 

Mitigation measures are designed to address future residential, 
industrial and commercial development, but clearly threaten the 
continuation of agriculture in the County. Two examples are the 
restrictions on oak removal and the requirement that a ground water study 
being conducted by an engineer prior to issuance of pemiits. Other 
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measures, such as the proposed noise control, run counter to the exjsting 
right to farm ordinance. Proposed mitigation measures are much to detai1ed 
to be contained in a General Plan. The general intent of the mitigation 
measures should be included, with the specifics contained in associated 
ordinances. 

12. Alternatives fail to recognize the overall economic contribution of 
agriculture to El Dorado County. Agricultural contributed over 
$390,000,000 to the E! Dorado County economy in 2002. In addition to the 
economic contribution, agriculture serves as the catalyst for the 
establishment and growth of associated business enterprises. There is 
significant potential for growth and expansion of agriculture with a sound 
General Plan. As currently presented, the exlsting Alternatives will have a 
significant detrimental impact on agriculture, threatening it's existence. 

13. General Plan Alternatives do not recognize the contribution of 
agriculture to the quality of life in El Dorado County. Residents and 
visitors constantly state that it is the rural character of the area that draws 
them to El Dorado County. Encouragement of a viable agricultural industry is 
essentlaJ to maintaining this rural character. The current Alternatives contain 
severe restrictions that will significantly impair the ability of agriculture to 
remain viable. 

14. Development of the General Plan must be done with a direct connection 
to the Water Resources Development and Management Plan for El 
Dorado County. This wm involve an accurate assessment of all viable 
agricultural land in the County with the projected water demand associated 
with this area. It wm also require a pairing of the issues affecting agriculture 
in the General Plan with those in the Water Resources Development and 
Management Plan. 

The Agriculture Council eagerly awaits the opportunity to work with County Government 
to shape a General Plan that best serves the interest of the County. We feel strongly 
that agriculture must play a substantial role in the implementation phase of the General 
Plan. Please feel free to contact me for any additional information that may be needed 
and to arrange for our assistance in this continuing effort. 

Dave Bolster, Chair 
Agricultural CounciJ, El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce. 
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LETTER249 

BOYDEN, COOLURIS, LIVINGSTON & SAXE PC 
AITORNEYS AT LAW 

. 4qo PAf'!Q!-t1ALL, SUITE 162s 
,;SACRAMENTO, CALIFORNIA 95814 

TELE~ijQ-pi~916:J)30-9740 FAX: 916-930-9745 
, - , ~: n··:-1;:-NT 

i' _ .• , , ··. , ; , u v ii-ll'I'ERI'htt:BCLSLA W. COM 

WRITERS EMAIL: 

divingston@bclslaw.com 

BY FACSIMILE, HAND DELIVERY 
AND ELECTRONIC MAIL 

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

Dear General Plan Team: 

July 15, 2003 

BAY AREA OFFICE 
900 LARKSPUR LANDING C[RCLE 

SUITE 155 
LARKSPUR, CALIFORNIA 94939 

TELEPHONE: (415) 461-4080 
FAX: (415) 461-8980 
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I am pleased to submit, on behalf of the El Dorado Hills Business Park Business Property 
Owners Association, the enclosed memorandum commenting on the El Dorado County General 
Plan Draft Environmental Impact Report. 

In making this submittal I would note that our analysis is not as complete as we would 
prefer due to the fact that we have not yet received a response to our June 4, 2003 request for 
information concerning traffic counts used to analyze roadway impacts for both the 2025 and 
Buildout scenarios (see attached email correspondence). We would like to use this occasion to 
formally reiterate our June 4th request. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. 

Enclosures 
JCUdal 

{00010466.} 

Sincerely, 

d ~Lwu.:{'· 
J. Cleve Livingston 
Attorney At Law 
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To: 

FROM: 

RE: 

BOYDEN, COOLURIS, LIVINGSTON & SAXE PC 

MEMORANDUM 

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
By Email, Facsimile and Hand Delivery 

J. Cleve Livingston~ L 

DATE: 

03 

El Dorado County General Plan Update and Draft Environmental Impact Report 

INTRODUCTION 

I am writing on behalf of the El Dorado Hills Business Park ("EDHBP" or "Business Park" 
or "Park") and the EDHBP Business Property Owners Association (the "Association") to comment 
on the proposed El Dorado County General Plan Alternatives (the '4GP Alternatives") and the Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (the "DEIR"). In reviewing the GP Alternatives and DEIR, the 
Association's principle concern is with any provision that would have the effect of reducing the 
intensity of land uses within the Business Park or otherwise limiting the ability of Business Park 
landowners to provide the jobs the County so badly needs to offset the residential development 
projects approved by the County over the last fifteen years. 

The Association's comments are divided into three sections: 

• Section I of this memorandum will focus on the general reasons why a reduction in 
the intensity of development within the Business Park through regulatory constraints 
would constitute an ill-conceived and legally ill-advised attack on the existing 
development rights of Business Park landowners. 

• In Section II, this memorandum will address the existing jobs/housing imbalance 
within the County ( and particularly within the western portion of the County along 
the Highway 50 corridor) and the role of the Business Park in mitigating this 
imbalance and its adverse environmental effects. 

• Section HI discusses the extent to which the empirical evidence of over twenty years 
of actual experience involving development of approximately one third of the 
Business Park properties leads to the conclusion that the DEIR traffic analysis 
overstates the reasonably foreseeable impacts of development within the Business 
Park on Latrobe Road creating a perceived need to reduce development intensities 
within the Park where the real need may be just the opposite. 

It has been suggested that, in responding to public comments on the GP Alternatives and 
DEIR, the County~s environmental consultant team working with staff will focus exclusively on 
those comments that are directed towards the DEIR and will not respond to comments that are 
perceived to have been directed towards the General Plan Alternatives themselves. Such an 
approach, while always dangerous from a CEQA compliance perspective, might have been possible 
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had the General Plan been proposed as a single project and had the alternatives analysis required by 
CEQA been addressed separately in the DEIR. But the El Dorado County General Plan, as 

proposed for the public's review, consists not of a single project but of four equal weight and eight 
lesser weight "Alternatives." Where the proposed project under CEQA takes the form of several 
CEQA alternatives, those alternatives are themselves an appropriate subject for public comment. 
Any environmental review process that seeks to avoid the consideration of and response to such 
comments on the grounds that the alternatives are not part of the DEIR and therefore are not to be 
addressed by the public in commenting on the adequacy of the environmental analysis under CEQA 
is fraught with legal peril. Indeed, it would be impossible to comment on the DEIR without 
evaluating the comparative environmental consequences of the General Plan Alternatives and the 
extent to which they have been adequately analyzed and accurately characterized. That is, after all, 
precisely the purpose of the CEQA required alternatives analysis. 

SECTION I 

The Association respectfully submits that General Plan alternatives or DEIR mitigation 
measures which have the effect of limiting or reducing land use intensities allowed by the Business 
Park's existing development entitlements would be counterproductive for the following reasons: 

I. Any significant reduction in the permitted intensity of use within the Business Park 
would constitute a legally impermissible attack on the development rights of El Dorado 
Hills Business Park landowners. ...J 

2. The imposition of regulatory constraints which limit the capacity of the County's -J· 
single most important employment generating land use - the El Dorado Hills Business Parle 
- to accommodate the projected demand for new jobs in the western County introduces an 
internal inconsistency into a general plan which desperately needs jobs to balance residential 
growth and which includes job creation as a key policy objective. 

3. A reduction in the permitted intensity of land use on undeveloped properties within 
the EDHBP Assessment District would deny the owners of such undeveloped Business Park 
properties their fair share of the benefits of the major public infrastructure capacity (i) which 
the Business Park landowners have funded with approximately $13,000,000 in land secured 
bond debt and almost $40,000,000 in debt service payments to date and (ii) to which they 
are entitled as a result. 

4. Changes in the intensity of land use within the Business Park would reduce the l 
development potential ofthe Business Park and would constitute a breach of the County's . 
legal duty both to the EDHBP property owners and to the EDHBP Assessment District i 

bondholders to preserve and protect the security underlying the approximately $13,000,000 JI 
in bond debt which was used to finance the major public infrastructure serving the Business 
Park. 

5. The introduction of new land use regulations which limit the holding capacity (in J-· 
terms of both building floor area and jobs) of the Business Park would also undermine the 
very comprehensive planning process the General Plan Alternatives are intended to serve. 
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The "Existing Commitments" Include Business Park Development Entitlements 

The GP Alternatives and DEIR make frequent reference to the "existing approved 
development commitments." The existing commitments have been defined to include the projects 
with approved development agreements pursuant to Government Code Section 65864 ~ ~ 
(including Carson Creek and Valley View) or approved tentative maps as of July, 1999. As the 
General Plan Environmentally Constrained Alternative notes: "The Development Agreements 
commit the County to these prior approvals, which severely restrict its ability to adjust land use 
densities for a large portion of the most rapidly developing part of the County -- the western end -
and its ability to identify new locations to accommodate development." GP, Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative at p. 10. The DEIR echoes the language of the General Plan: 

"These [Development Agreements ("DAs")] allow the landowners to develop subject to the 
density and intensity ofland uses contemplated in the General Plan and Specific Plan in 
effect at the time the DA was signed. In other words, development under the DAs has a 
protected ("vested") right to proceed." ... "However, the DAs generally prohibit the 
application of new regulations to the extent those regulations would preclude development 
at the vested density or intensity." DEIR, Vol. I at p. 3-9. 

What the General Plan Alternatives and DEIR fail to acknowledge, however, is that the 
listing of prior commitments should also include the Business Park entitlements. The development 
rights which govern the intensity of land use within the El Dorado Hills Business Park were granted 
by the County almost fifteen years before either the Carson Creek or Valley View development 
agreements were adopted and have been in continuous effect for over two decades. The General 
Plan Alternatives and DEIR also fail to acknowledge the extent to which the Business Park 
landowners have reasonably relied on these development rights in their successful 20 year effort to 
create an employment center in western El Dorado County or the extent to which reductions in the 
intensity of allowed use would pose a fundamental threat to these efforts and their continued 
succe~s. 

Moreover, while the entitlements governing development of the El Dorado Hills Business 
Park were approved well before development agreements became the vesting mechanism of choice 
in the County, there can be little question that the development rights granted the El Dorado Hills 
Business Park owners in 1982 were always intended to be no less secure than those development 
agreement rights granted projects such as Carson Creek and Valley View in the late 1990s. The El 
Dorado Hills Business Park was in many respects the County's first major effort at comprehensive 
planning and growth management. Its approval reflects the recognition that land use opportunities 
must be provided to encourage employment generation in the western county if the adverse fiscal 
and environmental impacts associated with residential growth in the absence of job growth are to be 
avoided. As the western county's primary employment center, the El Dorado Hills Business Park 
has been the County's principle source of new jobs to support the residential projects which were 
approved in the l 980-90s. 

Every discretionary land use decision that has been made by the County in the over 20 years 
since the El Dorado Hills Business Park was approved, including the Carson Creek and Valley 
View Development Agreements, has assumed development of the Business Park in accordance with 
the land use entitlements approved in 1982. Indeed, the County, in approving the Carson Creek and 
Valley View Development Agreements, relied upon the prior development commitments which had 
been made to the Business Park landowners and the jobs these Business Park entitlements were 
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projected to generate to offset the growth in housing these primarily residential specific plans would 
generate. Having vested these residential entitlements in reliance on the previously approved job 
generating land uses in the Business Park, the County cannot retroactively compromise these vested 
residential approvals by reducing the job generation which serves to mitigate the adverse 
environmental impacts of these development agreement projects and upon which these development 
agreement projects depend for their continued legal validity. 

Not only did the development agreements rely on the Business Park entitlements to generate 
the jobs to balance new residential growth but they also included an environmental analysis the 
purpose of which was, in relevant part, to assure that the residential projects could be developed 
without compromising the preexisting development rights to employment generating land uses. Of 
particular note, the analysis underlying the approval of each development agreement examined the 
extent to which the capacity of the public infrastructure would have to be expanded in order to 
accommodate the proposed development at acceptable levels of service without requiring reductions 
in the levels of development based on preexisting development approvals. The Environmental 
Impact Reports prepared on each of the development agreement projects which the General Plan 
EIR references as "prior commitments" evaluated the impacts of these largely residential projects 
on both existing and cumulative conditions that included development of the Business·Park at land 
use intensities consistent with the development rights approved by the County in 1982. In 
approving these development agreements projects, the County certified that the environmental 
impacts of the projects had been identified and either mitigated through the imposition of feasible 
mitigation measures or, where mitigation was determined to be infeasible and the impacts 
unavoidable, found to be acceptable as a result of overriding benefits. The Business Park 
landowners relied on the County's certification of the project EIRs. They relied on the fact that in 
certifying the EIRs, the County was in effect warranting that these residential projects could be 
developed at the approved densities without affecting the preexisting development rights of the 
Business Park. Had there been even a suggestion that the approval of any of the residential 
development agreement projects was based on the usurpation of infrastructure capacity that was 
required to serve the Business Park's preexisting land use entitlements, the Park landowners would 
have, of course, taken issue with the approvals, insisting either that the residential projects be 
required to mitigate their impacts or that they be approved at alternative densities that could be 
developed without reducing services below acceptable levels. 

In discussing the "existing development commitments," neither the General Plan 
Alternatives nor the DEIR make reference to the chronology of development agreement approvals 
and to the Business Park development commitments these approvals assume and repeatedly 
reaffirm. Rather they set out a logic that is based on the assumption that since the vested rights 
conferred by development agreements preclude the County from retroactively holding development 
agreement projects accountable for mitigating the impacts they cause by reducing the residential 
densities that cause the impacts, the County will hold the Business Park responsible for mitigating 
the impacts caused by the development agreement projects and the residential densities they 
generate by reducing the intensity of development within the Park. The logic appears to take the 
following form: 
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Development Agreement commitments that were approved assuming preexisting 
Business Park development entitlements will result in the construction of housing 
which will generate peak hour trips ( a high percentage of which have trip ends 
outside El Dorado County because there are not enough jobs to accommodate 
residential population growth in El Dorado County), which will, the EIR analysis 
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suggests, result in roadway impacts that were neither identified nor mitigated as the 
residential projects were approved - impacts which several of the General Plan 
Alternatives now propose to address by reducing the intensity of development (and 
job growth) in the Business Park. 

Even if the reduction of development intensities in the Business Park were an appropriate 
means of mitigating the impacts of residential growth (which, for reasons that are discussed below, 
it is not), a review of the process by which the development agreements were considered and 
approved reveals a level of commitment has been made by the County to the Business Park that 
cannot be compromised without raising legal issues of reasonable reliance, fundamental fairness 
and due process and without running afoul of the principles of equitable estoppel. 

Nor can there be any question that the County encouraged the Business Park landowners in 
their reasonable expectation that they could invest the substantial sums required to prepare for and 
proceed with development of the Business Park land uses secure in the knowledge that the County 
would not attempt to take away the entitlements granted over 20 years before. The County needed 
and wanted to diversify the local economy by creating a research and development sector; the 
County needed and wanted the positive revenue impacts resulting from the Business Park land uses 
to offset the negative revenue impacts of residential development; and, most important, the County 
needed and wanted the jobs that development of the Business Park land uses would generate in 
order to avoid the commute patterns and otherwise mitigate the significant adverse traffic and air 
quality impacts that result from residential growth in the absence of a local employment base. 

As residential growth pressures have increased in the two decades following approval of the 
Business Park and as the capacity constraints of the Highway 50 corridor have become increasing 
problematic during this same time period, the critical role of the Business Park as the County's most 
important source of new economic and employment growth has become increasingly evident. One 
of the main reasons the County finds itself confronting Measure Y is that it allowed residential 
developm~t approvals to outpace the job growth needed to reduce the role of El Dorado County as 
a bedroom community to the Sacramento County employment centers. To view the reduction of 
job creating land uses as "mitigation" rather than a measure that will exacerbate the existing adverse 
traffic impacts resulting from the imbalance of jobs and housing is to sentence existing and future 
El Dorado County residents to a long commute to work in Sacramento County. 

Business Park Development Rights - a Twenty-Year History of Reasonable Reliance 

For over two decades, the Business Park landowners have worked diligently in collaboration 
with the County and invested heavily in reasonable and justified reliance on the 1982 land use 
entitlements to create a Research and Development Zone District that could compete in the regional 
marketplace with other employment centers. The actions taken by the County and the Business 
Park landowners to implement this objective include the following initiatives. A final subdivision 
map has been approved and recorded. Assessment districts have been formed. Over $13,000,000 in 
assessment district bond debt has been incurred and, over the last fifteen years, almost $40,000,000 
in debt service payments have been made by Business Park landowners on the assessment district 
bonds. The intract public infrastructure necessary to support the approved level of development has 
been funded out of the bond proceeds and constructed. The water entitlements necessary to support 
the planned level of development have been secured from the Federal Bureau of Reclamation 
through the El Dorado Irrigation District (see amendment to Contract No. 14-06-300-1357A 
providing 1,000 acre feet of additional water out of Folsom Lake between the United States 
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Department of the Interior and the EDID, as approved by Reso. No 93-169 on November 30, 1983). 
The roadway improvements necessary to mitigate the project's impact on traffic circulation and 
traffic flows have been identified and a funding agreement has been entered into by and between the 
project landowners and the County to pay for the identified roadway improvements ("Agreement to 
Participate in Road Improvements" dated May 1, 1984). To date, a total of approximately 
2,582,500 square feet of building floor area has been constructed within the El Dorado Hills 
Business Park representing an investment of millions of dollars by project landowners in reliance on 
the project entitlements governing the permitted land uses and development intensity. Several of 
the project landowners have constructed the initial phase or phases of multi-phase campuses in 
reliance on their vested right to proceed with construction of subsequent phases of these campuses 
based on the existing project entitlements. 

Development Rights and Land Secured Assessment Districts 

This history of development within the Business Park provides a compelling illustration of 
the way in which development commitments such as those granted to the El Dorado Hills Business 
Park play a critical role in making possible the use of public financing mechanisms to fund the 
construction of master planned public infrastructure. 'Where public financing mechanisms such as 
the El Dorado Hills Business Park Phase I and II Assessment Districts referenced above are formed 
by the County to finance the major public infrastructure serving a project, development rights take 
on particular importance not only from the perspective of the landowner, but also from the 
perspective of the County as the issuer of the assessment district bonds. Because the bonds are 
secured by the taxable property within the District, the development rights that run with the taxable 
property are a critical component of the value of the underlying security. The appraisal that 
provides the estimate of value upon which the bondholders rely when purchasing the bonds is only 
as good as the development rights that are assumed applicable to the property. Property that is 
assumed to develop at building floor areas that are dictated by market forces will be assigned a very 
different value and absorption rate than property that is assumed to be constrained in terms of its 
holding capacity by land use regulation. Indeed, as discussed above, it is fair to assume that land 
which is subject to significant reductions in the intensity of the allowed uses relative to the rest of 
the market will be extremely slow to absorb and will have a nominal present value as a result. 

In forming the El Dorado Hills Business Park Assessment Districts and undertaking their 
administration, the County implicitly covenants to preserve and protect the security underlying the 
District's bonded indebtedness. Any change in land use by the County which significantly affects 
the ability to develop the property within the District would undermine the marketability of the 
land, causing land values within the District to decrease substantially and could affect the 
willingness and ability of the owners of land within the District to pay the special taxes when due. 
Accordingly, such land use changes would not only constitute an impermissible impairment of the 
landowner's vested development rights but also would potentially result in a breach of the County's 
fiduciary obligation to bondholders. 

It is also worth noting that any change in land use which would significantly reduce the 
holding capacities of those undeveloped parcels within the El Dorado Hills Business Park 
Assessment Districts when compared to the developed properties within the District would also, in 
effect, constitute a legally impermissible reallocation of the special assessments such that the 
burden of the assessments is no longer spread in reasonable proportion to the benefits received. 
Special assessments are required to bear a reasonable relation to the benefits that accrue from the 
public improvements that are financed by such assessments. In effect, assessment districts allow 
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property owners to finance the construction of the infrastructure capacity required to serve the 
properties against which the special assessments are levied. But each District property owner's 
share of the assessment district debt and of the special assessment obligation required to service that 
debt is required by law to be reasonably related to the share of the infrastructure capacity which 
such landowner can put to use. If a particular landowner can only make use of half as much 
infrastructure capacity as his neighbor because a change by the County in the allowable 
development intensity has reduced the holding capacity of his undeveloped property to half the 
holding capacity realized by his neighbor who developed his property prior to the effective date of 
the County's change in land use~ then the owner of the undeveloped property should pay half the 
special assessments on a per acre basis as the owner of the developed property. 

Furey v. City of Sacramento-A Case on Point 

A 1979 Supreme Court case, Furey v. City of Sacramento, 24 Cal. 3d 862, is instructive on 
the questions of whether the County, having created an improvement district or districts to fund the 
expansion of infrastructure capacity to serve future development based on then existing land use 
entitlements can subsequently change the underlying development intensities of certain properties 
within the district so as to deny those properties the proportional measure of infrastructure capacity 
benefits they have been funding and will continue to fund. Plaintiffs property was assessed to pay 
the costs of a large sewer line and treatment plant which was designed to serve an area including 
plaintiff's property. Before the plaintiff was able to secure a rezone from agricultural use to a use 
which would have allowed the plaintiff to enjoy the benefits of the improvements, plaintiff's land 
was designated for open space use, precluding use of the improvements for which the plaintiff was 
paying proportionately. The court held that under such a factual predicate, ''relief would lie by way 
of declaratory relief or mandate precluding the application of the subject land-use regulation to 
plaintiffs." The Furey case stands for the proposition that where a property owner participates in an 
assessment district for the purpose of building public infrastructure that is intended to serve the 
property, the property owner cannot subsequently be denied land use that would allow the property 
to share the benefits of the improvements in proportion to the assessments paid unless the property 
is reassessed and the amounts paid for the improvements are reimbursed to the property owner. 

Under Furey, a significant reduction in the allowable Business Park intensity of 
development is legally suspect if it results in the owners of undeveloped Park properties either 
paying more than their fair share for the benefits received (in the form of infrastructure capacity) or 
receiving less than their fair share of the benefits for which they have paid. Thus, not only will such 
constraints on the intensity of development within the Business Park impair bond holder security, 
but they will also undermine the fundamental equities of"burden and benefit" that form the legal 
foundation upon which assessment districts are based. 

Allowable Intensities of Use as Approved and the Effect of Maximum F ARs 

The existing Research and Development Zone District entitlements contemplate building 
floor area ratios (F ARs) that are determined by the forces of the marketplace rather than dictated by 
regulation. As the DEIR notes, '~Maximum nonresidential floor area ratios (FAR) defined as the 
rates between building size and lot size, ... were not inclm~led in the 1996 General Plan, and 
therefore are not a part of the No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives." DEIR, Vol. 1 at p. 
3-24. Because the Business Park's Research and Development land use designation can and does 
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accommodate a wide variety of uses including, for example, office uses; laboratories and research 
facilities; fabrication, assembly and other light industrial uses; and warehouses, development within 
the Park also reflects a broad range of parcel-specific FARs. Table 1, attached to this comment 
letter as Exhibit A, lists the building floor areas of all Business Park properties developed as of 
January 1, 2003. As Table l indicates, the parcel-specific F ARs range from a low of 6.89% (DST 
Parcel 16 -- consisting of 54,387 square feet of building floor area on 18.12 acres) to a high of 
60.50% (DST Parcel 25 -- consisting of 579,932 square feet of building floor area on 22.01 acres). 
With approximately 31. 7% of the developable Park acreage built-out (257 acres out of 811 net 
acres), the average FAR is just over 23 %. The ability of the Business Park to accommodate a broad 
mix of non-residential land uses and FARs is at the heart of the Park's success in attracting new 
employers and the jobs they bring to El Dorado County. Any change in the Research and 
Development Zone District which constrains the types of uses or the intensities of use allowed in 
the Business Park as of right will significantly undermine the marketability of the property and the 
ability of Business Park landowners to attract new jobs to the County. For example, Alternative #2, 
the Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus" Alternative, and Alternative #3, the Environmentally 
Constrained Alternative, would establish maximum F ARs for the Business Park of .3 and .2, 
respectively. By limiting the allowable Business Park F ARs to .3 or .2, the General Plan will 
dramatically reduce the average Business Park F ARs. Table I calculates the average F ARs that 
would have resulted had the development of the Business Park to date been constrained by 
maximum FARs of .20, .25 and .30. These calculations indicate that had the County imposed 
maximum FAR of .20, .25 or .30 and had all of the existing businesses determined to proceed with 
their developments under these maximum F AR.s, the Business Park would look much different 
today as reflected in the following summary: 

Developed Acreage 

Developed Building 
Floor Area 

Reduction in Building 
Floor Area Due to 
Maximum FAR 

% Reduction in Building 
Floor Area Due to 
Maximum FAR 

Average FAR 

Table 1A 
Business Park F ARs 

Existing Development Existing Development 
Without Maximum With Maximum FAR 

FAR 
.20 .25 .30 

256.76 acres 256.76 acres 256.76 acres 256. 76 acres 

2,582,521 sf 1,764,084 sf 2,052,823 sf 2,246,083 sf 

NIA 818,437 sf 529,698 sf 336,438 sf 

NIA 31.69% 20.51% 13.03% 

23.09% 15.77% 18.35% 20.08% 

It is important to note, however, that the attached Table l {as summarized in Table IA 
above) in all likelihood substantially underestimates the deleterious effect of maximum F ARs on the 
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development of the Business Park because it assumes that business owners will simply downsize 
their building plans or buy more land in order to accommodate the maximum building floor area 
rather than look for another site with no FAR constraints. While such a development strategy may 
work for businesses that can be adequately served with single story construction (i.e., warehousing; 
assembly, fabrication and other light industrial uses; and small scale office projects), it will not 
work for a company that contemplates development of a multi-story office or high technology 
research and development campus. Ironically, maximum FARs will chase away the very type of 
multi-story non-residential development that is most likely to generate the higher paying jobs that 
the County most needs to offset the existing residential development commitments. 

Put simply, a "significant" reduction in the allowable development intensity will result in a 
"significant" increase in the land cost as a percentage of the total cost of development, which in tum 
will "significantly" undermine the marketability of the Business Park property and "significantly" 
compromise the County's efforts to encourage job creation within the County for the purpose of 
diversifying the County's economic base, improving the County's fiscal balance and mitigating the 
growing imbalance of jobs and housing that threatens to transform western El Dorado County into a 
commuter suburb of Sacramento County. 

In other words, a significant reduction in the amount of building floor area which can be 
developed per acre will likely have a much more pervasive effect than merely reducing pro rata the 
amount of building floor area actually constructed. Rather, a significant reduction in the allowable 
FAR will make the Business Park unable to compete from a market perspective for the very campus 
style projects the County most needs. Indeed, significant reductions in land use intensities are 
tantamount to a quasi-moratorium on certain types of development in the Business Park which 
would last into the foreseeable future. So much for the General Plan objective of encouraging job 
creating land uses in western El Dorado County. This is not a doomsday scenario; this is simply the 
way the land market works. 

Development Rights, Growth Management, Enviro~mental Analysis 

Moreover, there is much more at stake here than 20 years of development effort and the 
investment of millions of dollars in land acquisition costs as well as bond and tax payments, all 
based on values that are dependent upon the development rights approved in 1982 as interpreted to 
date. The development rights for master planned projects such as the Business Park that were 
granted by the County prior to the widespread use of development agreements with the expectation 
that they would be relied upon as if they had been vested by a development agreement are the 
bedrock of the County's early comprehensive planning efforts. They are the master planning glue 
that holds the general plan together. Without development rights that can be relied upon by 
landowners, master planning is, if not dead on arrival, certainly mortally wounded. Few developers 
would be willing to commit (i.e., invest) the substantial time, energy and resources necessary to 
make master planning a meaningful exercise where the results of their efforts could be subsequently 
undone either in whole or in part by a change in the applicable land use entitlements. And make no 
mistake about it, if the intensity of development permitted in the El Dorado Hills Business Park is 
significantly reduced, the results of over 20 years of master planning effort will suffer a critical 
blow. Accordingly, the decision by the County to consider CEQA Alternatives that assume the 
demise of the development entitlements granted over two decades ago and continually relied upon 
in the intervening years not only will threaten the economic viability of the Business Park project, 
but also will do irreparable damage to the general plan and to the environmental review process 
itself. Development rights breathe life into master plans as growth management tools and, in the 
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process, dramatically enhance both the scope and effectiveness of environmental review under 
CEQA. 

In the case of the El Dorado Hills Business Park, instead of evaluating the environmental 
impacts resulting from the development of individual parcels on a stand-alone basis, the County was 
able to use the master plan process made viable by the premise of development rights upon which 
Business Park landowners could rely to combine a succession of parcel-specific development 
projects into a single long-term integrated development project for purposes of both environmental 
review and impact mitigation. The resulting environmental analysis was more comprehensive in 
reach and more rigorous in methodology and occurred at an earlier point in time -- all recognized 
objectives of CEQA. Indeed, in many respects the El Dorado Hills Business Park was a pioneering 
project. At a point in time before Development Agreements and the early vesting they made 
possible, it set the stage for the use of Specific Plans by the County as growth management tools. It 
is fair to say that without the ability to grant development rights upon which landowners can 
reasonably rely, there would be few specific plans and without specific plans there would be little 
basis for assessing the combined environmental effects of parcel-specific development within a 
defined plan area. The suggestion that vested development rights that have already been subjected 
to comprehensive environmental review through the master planning process can 20 years later be 
assumed away by a subsequent environmental assessment is particularly troubling. 

In summary, the County has as much at stake as the Business Park landowners in protecting 
the Business Park development rights granted over twenty years ago. Western El Dorado County 
would not exist in its present form without the development commitments that are the heart and soul 
of master planning and that are threatened by any reduction in the Business Park development 
intensities. Development rights upon which the Business Park landowners are entitled to rely are 
the foundation that support the efforts of the County to manage growth, to assure that the 
environmental impacts of growth are mitigated and to allow the use of public financing mechanisms 
to build the critical public infrastructure. If such development rights are eroded as a by-product of 
the County's General Plan Update, the planning and public financing framework that is built on this 
foundation and that has transformed western El Dorado County into one of the most desirable 
places to live and work in California will likely once again collapse into a regulatory quagmire and 
paralyzing litigation. 

SECTION II 

Achieving a Balance of Jobs and Housing 

The General Plan Alternatives acknowledge the critical role played by job-generating land 
uses in general and the El Dorado Hills Business Park ("EDHBP") in particular in the County's 
comprehensive planning process. Included in the General Plan Statement of Vision is the 
promotion of"a better balance between jobs and housing.'~ GP, Vol. 1 at p. 3. In this regard, the 
General Plan makes explicit reference to the provisions of Government Code Section 65890. l 
which states -- "State land use patterns should be encouraged that balance the location of 
employment-generating uses with residential uses so that employment-related conunuting is 
minimized." The General Plan notes that "[t]his type of balance is normally measured by ajobs-to
housing ratio" and that, according to the State General Plan Guidelines, "a jobs-to-housing ratio of 
1.5:1 is considered 'balanced."' GP, Vol. I at p. 93. 
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The General Plan further acknowledges that the County is currently experiencing a 
significant imbalance between the labor force residing in the County and the jobs located there. 
DEIR, Vol. 1 at p. 4-6. "According to SACOG, there were 30,132 jobs available on the west slope 
for individuals living in 51,685 housing units in 1999 .... This equates to 0.6 jobs for each housing 
unit" (GP, Vol. 1 at p. 93) or a jobs-to-housing ratio of0.6:1. As a result~ "a substantial portion of 
the County labor force commutes out of the County to work." DEIR, Vol. 1 at p. 4-6. To address 
this problem, the General Plan includes Policy 10.1.5.6 which provides that -- "The County shall 
actively promote job generating land uses while de-emphasizing residential development unless it is 
tied to a strategy that is necessary to attract job generating land uses. GP, Vol. l at p. 284. General 
Plan Program 10.1.5.1.5 calls for five-year reviews to monitor land availability to assure a sufficient 
supply of job-generating land uses. GP, Vol. 1 at p. 280. 

The Role of the Business Park in Creating a Well-Ba.lanced Community 

In approving the EDHBP almost 20 years ago, the County took a major step in expanding 
the supply of job-generating land uses, in promoting the job growth that was considered essential to 
the creation of a ''well-balanced community,'' and in affording County residents an "opportunity to 
work ... close to where they live." GP, Vol. 1. at p. 10. In short, the EDHBP is precisely the sort of 
high intensity, self-sustaining, compact type development which will "improve the jobs-housing 
ratio" (GP, Vol. 1 at p. 8) while at the same time: 

• "provide opportunities that allow for continued ... economic expansion;" (GP, Vol. 
1 atp. 11) 

• "reduce development pressures in rural areas;" (GP, Vpl. 1 at p. 10) 

• "concentrate and direct urban growth where infrastructure is present and/or can be 
more feasibly provided;" (GP, Vol. 1 at p. 7) and 

• "encourage infill developments." (GP, Vol. 1 at p. 7) 

Although historically County jobs have been heavily weighted towards "resident-serving 
(including government) and tourism-based businesses," "the continuing development of the 
EDHBP ... is beginning to transform this pattern." DEIR, Vol.lat pp. 4-4/5. The continued 
development of the EDHBP and its potential to both provide jobs for County residents and attract 
employees from outside the County is also projected by the DEIR to result in a reduction in 4 'the 
percentage of work trips from El Dorado County to Sacramento for residents in the El Dorado Hills 
to Cameron Park area in the TDF model" from 60% to 50%. The percentage of work trips from 
Sacramento County to the Et Dorado Hills area of El Dorado County in the TDF model was 
increased from approximately 25% to 50%. DEIR, Vol. l at pp. 5.4-22/23. 

"The effect of these changes is that a higher percentage of El Dorado County residents are 
assumed to have work destinations within the Coooty. DEIR, Vol. I at p. 5.4-23. 

The inclusion of mitigation measures or project alternatives which reduce the intensity of 
development in and constrain the corresponding employment generating capacity of the Business 
Park would not only be inconsistent with General Plan policies, but also necessitate a fundamental 
reassessment of and adjustments to the DEIR projections relative to the commute patterns between 

{00008683.6} 

11 

y 

 
        AR 13096



El Dorado County and Sacramento County which are critical determinants of roadway impacts, 
particularly with respect to the Highway 50 corridor. 

SECTION HI 

Business Park Job Growth to be Sacrificed as Mitigation for Phantom Roadway Impacts 

The inclusion of General Plan alternatives that call for the reduction in the intensity of 
development within the Business Park at the expense of the job growth necessary to create a well
balanced community appears to be principally driven by a perceived need to mitigate projected 
Level of Service ("LOSn) deficiencies on El Dorado County roads and particularly Latrobe Road. 
A careful review of the development assumptions underlying the projected deficiencies, however, 
provides a compelling indication that the assumptions are not in keeping with actual experience and 
substantially overstate the reasonably foreseeable impacts of job growth within the Business Park to 
Latrobe Road. Moreover, even if job growth in the Business Park does contribute to the creation of 
LOS deficiencies on Latrobe Road, it .is incumbent upon the General Plan EIR to develop mitigation 
measures that do not constrain employment generation within the Park further exacerbating the 
County's imbalance of jobs and housing, if the General Plan is to be internally consistent. 

Projected LOS Deficiencies on Latrobe Road 

In spite of the fact that the EDHBP is recognized as the single largest employment center in 
the County and is forecasted to accommodate approximately one-half the County-wide 2025 job 
growth under any of the four equal weight alternatives (EPS Study at p. 54), the DEIR traffic 
analysis suggests the EDHBP may become a victim of its own success with "LOS F con<,iitions ... 
projected for Latrobe Road ... under all four alternatives." DEIR, Vol. l at p. 5.4-28, also see 
Table 5.4-6. Because the projected LOS conditions on Latrobe Road are worse than the minimum 
acceptable thresholds established by General Plan Policies 3.5.1.1, 3.5.1.6 and 3.5.1.6.2, theLOS 
impacts to Latrobe Road were determined to be significant and Mitigation Measures 5.4-l(a) 
through (d) were developed which include Mitigation Measure 5.4-l(b), in particular, mandating the 
consideration of "a variety of methods that control or limit growth and the resulting traffic 
including, but not limited to, ... changes in allowed development intensities." Of course, changes 
in allowed intensities of development would only work to mitigate traffic if they reduced the 
number of jobs that were being generated by growth in the Business Park. But artificially 
constraining job growth within the Business Park is in tum inconsistent with the mandate of the 
State's General Plan Law as well as with the El Dorado County General Plan Statement of Vision, 
Policies and Program which speak collectively to the critical importance of assuring a sufficient 
supply of joh-generating land uses to balance increases in residential supply. (See Section II 
above") Indeed, any mitigation measures that would result in a reduction in the job-generating 
capacity of the Business Park would themselves have potentially significant environmental impacts 
that would need to be assessed in the DEIR. Artificially constraining job growth will increase the 
jobs-to-housing imbalance, forcing greater commuting out of the County to jobs in neighboring 
jurisdictions, increasing trip lengths and Highway 50 congestion. 

Accordingly, the DEIR proposes to mitigate a supposed General Plan LOS deficiency using 
a mitigation measure which is itself inconsistent with State statutory law as well as the General Plan 
Statement of Vision, Policy and Programs. And the more successful the mitigation measure is in 
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reducing employment growth in the EDHBP, the greater the inconsistency with the General Plan 
policy designed to encourage job creation to balance housing growth. We would respectfully 
submit that it is incumbent upon the County to develop mitigation measures which do not 
themselves introduce inconsistencies with General Plan Policies at the same time they are seeking 
to eliminate or reduce inconsistencies with other General Plan Policies. 

Reassessing LOS Deficiencies and Prescribed Mitigation Measures 

The DEIR needs to undertake a more focused reassessment of ways in which LOS 
deficiencies on roadways serving the County and particularly on Latrobe Road, to the extent they 
are found to exist, can be mitigated without constraining the ability of the Business Park to provide 
the jobs so critical to reducing the imbalance between jobs and housing. 

This reassessment should also include a reevaluation of the assumptions which were used in 
the TDF model to evaluate LOS conditions. Our review of the land use forecast prepared by 
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc. suggests that the land use assumption modeled by Fehr & Peers 
may significantly overstate the reasonably foreseeable impacts of both residential and non
residential growth on County roadways, in general, and on Latrobe Road, in particular, in at least 
five respects. 

l. First, and most importantly, the EPS land use forecasts appear to employ 
assumptions with respect to reasonably foreseeable development within the Business Park that bears 
little relationship to development patterns within the Park over its twenty-year history to date. EPS 
estimated the remaining development capacity of the Business Park, in terms of building square feet 
by applying a floor-to-area ratio ("FAR") of0.3 (EPS Forecasts at p. 25) to the total undeveloped 
acreage within the Park. EPS Forecasts at p. 25. The resulting building square footage estimates 
were converted to jobs based upon the assumption of one employee per every 330 square feet of 
building area. EPS Forecasts at p. 25. Applying these EPS factors, buildout of the Business Park 
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would generate 32,116 total new employees [(811 acres x 43,560 sfx .3 FAR)+- 330 sf/employee], 
more than enough capacity to accommodate the projected job growth through 2025 and beyond. 1 

1 There appears to be some confusion in the DEIR with respect to the number of employees assumed to be generated by 
development within the Business Park. In response to a written inquiry requesting information as to the number of 
employees EPS estimates would be generated by Business Park development, we were informed by email dated June 
28, 2003 that TAZs 148 and 344 combined (which includes other development in addition to the Business Park) would 
generate the employee counts at 2025 and buildout shown on Table 2 below. For comparison purposes, Table 2 also 
shows the number of employees that would be expected to be generated by development of non-residential land uses 
within T AZs 148 and 344 based on rowth rates and land use intensities ex erienced to date in the Business Park. 

General Plan Alternative 
1996 General Plan/No Pro·ect 

Actual Development Experience 
to Date 

Table 2 
Job Generation in TAZs 148 and 344 

Existing 
Em lo ees 

3015 
3015 
3015 
4,501 

New Employees 
b 2025 
16,768 
15,287 
15,076 
5,301 

Existing Plus 
New 2025 

19,783 
18,302 
18,091 
9,802 

New Employees 
at Buildout 

24,300 
24,300 
16,293 
11,403 

Existing Plus 
New Buiidout 

27,315 
27,315 
19,308 
15,904 

While it should be noted that the employee counts for buildout of the non-residential properties in T AZs 148 and 344 
(including the Business Park) as summarized in this footnote do not comport with the Business Park employee count 
derived using the EPS factors (32,116 employees) as set forth in the above text, actual development within the Business 
Park to date indicates that both estimates of employee generation significantly overstate the job growth that can 
reasonably be anticipated as a result of development of the Business Park. The Table 2 estimates of "New Employees 
by 2025" based on "Actual Development Experience to Date" assume that approximately one third of the total non
residential acreage in TAZs 148 and 344 will be developed in the next twenty years. It is based on the fact that 
approximately one third of the Business Park acreage has developed over the last twenty years. While it is certainly 
possible that development may occur at a faster pace ( and Business Park landowners are certainly hopeful that the rate 
of absorption will be substantially greater in the next twenty years than it has been in the last twenty years), it is 
important to note that even if the Business Park and other non-residential land uses within T AZs l 48 and 344 were to 
buildout prior to 2025, the net new jobs that would be created - 11,403 - would fall far short of satisfying the EIR 
demand projections of between 16,768 and 15,076 new employees by 2025. 

Job generation in TAZs 148 and 344 based on "Actual Development Experience to Date" as shown on Table 2 
was calculated based on the following assumption: T AZs 148 and 344 contain the following non-residentially zoned 
acreage: 554 acres of undeveloped land zoned R&D and located in the Business Park; 60 acres of undeveloped land 
zoned industrial and located in Carson Creek; and an additional 34.4 acres of undeveloped land zoned R&D and also 
located in Carson Creek. The Research and Development land is assumed to buildout (based on 20+ years of actual 
experience in the Business Park) at an average FAR of .231, with one employee per 574 square feet of building floor 
area. The Industrial land is assumed to buildout based on EPS factors at an average FAR of .25, with one employee per 
600 square feet of building floor area. The 2025 projections are based on the assumption that approximately one third 
of the undeveloped non-residential land will be developed during the interim period. 

Buildout Projection based on Actual Development Experience to Date: 
Business Park R&D -

4501 existing emps. + (554 ac. x 43,560 sfx .231 FAR+ 574 sti'emp.) 
Carson Creek R&D -

0 existing emps. + (34.4 ac. x 43,560 sfx .23 l FAR+ 574 sti'emp.) 
Carson Creek Ind. -

O existing emps. + (60 ac. x 43,560 sf x .25 FAR+ 600 sf/emp.) 
Total Employees at Buildout 

2025 Projections based on Actual Development Experience to Date: 
Business ParkR&D- 14,212 emps. + 3 4,737 newemps. 
Carson Creek R&D - 603 emps. + 3 201 new emps. 
Carson Creek Ind. - 1089 emps. + 3 363 new emps. 
Total New Employees by 2025 5,301 new emps. 
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The EPS assumptions with respect to expected F ARs and employees per square foot of 
development forecast a very different pattern of development than experience to date would 
support. The Business Park is approximately 831 gross acres in size and includes approximately 
811 developable acres net of right-of-way for public streets. Of the 811 developable acres, 
approximately 257 acres or almost one-third of the Business Park Property has been developed. A 
total of 2,582,521 square feet of floor area have been constructed on the 257 acres that have been 
developed, resulting in an average FAR of 23.1 % [2,582,521 sf-;- (257 acres x 43,560 st)]. The 
businesses operating within the Business Park employed 4,501 employees as of January l, 2003, 
resulting in an employee population density of approximately one employee per 574 sf of building 
floor area in the Park (2,582,521 sf +-4,501 employees}.2 If the actual pattern of development that 
has defined Business Park growth over the last twenty years involving the development of almost 
one-third of the Park acreage were to hold true for the remaining two-thirds of the Park's 
developable acreage, the Park would produce approximately 5,574,547 additional square feet of 
new building floor area [.231 FAR x (554 acres x 43,560 st)] and generate approximately 9,711 new 
employees (5,574,547 sf-;- 574 sfi'employee). When added to the existing floor area (2,582,521 sf) 
and employee population (4,501 employees) of the Park, buildout of the Business Park would result 
in a total of 8,157,068 square feet of building floor area and 14,212 employees. Put differently, if 
these projections based on actual development experience to date continue to define the growth of 
the Business Park, buildout of the Business Park would generate less than half the employee 
population projected using the EPS factors (14,212 employees versus 32,116 employees). Indeed, 
the 9, 711 new jobs that can reasonably be expected to be generated at buildout of the remaining 
undeveloped acreage within the Business Park would fall far short of accommodating the EPS 
projected job growth through 2025 ofbetween 15,076 and 16,768 new jobs (see Table 2, footnote 1 
at p. 13 ). As a result, if the County desires to have an adequate supply ofland to accommodate 
2025 demand for employment generating land uses it will need either to expand the acreage zoned 
for Research and Development or provide incentives to encourage higher intensity development on 
the existing Research and Development acreage. 

The actual square footage per employee ratio of 574 square feet per employee is reflective 
of the fact that the Rest!arch & Development land use designation can and does accommodate a 
wide variety of uses including, for example, office uses, laboratories, fabrication/assembly and 
other light industrial uses, and warehouses, which have employee population densities ranging from 
less than 330 square fe~t per one employee to more than 1,000 square feet per one employee. This 
mix of uses is at the heart of the Business Park's success in attracting new employers to El Dorado 
County. And based on experience to date, we believe it is highly probable that new non-residential 
projects will continue to reflect a range of uses which in turn will generate a range of employee 
population densities. 

2 The EPS assumption of one employee per 330 square feet of development in the Business Park is based on the 
employee densities which might be anticipated if the Business Park were to be built-out as a high technology research 
and development office/laboratory campus. But as already noted in the discussion of F ARs on pages 7-8 above, the 
Business Park includes a much broader mix of non-residential land uses including light industrial and warehouse uses 
that typically house employee densities of one employee per 600-1,000 square feet. As a result, the average building 
floor area to employee ratio is approximately 575:l. Because the wide range of allowed uses in the Business Park has 
proved to be a key factor in the Park's success to date in attracting employers to El Dorado County, it is probable that 
new job-generating projects will continue to reflect a mix of non-residential business and professional uses which will 
in tum generate a range of employee population densities. 
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Thus, actual development experience to date in the Business Pad: provides compelling 
support for the proposition that, unless there is a fundamental change in the character of the 
Research and Development land market ( a change which, quite frankly, the Business Park 
landowners do not anticipate absent significant public incentives), the EPS projections will 
substantially overstate the rate of growth, the average intensity of growth, and the employee 
generating characteristics of growth in the Business Park, and consequently, also substantially 
overstate the environmental impacts (particularly roadway impacts) resulting from such growth. 

2. Second, we would request that the home counts in T AZ 14 7 be reassessed. It would 
appear that EPS assumed 457 homes would be developed in TAZ 147; whereas the actual 
residential lot count in this TAZ (based on the DEIR maps) appears to be 208. 

3. Third, we would also request that the EIR consultants take another look at the way in 
which the Carson Creek project is addressed in the TDF model. It is our understanding that the 
Carson Creek project is presently limited to 1,470 homes (DEIR Table 5.4-4) and is age-restricted. 
Yet the T AZ unit count for Carson Creek appears to be 1,683 and there does not seem to be any 
adjustment factor to reflect the fact that the trip generation characteristics of age-restricted senior 
projects are very different from non-age-restricted projects. 

4. Fourth, it would appear that the traffic analysis prepared in support of the Roadway 
and Environmentally Constrained Alternatives assumed that the acreage zoned for commercial and 
industrial land use would be developed at an FAR of LO. This assumption is unrealistic and 
significantly inflates the holding capacity of these zones. To achieve F ARs over .25, it is usually 
necessary to employ multi-story construction. It seems reasonable to assume that the vast majority 
of industrial and commercial development in the County will be single story. 

5. Fifth, we have been unable to determine why the roadway capacity analysis as set 
forth in Appendix D of the DEIR projects an increase in trips on Latrobe Road of approximately 
50% when the road is improved from two to six lanes. 

We respectfully suggest that growth projections based on actual development experience are 
the most reasonable and reliable basis for forecasting future development within a specific market 
and the most logical assumptions for purposes of analyzing the impacts of reasonably foreseeable 
growth on the roadway system. Accordingly, we request that the TDF model be rerun using 
Business Park employee population projections for TAZs 148 and 344 derived from actual 
development experience (see footnote lat p. 13, particularly Table 2) and that the appropriate 
corrections be made to the DEIR analysis. 

In particular, for all of the reasons described above, we request that the traffic impacts to 
Latrobe Road be remodeled using 2025 and Buildout employee populations for T AZs 148 and 344 
of 9,802 and 15,904 respectively (see Table 2 of footnote l at p. 13), 208 residential units for TAZ 
147 (or the correct number of approved residential lots), 1,470 residential units for the Carson Creek 
development as well as an adjustment factor to reflect the fact that the Carson Creek development is 
an age-restricted seniors project, and a more reasonable FAR assumption of .25 for commercial and 
industrial zoned acreage. In addition, the DEIR should include a detailed explanation of why the 
widening of Latrobe Road from two to six lanes is projected to result in an approximately 50% 
increase in the number of trips using this roadway. Specifically, where are these additional trips 
coming from and where are they going? 
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In summary, we would respectfully urge the County to reevaluate the traffic impacts to 
Latrobe Road resulting from job creation within the Business Park using FAR and employee 
population assumptions that have been in effect "calibrated and validated" based on actual Business 
Park development experience to date. The EPS forecast proposes to use assumptions that reflect a 
substantially different pattern of development than has occurred in the past 20 years (30% average 
FAR versus 23% average FAR; 330 sf of building floor area per employee versus 574 sf of building 
floor area per employee). If, upon subsequent review, assumptions reflecting a pattern of 
development within the Business Park different than that which has occurred to date are determined 
to be reasonably foreseeable and a more appropriate basis for forecasting land use, then the 
justification and supporting documentation for such a determination should be explicitly 
incorporated in the DEIR. 

In addition, if the new traffic analysis continues to show LOS deficiencies on Latrobe Road 
that are attributable to trips generated by development within the Business Park, the DEIR should 
reevaluate ways in which the impacts could be mitigated without reducing the allowed development 
intensities within the Business Park. Reductions in the intensity of Business Park land use will only 
exacerbate the existing jobs-to-housing imbalance. Mitigation measures which result in such 
reductions are themselves inconsistent with one of the fundamental policies ofthe General Plan-
the need to better balance jobs and housing. Alternative mitigation measures that do not constrain 
job creation need to be explored. Before the DEIR resorts to mitigation measures such as 
reductions in development intensities that are themselves inconsistent with General Plan (and 
Statewide planning) policies, measures that are designed to reduce trips without reducing the 
Business Park employee population or constraining Business Park land uses should be exhausted. 
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TABLE 1 

Lot ac w/o bldg ac w/bldg bldg sq ft FAR .. Reduction in Building Sq Ft with Hard Caps .. 
20.00% 25.00% 30.00% 

pt 1 9.59 
pt2 6.07 
pt 3 6.526 
pt4 13.26 
phase one 

1 6.001 66,000 25.25% 13,719. 649 0 
2 3.002 
3 3.002 

4a 6,500 14.92% 0 0 0 
4b 2.502 

5 3.548 21,000 13.59% 0 0 0 
6 3.946 26,000 15.13% 0 0 0 
7 4.585 
8 3.399 
9 3.003 

10 3.003 
11 3.001 
12 12.004 
i3 2.302 33,300 33.21% 13,245 8,231 3,217 
14 2.51 32,000 29.27% 10,133 4,666 0 
15 4.823 69,000 32.84% 26,982 1~,478 5,973 
16 4.001 
17 4.762 57,600 27.77% 16,113 5,742 0 
18 3.501 37,500 24.59% 6,999 0 0 
19 2;501 35,000 32.13% 13,211 7,764 2,.317 
20 3.001 .40,000 - .30:60% 13,855 7,319 783 

2ia 1.15 10,000 19.96% Q 0 0 
21b 1.851 

22 2.002 24,000 27.52% 6,559 2,198 0 
23 2.002 11,800 13.53% 0 0 0 
24 2.002 
25 5.167 
26 3.083 32,000 23.83% 5,141 0 0 
27 4.483 52,500 26.88% 13,444 3,680 0 

28a 1.601 19,725 28.28% ·s.m 2,290 0 
28b f.901 30,000 36.23% 13,438 9,298 5,158 
29a 2.402 13,800 13.19% 0 ·O 0 
29b 1.6 
island" 

1 13.39 
2 23.05 
3 20.65 
4 14.77 
5 14.33 
6 5.71 
7 7.95 
8 18.7 
g 10.58 

10 8.79 
11 3.42 

31a 2.839 18,688 15.11% 0 0 0 
31b 2.839 

32 4.626 
33 3.58 
34 3.513 
35 3.101 
36 2.305 
37 3.706 33,600 20.81% 1,313 0 0 
48 5.278 
51 5.001 

phaset\vo 
43 5.613 34,670 14.18% 0 0 0 
44 5.613 
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Lot ac w/o bldg ac w/bldg bldg sq ft FAR .• Reduction in Building Sq Ft with Hard Caps .. 
20.00% 25.00% 30.00% 

45 2.362 
46 3.055 

55a 1.001 12,000 27.52% 3,279 1:099 0 
55b 

56 2.001 18,000 20.65% 567 0 0 
57 3.76 46,080 28.13% 13,323 5,134 0 
58 2.001 23,040 26.43% 5,607 1,249 0 
59 2.001 
60 2.001 30,376 34.85% 12,943 8,585 4;227 
61 2.001 24,ne 28.42% 7,343 2,985 0 
62 2.001 24,360 · 27.95% 6,927 2,569 0 
63 2.001 19,200 · 22.03% 1,767 0 0 
64 2.001 8,000 9.18% 0 0 0 
65 4.345 52,960 27.98% 15,106 5,643 0 
66 2.001 
67 2.001 
68 2.001 20,000 22.95% 2,567 0 0 
69 2.001 23,040 26.43% 5,607 1,249 0 

70.83.84 6.962 81,920 27.01% 21,267 $,104 0 
71 2.112 
72 2.001 29,000 33.27% 11,567 7,209 2,851 
73 2~044 ·12,500 14.04% 0 0 0 
74 2.099 16,000 17.50% 0 0 0 
75 2.819 
76 2.501 

77a 1.501 24,360. 37.26% 11,283 . 8,014 4,745 
77b 

78 2.001 28,489 32.68% 11,056 6,698 2,340 
79 2.001 
80 2.352 21,600 21.08% 1,109 0 0 
81 2.345 31,000 30.35% 10,570 5,463 . 356 
82 3.012 31,200 23.78% 4,959 0 0 
85 3.761 46,080 28.13% 13,314 5,123 0 

92.93.94 9.8 . 135,oop .. - 31.62% 49,622 28,278 6,934 
95 11.901 

96a 5 61,440 . 28.21% 17,880 6,990 0 
96b 10.28 

97 9.246 
98 5.723 60,000 24.07% 10,141 0 0 

OST 
32 59.881 244,488 9.37".Ai 0 0 0 
25 22:001 579,932 60.50% 388,207 340,276 292,345 
16 18.12 54;387 6.89% 0 0 0 

future• 207.89 
Carmel 
north 20.79.5 
precision 2.004 27,000 30.93% 9,541 5,176 812 
cason 1.001 14,345 32.90% 5,624 3,444 1,264 
school 5 22,000 10.10% 0 0 0 
dbs 1.201 16,175 30.92% 5,712 3,096 480 
south 26.847 
Otto tool 2.002 28,800 33.02% 11,359 6,998 2,638 
comtech 1.152 10,290 20.51% 254 0 0 
SUBTOTAL 574.576 256.761 

,· ~k· .. 
TOTAL 831.337 2,582,521 23.090A 818,437 529,698 336,438 
% Reduction due to Hard Caps 31.69% 20.51% 13.03% 
FAR 15.77% 18.35% 20.08% 

gross, no roads etc 
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J. Cleve Livingston 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

CLARK CAMERON [chcameron@excite.com] 
Wednesday, June 04, 2003 2:35 PM 
tschudin@cwnet.com; pmaurer@co.el-dorado.ca.us 

Cc: jim _becker@dstoutput.com; sammy@cemocom.com; J. Cleve Livingston; 
janice _ wickham@dstoutput.com 

Subject: DEIR 

Heidi and Peter, to complete our analysis we need the following info 
before we make our formal comments on the DEIR: 

First, the issue of directionality vs combined traffic counts again is 
confusing to our understanding of the DEIR. Simply asked, was the 
traffic modeled as directional or combined for the PM analysis of 
Latrobe road traffic impacts? We find anecdotal evidence for both as 
basis in the DEIR. 

the 

-v 
' Second, could the traffic analyst's please identify all the factors that~ 

lead to the traffic counts increasing after improvements are made on the2::Jl 
Latrobe road segments in appendices D-3a thru D-4d? We find no ::; pi 
discussion on this matter in the DEIR. 0 C) 

Lastly, could the analyst's provide us with the raw data for both 
northbound and southbound traffic in both the am and pm for the 3 
Latrobe segments. Thanks again for your continued cooperation in this 
most important matter to us as a group. Clark Cameron 
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MessageFrom: Cary Brooks [cbrooksl@pacbell.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2003 12:16 PM 
To: generalplan@co.el-dorado.ca.us 
Subject: Plan for the Missouri Flat Connector - Sierra Hope 

LETTER250 

I am the pastor of Sierra Hope Church. We own 29 acres of land south of EID on 
the rail easement that the connector is planned to go down. We hope to sell 
some of the land and build a roller rink on the remaining parcel. We are very 
concerned about the zoning for our parcels, which were designated industrial on 
both the original and revised General Plan. 

Funding for the Missouri Flat Connector is to come in large part from revenue 
generated from fees and taxes from the development of land along the connector. 
To create adequate revenue for this requires proper zoning and access. Under the 
general plan most of the parcels along this corridor were to be zoned industrial 
or commercial. Under two of the alternative proposals, this is changed to 
residential on EID's 40 acres and Sierra Hope's 29 acres. These are the only two 
large parcels south of 50 that would have adequate traffic control with the 
connector to avoid major congestion on existing roadways. With the development 
of these parcels as commercial property, it could produce huge fees up front and 
continuing into the future, both from real estate and from sales taxes. This 
also falls in a natural pattern of commercial development between 50 and Diamond 
Springs. 
El Dorado County is the least retailed county per capita in the state. Our tax 
dollars continue to flow down the hill to Folsom and Sacramento. This creates 
more traffic problems for the county by forcing residents to drive more to find 
needed goods and services. The connector can create a well planned commercial 
corridor flowing from Wal-Mart and the new Safeway into Diamond Springs. In 
addition, it could help keep traffic south of 50, which would relieve congestion 
on the new 50 interchange. 

Please keep the original General Plan in place for this section. This will 
create a better community for us all. 

Sincerely, 

Cary Brooks 
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'' BIR ________ B_t_1i_lc~ii~n~g~1n-d~u~s_t~_-_A_s_,s_,c_)c_J_a_t_io_r_1_o_f_s_u_p_e_x_io_r_c_a_l_if_o_n_1_ia 
,aJ JUL ! 5 PM I: 4 9 "BuilditlQ TixucmJ A Better Future" 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County 
July 15, 2003 

Re: COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT HOUSING ELEMENT OF THE DRAFT GENERAL PLAN 

I am writing on behalf of the Building Industry Association of Superior California (BIA), which 
represents over 740 member companies in the Greater Sacramento Region, to comment on the 
Draft General Plan Housing Element. 

State law recognizes that the availability of housing is of vital statewide importance and the early 
attainment of decent housing is a priority of the highest order. Local and state governments have 
a responsibility to use the powers vested in them to facilitate the improvement and development 
of housing for all income segments in the community. (Government Code Section 65581) 

We have reviewed the draft element and commend the County for their efforts to meet the 
requirements of state law, as well as to use the tools available to meet the housing needs of the 
jurisdiction as allocated to El Dorado County by SACOG through the regional housing needs 
allocation process. We do, however, have some concerns, and comments, which I have outlined 
below. 

The BIA previously submitted comments related to Housing Element policies and issues on 
January 9, 2003 and prior to that, as part of overall General Plan comments on August 
29,2002. The following comments do not, we believe, raise new issues, but are offered to 
elaborate and respond to the specific policies and implementation measures now before us. 

We have a general concern regarding the feasibility of the County's ability to meet their regional 
housing obligation under varying scenarios. The Housing Element policies remain unaltered for 
each of the four General Plan alternatives. The regional housing need allocation numbers set by 
SACOG must be met, whichever alternative is adopted, yet there is not a thorough discussion of 
the realities of meeting that need if one of the more constrained alternatives or the No Project 
alternative is adopted. We would like to hear more specifically from the County on that issue. 
We are pleased to see the County proposing to consider developing standards for multifamily 
housing that would allow a process for ministerial approval of multifamily developments. The 
key, of course, will be insuring those standards are workable and do not unnecessarily increase 
the cost of the project. 

We note that the County recognizes, however does not elaborate on solutions for, the 
requirement that all discretionary projects not cause roadways to fall below Level of Service E. 
The document recognizes the costs to new development could be very high, "depending on the 

Internet: http://www.t)iasup.org E-mail: biasup@l)iasup.org 
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manner in which the requirement is administered." Such a statement implies there is discretion in 
the way in which the policy is administered, with no indication of how it will be addressed in 
favor of attempting to accommodate affordable housing needs. 

We are pleased to see in policies HO-la and HO-le in particular, the County's recognition of the 
link between regulations and housing affordability, including the need to consider potential costs 
to housing when establishing or adopting policies. The cumulative, even if unintended, effect of 
varying policies, standards and fees increases the cost of housing dramatically and can act as a 
constraint on supply. Policy HO-lf, and the corresponding Implementation Measure HO-C. 

The language in both the policy and implementation is much too specific and restrictive, 
representing the most onerous form of Inclusionary Zoning, While recognizing the need for, and 
the desire of the county to plan for housing affordable to varying income groups, the BIA will 
adamantly oppose the proposed policy and we would appreciate your consideration of the 
following issues related to the this type of policy: 

Inclusionary polices mandating price controls within a development simply shift the cost of 
the subsidy to the other homeowners in the project, thereby increasing the cost of the 
housing for those buyers. 

Such a policy ignores the business realities of housing development. Homebuilders often 
specialize in a particular product and gain cost efficiencies in the production. To require them to 
build a percentage of the project with a different product may be infeasible, at best extremely 
costly in both time and dollars - again, costs which will be transferred to the other homes in the 
project. 

For each increment of cost passed on to the market rate units, there will be a group of 
potential homebuyers for whom that cost results in their inability to afford that home. 

It is simply counterintuitive to make housing more expensive and expect to make it more 
affordable. 

J 
J 

The Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD) not only does not mandate J 
indusionary policies (as some attempt to portray). but in fact they require that such policies be 
analyzed as potential governmental constraints in the Housing Element review process. HCD 
has also recognized that such policies raise the cost of overall housing and can have a chilling 
effect on housing construction in general. 

The BIA is not proposing that the building industry has no role to play in working to 
provide affordable housing, but the burden proposed here is too great. At a minimum, we 
request that the specific and mandatory language in the implementation measure be revised to 
allow greater flexibility for the policy/ordinance ultimately developed. We also request that a 
stakeholder group be formed to work with the County to explore alternatives in developing 
an "affordable housing" as opposed to an "indusionary zoning" ordinance. 
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Policy HO-lk: Requires that affordable housing in residential units shall be dispersed through 
out the project area. Again, as above, this policy is too specific. "Project Area" if intended to be 
project by project, is too burdensome on developers and financially unrealistic to include 
affordable units within each project, depending upon size. Affordable housing is both more cost 
effective to build, and also more cost effective to manage on a larger scale (on-site management 
is very important to sell to surrounding residents). 

Policy HO-lm. A concurrency requirement is infeasible. This puts the developer at the mercy 
of things beyond his control: funding, demand, the timing of state and federal programs and 
dollars. It also does not recognize that the market rate units are needed early to fund the 
infrastructure. We request this policy be eliminated. 

We would argue that the "inclusionary" mandates as described in the policies and 
implementation measures referenced above, run directly counter to Policy HO- le, which states 
that the County shall consider the cost of housing in establishing regulations, etc.. The "cost" of 
the strict inclusionary polices suggested in this element will be borne by the other homebuyers, 
thereby increasing the cost of housing for many, precluding some from then having the ability to 
buy (or rent). Or, as in some cases, the policy is so burdensome; the developer simply cannot 
afford to build the project. Those most hurt by an inclusionary requirement where the burden 
falls to the developer, are those entry-level homebuyers. 

We would also like to highlight several policies and implementation measures we feel have great 
potential for creating additional affordable housing in the County and which we feel are more 
feasible toward that end than the indusionary policy: 

HO-lg-HO-lj are very positive, particularly the outreach to minimize opposition to affordable 
projects. BIA would like to offer any assistance the County feels we could provide in that area. 

HO- lo-HO-I w are all pro-housing policies that we hope will encourage additional affordable 
housing, along with the County's proposed polices for conservation and rehabilitation. 

We also see implementation measure such as HO-F, HO-G, HO-Vas particularly beneficial to 
the production of housing. We would be interested in participating in the stakeholders group 
described in HO-K and would hope that we can be involved in the development of H0-0, HO-T, 
HO-U and HO-DD, as well as any other policies and implementation measures effecting housing 
production in El Dorado County. 

Again, we thank you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to discussions on these 
and other important General Plan policy issues over the next several weeks. 

s~R,f4 
Damon R. Polk 
Field Advocate 
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'' BIR Building Industry Associatio1~:PJutilt•G>t1~Pf=~sllifornia ---------------
El Dorado County Government Center 
General Plan Team 
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 

July 15, 2003 

" £00 i ml b gt~ al:~~~ e tt er Future" 
, \L--..._, __ 1 * ~U 

rf~it1r!JtRJt:!:DP ,A,, RTMENi 
PLANt,IING OEP t\RTMENT 

RE: EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN COMMENTS 

INTRODUCTION 

The Building Industry Association of Superior California (BIA) appreciates the opportunity to 
provide comments as part of the community dialogue on the future direction and physical 
development of El Dorado County. As background, the BIA is a 740-member professional 
association with members including residential homebuilders, specialty trade contractors, title 
companies, attorneys, engineers, mortgage companies, and other companies that are associated 
with the building of homes. A recently prepared report, "The Economic Benefits of Housing" by 
Dr. Robert Fountain of the Sacramento Regional Research Institute revealed that as an industry, 
residential construction contributed $11.4 79 billion and 107,810 jobs to the Sacramento Region 
Economy in 2002. Having reviewed the proposed alternatives under consideration for adoption 
by the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors, the BIA offers these comments discussing 
general themes and providing details of policies that are problematic within the proposed general 
plan alternatives. · 

El Dorado County is in the midst of a general plan update. More appropriately, El Dorado 
County is under a writ of mandate or direction by the Court to correct problems associated with 
the 1996 General Plan Alternative's environmental impact report. Instead of simply correcting 
the problems associated with the environmental report to the adopted 1996 General Plan, El 
Dorado County is considering four alternatives that will receive equal weight analysis under the 
Environmental Impact Report. 

Out of the four equal weight alternatives under consideration for adoption, the BIA 
supports the proposed 1996 General Plan alternative as the El Dorado County General 
Plan. The BIA supports the 1996 General Plan alternative because it is the least invasive, it was 
developed in conjunction with the citizens and organizations in the county, and it received 
intense public scrutiny. 

As for the other alternatives, (No Project, Roadway Constrained, and Environmentally 
Constrained) each one, jointly and severally, implicitly and explicitly serve to restrict the 
County's ability to move forward in a manner that is consistent with current fee programs, 
development agreements, Capital Improvement Plans, and the CalTrans Transportation Concept 

Internet: http://www.biasup.org !-:-mail: blasup@biasup.org 
3800 Watt Avenue. Suite I 40. Sacramento. California 9582 1-2672, 916/575-1430. E-'\X 916/482-3461 
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Page 2 of 5 
BIA General Plan Comments 
July 15, 2003 

Report (TCR) (plan for US Highway 50) which "indicates a need for an ultimate eight-lane 
facility, including high occupancy vehicle lanes between Sacramento and Placerville. 

A Healthy Future for El Dorado County Families Requires Adoption of the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative over the other Alternatives 

The names alone, No Project, Environmentally Constrained, and Roadway Constrained, present 
a negative connotation in which to proceed for the future of El Dorado County. El Dorado 
County should not place ill-advised restrictions on its future by adopting neither the No Project, 
the Environmentally Constrained, nor the Roadway Constrained alternatives. Instead, the El 
Dorado County Board of Supervisors are encouraged to adopt a generalized plan that does not 
limit possibilities for the current or future residents of the County. The 1996 General Plan 
Alternative provides the greatest flexibility for families and should be adopted. El Dorado 
County is reminded to place families and individuals first. 

Themes 
The underlying theme that appears throughout the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Alternatives is that the documents taken separately and as a whole promote policies 
that compromise families' ability to afford housing. A secondary theme, but one which is 
equally apparent in ail of the documents, is the notion that the alternatives for the proposed draft 
general plan is not in fact a generalized plan, but is more like an ordinance. The final theme that 
is taken from the policies within the proposed alternatives is that many of the proposed policies 
translate into invasive schemes that are without certainty of funding. 

Details 
As there are certain threads and themes running through each of the documents of which have we 
have commented, the BIA finds it to be equally important to discuss certain details within the 
proposed policies to articulate our position. 

• Grading preclusion Policy CO-le" The County shall preclude grading activities during 
the rainy season (roughly October 15 through May 1), unless impacts are adequately 
mitigated, to avoid sedimentation of rivers, lakes, streams, and wetlands." This policy is 
unnecessary and duplicative since the Storm Water Pollution Prevent Plan enforcement is 
sufficient to handle run off. 

• Environmental mitigation - Any environmental mitigation policy that the County 
ultimately adopts should have a sound scientific basis for any ratio. There should be an 
option available for a 1: l replacement ratio. Common sense and the law says l: I. The 
County should permit "stacked mitigation." In other words, land or acreage that is being 
set aside as mitigation for wetlands should also be able to be set aside for other 
environmental mitigation such as habitat or natural communities. 

• Costs - There are at least 12 new or increased costs for housing proposed in the draft 
general plan and draft EIR alternatives. The BIA requests that the County direct staff to 
provide line item expenses to implement policies in general plan and mitigation policy. 
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Page 3 of 5 
BIA General Plan Comments 
July 15, 2003 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The BIA would also like to remind the County that for every $1000 added to the cost of a l 
home 40,000 people are locked out of homeownership in our state. As El Dorado · 
County's fees are already triple the statewide average, these additional fees and mandates 
would continue the escalation of El Dorado County citizens who are unable to afford 
homeownership. 

Gated communities - Given the popularity of this community feature, the County should 
allow the market to dictate whether gated communities should be allowed or disallowed. 
The· County should not eliminate this popular option for families. Parents should be able 
to provide their families with the safest environment possible. Prohibiting the use of 
gated communities without a rational basis is unfair. The BIA requests that the County 
preserve the gated community as an option for El Dorado County families. 

Subdivision- In terms of subdivision, the policies that allow subdivision "consistent with 
state law" is preferable to the chilling and narrow sighted policy restricting the 
subdividing of parcels to no more than 4 parcels. Limiting subdivisions to the creation of 
no more than 4 parcels is inapposite to good planning as the community is developed in a 
piecemeal and disorganized approach. A piecemeal approach is advocated against by 
CalTrans in the letter to El Dorado County. ("Housing subdivisions should be evaluated 
collectively, instead of on a piece-meal basis") (Cal Trans Letter to Peter Maurer, June 
11, 2003). 

Housing Element - Please see Housing Element Comments under separate cover 

High.way 50 Size- El Dorado County is encouraged to adopt a General Plan that 
incorporates and is consistent with statewide and regional plans for the expansion of US 
Highway 50. As Cal Trans reminded El Dorado County in its letter, "the CalTrans plan 
for the future of Highway 50 indicates a need for an ultimate eight-lane facility." (Cal 
Trans Letter to Peter Maurer, June 11, 2003). El Dorado County has also indicated that 
US 50 expansion to 8-lanes is necessary to ensure that Highway 50 remains above Level 
of Service F. (Matt Boyer testimony at General Plan Hearings, June 2003). 

• Jobs / Housing Ratio J 
The County's report points to the state DOF's target for a balanced ratio of l.5: l. The 
current jobs-to-housing ratio for the county is 0.6: 1. This tends to show an imbalance in 
the jobs to housing ratio when compared with the state target for a healthy balance. 

• Unfair Treatment of Large Property Owners- The County "downzoning" or 
selectively restricting the development of land through selective land use designations is 
unfair and promotes bad planning. When all land parcels in an area encircling a property 
owners parcel of land are designated for a certain density, for consistency sake, 
contiguous parcels should receive the same or similar land use designation and density. 
To do otherwise, undermines good community planning. El Dorado County should 
refrain from policies that are unjustly harsh such as the "downzoning" of large parcels of 
land. 

 
        AR 13112



Page 4 of 5 
BIA General Plan Comments 
July 15, 2003 

• Forest and Oak Woodland Resources 

OBJECTIVE 7.4.4: FOREST AND OAK WOODLAND RESOURCES 

Policy 7.4.4.2. This policy states that County "shall encourage the protection, 
planting, restoration and regeneration of native trees in new development..." This policy 
clearly allows planting, restoration and regeneration to mitigate the loss of oak tree 
canopy. 

Policy 7.4.4.4 aplies an absolute percent protect that must be retained or replaced. The 
Table utilized in Policy 7.4.4.4 was copied from a similar policy used by the city of 
Placerville. However, the City of Placerville's policy only applies to residential housing. 
The County shose to apply this table to all discretionary projects. 

A residential house may have a footprint of 5,000 square feet; this is easy to move around 
on a 20,000 to 40,000 squre foot lot. However, industrial, commercial and retain projects 
can have footprints of20,000 square feet up to 5 or more acres. It is extremely difficult 
to put a 20,000 square foot building and a 40,000 square foot parking lot on a 70,000 -
80,000 square foot pad. It is essentially impossible to move the buildings around to 
protect 60-70 % of the tree canopy. 

The County should allow each project to be reviewed on a casey-by-case basis. This is 
the purpose of"discretionary" review. The absolute protection of policy7.4.4.4 should 
not be applied to all discretionary projects - only residential. The county should also 
allow for creative mitigation measures .. 

The Court found that the policy of replacement versus retention had inaequate CEQA 
review, not that it was inherently wrong. There will be impacts of development in areas 
with oak trees. These can be mitigated by replacement, but not totally. If it is an 
objective to save all oak canopy then lands should not be designated for industrial, 
commercial, or retial uses where there is any oak canopy. The County may simply need 
an overriding finding for non-residential uses. 

• Measure Y- The BIA encourages El Dorado County to recognize that so-called 
"Measure Y" is no longer in existence. Measure Y failed to exist the moment that El 
Dorado County's General Plan ceased to exist. As Measure Y was an initiative, which 
amended the Circulation Element of the then embodied General Plan, once the General 
Plan died upon which Measure Y relied, Measure Y died as well. As Judge Richard 
Haugner so eloquently stated when ruling upon the challenge to the initiative, "Measure 
Y cannot stand by itself." If the policies embodied within the now defunct Measure Y 
are to be considered as part of any new General Plan, then it should be taken to the voters 
for approval, as was the original version. Similarly, if the County unwittingly deems 
Measure Y to stand with or without voter approval., then it should contain a sunset of no 
more than 10 years as the original initiative did. 
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BIA General Plan Comments 
July 15, 2003 

• Concurrency I Will-serve Letters-
The proposed policy at page 5.5-4.7 has drawn significant comment from EID and we 
would concur in those comments. We wish to add an additional observation and would 
ask the prepares of the document how, given the scale and extent of water delivery 
systems which may be required, one would ever be able to submit an application for a 
project and simultaneously demonstrated that the supply is 'physicaUy available" and that 
the relevant irrigation district can and will serve the project With respect to this issue, 
we would suggest that the following language be utilized in lieu of the last sentence of 
this policy: 

"At the time of application for a discretionary permit the application shall include 
a facilities improvement letter prepared by the utility district. The letter shall define the 
offsite improvements required to serve the project and shall: 

l. indicate that the necessary improvements are induded within the adopted 
district master plan, and; 
2. indicate that the district will only set aside water for the project at such time as 

the project proponent is able to acquire water meters." 

Language short of this will leave projects unable to proceed unless all offsite 
improvements have been put in place before formulation of applications and tentative 
plans. 

The effect will be to terminate subdivision of property in the County given the 
uncertainty of success in even obtaining legislative or quasi legislative approvals 
necessary for subdivision after the subdivider has invested in the improvements needed to 
convey water from its nearest source to the site. General properties would be 
meaningless. 

CONCLUSION 

The BIA encourages and supports the adoption of the proposed 1996 General Plan Alternative. 
Out of the alternatives being considered, it is the most flexible and allows the greatest number of 
possibilities for the future of families. The Building Industry of Superior California (BIA) 
thanks you for considering these requests and comments regarding the proposed El Dorado 
County General Plan. 

~Y<-.f~ 
Damon R. Polk 
Field Advocate, Governmental and Public Affairs 
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DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME 
SACRAMENTO VAL.LEY AND CDITAAl SIERRA R&GION 
1701 NdlUSROAD.SUITEA 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CAl.lFORNIA S5870 
Telephone (916) 358-2900 

Mr. Conrad Montgomery 
Et Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95687 

Dear Mr. Montgomery: 

July 15, 2003 

LETTER253 

P.1 

Department of Fish and Game (DFG) personnet have reviewed the draft Environmental 
impact Report (DEIR) for the draft Et Dorado County General Plan (GP). Thia includes four 
"Equal Weight" alternatives including a No Project alternative. 1996 General Plan Altematives (. 
a draft Roadway Constrained Six-Lane "Plus· Alternative, and a Draft EnvironmentaNy 
Constrained Alternative. We have also reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) 
for the E Dorado County General Plan (SCH# 2001082030). 

The geographical scope of the General Plan includes all County lands except 
incorporated cities, public lands, and native American Reservations. Although most of the 
County land is outside of the General Plan boundaries, development of land within the General 
Plan boundaries may have a significant effect on lands outside of the boundaries, including 
those lands which are open to public use. The approved General Plan will guide the County's 
planning process until 2025. The DEIR is intended to function " a Program EIR, n described 
in CEQA §15188 for the General Ptan. 

The DFG1s scope review of the General Plan and DEIR encompasses all plant, fish and 
wik:Hife resources of the County. The DFG is the responsible and trustee agency for Callfomfa's 
f'1&h and wildlife under CEQA (CECA §15386 (a)). The DFG commented on prior General Plan 
documents, including our letter of January 12, 2001 regarding the Notice of Preparation (NOP} 
for the General Plan. An August 27, 2002 comment letter wu also provided regarding the draft 
County General Plan Conservation and Open Space Policies. Copies of these letters are 
avaiiable upon request. DFG staff has worked closely with the county for several years in their 
resouroe planning efforts through participation in the Plant and WIidiife Technical Advisory 
Committee (PAWTAC). The following comments reflect our concems regarding the resource 
impacts resulting from implementation of the proposed General Plan and DEIR, and other 
resource protection issues in the county. notably potential impacts to blue oak woodland. 
migratory deer and rare gabbro soil plants. 
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General Pl;m 
Draft&ypnmentally Ccn,nlMd Ver,ion (Altpmptive 13) 

p. 7 ,8 • Vision Statement - The vision statement for Alternative #3 should encoutage clustering of 
development, similar to the vision statement for Alternative #2. The Important Biological Conidor 
(IBC) overlay would indicate a comm~t to maintaining biological values, however. clustering of 
development c;n be a more valuable mechanism for maintaining biological values than applicdoo 
of the IBC overlay or many of the other elements proposed in Alternative #3. 

Thi$ seotiOn explaine that the land Use Map is based upon deveJopment patterns at the time of _,,,J· 
General Plan adoption. However, little infonnation is. provided here or elsewhere fflgard. ing how 
Aftemative 3 originated. or upon what facts and assumptions this attemative ia based. Although not 
expressly stated, the ekment relative to fl&h and wildlife conservation that diffentntiates this 
altemative from the other equal weight alternatives is the presence of the IBC overlay. 

p. 20 • Land UH Map - The land use designations on this map show large areas (59,363 
acres) of land designated Agricutture (A) under Alternative #3~ This Is of concern with reaped 
to fish and wildlife in the County because of the potential development of vineyards or other 
forms of agriculture that have tittle or no wildlife habitat value. Impacts from this potential land 
use conversion remain unmitigated in the DEIR. 

p. 22 - Base Land Use Designations - The description of the aBowed uses under the Agriculture 
land Use designations should be revised to better describe allowable land uses for each 
dNignation. This is diredly applicable to the statement authorizing a maximum of two dwelling 
units to •support the agricultural uses allowacf', but not specifying what those uses a"9. 

p. 23 - The DFG supports the land use designation of Natural Resources being rlfflited to -1 
residential units of 160 acres above 2,500 feet efevation. A minimum parcel size d no less than 1· 

40 acres is recommended for rural parcels at tower elevations within migratory deer migration 
corridors. Thia helps reduce the amount of habitat fragmentation at lower elevations, where J 
much more development wfll likely occur. 

p. 34- Policy LU-7f .. We encourage the transfer of development credits fro,:n development under 
environmentally constrained Land Use De1ignations to Multifamily Residential and High Density 
Residential. This will help enable a clustering of development as addressed elsewhere in our 
comments. Also, consideration should be given to allow donation of lands under Land Ule 
Designations other than those specified in this policy. This could include RR, Rl. and LOR
designated lands as well, to allow greater flexibility in developing Mure resource protection 
planning efform. 

p. 124 .... Water Supply - The individual and cumulative effects of groundwater withdrawals should 
be considered relative to residential development in rural areas. in some caee, tfMQ may be a 
relationship between such withdrawalS and surface flow in streams and spmgs Within the 
watershed. This may reduce flows needed to maintain fish populations, wetlands, springs, and 
other aquatic resources. We are particularly concerned with cumulative impacts from groundwater 
pumping to the American and Cosumnea Rivers. 
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JUL 15 '03 02: 05PM CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF FISH & GAME P.3 

p. 260 • Policy C0-3c- Buffers established around natural watercowns, including permanent and 
intermittent wetlands and perennial and intermittent stteams are important to insects and 
amphibians that cannot survive in permanent water because of predation by fish. Buffers are to be 
maintained m perpetuity in their natural state within ~ context of rural and urban land uses. Buffer 
areas should be established that are not less than 100-feet in width wide, as measured from the 
upland edge of the wetland or stream bank to the boundaty of buildings! parking areas, or other 
developed areas. Buffers should extend to protect associated riparian habitats and riparian 
corridors. Buffers may need to be extended to at least 330 feet from the boundaries of aquatic 
habitats in some areas to avoid adverse effectl to sensitive listed species such as the federally 
threatened Cmifomit red-legged frog (Rana aurora draytonl). Buffers may also be extended based 
on soil stability, slope, erosion potential and surrounding tand uses. 

p. 260 - Policy C0-3d - Provided that tite specific impacts are adequately mitigated. exception, 
may be possible to the setback requirements in Policy CO. Construction of road, bridge repairs, 
docks and piers, and even recreational traiJs may result in innumerable adverse impacts to fish and 
wildlife, indud'mg listed apeeies. Often such projects will require project specifac CEQA review n 
well ae notificatiott to the DFG pursuant to Section 1801 or 1603 of the Fish and Game Code. 

p. 263 - Policy co -Sc -We encourage the development of conservation easements as a 
means of preserving buffer. in perpetuity. in addition to fN acquisition~ however consideration 
should be given to long term funding for management of these areas. 

p. 263 - Policy CO-&- We recommend that the oak ordinance be revised to include language 
requiring a quantifiable performance standard such as, " The County shall develop mitigation 
and/or avoidance standards to protect oak woodlands such that no net annual loss of oak 
woodlands occurs." The policy should also '9COgnize the importance of pmtecting snags. Any 
requirement for snag protection should be consistent with fire safety and otner authorizations. 
Snags are a critically important source of food and cover for many bird and mammal species. 
Several species of woodpeckers found in the County excavate nest holea in snags, u well 11 
rwing trees. Alie. snags are used by acorn woodpeckers (Me#ane,pes formidvorus) as 
•granary or masr trees, where acorns are stored for food. Many bird species use branches on 
snags for perching, and feed on adult and larval wood-boring beetles and other insects present 
on and within the snags. r:allen trees within streams also provide valuable escape eover and 
insect food for fish. 

DFG staff has worked with the PAWTAC in developing biologically sound protection, 
conservation and restoration strategies for oak woodlands in the county. We look forward to 
future coordination in continuing this work. In that light, should provide better guidance 
language in developing oak protection plan for the County. 

P. 281 - Policy AF -1g .. This policy provides for the assignment of the Agricultural Land use 
designation for rangelands which are currently grazed or suitable for grazing. cattle grazing 
under some ci~ may be beneficial in habitat restoration planning, including 
controlling undesirable plants. Some agriculture-designated land may be better as rangeland 
than in other forms of agriculture with lawer habitat value, such as vineyards, provided riparian 
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corridors are protected using accepted range management techniques. Overgrazing may 
degrade fish and wildlife habitat. especialiy in riparian areas. 

The expansion of the breeding range of the nest parasite brown-headed cowbird (Molothnl8 
atet) is an uampie adverse impacts from cattle grazing and livestock feeding arus. This 
species, like all cowbirds. does not build its own nest. It reproduces only by laying its eggs in 
the nests of other birds. Young cowbirds tend to out-compete with the other offspring in the 
nest for food and nest space, to the detriment of the endemic parent species. Many areas 
provide supplementary food sources for cowbirds. These include livestock feed .. lots1 dairy 
operations, horse and cattle confinement areas, and other agricultural operations where grains 
and forage is fed to fivestod<. Availability of feeding areas i5 a limiting factor in cowbird 
populations. This should be considered When considering options for new livestoek &Ms, or 
whether to maintain existing ones. Further, concems regarding cowbird parasitism of rare 
native bird species are relevant to the fragmentation of forest habitats for human residences, 
especially when auooiated with horse or livestock enclosures. 

p. 296 - Policy PR-2a - We agree that public access points should be encouraged in public 
open space areas. However\ consideratton should be given to the potential disruption and loss 
of wildlife habitat resulting from development of access points and other park facilities. An 
example is the current County plan for development of Bass Lake Regional Park. A perimeter 
trait a along Ban Lake <• well as other park facilities) is planned. Construction and ~se of 
these facilities has the potential to severely degrade habitat at Bass lake for many species of 
resident and migratory birds, including wintering bald eagles (HelJeeetus leucocephalUs). 
Impacts such as these could reduce the protective values of buffers around wat.er bodies. 
discussed elsewhere in our comments. We recommend that aecns pointa be evaluated for 
placement and construction to reduce impact3 to sensitive areas§ and that buffers be 
expanded around access points to reduce impacts to adjoining wildlife habitat. 

General Plan PEB 

Volume 1 

Exec. utive Summary Table - pp •. 2-9. We agree with the Poticy 5.1-3(a), which establishes a .• . J 
General Plan Conformity Review promsa. This policy mandates that development involving any 
structure greater tmm 120 square feet in me, or requiting a gradfflg permit, be consiStent With tte 
General Plan. Without this mandate, the likely cumulative impacts in the County from many small 
projects above this threshold could be significant to fish and wildlife msourees. 

p. 3-27, Table M-Acreages aHocated to specific Land Use Designations are shown for 
Alternatives 1-4. This table and Table 3-3 (pp 3-25), are very helpful forfacl1itating review. 

Various useful comparisons could be made involving existing ·land characteristics relative to 
proposed land Ue Designations. Table 3-4. for example, could Indicate the amount of land 
within each Land Use DeSignation for Alternatives 1-4 that has been designated as Very 
High fire hazard. This comparison would be very useful in an evaluation of potential fire 
clearance impacts. Another useful evaluation would be to determine land in designated 
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under each evaluation with slopes greater than 30%, which would be applicable to the 
potential for sedimentation of streams in the County and adverse impaet.s. Another very 
valuable comparison would also be to include a comparison of the lands which are in each 
land use designation which .have oak woodlands, rare plant species. etc. 

other sections of the DEIR have made similar useful comparisons, including that in Table 
5.12-5 summarizing potential special-status species impacts on land with oertain 
designations. Table 3.4 would be more meaningful if it provided information telative to the J 
percentage of land In that part of the County subject to General Plan Review. Without such 
numerical comperisons, one must make crude comparisons between the Land Use Map. and 
other maps in the General Plan, including that for fire hazard map, etc. 

Recent dilcu$Sions between Mr. Frank Gray of my staff and County Geographic Information ]. 
System (GtS) personnel haw indicated that it is possible to make the afo,.mentioned 
determinations. Thie could be completed using Ardnfo9 and other software available to the 
County. This additional information. and any other Information necessary for decision 
making. should be mentioned in the DEIR. 

Most of the land which is developabte under the General Plan is designated for 1 .. 10 8Cfe 
minimum parcel size per DU. For wildlife habitat, preferable Land Use Daignations under 
the General Plan relative to deve1opment density are Multi-Family Residentiaf, High-Density 
Residential or Natural Resources. These designations allow from 5-24 DU/acre «t in the 
case of Natural Resources. at a minimum. Currently, len than 1.6% of the mnd in the 
County is designated for the higher intensity land use. To reduce impacts in rural areas, the 
General Plan should direct development towards areas that are already developed. 

p. 5.1 .. 14, Table 5.12-2 - The table should be revised to reflect that Layne's butterweed 
(Senecio layr,eH) is federally .. llsted as thrntened. 

p. 5.1-47 - Mitigation Measure 5.1-2 relate&to the creation Of "Distinct Community 
Separators." These would function to maintain boundaries between urban and rural areas. 
They would also allow consolidation of rural lands, clustering of development Including 
increases in the allowable floor-to-area building ratio in Community Centers. This ~pt 
may benefit wildlife populations if various features of the landscape are used to define such 
bOundaries. For example, streams and riparian area•~ wetlands, forested aren and 
associated buffers could be used to defme such boundaries. Wildlife would a1so benefit from 
clustering of development, minimizing fragmentation of habitat We recommend the County 
develop other landowner incentives in addition to transfer of development righta to 
aocomplleh this goat 

p. 5.1-55 - Second Paragraph - We agree that residential, timber production, mining, and 
mineral extraction, as allowed uses under the NR land Use Designation, will create the 
potential for incompatible land uses. Besides each of the aforementioned land u•s being 
incompatible with each other. the Land use Maps for AJtematives 1-4 shows incompatible 
spatial distribution of Banda with the NR and other land use designations. There are many 
isolated bJoek$ of this land both within and adjacent to IBC's, for example. Because of this, 
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clearing for vineyards and other agricultural activities which are allowed under the NR 
designation could haw severe adverse impacts to fish and wildlife habitat resulting from 
habitat fragmantation and removal of large bJocks of native vegetation. 

P.6 

p. 5.S..15 .. Roles of State agencies. The first sentence should be revised to read "California 
Department of fish and Game (CDfG) is a responsible agency under CEQA with ... • This 
section should also exptain that the DFG, as a CEQA Responsible Agency~ also reviews 

· EIRs •nd other CEQA equivalent documents relating to water quality. water diVersiOn and 
water storage projects. In additiOn to recommending instream flows for aquatic life, the DFG 
may also require mitigation for terrestrial habitat losses at the place of uae for the diverted 
water, tosses of terrestrial habitat inundated by water storage reservoi~ screening of water 
dlversion as applicable to prevent fash entrainment, and erosion and pollution control projects 
to reduce degradation of inetream resources. 

p. 5.5--48 .. New Policy (Water Conservation)~ Water conservation and water recycling 
programs will reduce 1he demand on surface water supplies, end the potential for individual 
or cumulative significant adverse effects on fish and other aquatic life in the County. To this 
end, specific menurn should be identiried in the General Plan Water Conservation Poticy. 
Consideration should be given for the water effeciency program to include recommendations 
for drought-resistant landscaping using native plants for new residential or commercial USBI, 
landowner education 19garding drought tolerant landscaping, etc. 

p. 5.5 ... 57 - The EID Main Canal and Crawford Ditch are mentioned as examples of waters 
that may be concrete-fined or placed within pipes in the future. Moat of the canaJ/ditch 
systeffit experienced tosses exceeding 75%, n evidenced in documents provided to the 
State Water Resou~ Control Board (SWRCB). The DFG seek~ to make existing water 
delivery of diverted water more efficient, thus reducing the need for further appropriations 
from rivers and streams in the county. Exfsting diversions of water ftOm snams and rivers 
afready impacts fish and wildlife to e certain degree, ttws the efficiency of those existing 
water supply and delivery systems should be maximized to the glNtest extent ponlble. 

We do, however have concems regarding the fish and wildlife reaouroes which have become 
dependent of leakage from unlined canals and ditches. These water sources support a grnt 
deal of riparian and Mtland vegetation which in tum supports many wetland dependent 
species, including 8peciat status species such u the western pond turtle. The potential 
significant impacts to these species lhOUld be addressed prior to adoption of a water 
conservation poflq'. and appropriate mitigation provided to reduce impacts to leSS than 
significant 

DEIR, Velum, 2 

P. 5.8-108 Wildland fire Hazards- figure HS-1 in General Plan Aitemative 3 is• County fire 
hazard map, showing almost all of the land in the western County, and subject to the General 
Plan, designated as high or very high ffl9 hazard. Of particular concern is the large amount of 
tand in Alternatives 1 • 4 designated for building densities of 1 DU/1-10 &CfN in high fire prone 
ateas. Much greater clustering of development into~ designated land zoned for 

6 

 
        AR 13120



JUL 15 '03 02:0SPM CALIFOP . .NIA DEPT. OF FISH & GAME P.7 

High Density Residential and Multifamily Residential would greatly alleviate problems 
associated with habitat losses from fire cfeamnce? particularly in areas which support listed 
and rare gabbro soil plant species. 

p. 5.9-53 - Soil Erosion - Expected scenarios relative to aoil erotion are described here under 
Alternatives 1-4. Restrictions on grading are essential to help reduce the entry of sediment into 
streams. rivers. lakes, and other aquatic areas. Sedimentation adversely impacts fish in many 
ways. Sediment fills in spaces between strum bottom graver which smothers aquatic 
organisms and reduces food available for trout and other fish species. Other adverH impacts 
include reduced survival of incubating fish eggs, reduced cover for juvenile fesh. and reduced 
visibility for predatory fish species. Long-term impacts of erosion and sedimentation also 
include reduced storage capacity of reservoirs and other water bodies. 

p. 5-9-70 - Mitigation Measure 5.9·5(&) restricts land Use Designation& in areas that may 
contain important mineral ,esources. According to thil measwet the Mineral Resources (MR) 
overlay ·shall only be considered appropriate With the following base land use designations: 
Natural Resouree. Open Space, and lndusmal. Mineral extradioo .has significant affects on 
biological resources. Furthermore, rmits on the size and cumulative number of ongoing 
mineral extraction activities should be defined for areas designated within the tmportant 
Biological Conidor {-IBC) rand use overlay. 

p. 5.12 .. 1 Biological Resources - This section of the DEIR should discuss noxious weeds. 
and propose General Plan policies to reduce adverse impacts from Invasive exotic plant 
species in the County. Thia recommendation was made in the January 12. 2001 DFG 
letter regarding the NOP, but this issue has not been addressed in the DEIR. 

The introduction and spread of noxious weeds is a source of habitat degradation in the County 
and e!HWhere. This often arises from activities associated with human development and road 
maintenance. Yellow star thistle (Centautea solstltialis) i8 probably beat known toc:ally found 
weed, but Scotch broom (Cytisus scopanus)l spotted knapweed (Centaurea maculosa). 
whitetop {Lepidlum lalifolium) (especiaJly in the Tahoe baain), and many other species are 
also prevalent. Yellow star thistle in particular has spread rapidly in recent years and now 
occupies an estimated 1 O to 15 million acres in California. 

Educating the public about weed identification and providing non-technical information 
about ecologicaUy..oompatible weed oomrot could ocwr through homeowners' associations 
and other local conHNstioo groups. Non-technical information. about yellow star thistle and 
its management can be found at http://wric.ycdavis.edu/yst/yst.html. 

p. 5.1:MO- Fisheries .. The DfG would like to darify its current trout stocking practk::es at 
alpine lakes(> 6,000 feet elevation) in the County. Fingering trout have historicatfy been 
planted by airplane into remote waters that were historically, or are currently occupied by. the 
federally endangered mountain yellow·legged frog (Rana lmlSCOSa}, a natiw amphibian. The 
DFG suspended stocking waters in year 2000 within the historic range of this species. This 
resulted from current reeeardl and concerns regarding the decline of native ramd frogs in the 
Sierra Nevada. The OFG al8o embarked upon an extensive surveys to determine the extent of 
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mountain yellow-legged frog populations to evaluate future stocking programs. Stocking of 
these lake& would only resume if there ware sound fishery management reasons and no 
adverse impact. to mountain yellow-legged frogs would occur. Basin management plans witt 
be developed before stocking of alpine takes will resume. The DFG wiU continue to stock 
catchable-&ize rainbow and brown trout in hydroelectric and water supply reservoirs, along with 
publicly accessible reaches of the South and Silver Forks of the American River. 

p. 5.12 .. 11 .. The statement " .. ·.waterway obstructions fmit movement by resident fishes •.• but -J. 
are not impediments to fish migration," should be clarified. 

Statements should be revised to reflect the historical upstream migration of chinook salmon 
(Om::Qlhynchus tahawytsche) and ateelhead trout (Oncomynchw mykia irideua), well within 
the County. The historic migration extended further than Salmon Falls on the south Fork 
American River. Historical accounts describe salmon and steelhead being caught as far 
upstream u the current Slab Creek Re&ervoir, and pouibly u far upstream as Eagle Rock 
(-12 miles downstream of Strawberry). These were most Hke1Y spring-run Chinook salmon, 
but steelhead traveled the furthest upstream. Spring.run chlnook migrated up the Middle Foric 
American River to the confluence of the Rubicon River. steelhaad have been documented to J 
4 to 5 miles upstream of the mouth of the Rubicon Rivet\ Future restoration efforts may target 
reestablishment of one or more of these runs. 

p. 5.120012-Speciai Status Plants-There ii reference in this section to the special status J 
plant species known to occur or potentially occurring in the County. A total of 30 species 
are listed, not the 29 which is refetenced in the text. Also, there are five species which are 
lilted as Federally or State-endangered. not the six which is referenced in the text 
discussion. 

p. 5.12-28 - The ~ke" of a listed species <;an also be authorized by an incidental take J...., 

permit. issued in conjunction with a Natural Communities Conservation Plan (NCCP) 
(fish and Game Code § 2800). 

p. 5.12 .. 28-29 - The analysis of the state regulatory issues relating to ftSh and wildlife J· 
habitats shouk.l be expanded to encompass the DFG's trustee and responsible agency 
ro1ea under CEQA and CESA. · 

In addition to §3503.5 of the Fish and Game Code, which protects birds of prey, §3503 of the 
Code, makes it unlawful to take, possess, or needless destrcy the nest of eggs of any bird. 
The provisions of this section are particularly applicab1e with regard to eperations involving 
tree and brush clearing during times when birds are nesting. typically in the spring or early 
summer. 

In the first paragraph of the CESA discussion. the following corrections should be made: 

1. tn additiOn to species listed as threatened and endangered, CESA protects species that 
are candidates for such listing. 
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2. The discussion of what constitutes .. take" inaccurately characterizes both state and 
federal law. Habitat modification does not necessarily constitute take under either federal 
or state law. Under ESA, habitat modification that actually injures or kills a protected 
animal is prohibited. Under CESA, habitat modification that &dually kills a protected animal 
is prohibited. The only significant differeooe in what constitutes take under these two ada 
is that non-lethal injury to the species or to an individuaJ of the specie& is take under ESA 
but not CESA. In manv cases. modification of habitat used by a listed species is a 
proximate cause of mortality and is therefore "take .. under both ESA and CESA. 

3. At the end of the paragraph. the reference to the consistency review process should 
include the ESA §7 consultation process. The vast majority of consistency reviews 
conducted by the Department under Fish and Game Code§ 2080.1 are baled on § 7 
consultations, not§ 10(1) permits. 

The second paragraph of the CESA discussion mis,tates the level of protection that atate 
law affords listed plants. CESA provides a level of protection for listed plants on many 
projects that is equal to the protection provided fish and wildlife species. while federal law 
provides no independent protection for listed plants that are not on federal lands. 
Therefore the first sentence of this paragraph is misleading in comparing state and federal 
plant provisions and contrasting them with protections provided fish and wi1d1ife. 

landowners are allowed to take listed plants without a CESA incidental take pemtit onty for 
the activities that are specifaeally enumerated in Fish and Game Code §1913(a) and (b}. 
The Department construes these exceptions to CESA and the Native Plant Protection Ad 
(NPPA) narrowly, and CESA take authorization is required for many projects that wilt C8U88 
take of endangered or threatened plants. The 10-day notice provision to allow Department 
salvage appftN only to thON adMtiH that are described in§ 1913(a) or (b), in other 
words, to those projects that are already exempt from the CESA permitting requirement. 
NPPA does not allow any landowner to take listed plants after providing the 1Q..day notice, 
as stated at the bottom of page 5.12-28 of the draft EIR. This is a serious misstatement of 
'the law and must be corrected. 

Any actMty that will divert or obstruct the natural flow, or change the bed, channel, or bank 
of any river. stream, or lake in Califomia is subject to regulation by DFG pursuant to §1800 
et seq. of the California fiSh and Game Code. Specifically, §1603 mikes it unlawful for 
any person to aubstantiafly divert or obstruct the natural flow, or substantially change the 
bed, channel, or bank of any river. stream. or lake designated by DFG, or use any material 
from streambeds, without first notifying DFG of the adivfty. The DFG has designated all 
rivers, streams, lakes, and atrearnbeds in the state, including those which may have 
intermittent flows, as subject to §1600 et seq. of the California Fial\ and Game Code. 
Section 1. 76 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations defines a stream or river as a 
body of water hit flows at least periodically or intermittently through a bed or channel 
having banks and supports fish or other aquatic life. including watercourses having a 
surface or subsurface flow that support or has supported riparian plants. The applicant 
must obtain a lake or streambed atteraoon agreement from OFG if the activity described· in 
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the notification may substantially adversely affect a fish or wildlife resource. The 
agreement will include oondit.ions to protect the resource and must be obtained before 
commencing the activity. The DFG may not issue a lake or streambed alteration 
agreement without first oomptying with CEQA. · 

P.10 

p. 5.12·32, 33 - Loss and Fragmentation of Wildlife Habitat - The table presented here indicates 
the level of aignificanQe with implementation of each of the four equal weight alternatives. The 
table provides an analysis of impacts beth before and after implementation of various mitigation 
measures, including the development of the oak ordinance and INRMP. For reasons discussed 
elsewhere in our comments, we believe that the impactt of the implementation Alternatives 1-4 
well stilt be slgnifrcant, even after implementation of the referenced mitigation measures. 

p.5-12 -36, Table 5. 12 .. The table refers to the percent of varioua habitat types that would be 
available at buffdout for each of the four altematives. The map could provide some very useful 
information, with the proper. clarification. The statement "Table 5.12-4 lists the percent of habbt 
by land use intensity at buildoor should be revised to specify what the "peramf reference 
refers. tt could refer to acreage of each habitat type, which might be inferred. It should be dear 
whether the percent relates to a current or hiatcrical habbt condition. Also, does lntaply as 
used in this table equate to the~ of land. use, as shown in the General Plan land use 
designations? 

J 

p. 5-12-46, 47 - Policy CO-J of Alternative 2 mandates the completion of an Oak Woodland ]-
Management Plan. The timetable for completion of this tuk is two years after plan adoption. 
Many sourcet of information regarding the development of such a plan exist, including 
information from the DFG, the University of Califomla Cooperative Extension. COF. The 
California Native Plant Society (CNPS). the Oak Woodland Conservation Act, and other souroes. 

p. 5.12-50 - The concept of ·an Important Biological Corridor (IBC) overlay is valid. The 
provisions of the IBC overlay provide a good framework, but should be revised to contain 
specific performance standards. For example, tt,ere s~uld be numerical mitigation or 
avoidance standards for eonse,vation of wetlands and riparian areas such a setting a specific 
standaRi for habitat retention (e.g. no net Iola of oak woodland habitat in 1he county). Another 
concern. as mentioned earlier, is for the areas within the IBC overlay within which mineral 
extraction ii alloWed. Another example of a standard for the f BC would be to recommend 
fencing which is deSigned. to attow deer pusaga, particularly in migratory areas. Perimeter 
fencing should be restricted to 3--4 strand wire with a bottom strand a minimum of 16 inches 
above ground. The fence thOuld not exceed 48 inches in total height. The bottom strand 
should be barbleu wire. 

p. 5.12...sG, Mitigation Meesure 5.12-1(d) and an aAOCiated policy is discussed. The policy 
mandates the development of a resource management plan. This would guide the 
management of plant, fish, and wildlife resources of the County untal 2025. Many etementa of 
this plan are commendable, tnduding the requirement to inventOf}' habitats and develop a 
strategy for habitat protection. However, it is uncertain as to how the INRMP will be 
consistent with the regulatory requirement of the applicable State end Federal agencies. 
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This includes regulatory requirement under CEQA, National Environmental Protection Act 
(NEPA). CESA or other laws for protecting special status. 

Other resource planning options should be considered. including development of a Habitat 
Conservation ·Plan (HCP). an NCCP, or a combination HCP/NCCP. Elements of the INRMP 
could be incorporated into one of these other plan options. Irrespective of the option cho9en. 
we suggest that INRMP or altemative resource p.lan be completed within 3 years after the 
adoption of the revised General Plan. or as otherwise dictated by State NCCP or Federal 
HCP requirements. Any County HCP/NCCP or adaptation of the INRMP should be based 
on science and ahould include the concept of adaptive management. 

To develop an NCCP. the DFG may enter into an agreement with the County or other entity. 
ComprehenSlve management of wildlife species would be attained under this arrangement, 
Additional information regarding NCCP1s can be obtained at 
http://www.dfg.ca.gov/nccpfindex.htmf. 

The County 8hould coordinate with the DFG, the USFWS. and any other entities regarding map 
projec;tions and other applicable elements used in resource planning. Existing sources of 
information regarding fish and wildlife resouroea of the County include the following: 

Cal Flom - This is available through U.C. Berkeley at www.cafflora.org 

CNPS Electronic lnventoN- Information is available by calling 916-447 ... 2677, or through 
www.cnps.org 

Bioloqfca( lnformatfgn Qbsm'at;on System (BIQS) - This ii under development by the OFG~ 
Information is available at bUP:ltwww.bips.dfg.ca.aoy/ 

lnteA{ated Biological Information Systems (IBIS) - Contact Ron Rogens of the DFG, at (916} 
322-1869 

Catifomia Natural Diyerpy Data Baw (CNDPB) - This oontains locations and maps for rare 
endangerYJd species. Contact the DFG Wildlife and Habitat Data Analysis Branch at (916) 
324-3812. 

Po 5.12-58 M"digatie>n Meuure 5.12-1(e) - To achieve this goal, interim measures should be 
taken to pnwent the loss or degradation of important habitats while the INRMP ii being 
developed. Areas that could be potentially developed in important habitats should be identified 
as soon u ponible6 Development or subdivision of these area could be limited while the 
INRMP is being developed in order to not preclude a biologically sound resource management 
option in the plan. 

p. 5.12..S9 New Policy 7 .4.1.6 (Biological Resouroes Study) - The goals of the BiolOgal 
Resources study seem commendable. However, auuranon should be provided th~ the 
biological resouron assessment standards result in project impacts below a level of 
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significance, as defined under CEQA. Further. there are resource assessment standards 
which have been adopted by State and Federal agendas. Such standards include the Federal 
Habitat EvaluatiOn Procedures (HEP) , the wetland determination process of the USFWS·, and 
the Department's own Gyidsjinn for Agessinq the Effect§ Qf Pmppnd proi,qts on Rare, 
Dn@tened. and Endangered Plants and Natumf Communffief, revind in May, 2000~ 

There is a reference to proposed mitigation for "important' habitat. A determination of the J-· 
preMnee of an importance habitat should be consistent with requirements in existing State or 
Federal laws. These criteria include, but are not limited to Fish and Game Code Section 2081 
and Federal Endangered Species Ad, CEQA. NEPA, and the Oak Woodlands Conservation 
Ad.. 

p. 5.12-60 - New Policy 7.4.4.4 , with Options A and B. This is for the replacement of trees 
that do not meet the criteria of "important Habitat" as described eartier in this section. Option A 
provides a formula that relates the existing percent tree cover and the canopy cover to .be 
retained. The basia for the determination cf percent canopy shoufd be identified. Presumably 
this refers to a percentage of the parcel acreage. Elsewhere in the General Plan and DEIR, 
there is reference to the importance of reducing or preventing fragmentation of woodland&. 
The minimum mitigation threshold of 10%, which prnumably corresponds to a parcel size. 
allOlNS for significant tones of oaks and other woodland which would remain unmitigated. 

Many County parcels ate over 500 acres, and significant losses of habitat could occur under 
this option. Also, the mitigation ratio of 1: 1 should be qualified. Presumably this ratio is based 
upon acreage. It would take many decades f'ot a simiiarly..functioning replacement stand to be 
attained, given the slow rate of growth of oaks and other factors. Therefore, we recommend 
that a higher ratio be specffled to ccrnpenaate for the temporal toss of functioning oak 
woodland habitat. 

Option B provides for payment into a County conservation fund. It is unclear as to whether the 
funds would be used for purchasing habitat preservation or restoration. Long-term monitoring 
and management would also be needed and these costs Should be included in the fas. 

P. 5.12'"31- Mitigation Measure 5.12-1(g) would develop and implement an oak tree 
preservation ordinance. The policy would r9quire permits for removal of oaks above a 
specffied sizet conditioned upon suitable replacement onslte or elsewhere. 

The exemption in the proposed ordinance for oak removal on "single family JNidential lots 
which cannot be further subdivided" should be deleted. This appears to create a large 
loophole in the ordinance for large parts of the rural regionl Of the county. particularly those 
designated NR with up to 180 acres allowed for uch dwelling unit. Therefore a considerable 
amount of unpermitted, unmitigated tree removal could occur. 

The proposed policy replacement is calculated based upon an inch-for-inch replacement of 
~ oaks and consists of a minimum 15.gwlon siled tree. The planting of this size trees 
is often unsuccessful. An exception is when valley oaks are planted in irrigated landscape, 
when there is a moderately better success rate. The fee should be deposited in an oak 
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woodland restoration fund. The oak woodland restoration fund could be used to restore or 1 
enhance the function and value of woodlands that are targeted for preservation in perpetuity. . 

Item D relates to penalties. The provision for penalties for non-compliance with an oak ordinance Jl 
is commendable. The specific criteria for exemption& from the ordinance for persons, forms, or 
corporations should be articulated in the General Plan. Another useful consideration would be a 
program of inducements and encentives for landowners to maintain or encourage oaks and or 
other habitats on their property. 

p 5.12...a7 ~ Policy C0-2b for the Environmentafly Constrained Attemative. The difference J 
.between "mining" and ·surface mining« should ~ explained . 

p. 5-12-74 - Table 5.12-5 shows the projected impacts on Special Status species in High and 
Medium-Intensity land Uu Designations. Thia table wes OFG CNDDB data, and presents 
valuable information relative to these deaignations. However. Table 3-27 in DEIR Volume II 
ShoWs that almost an acreage subject to the General Plan Is in other than high and medium 
intensity land Ute Designations. Therefore, we recommend that the subject table be revised 
to include Special Status species occurrences on lands proposed for lower intensity 
development under the General Plan. 

p. 5.12-n-79 Under Polioy 7.4.1.5 mitigation would be required only for special-status 
species restricted to areas where discretionary development is proposed. Mitigation would 
not be required as long as the species was found and protected elsewhere on public land 
or private Natural Resources land. AU impacts to rare, threatened and endangered species 
are considered significant and must go through the appropriate CEQA, NEPA. CESA, and 
other project review. Any policy to the contrary may result in the illegaJ take of Usted 
species. 

p. 5.12-78, 79 .. The USfWS Recovery Plan for Gabbro Soil Plants of the Central Sierra 
Nevada Foothills (USFWS 20028) differs from the Technical Advismy Committee rare ptant 
preserve system both in distribution and acreage (5,001 acres verses 3.500 acres). lt also 
differs in the view of proposed new development within the proposed preserve boundaries. 
The goals of County Ordinance No. 4500 and the Recovery Plan differ as well. The 
ordinance wu estabfished to implement the recommendations of the Technical Advisory 
Committee to address immediate needs for the protection of gabbro soil plants. The 
USFWS recovery plan is bned on the latest scientific research and information regarding 
the rare plan1s U80ciated with the gabbro soils. 

Specifsc differences between the County Ordinance No. 4500 and the recovery plan is that 
the ordinance allows new deve1opment inside Zone 0. Additionally, the County may have 
project applicants donate conservatiOn easements in areas that may contribute toward 
recovery plan goals for a,eag within the County Mitigation area O but outside the recovery 
plan boundary. Thfte conservation eaaements are likely to be isolated parcel$ away from 
fee title Preserve lands which will mostly be purchased in the raoovery plan area (federal 
funds wm be targeted toward fulfilling the recovery plan for instance}. 
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Areas within the recovery plan boundary, but outside Mitigation area o, should be included 
fn the established rare plant overlay. This would help address the fad that there is a finite 
supply of land that pmvidee habitat for the tilted gabbro plant~ By precluding 
additional development in those areas within the tee0very plan boundaries, there i8 a 
greater chance of reaching the 5,001 acre goat of the recovery plan. 

p. 6-1 Alternatives Analysis - Eight altemattves other than alternatives 1-4 are described. We l 
believe that the description of some of these alternatives should be m:q complete. CEQA 
§15126.6 (d), mandates that "An EIR shall include sufficient informatiOn about each attemativa to • 
allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison ... " An adequate evaluation of the 
alternatives is not possible given the information provided in the DEIR. 

p. 6-30. Altemative #12. We agree that , at least conceptually, Alternative 12 is likely to be the 
environmentally superior attemnve. This is based upon the likelihood that impadl to natural 
resources would be greatly reduce by cluStering development. A Land u.e Map and other 
analysis should be prepared for this alternative. Further, the discussion of the biological 
resourca on p. 6.35 should take into consideration that .Alternative 12 could reeult in Jess~ 
impacts on biological resources than I.DX of the other alternatives. Additional justification for a full 
analysis of the potential application of Alternative 12 is contained in §68561 of the State General 
Plan Guidelines. These Guidelines direc;t cities and counties to develop plans and to take positive 
action to protect open gpace lands. 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide input to the General Plan and DEIR. We look 
forward to wooong With the county in developing the various resource planning elements 
referenced in the General Plan. If we can be of further assistance, please contact Mr. frank Gray. 
Environmental Scientist, at 916-358-2883, email fgray@dfg.ca.gov, or myself at 918--358-2382, 
email troscoe@dfg.ca.gov. 

cc:Ms. Terry Roscoe 
Mr. frank Gray 
Mr. Daniel Burmester 
Ms. Kathy Hilt 
Ms. Pat Perkins 

rvation Planning Supervisor 
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State of Calif-Omia • The Resources Agency 

DEPARTMENT OF PARKS ANO RECREATION • P.O. Box 942896. Sacramento, CA 94296-001 

Gold Fields District 
7806 Folsom Auburn Road 
Folsom, CA 95630 

LETTER254 

Gray Davis, Governor 

Ruth G. Coleman, Acting Director 

July 15, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: General Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear El Dorado General Plan Team, 

Attached to this letter are the comments and concerns of the Gold Fields District of the 
California Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) regarding the General Plan and 
Draft Environmental Impact Report. The Gold Fields District manages three park units 
that are affected by the land use designations and policies to be adopted in the El 
Dorado County General Plan, including Folsom Lake State Recreation Area (SRA), 
Auburn SRA and Marshall Gold State Historic Park. These three park units are located 
either partially or entirely within El Dorado County. 

Thank you for your consideration of the attached comments and recommendations. If 
you have questions regarding this letter or DPR comments please contact District Staff 
Park and Recreation Specialist Jim Micheaels at (916) 988-0513. 

Sincerely, 

Jacqueline Ball 
Gold Fields District Superintendent 
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California Department of Parks and Recreation Comments and Recommendations 
Regarding El Dorado County General Plan and EIR 

~~u~ 1· Generally, DPR is concerned that land use designations that are adjacent to, within the 
viewshed or may otheiwise affect our park units are compatible with the mission for our 
lands, to protect natural and cultural resources and provide quality outdoor recreation 
opportunities. 

Marshall Gold SHP 
DPR is concerned with the high and medium-density land use designations in and 
around Marshall Gold SHP. The EIR indicates on page 5.13-12 that high and medium 
density land use development is likely to cause adverse impacts on cultural resources. 
in the case of Coloma and Marshall Gold SHP there are known significant historic 
resources including properties on the National Register of Historic Places, the California 
Register of Historic Places and California State Historic Landmarks. Given the quality of 
the known historjc resources and the identified impact of high and medium density land 
use designations, we believe these designations are inappropriate for Coloma and 
areas adjacent to Marshall Gold SHP. 

The future use of the lands across the South Fork of the American River, the Mt. 
Murphy area, could have a big impact on the quality of the experience at Marshall Gold 
SHP. Therefore OPR is very concerned with the land use designations of this area. 
Open Space, Natural Resource and Agricultural land use designations are preferable 
for these lands. Of the Alternatives presented, the Environmentally Constrained (EC) 
Alternative seems to provide the most favorable land use designations for preservation 
of the park viewshed. DPR would request the County consider the Open Space land 
use designation for the lands that could impact the viewshed of Marshall Gold SHP. 

Folsom Lake SRA 
There is significant residential development along the boundary of Folsom Lake SRA 
within El Dorado County. DPR is particularly concerned about the land use designations 
of the Peninsula portion of the County, the land between the South and North Fork 
Arms of Folsom Lake west of Cool and Pilot Hill. Open Space, Natural Resource and 
Agricultural land use designations are preferable for these lands. Of the Alternatives 
presented, the Environmentally Constrained (EC) Alternative seems to provide the most 
favorable land use designations for preservation of the SRA viewshed. DPR would 
request the County consider the Open Space land use designation for the lands that 
could impact the viewshed of the SRA. 

Wildland fire Hazard 
As a public land and resource manager within El Dorado County, DPR has worked with 
CDF and local iire departments to address wildland fire risk in urban/wi!dland interface 
areas. DPR supports the proposed new County policy that would preclude development 
in high or very high wildland fire hazard areas until the hazard can be reduced to a 
moderate or better level. We are interested in the specific measures or perfromance 
standards that the County would require of development to reduce the fire hazard. We 
believe the types of measures or standards that would be required of development in 
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these high or very high wildland fire hazard areas should be identified in the General 
Plan. 

We also note, however that many areas classified as moderate wildland fire hazard 
zone may still present substantial wildland fire risks. This includes areas adjacent to 
Folsom lake SRA and Auburn SRA. The County Ordinance currently does require thirty 
feet of clearance around structures, however the county Zoning Code does not mirror 
that requirement in setback standards. As an example, the rear yard setback for Zone 
R-1 is 15 feet. In this situation a property owner may be unable to provide the required 
clearance on his or her own property. We believe the Zone Code should be consistent 
with the County Ordinance and that setbacks should be a minimum of 30 feet in any 
zoning or land use designation that is adjacent to publicly owned wildland. Larger 
setbacks may be appropriate in areas of higher wildland fire hazard. Individual property 
owners need to be able to provide adequate clearance to reduce wildland fire risk on 
their own property. 

For those developments adjacent to DPR managed lands, the County should consider 
shaded fuel breaks and other wildland fire risk reduction measures implemented on 
public lands as part of the total cost of providing fire protection. Fire District 
Improvement Fees should reflect these costs and help fund these type of improvements 
if CDF and local Fire Districts with cooperation and approval of the public land 
managers believe these actions are necessary to reduce wildland fire hazard. 

Cultural Resources 
DPR supports the mWgation measures identified in the EIR to reduce the impact of 
development on cultural resources within the County. This includes the development of 
a Cultural Resources Preservation Ordinance that would establish a process and 
procedures to review projects that may impact cultural resources and the provision of 
setbacks and buffers to protect cultural resources where necessary. We believe these 
processes, procedures and thresholds for buffers and setbacks should be further 
identified in the General Plan. DPR also does not see from the EIR how this process 
and procedures will provide for the survey and inventory of cultural resources in areas 
with potential but no known resources. 

DPR also supports the designation of Historic Design Control Districts and the 
development of design guidelines and review of development or construction proposals 
within these Districts. Given their current designation, Coloma and Marshal! Gold SHP 
should be included within a future Historic Design Control District and the historic 
resources in this area protected, We particularly support the proposal that would 
mandate building and structure design controls within the viewshed of Marshall Gold 
State Historic Park. We are interested in working with the County on the development of 
these design guidelines and controls. 

J 

Traffic and Circulation 
The General Plan for Marshall Gold SHP, completed in 1979, identifies the potential for ] 
a rerouting of Highway 49 or developing a bypass road that would take traffic off of 
Highway 49 in it's present route through Coloma and Marshall Gotd SHP. DPR requests 
the County consider this concept in the General Plan as a way of protecting the historic 
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resources in Coloma and at Marshall Gold SHP. A carrying capacity study completed 
for the Park in 1999 identified, traffic, noise and vibration from traffic as threats to the 
Park resources. 

Viewshed and Scenic Resources 
DPR is concerned about the potential impact of future deveJopment on the viewshed of 

all three park units within the Gold Fields District including Auburn SRA. As we have 
indicated the Open Space and Natural Resource land use designations are most 
favorable for lands adjacent to or within the viewshed of these units. We also would 
request that the County consider standards and guidelines prohibiting and controlling 
ridge top development to reduce the impact to the scenic resources with these park 
units. 
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June 15,2003 

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

Re: County Of El Dorado General Plan and DEIR Comments 

LETTER255 
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:d=CEiVcD 
PtM!HiNG DEPARTMENT 

El Dorado County is currently going through the process of adopting a new general 
plan that will set the guidelines for future development. For the past five years the county 
of eldorado has had a writ of mandate which is a condition that prohibits al development 
in the county. This writ has been an extreme hardship on the community leaders and the 
citizens themselves. It has taken rights from the people and decision making power from 
the policy makers. It is these kinds of issues that we must not forget when we are 
adopting a new general plan. This is why El Dorado County must adopt a plan that puts 
the decision making power back into the hands of elected officials and the citizens 
themselves. 

Out of all the proposed alternatives the less restrictive plan is the 1996 general -plan 
alternative. This is the plan that the community embraces. It is the plan the citizens of the 
county developed and worked on for years. E~ch of the General Plan alternatives has a 
land use map that displays the proposed distribution of land uses for that alternative. 
Once the board of supervisors selects an alternative, the policies and map associated with 
that alternative will become the official land use plan. The ability to subdivide following 
the general plan adoption will depend upon the alternative selected and land use map 
associated with that alternative. Therefore we must choose the plan that give the decision 
making power back to the county, and let the community decide on what is best for the 
area. If a hybrid of the alternatives is chosen it is important that the 1996 land use map is 
the one implemented in that alternative, because it is the most flexible. Make the best 
decision for the county chose the 1996 general plan alternative. 

From a Concerned Citizen of El Dorado County 
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LETTER256 

CONTROL TRAFFIC CONGESTION INITIATIVE COMMITTEE 
(MEASURE Y) 

P. 0. Box 618, Camino, CA 95709 

Heidi Tschudin 
El Dorado County General Plan Manager 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

RE: DEIR Comments 

Dear Ms. Tschudin: 

July 15, 2003 
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On behalf of the Measure Y Committee, I would like to thank you for the substantial effort made 
thus far in drafting the General Plan and DEIR. We appreciate what a complex and difficult task 
this is. Please receive and place in the record these comments on the DEIR. 

1) Cumulative Traffic Impacts -The Under Funded Transportation Plans 
The Traffic and Circulation section of the EIR will be fundamentally flawed if it fails to 
adequately address the funding of the necessary road improvements listed in each General Plan 
alternative. As it currently stands, the General Plan alternatives each identify a road plan that is 
required to meet the level of service (LOS) standard listed in the Circulation Element, but the 
General Plans do not identify a funding mechanism to construct these road improvements. We 
expected to see this funding issue discussed in the DEIR, but it is not. Whether or not an 
analysis of funding issues is required in the EIR as a matter of law, it certainly is required as a 
matter of common sense. What is the point of the DEIR' s traffic modeling and extensive 
discussion of traffic impacts and mitigations if the most fundamental question is not asked or 
answered: Can we pay for and build the road system that the Circulation Element of each Plan 
lists as necessary? 

The DEIR offers only a single, brief comment in passing on this essential subject. Table 5.4-4 
notes a total funding shortfall of $26 l million for the existing road plan, and the text concludes: 
"Funding sources to fully cover the shortfalls have not yet been identified." (DEIR, page 5.4-16) 
That's it. There is no discussion of where additional funding might come from, and, most 
importantly, no analysis of the potential impacts should these shortfalls remain. Furthermore, the 
$261 million dollar shortfall mentioned is related to the total price tag placed on the original 
1996 road plan. The DEIR does not identify the costs associated with the road plans for the four 
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equal weight alternatives, though an estimate of these costs has been released by the County 
Department of Transportation (DOT) in a memo to the Board from Director Matt Boyer. 
(Attachment A - Mr. Boyer's April 9, 2003, memo to the Board of Supervisors entitled: "Draft 
General Plan/Financing of Circulation E]ement Improvements") 

This is no small point. AU of the traffic modeling and the entire DEIR analysis of traffic impacts 
and mitigations are based on the unstated, fundamental assumption that the road improvements 
listed as necessary for each plan will be paid for and built by 2025. However, neither the General 
Plans nor the DEIR provides any evidence to support this assumption. If this unstated and 
unsupported assumption proves false, then the Circulation Element collapses, and the County 
will experience traffic congestion in excess of anything contemplated in the DEIR. 

Based on Mr. Boyer's memo, it is unreasonable to assume that the road plans will be fully 
funded. As Mr. Boyer makes clear, adequate funding mechanisms have not been identified and 
finding solutions to this complex problem will be extremely difficult, especially in light of the 
future traffic burdens to be added by the inadequately conditioned "existing commitments" that 
are, apparently, beyond the reach of any new General Plan policies. Though the County has 
been quietly aware of this funding problem since at least 1995, no serious attempt was made 
before or after the adoption of the 1996 General Plan to address it. 1 With the passage of Measure 
Y in November of 1998, this thorny problem could no longer be swept under the rug, but since 
then, only piecemeal effort5 have been made to establish fees that fully fund new development's 
traffic impacts. The explanation for and justification of this piecemeal approach has been that a 
full, global solution could only occur a<, a part of the General Plan process. However, now that 
we are at the heart of the General Phm process and looking to its end, we see that this issue is all 
but ignored in the DEIR. It appears that, once again, due to the understandable desire to get a 
General Plan adopted, this fundamental, but complex problem, is being punted to the future. 

In particular, we would direct attention to this comment from Mr. Boyer's memo: 

"Unlike the 1996 General Plan process, the Board of Supervisors, staff, and members of the 
public all appear to agree that the impact fee programs must be developed concurrently with the 
General Plan, not sequentially. The impact fees and the General Plan are largely the same issue, 
because of the combined requirements of State law and policies in the proposed General Plan 
that limit the County's discretion in setting the fees. The most significant discretion the 
County may have related to the impact fees is the selecting of a Genera) Plan alternative." 
(4/9/03 Boyer memo, Executive Summary page v.) 

Despite Mr. Boyer's optimism that these issues would be addressed as a part of the General Plan 
process, the failure of the DEIR to adequately acknowledge and examine this problem suggests 
that the County does not intend to tackle this crucial issue as a part of the General Plan. 

J 

While the County may choose to ignore Mr. Boyer's suggestion and defer this extremely J 
difficult problem until after a General Plan is adopted, the EIR must dearly reveal and · 
discuss the inadequacies of the existing funding mechanisms to fully fund the required road ' 
plans and consider the potential impacts should this problem remain unsolved. 

1 The I 996 General Plan side stepped this problem by adding Policies 3.5. l.6 and 3.5. l.7 which effectively 
downgraded the General Plan's LOS standard from LOS E to LOSE And since LOS Fis the end of the line (there 
is no LOS G), these LOS exception policies in effect removed ill!Y firm LOS standard from the 1996 General Plan. 

2 
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2) The 8 Lane Hwy 50 Assumption -
Impact 5.4-1 - Potential Inconsistencies with LOS Policies (5.4- pg 38-44) 

The DEIR fails to reveal and discuss the potential inconsistencies with LOS policies that wiH 
occur if the 8-lane Hwy 50 improvement assumed in the 96, NP, and EC Plans is not constructed 
by 2025. Given the uncertainties surrounding this major road improvement, it is essential for 
these issues to be discussed in the EIR. To be dear, it is not the view of the Measure Y 
Committee that the widening of Hwy 50 to 8 lanes is infeasible. We recognize that it is feasible 
and may be funded and built at some point in the future. As county staff has pointed out, the 
bridges and interchanges along Hwy 50 are wide enough to accommodate additional mixed use 
lanes and the worsening congestion in Sacramento and El Dorado County will create pressure to 
fund and build this road project However, there is ample evidence supporting the conclusion 
that the construction of this improvement by 2025 is uncertain due to a confluence of financial, 
political, and legal obstacles, and that this road project's exclusion from the recently approved 
2025 Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP) is telling evidence of these obstacles. 

For purposes of the EIR, we think it is unacceptable to simply assume, as the DEIR does, that ] 
this uncertain road project will be built. When the original 1996 General Plan was written, it too 
projected a need for 8 lanes to accommodate proposed growth, but the 1996 EIR assumed only 6 
lanes on Hwy 50, acknowledging the uncertainty that 8 lanes would be built within the 20 year 
time horizon of the Plan. Nothing has occurred since 1996 to reduce that uncertainty. 

The current EIR will be obscuring the potential traffic impacts of the 96, NP, and EC Plans if it 
fails to address the real world obstacles to constructing the assumed 8 lanes on Hwy 50. A 
discussion of these obstacles should include the following: 

- additional mixed use lanes can be built in El Dorado County only if they are also built in 
Sacramento County in order to avoid creating a bottleneck. 

- that all regional state highway projects must be included in the MTP, regardless of who pays 
for it, as the DEIR already acknowledges. 2 

- that the recently adopted 2025 MTP does not include the addition of any mixed use lanes on 
any segment of Hwy 50. 3 

- that there is significant political opposition within the Sacramento region to any additional 
mixed use lanes on Hwy 50 based on the view that such road widening is a non-solution that 
simply encourages more rural sprawl, resulting in even more congestion. El Dorado County may 
not agree with this view, but it must be acknowledged that this view is quite influential within 
SA COG and, in part, explains the absence of the 8 lane, mixed use project from the 2025 MTP. 

- that there are significant legal obstacles to amending any mixed use lane project into the MTP 
due to federal air quality conformity requirements, and that such requirements may become more 
stringent during the next review period due to worsening air quality within the air basin. 

2 Sec DEIR page 5.4-13: "In addition, any regionally significant transportation project planned for a city or county 
must be included in the MTP because of its potential effect on travel demand and air pollution." 
3 See Attachment B - MTP, Appendix E: "Listing of Projects and Programs" 
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- that there is no identified funding for this project that is likely to extend from the El Dorado 
Hills Interchange to Hazel A venue in Sacramento or perhaps even Sunrise, as was required for 
the recently completed HOV lanes. The current MTP has identified projects that consume all 
expected revenues through 2025 (Tier 1). Beyond this, the MTP identifies another set of projects 
that would be implemented if additional funding becomes available (Tier 2). Widening Hwy 50 
to 8 lanes is not included as either a Tier I or a Tier 2 project. Until El Dorado County can define 
the necessary scope of this road project and identify a funding source, this obstacle, in itself, 
must make this project uncertain for EIR analysis. 

3) Proposed New Policy as a Mitigation Measure 
Because the overall road plan is currently under funded and no mechanisms to solve this problem 
have been identified (comment #1), and because of the uncertainty of widening Hwy 50 to 8 
lanes by 2025 (comment #2), there is a significant possibility that cumulative traffic impacts will 
not be mitigated and that all the General Plan alternatives will fail to meet their stated LOS 
standards. As partial mitigation, the following two policy options are offered for all the 
General Plan alternatives: 

Option #1- New Policy: 
" Prior to approval of a residential development project of five or more units or parcels of 
Ian~ the County shall find that funding mechanisms are in place to ensure that adequate 
funds will he available to construct the roadway system identified in the Transportation and 
Circulation Element, and that this roadway system is consistent with regional plans as listed 
in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan." 

While this proposed policy would only partially mitigate the impact of an under-funded road 
plan (because it would not constrain existing commitments, minor parcel splits, or non
residential development), it would provide constraint on additional major discretionary 
subdivision approvals until such time that the County can fulfill its responsibility to identify and 
implement a fully funded road plan. This option's focus on major residential subdivisions would 
be consistent with the focus of Measure Y Policy 35161 that is incorporated in all the Plans. 

The application of this New Policy option #1 to the Road Constrained (RC) Plan -
As applied to the RC Plan, this new policy is recommended as a revision to Policy LU-lb. 
Policy LU-lb, found only in the RC Plan, would permanently prohibit any discretionary 
subdivision of more than four parcels without tying this prohibition to any identified 
environmental constraint. Adoption of this new policy as a revision of LU-1 b would be less 
restrictive and more appropriate to the "Road Constrained" concept by allowing additional major 
subdivisions if the cumulative traffic impacts of General Plan growth can be balanced by a fully 
funded, and regionally consistent road system. This would provide the assurance that cumulative 
traffic impacts are addressed, leaving the concurrency policies of the Circulation Element to 
properly deal with the concurrent timing of road improvements with new development. It should 
be acknowledged that concurrency policies, which address individual project approvals and 
issuance of building permits, only make sense if the cumulative General Plan traffic impact"> are 
adequately addressed. 
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Option #2 - New Policy: 
" Prior to approval of any residential development project, the County shall find that funding 
mechanisms are in place to ensure that adequate funds will be available to construct the 
roadway system identified in the Transportation and Circulation Element, and that this 
roadway system is consistent with regional plans as listed in the Metropolitan Transportation 
Plan." 

This option would constrain all discretionary residential subdivision approvals, including minor 
parcel splits. This broader constraint would provide better assurance that new discretionary 
residential approvals are not added to the over supply of "existing commitments" until and unless 
the County first meet5 its responsibility to identify funding mechanisms sufficient to construct its 
identified road system. 

The application of New Policy option #2 to the Road Constrained (RC) Plan - J 
As applied to the RC Plan, this policy option would also be recommended as a revision to 
Policy LU-lb for the similar reasons as stated above. 

4) Description of MTP is inadequate 

The second to last paragraph of the DEIR's MTP discussion reads: 

"Because of fiscal constraints, some major transportation projects identified in the 
proposed General Plan circulation diagrams for each alternative are not included in the 

MTP and RTP. After adoption of the General Plan, transportation projects that are not 
included in the current MTP will need to be added at the next MTP update." (pg 5 .4-13) 

a) While acknowledging that some road projects listed in the General Plans are not included 
in the MTP, these specific projects are not listed. They should be identified. 

b) The phrase "Because of fiscal constraints, .•. " should be either eliminated or expanded ] 
because it minimizes the obstacles to widening Hwy 50. The reasons why additional widening 
of Hwy 50 is not included in the MTP go beyond the very significant fiscal constraints to include 
significant legal and political obstacles, as discussed above. 

c) Finally, the statement that "transportation projects not included in the MTP will need to be 
added at the next MTP update" gives the falsely optimistic impression that because something 
needs to happen, it will happen. W c would challenge County staff to find a responsible 
SACOG spokesperson who will say that the addition of Hwy 50 mixed use lanes at the next 
MTP update in 2005 is likely. The lack of identified funding and the air quality issues will 
make such an addition highly unlikely. This statement should be revised to reflect the 
uncertainty that the 8 lane Hwy 50 project will be added at the next update. :For example: 

" ... will need to be added at the next MTP update, but this action is unlikely due to 
fiscal and legal obstacles." 

5 
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5) Mitigation 5.4-l(c) - To respond to Impact 5.4-1, the DEIR suggests the County adopt one 
of four mitigation options. There are a number of comments to make on the third of these four 
options, 5.4-l(c): 

a) The explanation and discussion of this proposed mitigation in the DEIR is inadequate and 
misleading. In the Executive Summary Table, it is presented as nothing more than a modest 
revision of 96 Plan Policy 3511 (i.e. to strikeout the language saying that roadways projected to 
be at LOS A, B, or Cat 2015 should remain at LOS C). The Executive Summary fails to include 
the second paragraph of this mitigation that would addfoad segments to the list deemed 
acceptable at LOS F. (see page 5.4-46 for the complete mitigation language.) For clarity, this 
more significant second paragraph should be included in the Executive Summary. 

b) Nowhere in the DEIR is it ever mentioned that adoption of 5.4-l(c) would require revision 
of Measure Y Policy 35162 (TC-lf in the RC and EC Plans). This is the policy that prohibits the 
adding of additional road segments to the list allowed to operate at LOS F without first getting 
the voters' approval. Because the voters approved Policy 35162, and because the Board directed 
staff to include Memmre Y policies in all Plan alternatives, it is a significant that the DEIR has 
failed to identify and discuss this implication. If it is staff's opinion that 5.4-l(c) would not 
require revision of Policy 35162 (i.e. that adding segments allowed to operate at LOS }"' is 
somehow not a violation of a voter approved policy that says the County shall not add such 
segments without a public vote), then the basis for this opinion should be explained. 

c) Set in the context provided in the Executive Summary, Mitigation 5.4-l(c) appears to be 
nothing more than one of four options to respond to the projected congestion on White Rock and 
Latrobe Roads. This appearance results from the fact that the other three options, 5-4-l(a), (b), 
and (d), all make specific reference to these roadways and are designed to address the specific 
congestion problems on those roadways. What is not made clear in the Executive Summary or in 
the discussion of Impact 5.4 in the body of the DEIR is that 5-4. l(c) would have far broader 
significance if applied to the Road Constrained (RC) Plan. This is because, for the RC Plan, 
5.4-l(c) includes Hwy 50 between the county line and the Cambridge Interchange as road 
segments allowed to operate at LOS F. One discovers this fact with difficulty. The Executive 
Summary gives not a hint. Even if one reads the full text of this mitigation in the Traffic section 
of the DEIR (page 5.4-46), there is still no specific listing of added road segments, but rather a 
reference to Table 5.4-6. It is only by then finding and reading Table 5.4-6 (page 5.4-28) that one 
can deduce the inclusion of these Hwy 50 segments for the RC Plan. The Executive Summary 
and the discussion of Impact 5.4 should be revised to make explicit and dear this 
significant and unique implication of 5.4al(c) within the RC Plan. 

d) Mitigation 5 .4-1 ( c) may or may not be considered an appropriate option in its limited 
application to the congestion problems on White Rock and Latrobe Roads (That is, if one ignores 
the issue of it5 conflict with Measure Y Policy 35162 discussed above). However, as applied to 
Hwy 50 and the RC Plan, it is not a valid mitigation option. This is because 5.4-l(c), if applied 
to Hwy 50 congestion, would reverse and undermine the essential purpose of the RC Plan. As 
stated in the Plan's Summary Description on page 8, one of the central principles of this Plan is 
to limit land use based on the capacity of Hwy 50. By adopting 5.4-1 ( c) as written, the capacity 
of Hwy 50 becomes irrelevant in the RC Plan. Even with Measure Y and the most stringent 
concurrency requirement~ in place, LOS F congestion on Hwy 50 would not trigger any finding 
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of inconsistency with the policies of Measure Y or the concurrency policies of the RC Plan 
because, per 5.4-l(c), LOS Fon Hwy 50 would have become "acceptable." 4 

To remedy the drastic and inappropriate implications of Mitigation 5.4-l(c) within the RC 
Plan, the second paragraph should be revised by adding words in bold as follows: 

''The table accompanying Policy 3516 listing road segments that are allowed to operate 
at LOS F shall be amended to include the segments of White Rock Road and Latrobe 
Road projected to operate at LOS Fin 2025 as shown in Table 5.4-6:' 

As a result of this revision, we believe two useful purposes would be served: (1) the central 
premise of the RC Plan (i.e. growth constrained by the capacity of Hwy 50) would be preserved 
whether or not 5 .4-1 ( c) is adopted because its scope would be limited to White Rock and 
Latrobe; and (2) the implications of this mitigation option would be more transparent and equally 
applied in all Plans. 

This proposal to revise this mitigation option is not intended as an endorsement. Even as 
modified, we would still oppose its adoption because (1) it papers over rather than solves the 
congestion problem in the White Rock and Latrobe area, and (2) it is a revision of a Measure Y 
policy and cannot be adopted without voter approval. The County has the obligation to make the 
General Plan consistent with voter-approved Measure Y policies. In contrast to 5.4-l(c), 
mitigation options 5 .4-1 ( a), (b ), and ( d) make this required effort. 

We recommend mitigation option 5.4-1 (b) because it is feasible and likely to be most effective at 
dealing with the identified impact. 

6) Mitigation 5.4-3 ~ The Executive Summary fails to make clear which version of this 
mitigation applies to which Plan, and the differences appear to be substantial. As written, the 
differing versions of this mitigation serve to either weaken or strengthen the likelihood of 
concurrency. Most significantly, the DEIR fails to note that it is proposing revision to a voter
approved Measure Y policy. This mitigation, as it plays out differently in each Plan, is so 
cumbersome and difficult to understand, that even our attempt to comment may seem impossibly 
cumbersome and difficult to understand. 

What is called Mitigation 5.4-3 is actually two mitigations: 5.4-3(a) and 5.4-3(b). We will first 
comment on how Mitigation 5.4-3 (a) is handled in each alternative. 

a) Mitigation 5.4-3(a) for the NP Plan - The first of these, Mitigation 5.4-3(a), is a proposal 
to revise two policies, Policy 3214 and Measure Y Policy 3225. 

(i) The EIR should make dear that the proposed revision of Policy 3214 to allow 
concurrency to be defined as "within 5 years of the issuance of the use and occupancy 
permits" insertc, not merely a delay in the construction of needed road improvement'i, but 
also a degree of uncertainty because improvements that are 5 or more years out are 
inherently uncertain. One need only look at the El Dorado Hills Interchange for a timely 

4 It has been suggested by staff that the existence of Land Use policy LU-lb in the RC Plan makes these concerns 
moot. It does not LU-1 b will not by itself serve as an effective constraint on congestion-producing development 
once 5.4-l(c) deems LOS Fon Hwy 50 as acceptable. 
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example of this. In 1998, Caltrans stated in its State Route 50 Concept Report that the EDH 
interchange was fully funded, programmed, and expected to begin construction in 2001. Under 
the proposed revision of Policy 3214, such assurance would have been sufficient to have allowed 
additional development to be approved in 1998 despite the subsequent reality that this time table 
has been upset, and that DOT is now saying that completion of this project even by 2005 remains 
uncertain due to cash flow problems in the RIF. 

(ii) As for the proposed revision of Measure Y Policy 3225 , we think such a proposal is 
illegal, as we discuss in a separate submittal. However, recognizing that there may be 
conflicting legal opinions on this issue, the EIR should, at least, make clear that Policy 3225 
in the NP and 96 Plan (and TC-lh in the RC and EC Plans) is a Measure Ypolicy, and also 
make dear that such a proposed revision to a Measure Y policy is legally uncertain if it 
occurs without voter approval. 

(iii) As a comment on the substance of the proposed revision of Policy 3225, the DEIR 
fails to explain how this proposed mitigation would help to mitigate the identified impact. The 
discussion of Impact 5.4-3 identifies two primary problems: 

- the timing problem resulting from the fact that previously approved development 
agreements and tentative maps were not written to require concurrency; and 

- inadequate County funding to fix existing deficiencies. 

What is not explained is how the proposed revision of Policy 3225 would help alleviate either of 
these problems. As written, this voter-approved policy prohibits the use of county tax revenues to 
pay for road improvements that are the responsibility of new development. The proposed 
revision would tum Policy 3225 on its head by substituting a "may be used" for a "shall not be 
used." In fact, on its face, it would appear that the proposed change would make the identified 
impact worse. Measure Y Policy 3225 was written specifically for the purpose of assuring that 
limited county tax revenues available for road improvements would be used to fix existing 
deficiencies. Under the proposed revision, county tax revenues would no longer be reserved for 
this purpose. Instead, county tax revenues could be moved to the other side of the ledger and 
used to fund new development's share of needed improvements. Given the acknowledged 
shortfall of funding to fix existing deficiencies, the EIR should explain how this reversal of 
Policy 3225 would help to mitigate the identified impact. 

b) Mitigation 5.4-3(a) for the 96 Plan - It is unclear what the DEIR is proposing as 
Mitigation 5.4-3 for the 96 Plan. The discussion found on page 5.4-65 is quite brief. It reads: 

"Please refer to the proposed mitigation measures for the No Project Alternative above. With the 
implementation of one of these mitigation measures, impacts would be reduced, but not to a less-than
significant level." 

Since Mitigation 5.4-3 in the NP alternative consists of two separate measures, i.e. 5.4-l(a) and 
5.4-l(b), it appears that the suggestion here is that the 96 Plan would implement one or the other, 
but not both. Please clarify whether this is the intent. If it is the intent, it requires additional 
explanation. Since both the 96 Plan and the NP Plan rely on the same policy and map set, 
and since the identified impact is stated to be greater in the 96 Plan, why would only one of 
the two measures be proposed for the 96 Plan? 
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c) Mitigation 5.4-3(a) for the EC Plan - The description of this mitigation in the EC Plan ].• 
mimics the approach taken for the 96 Plan, only in this case, the suggestion appears to be that 
one of the two mitigations proposed for the RC Plan be adopted in the EC Plan. There should 
be an explanation as to why only one of the two RC Plan mitigations would be proposed for 
the EC Plan. 

d) Mitigation 5.4-3(a) for the RC Plan - This proposed mitigation as applied to the RC Plan 
also includes the same revision of Measure Y Policy 3225 ( called TC-1 h in the RC Plan). Our 
comments on this are the same as discussed above in regards to the NP Plan. However, unlike 
the NP Plan, the second proposed revision is not to Policy 3214, but to Measure TC-B which 
does not exist in the NP or 96 Plan alternatives. In contrast to the proposed revision of Policy 
3214 in the NP Plan which serves to further weaken an already weak requirement for road 
improvement concurrency, the proposed revision to TC-B would serve to strengthen the 
likelihood of concurrency. This revision is appropriate because it responses to the problem 
acknowledged in the DEIR that the TIM fee programs, even if fully funded, cannot provide 
sufficient funds soon enough to provide concurrent provision of road improvements with the 
impacts of new development. 

The EIR should make a better effort to explain the substantial differences of Mitigation 
5.4-3 as it is worded and proposed for each Plan, and it should explain that revision to a 
Measure Y policy is proposed without voter approval. 

7) Mitigation 5.4-3(b) - This traffic mitigation, which is the second part of Mitigation 5.4-3, 
calls for the adoption of Land Use Mitigation 5.1-3 (a). Mitigation 5.1-3 (a) is a very significant 
mitigation as it is proposed not only in the Land Use and Traffic sections, but in a number of 
other impact sections of the DEIR. This is an important and appropriate mitigation in that it 
allows the County to have some discretionary authority over ministerial approvals that will 
impact the environment on a cumulative basis in a number of different areas including traffic. 

Since ministerial approvals will represent the largest portion of new development over the life of 
the General Plan, this mitigation is needed to assure that General Plan goals and policies are 
more effectively realized. However, the County should also apply this mitigation to 
ministerial approvals covered by Development Agreement', (DAs)- not to reduce intensity 
or density which may be contractually protected, but to time/phase the issuance of building 
permits so as to assure better traffic concurrency. 5 

If Mitigation 5. l-3(a) - here in the traffic section referred to as 5.4-3(b) - is not applied to J 
Development Agreements, then it has significantly less environmental value while singling out 
individual home builders for the most restrictive standards. . ·= 

5 For example, if the unexpected delay in constructing the El Dorado Hills Interchange improvements were to trigger 
a temporary restriction on the issuance of DA building permits, this would serve to lessen the worsening traffic 
condition at the Interchange until improvements can be funded and completed. It might also serve as motivation for 
the DA's to participate in finding a solution to the cash flow problem creating this delay. 
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8) Traffic Impact Fee Programs (page 5.4 15-16) 
a) The DEIR claims that Measure Y has "complicated" the funding of the shortfall of the 

non-program amounts, however it is not clear on what basis the DEIR arrives at this conclusion. 
Measure Y does not prohibit the use of STIP funds or any other "county tax revenue" to fix 
existing deficiencies. 6 Fixing existing deficiencies is specifically what Measure Y expect-; such 
funds to be used for. The only "complication" in funding the non-program shortfall is the 
shortfall of STIP and other public tax revenues available to the County. If Measure Y did not 
exist, the County would not have access to any additional tax dollars to fix existing deficiencies. 
As the funding plan for the Missouri Flat Interchange shows, there is an acceptable mechanism 
under Measure Y whereby the cost of an improvement can be apportioned to both new 
development (i.e. "program costs") and the fixing of an existing deficiency (i.e. "non-program" 
cost), with STIP dollars and other County tax dollars used to fund the non-program portion. So 
long as projects or portions of projects can be shown to be fixing an existing deficiency as well 
as adding capacity needed by new development, then county tax dollars (including STIP funds) 
can be combined with impact fee funds to make an improvement. The DEIR comment that 
Measure Y complicates the funding of the non-program shortfall should be explained or 
deleted. The current discussion makes little sense. 

b) A more minor point: the discussion of the fee programs repeatedly states that Measure Y 
Policy 3225 prohibits the use of county tax revenues to fund impacts due to new development. 
This is only partially correct. It should be clarified in each instance that Policy 3225 prohibits 
such uses but allows for an exception with voter approval. 

9) Placerville roads and highwavs excluded from study - Table 5.4 -6 and 7 (and others) 
The impacts of County growth on arterial roads and state highways within the City of Placerville 
are excluded from any analysis presented in the DEIR. The City, which is in reality the "spoke" 
at the center of the County's traffic wheel, becomes in the DEIR a blank "donut hole." The only 
apparent justification for this exclusion (though it is never stated explicitly) is that Placerville is a 
separate jurisdiction. This makes little sense on three grounds: (1) state highways are not 
managed or controlled by either the City or the County. They are managed and controlled by 
Caltrans and SACOG. There is no less valid reason to examine the segments running through 
the City than anywhere else in the county. (2) Placerville, though an incorporated city, is also an 
integral part of the County. City residents are also County residents. The arterials and highways 
that run through Placerville arc used regularly by many county residents who live outside the city 
limits. All major County government buildings including the jail and sheriff are located within 
the City. (3) Finally, the relative size and impact of County-approved growth on traffic 
conditions within the City far exceeds the size and impact of City-approved growth within the 
City. It is only through the process of the County's General Plan that these potential impacts can 
be both identified and mitigated. 

6 This was one of the seven Board approved determinations regarding Measure Y with which the Mea<;ure Y 
Committee concurred. 
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10) Potential Inconsistencies with County Regional Transportation Plan (5.4-38) 
As stated in the DEIR, the County has adopted SACOG's MTP as its county RTP. As was the 
case in the DEIR' s discussion of the MTP discussed above, this section again fails to address the 
inconsistency between the MTP and the three GP alternatives that assume the construction of 8 
lanes on Hwy 50 by 2025 (96GP, EC, and NP). 

11) Roads Allowed to Operate at LOS F 
It is stated on page 3-19 of the DEIR that under each of the alternatives, road segments shown in 
Table 3-1 are allowed to operate at LOS F and cannot exceed the volume to capacity (V /C) ratios 
listed in the table. This policy and table arc carryovers from the original 1996 Plan. The DEIR 
does not, but should, include a table listing the current and projected 2025 V /C ratio for each of 
the listed segments. Without this information, there is no way to determine whether the 
alternatives comply with this standard. 

12) Measure Y policies not identified 
Both the DEIR and the General Plans fail to identify voter approved Measure Y policies as 
distinct from other proposed policies. This possible confusion becomes even greater in the RC 
and EC Plans where Measure Y policies are given new identifying letters and numberso This 
uncertainty as to what is a voter approved Measure Y policy becomes more significant when the 
DEIR suggests as mitigation the revision of some Measure Y polices without identifying them as 
sucho The legality of such revision of Measure Y policies without voter approval is discussed 
under separate cover. For the purpose of clarity, we think the Plans and the EIR should 
identify Measure Y policies. At the very least, the EIR must identify Measure Y policies 
when it is proposing revision to such policies. 

13 0 Consistency of Measure Y Policies in the 1996 Plan Alternative 
While all the equal weight alternatives include Measure Y as directed by the Board and required 
by law, the 96 Plan alternative fails to include any implementing or interpreting policies as do 
the RC and EC Planso In the 96 Plan alternative, Measure Y policies are simply pasted into the 
existing text and policy set. Since a valid general plan must be internally consistent, and since the 
DEIR has nothing to say about the relationship between these Measure Y policies and the rest of 
the 96 Plan, we assume that the County's view is that there is no internal inconsistencyo We 
would request that this assumption be confirmed or corrected. 

This question of consistency between Measure Y and the original 1996 General Plan has been a 
matter of discussion and litigationo While the Measure Y Committee does not think there is any 
inconsistency, it has been stated in the past by Measure Y opponents that such an inconsistency 
exists. Prior to voter approval of Measure Y, Planning Director Montgomery produced a memo 
listing dozens of what he considered to be potential policy inconsistencies between the 1996 Plan 
and Measure Y. 

Given these past discussions and statements, we think it is essential for the EIR to address this 
question explicitly. Is the 1996 Plan alternative, with Measure Y policies included, internally 
consistent? If it is, then the EIR should identify the arguments that suggest inconsistency 
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and explain why they are not considered valid. Alternatively, if it is your view that the 96 
Plan is, or may be, inconsistent with Measure Y, then the EJR should identify the necessary 
revisions to the 96 Plan that would eliminate these potential inconsistencies. 

It has been stated by some members of the public that approval of the 96 Plan offers the best 
chance to avoid further litigation. It seems to us that unless this question of consistency is 
addressed and, if necessary, corrected as part of the general plan adoption process~ then the 
chances of litigation seem nearly certain. County staff would be performing a gross disservice if 
it offers to the Board a General Plan alternative that it considers legally vulnerable when the 
opportunity to correct such legal vulnerability exists during the adoption process. 

Affordable Housing -
14) Consider TIM fees based on square footage to support affordable housing 
One area of common agreement among diverse political groups is the need to promote, within 
the limited means of the County, affordable housing. There is also common agreement that the 
application of "per dwelling" fees places a higher proportional burden on smaller, more 
affordable homes. The County should explore the possibility of assessing residential traffic 
impact fees by square footage rather than by dwelling unit. 

This is the current approach applied to non-residential development and it is the approach used to 
assess "sterling fees" for school construction. This would be particularly helpful in promoting the 
construction of moderate level homes. If a 1,500 sq. ft. home paid only half the TTh1 fee applied 
to a 3,000 sq. ft. home, this would help to promote this important yet under-represented type of 
housing. The County has moved in the direction of variable fees with its recently adopted Interim 
Hwy 50 Variable Fee Program. Recent discussion by County Counsel has made clear that the 
County is pem1itted broad discretion from the courts in assessing county-wide fees. Certainly, 
promoting smaller, more affordable housing is a valid and widely supported purpose. 

General -
15) Implementation Measures and proposed Mitigation 5 .1-3( c) 

The DEIR analysis offers mitigation to numerous impacts by way of Implementation Measures 
proposed to be written and approved long after the adoption of the General Plan. In a number of 
cases, the proposed timeline for completion of these Measures is as long as five years, and in one 
instance, eight years. Given this extended delay and, worse, the uncertainty that tasks delayed 
will ever be accomplished, the DEIR should offer more effective options to lessen the impact 
that may occur as a result of this delayed and uncertain implementation. This might include one 
or both of the following: 

Wherever possible, adopt specific interim policies or standards in the Plans to remain in 
place until Implementation Measures are completed. The Planning Commission and Board 
should review each Implementation Measure and, if it is recommended for adoption, 
consider at the same time an interim policy or standard. The Interim Conformity Review 
Process proposed as Mitigation 5 .4-1 ( c) is inadequate for this purpose. As the DEIR 
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acknowledges (see page 5.1-66), this would leave in place for many years environmentally 
inferior standards from the zoning ordinance or the 1996 Plan. Stronger interim standards, 
adopted at the same time as an Implementation Measure is adopted and more closely linked 
to the level of mitigation anticipated by that Implementation Measure, is a feasible and 
more effective method to deal with the damaging impacts of delayed implementation. This 
would not only provide "interim" protections, but also offer alternative mitigation in the 
event that the delayed Implementation Measures are never adopted. 

Provide the Board with a work proposal and cost analysis to allow most or all 
Implementation Measures to be completed within 24 months of adoption of the General 
Plan. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the DEIR. We hope that we are contributing to a 
final document that will more fully and clearly address the impacts and the proposed mitigations 
of the Plans. 

Sincerely, 

Barry Wasserman, 
on behalf of the Measure Y Committee 

Enclosed: 

Attachment A - Mat Boyer 4/9/03 Memo "Draft General Plan/Financing of Circulation Element 
Improvements" 

Attachment B - Metropolitan Transportation Plan - Appendix E: Listing of Projects & Programs 
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Date: 

To: 

From: 

Re: 

COUNTY OF EL DORADO 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

MEMORANDUM 

April 9, 2003 

Board of Supervisors 

Matthew C. Boyer, Director 

Draft General Plan/Financing of Circulation Element Improvements 

In our role as a key jmplementer of the General Plan. DOT has prepared the 
attached issue paper to discuss financing issues associated with the circulation 
elements proposed in each of the four "equal weight" alternatives as identified in 
the Draft General Plan that was released today. 

This memo is not a part of the General Plan process, and it is not intended to be 
reviewed as part of the General Pfan review. 

The memo does not attempt to draw final conclusions, nor suggest policy 
outcomes. Rather, it is intended to identify issues, historic and prospective, that 
might be important considerations for review of the draft General Pian. 

I trust that you will find this information usefut 

Attachment 

cc: James Bourey, Chief Administrative Officer 
Dixie Foote, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Lou Green County Counsel 
Planning Commission 
DOT staff - Diana Buckley, Uz Diamond, Craig McKibbin, Randy Pesses 
Interested Parties 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Overview 
The purpose of this memorandum is to discuss financing issues associated with the 
circulation elements proposed in each of the four "equal weight" alternatives as 
identified in the Draft General Plan. 

Road improvements in California are paid for through a variety of mechanisms. The 
most common are: State/Federal grants; local increases in the sales tax; conditions on 
development; impact fees; and, · other strategies and assessments, such as 
redevetopment agencies, other tax-increment financing, and assessment districts. 

El Dorado County has relied heavily on traffic impact fees and conditions on 
development to meet its road infrastructure needs. For many years there has been 
policy debate including the following statements: 

./ "new development should be paying more;" 

./ "some categories of new development cannot pay more due to market limitations 
on total overhead costs of development;" and/or, 

./ the County should be annually reserving the appropriate "matching funds" and is 
not. 

Staff suggests that these are appropriate questions, but that the primary policy question 
might be "how do we address the fact that due to a number of factors the costs of 
developing infrastructure in El Dorado County are significant?" 

Transportation Infrastructure Costs vs. Available Funds 
Bujlding road improvements is expensive under the best of conditions. Road projects, in 
general, are particularly expensive in El Dorado County due to a number of factors: 
terrain limits viable corridors; cost of widening existing substandard roads; geology; 
sensitive areas; right-of-way costs; cost of litigation and public controversy; proximity of 
available construction materials; and, supply vs. demand considerations. 

Sufficient funding for prjority transportation improvements, and funding to maintain 
existing investments, is lacking nationwide and in California. Similar to the situation with 
project costs, El Dorado County is disadvantaged with respect to transportation funding, 
compared to other jurisdictions in California, for a number of reasons. 

It is clear that impact fees should and will play a major role in financing the 
General Plan road infrastructure. It is also possible that another funding source, 
yet to be identified, wm be needed to completely fund the County's future road 
and transportation improvements, both for legal and for practical reasons. 

Impact Fees as a Financing Source 
The passage of Proposition 13 began a major evolution in California, from General 
Fund based services to fee funded services, that continues today. Further, the trend to 
fee-funded services, and infrastructure, is not limited to transportation. 
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El Dorado County adopted one of the earliest comprehensive traffic impact mitigation 
fee programs in California. In 1984 the County adopted the El Dorado Hills - Salmon 
Falls Road Impact Fee (RIF). This fee program pre-dated specific State legisJation 
governing traffic impact fee programs. In 1987 the State of California adopted AB 1600, 
the Mitigation Fee Act. 

Since that time, the County of El Dorado has adopted additional impact fee programs, 
each for specific improvements attributable to specific future developments. These fee 
programs include: Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) Fee, State Highway Traffic Impact 
Mitigation (State TIM) Fee, and Interim Highway 50 Variable Traffic Impact Mitigation 
Fee. 

Unlike the El Dorado Hills - Salmon Falls Road impact fee, the TIM and State TIM fees 
introduced a concept new to El Dorado County fee programs, the "non-developer" share 
of envisioned road projects. 

Summary of Total Cost of Program Funded Non-Program Funded 

Current Impact 
Improvements (New Development Share;1 

Fee Programs 

El Dorado Hills I 
Salmon Falls Road $170,589,000 $170,589,000 (100%) None Impact Fee 

Traffic Impact $223,992,000 $129,915,000 (58%) $ 94,077,000 (42%) 
Mitigation Fee 

State Highway Traffic $319,124,000 $151,893,000 (48%) $167,231,000 (52%) 
Impact Mitigation Fee 

Interim Highway 50 $ 47,200,000 $ 47,200,000 (100%) None 
Variable Traffic Impact 
Mitigation Fee 

TOTAL $760,905,000 $499,597,000 $261,308,000 

At the time the State TIM program was adopted, the County anticipated that all but 
approximately $40 mHlion of the "non-program funded" portion of project costs, would be 
obtained through the EJ Dorado County Transportation Commission in the form of State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds and Regional Surface 
Transportation Program (RSTP) funds. The County strategy to fund the "Non-Program" 
share of the TIM program is less clear. 

1 Per existing fee ordinances, including updates for "inflation." 
ii 
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Impact Fee Update Related to General Plan 
It has long been anticipated that adoption of a new General Plan would be the 
appropriate time to perform a comprehensive update of the County's traffic impact fee 
programs. In undertaking this update, a number of significant issues must be carefully 
considered. 

Simplified, staff sees four major issues associated with the fee update. By extension, 
these become the major issues to be addressed in developing a comprehensive impact 
fee update . 

./ First, does an impact fee schedule exist that meets legal requirements, as weU as 
the many desired policy objectives staff have culled from previous formal Board 
directions and informal Board discussions? 

./ Second, if a schedule of fees exists that meets both legal considerations and the 
Board's policy objectives, does the Board have any remaining latitude in 
establishing traffic impact fees? If the Board has remaining latitude, how can staff 
facilitate a discussion with the Board to ensure that the Board's latitude is 
reflected in staff-developed alternatives and/or recommendations? 

./ Third, if a schedule of fees exists that meets both lega1 considerations and the 
Board's policy objectives, can the County afford to fund any non-developer share 
of the impact fee programs? What happens if the County cannot afford the non
developer share of the impact fee programs? 

./ Fourth, if the fees projected to be associated with one or more General Plan 
alternatives are considered unacceptable by the Board, what does that mean for 
the County's processing of the Draft General Plan and Draft EIR? 

The balance of this memorandum focuses on providing information necessary for the 
Board, and interested members of the public, to consider the above four policy issues. 

legal Requirements 
Throughout the State of California, the statutes in the Government Code that began as 
AB 1600 govern the development and implementation of traffic impact mitigation fee 
programs. 

The Government Code requires that local agencies establishing, increasing, or 
imposing a fee as a condition of approval of a development project shaJI:. 

1. Identify the purpose of the fee; 

2. Identify the use to which the fee is to be put; 

3. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the use of a fee and 
the type of deve1opment project on which the fee is imposed; and, 

4. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public 
facmty and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 
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General Plan Policies 
Unlike other Counties in California, Ef Dorado County's Draft General Pian contains 
provisions originally identified in voter-approved Measure Y; by extension, the County's 
impact fees will be a primary tool to implement these provisions. 

Land Use Entitlements 
Another form of "legal" requirement are land use entitlements and the conditions that 
have (or have not) been placed on prior County approvals. Over the years the County 
has entered into a number of Development Agreements, and approved many tentat1ve 
maps that conveyed vested rights with respect to development standards and legal 
obligations. Each of these has specific language regarding vesting and condjtions of 
approval. Because of the importance of specific wording in each agreement and on 
each map, it is difficult to make broad statements as to the implications of these prior 
County actions. Several developers with approved agreements and maps have 
contacted County staff since the passage of Measure Y and floated various opinions as 
to how the requirements of the above General Pfan policies affect, or do not affect, 
specific maps and agreements, in light of vesting language. 

Significant is the fact that these prior land use approvals ("givens") are the primary 
component of additional traffic anticipated in each of the four General Plan alternatives 
through 2025, and explains why there is less distinction between the traffic impacts of 
the four alternatives than what might normally be seen. 

Board of Supervisors-Articulated Policy Considerations Related to Impact Fees 
Over the past few years, specific Boards of Supervisors acting collectively, and 
individual Supervisors speaking as representatives of their districts, have expressed a 
number of desired policy outcomes/considerations in updating traffic impact fee 
programs . 

./ Impact fees must be affordable for all development types, including non
residential uses that create local jobs and significantly contribute to the County's 
tax base; 

./ The County's ability to develop "affordabte housing" to meet other legal 
requirements must be considered in light of traffic impact fees . 

./ The General Plan Circulation E1ement, and by extension, road improvements 
identified in the County's traffic impact fee programs, must be realistic and 
achievable . 

./ Infrastructure is to be delivered concurrently, or at least more concurrently, with 
new development that impacts traffic flow . 

./ The General Plan and traffic impact fees need to be developed concurrently, and 
the General Plan update is to be complete by the end of calendar year 2003. 

Fiscal Considerations 
Separate from the quesUon of the amounts the County can charge to new development 
under State and Federal law is the question of the County's ability to provide "matching" 
funds to fully finance the projects needed in order to fuJfiH the future transportation 
system envisioned in the Circulation Etement. 
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Related is the County's ability to fund other parts of the future road system not 
specifical1y associated with providing additional roadway capadty. Examples of these 
non-capacity increasing capital improvements include: safety improvements; curve
correction and other geometric improvements; and, reconstruction and major 
rehabilitation of existing facilities, including bridges. 

Preliminary Infrastructure Costs 
While it is clear that the County needs to make every effort to develop and adopt a set 
of new impact fees concurrently with the General Plan update, there are a number of 
questions that must be answered in terms of how the programs are structured, and 
what, if any, transitions are made from the County's current four programs. 

Pursuant to the Board of Supervisor's direction in 2002, the County's General Plan team 
has developed and analyzed four "equal weight" Generat Plan alternatives: 1996 
General Plan; No Project; Environmentally Constrained; and, Roadway Constrained 6 
Lane Plus. 

Unlike the 1996 General Plan process, the Board of Supervisors, staff, and members of 
the public all appear to agree that the impact fee programs must be developed 
concurrently with the General Plan, not sequentially. The impact fees and the General 
Plan are largely the same issue, because of the combined requirements of State law 
and polides in the proposed General Plan that limit the County's discretion in setting the 
fees. The most significant discretion the County may have related to the impact 
fees is in selecting a General Plan alternative. 

The purpose of this memo is not to caJculate the fees associated with any 
General Plan alternative, or to describe a potential "nexus" between new 
development and infrastructure cost, but to highlight that the resulting impact 
fees might be a significant criteria the Board of Supervisors considers in 
evaluating the General Plan alternatives and ultimately selecting one for 
adoption. 

Unlike possibly every other local agency in California, the County's policy discretion in 
adopting impact fees is extremely limited for the reasons discussed herein. Therefore, 
early indications of the factors that will influence the impact fees associated with any 
alternative should be made dear as soon as possible. 

At this time it isn't possible to provide detailed fee scheduies that might be associated 
with each of these alternatives. Staff has not had sufficient time to develop cost 
estimates to an appropriate level of detail. Moreover, more interaction with the Board of 
Supervisors and public may be needed regarding some of the factors identified herein. 

In order to present the Board of Supervisors and other interested parties with an idea of 
the impact fees that might be associated with each alternative, Department of 
Transportation staff has developed very preliminary 2025 infrastructure cost estimates 
associated with each equal weight alternative. They should be considered as relative, 
and "order of magnitude." These are presented below. All of the estimates are subject 
to significant refinement over the next several months. 
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Cost of Highway and Local Road Improvements for General Plan Alternatives 
(x $1 million) 

1996 No Env. Road 
General Project Constr. Constr. 

Plan 

Total Cost of Local Road Improvements $280 $262 $214 $222 
(Capacity-Increasing, Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Total Cost of State Highway Jmprovements $450 $343 $379 $280 
(Capacity-Increasing, Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Sub-Total $730 $605 $593 $502 
(Capacity-Increasing, Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Total Cost of Local Road Improvements $180 $180 $180 $180 
(Other, Not Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Total Cost of State Highway Improvements $ 25 $ 25 $ 25 $ 25 
(Other, Not Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Sub~Total f $205 $205 $205 $205 
(Other, Not Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Total, All Improvements $935 $810 $798 $701 

Notes: 
'" Highway and Local Road Improvements identified as "not appropriate for impact fees" 

include non-capacity-increasing operational and geometric improvements and safety 
improvements. . Total costs are gross programmatic level estimates; no field checks have been conducted; 
and costs have not yet been verified. Also, determination of improvements that are "fee 
appropriate" and "not fee appropriate" is being reviewed further. 

.. Final fees at General Plan adoption will be based upon refined costs, including field review 
of potential project specific issues. 

.. Consistent with the discussion above, and the General Plan alternatives, these costs 
include only those projects that can be realistically delivered. Some corridors have 
projected future levels of service that do not meet plan standards. 
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PURPOSE 

The purpose of this memorandum is to discuss financing issues associated with the 
circulation elements proposed in each of the four "equal weight" alternatives as 
identified in the Draft General Plan. 

PRIMARY ISSUE 

Today, road improvements in California are paid for through a variety of mechanisms. 
The most common are: 

../ State and Federal grants; 

../ Local option increases in the sales tax; 

../ Conditions on development; 

../ Impact fees; and, 

../ Other strategies and assessments, such as redevelopment agency funds, other 
tax-increment financing programs, and benefit assessment districts. 

Overall, however, rather than build new transportation infrastructure, new 
development in California continues to rely on the remaining existing capacity 
built through the mid-1970s. 

El Dorado County 

El Dorado County has retied heavily on traffic impact fees and conditions on 
development to meet its road infrastructure needs. For many years there has been 
policy debate including the following statements: 

../ "new development should be paying more;" 

../ "some categories of new development cannot pay more due to market Hmitations 
on total overhead costs of deve1opment;" and/or, 

../ the County should be annually reserving the appropriate "matching funds" and is 
not 

Staff suggests that these are appropriate questions, but that the primary policy question 
might be "how do we address the fact that due to a number of factors the costs of 
developing infrastructure in El Dorado County are significant?" 

A. Cost of Road Improvements 

Building road improvements is expensive under the best of conditions. Road projects, in 
general, are particularly expensive in El Dorado County due to a number of factors: 
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./ Terrain limits viable corridors. The lack of flat lands limit the number of viable 
transportation corridors, and the remaining corridors still have challenges in 
addressing terrain. This teads to a lack of parallel capacity and places great burden 
on each of the existing regional roads . 

./ Cost of widening existing substandard roads. Many of the "viable" corridors have 
existing roads with substandard geometrics. The cost of widening an existing two
lane road to four 1anes can be as or more expensive than building a new four-lane 
road in another location because the existing road often needs complete 
reconstruction in order to be widened. It is rarely as simple as adding twelve feet of 
new pavement on either side of the existing road due to a number of circumstances, 
including, but not limited to, the following: 

11 alignment considerations; 

• terrain; 

11 above-ground and under-ground utilities; 

11 drainage issues; 

11 property access issues; and, 

• right-of-way issues . 

./ Geology. Not only is terrain an issue, but also the type of soils and pervasiveness 
of hard rock makes it difficult to cut and fil1 areas to make flat road surfaces, as well 
as makes it difficult to install below ground facilities . 

./ Sensitive areas. El Dorado County is marked with a number of protected habitats 
that are home to plant and anjmal species listed by the Federal governments for 
various levels of protection and mitigation. Some critical habitats are particularly 
difficult to work within and around. Re1ated are the number of cultural resources that 
exist in the County and that are· subject to similar considerations of avoidance and 
mitigation . 

./ Right-of-way costs. The cost of land in El Dorado County is generaily higher than 
in other jurisdictions, which leads to higher right-of-way acquisition costs . 

./ Cost of litigation and public controversy. Many transportation projects in El Dorado 
County have become opportunities to litigate bigger-picture disagreements. 
Improvements to Highway 50, major interchanges, and some local roads, have 
been, and will likely continue to be batt1efronts for the larger issue. Delays in 
delivering projects have direct and indirect costs, as does litigation, and 
extended/iterative public involvement processes . 

./ Proximity of available construction materials, and supply vs. demand 
considerations. 

To a lesser extent, prior decisions about the location and density of development, in 
light of the above considerations of terrain, etc. contribute to the expense of 
transportation infrastructure. Further, these densities preclude the significant use of 
transit and non-motorized forms of transportation in meeting the County's transportation 
needs. • 
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B. Funding Opportunities 

Sufficient funding for priority transportation improvements, and funding to maintain 
existing investments, is lacking nationwide and in California . 

./ The nation's infrastructure is aging and in need of greater investment to maintain . 

./ Funds historically reserved for road improvements now fund a combination of road, 
bus transit, commute rail, bicycle and pedestrian facilities, and "enhancements." 

./ The primary source of transportation funds (fuel taxes) have not been indexed and 
their relative purchasing power has declined both due to inflation, and due to 
increased fuel efficiency of motor vehicles. 

Similar to the situation with project costs, El Dorado County is disadvantaged with 
respect to transportation funding, compared to other jurisdictions in California, for a 
number of reasons . 

./ Most "urban", less-politically-conservative, areas in California have supplemental 
% cent to 1-cent focal increases in the sales tax for transportation systems (e.g. 
Folsom shares in Sacramento County's Measure A :h cent sales tax funds). It is 
difficult for more rural, more politically conservative areas to obtain voter approval 
for an increase in the sales tax, particularly at the current 2/3 super-majority vote 
level. By extension, more conservative areas are Jess likely to support lowering the 
approval threshold for new taxes to less than a 2/3 supermajority . 

./ Many "rural" areas in California have greater access to Transportation 
Development Act (TOA) funds for road purposes, derived from % cent of the 
existing state sales tax. El Dorado County's status as a "donor" of taxable sales to 
other jurisdictions means less revenue for transportation purposes (transit 
programs and road improvements). Even urban areas with better ratios of taxable 
sales per capita benefit from TOA funds for transit purposes, with any remainder 
(often none) availab_le for road purposes . 

./ Related is the impact of the unhealthy sales tax base on the General Fund of the 
County, which limits the Board of Supervisors ability to consider General Fund 
contributions to road improvements . 

./ El Dorado County has 300+ miles of roads at high elevations that require snow 
removal, whereas low elevation counties do not. In FY 2000/2001 the Road Fund 
subsidy for snow removal was approximately $550,000, or more than 4% of the 
County's discretionary Road Fund. Further, the impact of "freeze-thaw" conditions 
on pavement accelerates decline in pavement condition, as does the impact of 
snowplows scraping the pavement. 

It is clear that impact fees should and will play a major role in financing the 
General Plan road infrastructure. It is also possible that another funding source, 
yet to be identified, will be needed to completely fund the County's future road 
and transportation improvements. 
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BACKGROUND 

The passage of Proposition 13 began a major evolution in California, from General 
Fund based services to fee funded services, that continues today. The passage of 
Proposition 13 coincided with the approximate time in which the Federal government 
and State of California ceased major investment in public infrastructure, including 
streets, roads, and highways. 

The trend to fee-funded services, and infrastructure, is not limited to transportation. For 
example, school facilities and parks are also funded, in part, through impact fees in El 
Dorado County. 

El Dorado County's Existing Traffic Mitigation Fee Programs 

El Dorado County adopted one of the earliest comprehensive traffic impact mitigation 
fee programs in California. In 1984 the County adopted the El Dorado Hills - Salmon 
Falls Road Impact Fee (RIF). 

This fee program pre-dated specific State legislation governing traffic impact fee 
programs. In 1987 the State of California adopted AB 1600, the Mitigation Fee Act. 
Today, these statutes can be found, with slight amendments, in the California 
Government Code, commencing with Section 66000. However, the RlF program as 
initially adopted, and as amended, continues to meet these requirements as it only 
funds those projects necessary to mitigate the impacts of the development that is being 
assessed the fee. 

The RIF program was updated in 1988 concurrently with adoption of the El Dorado Hills 
Specific Plan. The El Dorado Hills/ Salmon Fails Road Impact Fee was also the subject 
of a major, interim cost update in December 2000. As a result, the RIF is projected to 
currently be properly recouping the costs necessary to fully fund the program of 
improvements, to the extent possible without a General Plan to define the future amount 
of development, and the exact future road infrastructure that is needed to serve it. 

The RIF program currently funds County road improvements within its boundary, 
improvements to the Highway 50 Interchange at El Dorado HiHs Boulevard, and 
construction of a new Highway 50 interchange at Silva VaHey Parkway. 

By the time of the RIF update in 1988, the County also had limited "impact fees" on new 
development in other areas of the County. First, the County had established a series of 
Areas of Benefit to fund specific projects. Second, the County was charging fees of 
$100 per final subdivision map lot and $600 per final parcel map parcel to be used for 
road improvements. 

Since that time, the County of El Dorado has adopted additional impact fee programs, 
each for specific improvements attributable to specific future developments. These fee 
programs include: 
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./ Traffic Impact Mitigation (TIM) Fee. This program was approved in 1991 to 
fund county road improvements outside of the RtF area. The TIM program 
absorbed many of the prior area fees into this more comprehensive program . 

./ State Highway Traffic Impact Mitigation (State TIM) Fee. This program was 
approved in 1996 to fund improvements to State Routes 49 and 193, and 
U.S. Highway 50 . 

./ Interim Highway 50 Variable Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee. This program was 
approved in 2002 to supplement the RIF and State TIM programs by 
capturing a portion of new development's responsibility for road 
improvements not included in any of the existing programs. 

Unlike the EJ Dorado Hills - Salmon Falls Road impact fee, the TIM and State TIM fees 
introduced a concept new to El Dorado County fee programs, the "non-developer" share 
of envisioned road projects. These fee programs identified a portion of the direct costs 
associated with projects needed to serve new development that were determined would 
or could not be charged to new development, consistent with the requirements of State 
law, specifically the Mitigation Fee Act. Amongst costs determined to not be attributable 
to new development at that time were what were referred to as the "existing deficiency" 
portion of project costs. 

It appears that the "Non-Program Funded" costs may have included a combination of 
the portion of new infrastructure that could not be reasonably attributed to new 
devetopment, and a policy choice to not over-burden new development with traffic 
impact fees that were too high. 

Summary of Tot.al Cost of Program Funded 

Current Impact 
Improvements (New Development Share/ 

Fee Programs 

El Dorado Hills I 
Salmon Falls Road $170,589,000 $170,589,000 (100%) Impact Fee 

Traffic Impact $223,992,000 $129,915,000 (58%) 
Mitigation Fee 

State Highway Traffic $319,124,000 $151,893,000 (48%) 
Impact Mitigation Fee 

Interim Highway 50 $ 47,200,000 $ 47,200,000 (100%) 
Variable Traffic Impact 
Mitigation Fee 

TOTAL $760,905,000 $499,597,000 

1 Per existing fee ordinances, including updates for "inflation." 
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Non-Program Funded 

None 

$ 94,077,000 {42%) 

$167,231,000 (52%} 

None 

$261,308,000 
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At the time the State TIM program was adopted, the County anticipated that all but 
approximately $40 million of the "non-program funded" portion of project costs, would be 
obtained through the El Dorado County Transportation Commission in the form of State 
Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds and Regional Surface 
Transportation Program (RSTP) funds. The County strategy to fund the "Non-Program" 
share of the TIM program is less clear. 

Since these programs were adopted, the County has approved regular, cost~of-living 
adjustments tied to construction-cost indices, most recently on February 25, 2003. 

The current fee programs are included an attachment. 

Finally, it is important to note that many developments are required to fund additional 
road . improvements, beyond those paid for through the traffic impact fee programs. 
local streets within subdivisions, and some minor spot improvements, are not included 
in the impact fees. Construction of these improvements are not subject to 
reimbursement. 

GENERAL PLAN UPDATE/ IMPACT FEE UPDATE - MAJOR POLICY ISSUES 

It has long been anticipated that adoption of a new General Plan would be the 
appropriate time to perform a comprehensive update of the County's traffic impact fee 
programs. In undertaking this update, a number of significant issues must be carefully 
considered. 

Simplified, staff sees four major issues associated with the fee update. By extension, 
these become the major issues to be addressed in developing a comprehensive impact 
fee update . 

../ First, does an impact fee schedule exist that meets legal requirements, as well as 
the many desired policy objectives staff have culled from previous formal Board 
directions and informal Board discussions? 

../ Second, if a schedule of fees exists that meets both legal considerations and the 
Board's policy objectives, does the Board have any remaining latitude in 
establishing traffic impact fees? If the Board has remaining latitude, how can staff 
facilitate a discussion with the Board to ensure that the Board's latitude is 
reflected in staff-developed alternatives and/or recommendations? 

../ Third, if a schedule of fees exists that meets both legal considerations and the 
Board's policy objectives, can the County afford to fund any non-developer share 
of the impact fee programs? What happens if the County cannot afford the non
developer share of the impact fee programs? 

../ Fourth, if the fees projected to be associated with one or more General Plan 
alternatives are considered unacceptable by the Board, what does that mean for 
the County's processing of the Draft General Plan and Draft Environmental 
Impact Report? 

The balance of this memorandum focuses on providing information necessary for the 
Board, and interested members of the pubHc, to consider the above four policy issues. 
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Legal requirements 

A. State Law 

Throughout the State of California, the statutes in the Government Code that began as 
AB 1600 govern the development and implementation of traffic impact mitigation fee 
programs. 

The Government Code requires that local agencies establishing, increasing, or 
imposing a fee as a condition of approval of a development project shall do the 
following. 

1. Identify the purpose of the fee. 

2. Identify the use to which the fee is to be put If the use is financing public 
facilities, the facilities shall be identified. 

3. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the use of a fee and 
the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 

4. Determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the need for the public 
facility and the type of development project on which the fee is imposed. 

Further, State law requires that any action imposing a fee as a condition of approval of a 
development project shall determine how there is a reasonable relationship between the 
amount of the fee and the cost of the public facility or portion of the public facility 
attributable to the development on which the fee is imposed. 

Impact fees must be expended for public improvements, solely and exclusively for the 
purpose or purposes for which the fee was collected. The fee shal1 not be levied, 
collected, or imposed for general revenue purposes. 

Finally, the Government Code requires that fees be spent within five years or requires 
that the locally agency make a series of findings regarding the unexpended amounts. 

These Government Code requirements are consistent with additional Constitutional 
provisions requiring a nexus between an impact, and fees or mitigations charged. These 
requirements have been further reinforced through several well-known court cases, 
including cases decided by the United States Supreme Court. 

For purposes of this memorandum, State law, and the Federal Constitution "nexus" 
requirements establish the maximum the County can charge to new development (e.g. 
the "ceiling"). 

B. General Plan Policies 

Unlike other Counties in California, El Dorado County's Draft Genera! Plan contains 
provisions originaHy identified in voter-approved Measure Y; by extension, the County's 
impact fees will be a primary tool to implement these provisions. 
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Measure Y contained several provisions . 

./ County tax revenues shall not be used in any way to pay for building road 
capacity improvements to offset traffic impacts from new development projects. 
Exceptions are allowed if County voters first give their approval. 

./ Developer-paid traffic impact fees shall fully pay for buitding all necessary road 
capacity improvements to offset and mitigate all djrect and cumulative traffic 
impacts from new development upon any highways, arterial roads and their 
intersections during weekday, peak-hour periods in unincorporated areas of the 
county . 

./ Traffic from residentiaJ development projects of 5 or more units or parcels of land 
shall not result in, or worsen, Level of Service "F" traffic congestion during 
weekday, peak-hour periods on any highway, road, interchange or intersection in 
the unincorporated areas of the County . 

./ The County shall not add any additional segments of Highway 50, or any other 
roads, to the County's list of roads that are allowed to operated at Level of Service 
"F" without first getting the voter's approval. 

./ Before giving approval of any kind to a residential development project of 5 or 
more units or parcels of land, the County shall make a finding that the project 
complies with the policies added by this initiative. If this finding cannot be made, 
then the County shall not approve the project, or give final approval to a tentative 
subdivision map, until all these policy findings can be made. 

For purposes of this memorandum, these General Pjan policies establish the minimum 
the County can charge to new development (the "fjoor"}. A question that has been 
raised is whether the "floor" is higher, at least in some cases, than the "ceiling." 

TypicaUy, local jurisdictions are not under any obligation to require new development to 
fully fund its effects on infrastructure. ln fact, many jurisdictions do not charge traffic 
impact fees to new development. To the extent that environmental analyses identify 
unmitigated congestion, findings of overriding considerations can be made to satisfy 
State requirements for environmental clearances and approvals. 

Frequently, local jurisdictions that do charge traffic impact fees downwardly adjust pure 
nexus-calculated impact fee schedules to account for other policy objectives and to 
better ensure that fees can withstand any legal challenges. In theory, if not in practice, 
these jurisdictions use other funds to match the developer impact fees to ensure that 
the infrastructure is fully constructed. However, a jurisdiction cannot legally re-assign 
the obligation of one development to another development. 

The above General Plan policies limit El Dorado County's ability to adjust pure 
nexus-calculated fees. In fact, in its simplest form, the combination of State law 
and Measure Y would appear to severely restrict the County1s discretion in 
setting impact fees. 
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C. Prior County Land Use Approvals 

Another form of "legal" requirement are land use entitlements and the conditions that 
have ( or have not) been placed on prior County approvals. Over the years the County 
has entered into a number of Development Agreements, and approved many tentative 
maps that conveyed vested rights with respect to development standards and legal 
obligations. Each of these has specific language regarding vesting and conditions of 
approval. Because of the importance of specific wording in each agreement and on 
each map, it is difficult to make broad statements as to the implications of these prior 
County actions. Several developers with approved agreements and maps have 
contacted County staff since the passage of Measure Y and floated various opinions as 
to how the requirements of the above General Pfan policies affect, or do not affect, 
specific maps and agreements, in light of vesting language. 

Significant is the fact that these prior land use approvals ("givens") are the primary 
component of additional traffic anticipated in each of the four General Plan alternatives 
through 2025, and explains why there is less distinction between the traffic impacts of 
the four alternatives than what might normally be seen. 

Board of Supervisors~Articulated Policy Considerations Related to Impact Fees 

Over the past few years, specific Boards of Supervisors acting collectively, and 
individual Supervisors speaking as representatives of their districts, have expressed a 
number of desired policy outcomes/considerations in updating traffic impact fee 
programs. 

In no particular order, staff has developed the following list. 

../ Impact fees must be affordable for all development types, including non
residential uses that create local jobs and significantly contribute to the County's 
tax ba~e; 

../ The County's ability to develop "affordable housing" to meet other legal 
requirements must be considered in light of traffic impact fees . 

../ The General Plan Circulation Element, and by extension, road improvements 
identified in the County's traffic impact fee programs, must be realistic and 
achievable . 

../ Infrastructure is to be delivered concurrently, or at least more concurrently, with 
new development that impacts traffic flow . 

../ The General Plan and traffic impact fees need to be developed concurrently, and 
the General Plan update is to be complete by the end of calendar year 2003. 

Fiscal Considerations 

Separate from the question of the amounts the County can charge to new development 
under State and Federal law is the question of the County's ability to provide "matching" 
funds to fully finance the projects needed in order to fulfill the future transportation 
system envisioned in the Circulation Element. 
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Related is the County's abiJity to fund other parts of the future road system not 
specifically associated with providing additional roadway capacity. Examples of these 
non-capacity increasing capital improvements include: safety improvements; curve
correction and other geometric improvements; and, reconstruction and major 
rehabilitation of existing facilities, including bridges. 

A. Recent History of Matching Funds 

As above, as part of the 1996 General Plan implementation the County anticipated a 
variety of funding sources would be available to match the impact fees collected under 
the TIM and State TIM programs. History has shown that those assumptions were 
optimistic . 

./ The County has not annually budgeted any General Fund or Road Fund 
revenues for purposes of matching TIM or State T1M fees. The County has 
typically used approximately $360,000 in "guaranteed" Regional Surface 
Transportation Program funds each year to match Federal bridge rehabilitation 
grants . 

./ State Transportation Improvement Program (STIP) funds available to the El 
Dorado County Transportation Commission, not a County Department but rather 
a separate legal entity with its own Board of Directors, have been programmed 
for a variety of projects. Some of the projects that the EDCTC has funded provide 
"match" to County impact fees. For instance, the Missouri Flat interchange 
reconstruction, and carpool lanes on U.S. 50 between El Dorado HiUs and 
Shingle Springs are being developed through a combination of STIP and State 
TIM funds. However, other EDCTC projects using STIP funds are not part of the 
County's State TIM program (e.g. U.S. 50 through Pjacerviile) . 

./ Regional Surface Transportation Program (RSTP) funds available to the EDCTC 
have similarly been programmed for a variety of projects, including matching 
funds for projects in the County's impact fee programs (e.g. U.S. 50 at 
Ponderosa Road Interchange) and projects not in the County's impact fee 
programs (e.g. Mosquito Road Park-and-Ride facility) . 

./ It is clear that within the horizon of the State TIM program envisioned in 1996 that 
it is unlikely the EDCTC will program sufficient funds to provide the assumed 
"match" due to lower-than-projected revenues, as well as programming for 
projects that are not in the County's impact fee programs. 

The County has undertaken several positive initiatives . 

./ The County has been successful in obtaining some funds from the EDCTC to 
match its impact fee programs . 

./ Moreover, the County has obtained and dedicated other one-time funding for 
specific projects to balance fuffilling the General Plan policies regarding new 
developments' share of infrastructure responsibilities, and State law 

10 

 
        AR 13163



requirements regarding the non-new-development share of costs in the current 
fee programs . 

./ The most notable strategy to fund the non-new-development share of project 
costs is the County's implementation of the Missouri Flat Master Circulation and 
Funding Plan. Under the plan, the County is pledging sales and property tax 
increments to the re-construction of the Missouri Flat Road interchange, the 
widening of Missouri Flat Road, and construction of the new Pleasant Valley 
connector. 

B. County's Ability to Annually Budget Matching Funds 

Given the well-publicized and widely-discussed state of the County's General 
Fund and Road Fund, it is likely that absent a dramatic increase in General Fund 
or Road Fund revenues the County wm not be in a position to use either General 
Fund or Road Fund revenues as an on-going source to matching traffic impact 
fees. 

The total of the County's annual discretionary Road Fund revenues is approximately 
$15 million. The Road Fund are those monies used by the County for routine road 
maintenance and operations, including filling pot holes, clearing roadside brush, snow 
removal and ice control, painting street markings, etc. on 1070 miles of County
maintained roadways. Transportation Planning, such as the development of 
transportation-related sections of the General Plan, and developing/updating 
transportation financing mechanisms such as impact fees are also funded out of the 
Road Fund, not the County's General Fund. 

In recent years, increases in funding have allowed for a modest surface treatment 
program (chip sea1 and asphalt overlay). lt is estimated that the County is stiU annually 
about $3-4 million short of its needed surface treatment program, and it is estimated an 
additional $3-$4 minion in annual funding is needed to maintain our heavy-duty 
equipment and facilities, which is necessary to fully perform maintenance and 
operations duties. 

Merely for perspective, the total on-paper obligation of the County to match the existing 
TIM and State TIM programs is $261 million. Assuming a 25 year implementation, this 
would equate to $10 .4 minion per year. 

The Governor is currently proposing at least a $1 million reduction in the County's 
annual Road Funds starting in Fiscal Year 2003/2004. The Governor's proposed 
transfer wouJd have a significant, negative impact on the County's abiHty to provide 
services. Moreover, other economic issues such as the skyrocketing cost of oil 
derivatives (such as fuel, asphalt, and emulsion) and rapidly increasing Jabor costs are 
placing further pressure on an oversubscribed budget. 

Any further transfer from the Road Fund for non-impact fee appropriate costs, or to 
match impact fees would be extremely difficult to absorb. 
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From this simple analysis it is obvious that the County cannot rely on its existing Road 
Fund to provide matching funds for traffic impact fees. 

C. County's Ability to Fund Other Priority Improvements 

It should also be emphasized that the County has no other on-going funding source 
than the Road Fund to construct capital projects that are not capacity increasing, such 
as curve corrections and shoulder widenings. For instance, the County has historically 
had access to Federal grants to pay 80% of the cost of replacing or rehabilitating 
bridges and to pay 90% of safety projects. The County uses Road Funds to pay the 
respective 20% and 10% matches to the highly competitive grants that it has been 
fortunate enough to receive. 

Although the County has been fortunate to receive one-time grants for some safety and 
bridge projects, only a portion of the needed improvements are likely to be funded 
through grants. Another example of non-capacity increasing projects that cannot be 
charged to new development, rather that rely on grants or the Road Fund, are 
operational improvements. These costs are not included in the annual Road Fund 
shortfall estimates, or the existing impact fee match requirements identified above. The 
total cost of these projects is difficult to quantify. For purposes of this memorandum, the 
cost is estimated to be $205 mmion. This amount is constant1 regardless of General 
Plan alternative, given that these are improvements not related to future development. 

One issue that is receiving some consideration is whether the impact-fee matching 
requirements need to be treated in a more formal fashion. Jt is not clear whether 
accounting principles require more formal tracking of the long-term financial liability to 
match impact fees. 

If the County needs to more-formally account for impact fee matching, at what point 
should the financial obljgation be recognized: at the time of program adoption, at the 
time impact fees are paid on a permit-by-permit basis, at the time an individual project is 
bid or closed out, or at the very end of the impact fee program? One thing is certain: to 
the extent that the updated fees require matching funds, failure to produce the match 
wm result in one or more projects being unfinished at the end of the program. 

Further, it would appear that failure for the County to adequately provide any non
program-funded costs over time, for its updated programs, caUs into question the 
validity of the programs. 

Other Policy and Technical Considerations 

While it is dear that the County needs to make every effort to develop and adopt a set 
of new impact fees concurrently with the General Plan update, there are a number of 
questions that must be answered in terms of how the programs are structured, and 
what, if any, transitions are made from the County's current four programs. 

Specifically, issues in terms of the construction of the fee programs include the 
following. 
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./ What rote does the Board desire to play in developing structural parameters of 
the impact fee program(s)? In the recent variable impact fee process, two 
members of the Board of Supervisors participated in an advisory committee 
representing stakeholders. Staff recommends consideration of a similar 
committee for the comprehensive fee update . 

./ What role does the Board envision for the public to play jn developing proposed 
impact fee programs? As above, the variable impact fee program development 
included an advisory committee representing a broad range of stakeholders. 
Staff recommends consideration of a similar committee for the comprehensive 
fee update. A related question js how to achieve the perception that any 
committee is "fair and balanced" in its membership . 

./ Should the County maintain the 4 existing programs, consolidate the programs, 
or otherwise modify the number or type of programs? 

./ Two of the County's four programs vary by geography; there are different fees 
based upon location of a new development within the County. Should the County 
continue to use existing impact fee areas or zones, consider new fee zones, or 
eliminate the use of geographic zones? While there is not a universal "right" or 
"wrong" approach, legal requirements appear to encourage geographic, and 
other variability to strengthen the nexus between a specific development, its 
impacts, and assessed fees . 

./ What methodologies, and what point in time, will the County use to determine the 
non-development share of the impact fee program(s)? Does the adoption of a 
new General Plan and estabtishment of new fees re-set what is an "existing 
deficiency?" This would shift existing program-funded costs to non-funded costs. 
The County's 1996 General Ptan fee schedule used a proportional trips 
methodology to determine the ratio of new development I existing resident cost 
responsibilities . 

./ What General Pfan level-of-service policy wm the Board adopt? In addition to the 
Measure Y-derived General Plan policy regarding "Level of Service F" which is 
included in each of the four equal weight alternatives, each General Plan 
alternative includes policies regarding the guidtng level of Service vision for 
urban and rural areas. These policies also influence the number and cost of road 
improvements . 

./ Will the fee programs be based upon peak hour or daily trips? The General Pian 
team have been assuming that the traffic impact fees associated with the 
General Plan update will be based upon peak-hour trips, both in terms of 
determining which projects will be needed, and in terms of the relevant 
contribution of peak-hour traffic from each individual development. This is 
consistent with the language in General Plan policies derived from Measure Y 
that specifically identifies peak hour considerations. It would follow that impact 
fees should also be based upon peak-hour trip rates associated with various land 
use types . 

./ How should the County account for future devefopment that wiH contribute to 
overall future traffic, but that is not subject to the payment of traffic impact fees? 
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Traditionally, these impacts are in the "non-program funded" share of the impact 
fee programs. Examples include: 

• developments not subject to County discretionary action (e.g. certain 
public facilities); . 

• the Shingle Springs Rancheria; and, 

• future "pass through" traffic associated with development outside of El 
Dorado County, namely tourists from out of County who are going to a 
future development in the County that is subject to impact fees . 

./ Related, under what parameters could the Board waive impact fees for a specific 
project in the future? 

./ How should the County account for development and visitors to the El Dorado 
County portion of the Tahoe basin? There are no capacity-increasing 
transportation projects envisioned in the unincorporated area of the Tahoe basin. 
The County is not currently assessing traffic impact fees on the limited amount of 
development in the Ta hoe basin . 

./ Will the County incur specific, eligible costs associated with developing and 
constructing projects that are not accounted for in the fee programs, and should 
those costs be included in the fee programs? One example is the cost of rights
of-way not otheiwise required to be dedicated. Other costs might include 
environmentat mitigation costs, mitigation monitoring programs for specific 
projects, certain administrative costs, and costs of financing. The December 
2000 update of the El Dorado Hills Salmon Falls Road Impact Fee was adjusted 
for many of these costs. Staff wilt ensure that these costs are included in the 
other programs as part of a comprehensive fee program adjustment associated 
with the new General Plan . 

./ What horizon wiH the County use for its fee program(s)? The County's RIF, TIM, 
and State TIM programs currentty use long-term time horizons. The newest 
program, the variable Highway 50 corridor impact fee uses a ten-year horizon. It 
is likely that staff will recommend that the County's new programs should use a 
five- or ten-year horizon. Each year the County would drop one year of 
completed projects and add one year of new projects. Annually the fee program 
would be adjusted. This approach will streamline compliance with Government 
Code reporting requirements. This will also provide much more assuredness 
that the total needed fees will be collected over the life of the General Plan, 
but could contribute to potentially greater volatility in the fee programs 
from year to year . 

./ Should the new fee programs include a stratified fee schedule based upon home 
size? The County's most recent traffic impact fee program introduces a new 
concept to ensure that costs are equitably distributed - home size. The Highway 
50 Corridor fee program, which is subject to a six-month review by the Board of 
Supervisors scheduled for June 2003, stratifies the fees on new homes based 
upon total square footage, based upon studies that demonstrated a connection 
between the size of a home and peak-hour trip rates in the Highway 50 corridor. 
This is similar to non-residential fees that have been based upon facility size 
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(square footage, number of pumps at gas stations, etc.) for many years. Three 
distinctions are made in the fee program: 

11 Less than 1600 square feet; 

• Greater than 1600 square feet, but less than 2500 square feet; 

11 Greater than 2500 square feet. 

./ To what extent should the County include congestion-relieving capital projects 
from other transportation modes into the fee program? Currently, the County's 
Highway 50 Corridor fee program includes funding for E1 Dorado Transit's 
commuter bus program . 

../ Should the County increase the number of non-residential land use type 
specified in the fee schedule? It has been strongly suggested that the County 
might stratify non-residential development into more specific land use types for 
purposes of assessing traffic impact fees. This aids in meeting the Government 
Code requirements regarding establishing a relationship between a 
development's impacts and its impact fees. Many jurisdictions use significantly 
more land use categories than the County. Currently aH non-residential 
development on the west slope is assessed traffic impact fees through one or 
more of the following non-residential land use categories: 

111 High Trip Commercial; 

111 General Commercial; 

111 Office; 

11 Industrial; 

• Warehouse; 

11 Churches; 

• Gas Station; 

11 Golf Course; 

11 Campground; and, 

11 Bed & Breakfast. 

The answers to the above must be considered in light of other considerations . 

./ The number and type of fee programs impacts the flow of funds compared with 
the need to construct projects; e.g. one farge program, if appropriate, would 
provide maximum flexibiUty to the County in determining the priority of building 
projects, compared with an infinite number of smaller programs under which it 
might take several years to coUect sufficient funds under any one program to 
construct a project. 

../ Are there considerations associated with the fees the County has collected and 
expended to date under existing programs? 

• If the County changes the boundaries and/or projects in the El 
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Dorado Hills / Salmon Falls Road Impact Fee, or combines it with 
other programs, does this jeopardize the County's ability to assess 
new development within this boundary for 100% of new road costs 
because what once was fully the share of new development now 
has an existing deficiency component? 

• Similarly, if the County changes the boundaries, combines, and/or 
adds projects to any of the fee programs, how are existing cash 
balances and partially completed projects accounted for? 

./ What if the General Plan is not completed by the end of the year, or soon 
thereafter? At what point does the County make an interim adjustment to the 
impact fees, or take other actions, to stop the loss of revenue? Could this be 
done under current circumstances? 

./ Do impact fees influence the type of product that a developer will build within 
existing land use and zoning requirements, and by extension do they impact the 
County's desire to build both "affordable housing" consistent with the legal 
definition of the term, as weU as housing that is affordable to a mix of residents? 
Developers have stated that higher traffic impact fees require the building of 
larger, more-expensive homes, in order to maintain profit margins. 

Annual Updates 

It should also be noted that following adoption of the General Pfan update, and 
associated impact fees, the County must ensure annual updates of the fee programs. 
Annual updates fulfiU three purposes . 

./ First, they ensure that the overall program is adjusted for inflation. The County 
cannot afford to allow the value of its fees to be diminished by increases in the 
cost of developing and constructing projects attributable to general inflation, 
factors affecting the cost of road materials, new regulations and requirements on 
the development and construction of road improvements, and other unforeseen 
circumstances. During any given period of time, construction costs can vary 
dramaticaUy compared with typical overall economic "inflation." Therefore, the 
annual updates should be tied to a construction cost index or similar mechanism 
to capture the specifics of the construction industry . 

./ Second, regular updates provide an opportunity to review the greater jntegrity of 
the project estimates used to generate the fees. Necessarily, fee programs 
estimate the costs of projects based upon fimited information. The onJy true judge 
of a project's total cost is to audit expenditures following project closeout. Every 
project is unique in terms of the factors that ultimately determine its cost -
complexity, terrain, geology, other environmental factors, etc. Cost estimates 
used to develop a fee program shouJd target average costs in a way that some 
projects ultimately are delivered "under budget" while others are more costly than 
anticipated, with the over- and under-expenditures canceling out one another. It 
is important to analyze projected costs vs. actual costs, at least every two to 
three years, and make appropriate "course corrections" to the assumptions 
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underlying project costs, either to jncrease or decrease the fees . 

./ Third, the list of projects in any given period may need adjusting as to which 
projects are needed in the near future. The General Plan, and the impact fee 
programs will project future traffic at certain future milestones, e.g., 5 years, 1 O 
years, or 2025. These traffic projections are based upon a number of 
assumptions, most importantly the distribution of future development, based 
upon market conditions. The assumptions about land use absorption are based 
upon the best available data, but need to be revisited. Also, the Draft General 
Plan recommends a congestion monitoring program that will track actual traffic 
flow and levels-of-service. Information about actual traffic, combined with 
updated land use forecasts, can be used to update the list of projects to ensure 
that the projects being deHvered are those that will mitigate traffic congestion. 

In summary, as above, it is likefy that the County's new fee program(s) will be based 
upon shorter, rolling time frames compared with the current the RIF, TJM, and State TIM 
programs. Each year the County would drop one year of projects and add another as 
part of updates, incorporating inflation adjustments, course corrections, land use 
forecasts, and congestion monitoring results. 

Proiect Advancements and Impact Fee Reimbursements 

Finally, the County will likely need to revise its current policies regarding developer 
advancements of impact fee projects, and County reimbursements based upon 
language in the approved General Plan. It is possible that the County could become 
more of a manager of reimbursement agreements than a deliverer of projects. 

ANALYSIS OF GENERAL PLAN FEE UPDATES 

During the last three years, the County has addressed the Measure Y-related impact 
fee issues, to the best of its ability through an interim update of the RIF program, and 
adoption of the interim Highway 50 Corridor Variable Impact Fee. It has been 
recognized that additional issues remain that can only be dealt with as part of the 
General Plan update. 

Pursuant to the Board of Supervisor's direction in 2002, the County's GeneraJ Plan team 
has developed and analyzed four "equal weight" General Plan alternatives: 

./ 1996 General Ptan; 

./ No Project; 

./ Environmentally Constrained; and, 

./ Roadway-Constrained 6-Lane Plus. 

Unlike the 1996 General Plan process, the Board of Supervisors, staff, and members of 
the public all appear to agree that the impact fee programs must be developed 
concurrently with the General Plan, not sequentially. The impact fees and the General 
Plan are largely the same issue, because of the combined requirements of State law 
and policies in the proposed General Plan that limit the County's discretion in setting the 
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fees. The most significant discretion the County may have related to the impact 
fees is in selecting a General Plan alternative. 

The traffic impact fees are also one of the most criticaf General Pfan issues for the 
myriad reasons stated herein. The traffic impact fees are likely to be a more-significant 
General Plan / General Plan Environmental Impact Report issue in that the Board has 
the authority to make findings of overriding consideration with respect to most 
environmental impacts; the Board does not have authority to make similar findings 
related to impact fees, given the legal considerations discussed herein. 

The road circulation systems projected to be needed under 2025 conditions for these 
four alternatives are similar, but not the same. Also, the amount and distribution of land 
use assumed in each is somewhat different. As a result, the impact fees that would be 
associated wjth each General Pian alternative will be different. How different cannot yet 
be determined, as is discussed further below. 

The purpose of this section is not to calculate the fees associated with any 
General Plan alternative, or to describe a potential "nexus" between new 
development and infrastructure cost, but to highlight that the resulting impact 
fees might be a significant criteria the Board of Supervisors considers in 
evaluating the General Plan alternatives and ultimately selecting one for 
adoption. 

Unlike possibly every other local agency in California, the County's policy discretion in 
adopting impact fees is extremely limited for the reasons discussed herein. Therefore, 
early indications of the factors that will influence the impact fees associated with any 
alternative should be made clear as soon as possible. 

At this time it isn't possible to provide detailed fee schedules that might be associated 
with each of these aftematives. Staff has not had sufficient time to develop cost 
estimates to an appropriate level of detail. Moreover, more interaction with the Board of 
Supervisors and public may be needed regarding some of the factors identified herein. 

In order to present the Board of Supervisors and other interested parties with an idea of 
the impact fees that might be associated with each alternative, Department of 
Transportation staff has developed very preliminary 2025 infrastructure cost estimates 
associated with each equal weight alternative. They should be considered as relative, 
and "order of magnitude." These are presented below. All of the estimates are subject 
to significant refinement over the next several months. 
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I Cost of Highway and local Road Improvements for General Plan Alternatives 
(x $1 million) . 

I 1996 No Env. Road 
General Project Constr" Constr. 

Plan 

Total Cost of Local Road Improvements $280 $262 $214 $222 
(Capacity-Increasing, Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Total Cost of State Highway Improvements $450 $343 $379 $280 
(Capacity-Increasing, Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Sub-Total $730 $605 $593 $502 
(Capacity-Increasing, Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Total Cost of Local Road Improvements $180 $180 $180 $180 
(Other, Not Aooropriate for lmoact Fees) 

Total Cost of State Highway Improvements $ 25 $ 25 $ 25 $ 25 
(Other, Not Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Sub-Total $205 $205 $205 $205 
(Other, Not Appropriate for Impact Fees) 

Total, All lmorovements $935 $810 $798 $707 

Notes: 
.. Highway and Local Road Improvements identified as "not appropriate for impact fees" 

include nonqcapacity-increasing operational and geometric improvements and safety 
improvements. 

.. Total costs are gross programmatic level estimates; no field checks have been conducted; 
and costs have not yet been verified. Also, determination of improvements that are "fee 
appropriate" and "not fee appropriate" is being reviewed further. 

.. Final fees at General Plan adoption will be based upon refined costs, including field review 
of potential project specific issues. . Consistent with the discussion above, and 'the General Plan alternatives, these costs 
include only those projects that can be realistically delivered. Some corridors have 
projected future levels of service that do not meet plan standards. 

Based upon these preliminary infrastructure cost estimates, below are three illustrative 
examples of how these total infrastructure costs might translate into impact fees, at 
various points along the scale of distributing costs between residential and non
residential uses. 

i9 

 
        AR 13172



It cannot be emphasized too much that the final impact fees associated with each 
General Plan alternative will likety differ significantly due to refinement of project 
costs and factors related to program structure as discussed above (time horizon, 
geographic variability, number of non-residential land use types, etc.). 

When final infrastructure costs are determined, and a General Plan alternative is 
selected, the County will need to develop an impact fee schedule similar to the current 
fee schedules, considering the many factors identified herein. 

None of the above tables assume a non-development share of impact fees. Also 
not included in these tables is the cost of non-fee appropriate projects such as curve 
corrections and non-capacity-increasing improvements to geometrics. These desirable, 
but not required, projects are estimated to be $205 million over 22 years, or $9.3 million 
per year. 

By comparison, as above, the current annual DOT discretionary revenue is 
approximately $15 million. The more likely sources of monies to fund the non-developer 
share of impact fee appropriate projects, and to fund non-fee appropriate projects, are 
grants and/or supplemental financing sources (e.g. benefit assessment districts, local
option sales tax increase, local-option gasoline tax, etc). 

Illustration #1: 
1996 No Project Env. Road 

All Costs Applied To Residential 
General Constr. Constr. 

Plan 

Total Fee Appropriate Costs (from above) $730 $605 $593 $502 
(all numbers x $1 million) 

New 2025 Dwelling Units 32,491 21,434 32,290 25,839 
(single family and multi-family) 

Raw Fee Per Dwelling Unit $22,468 $28,226 $18,365 $19,428 

Notes: . FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY 
,/ Maximum, average residential fee over period from 2003 to 2025 
./ Minimum, average non-residential fee over period from 2003 to 2025 . Raw fees per dwelling unit, no distinction between single-family and multi-family 

II No non-developer share of fee-appropriate project costs . No non-residential share 

" Fixed fee throughout western slope - no geographic or other variability 
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Illustration #2: 
1996 No Project Env. Road 

All Costs Applied To Non-
General Constr. Constr. 

Plan 
Residential 

Total fee Appropriate Costs (from above) $730 $605 $593 $502 
(all numbers x $1 million) 

New 2025 Jobs 42,196 36,188 42,711 34,455 

Raw Fee Per Job $17,300 $16,718 $13,884 $14,569 

New non-residential building square feet $12,658,800 $10,856,400 $12,813,300 $10,336,500 
(assume average 300 square feet per job) 

Raw fee Per Square Foot $57.67 $55.73 $46.28 $48.57 

Notes: .. FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY 
./ Maximum, average non-residential fee over period from 2003 to 2025 
../ Minimum, average residential fee over period from 2003 to 2025 . Raw fees per job and per square foot of new building space, no distinction between non-

residential land use types (e.g. various types of commercial, industrial, etc.) 
II No non°developer share of fee-appropriate project costs 
II No residential share 
.. Fixed fee throughout western slope - no geographic or other variability 
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Illustration #3: 1996 No Project Env. Road 
General Constr. Constr. 

50% Residential I 
Plan 

50% Non-Residential 

T otat Fee Appropriate Costs (from above) $730 $605 $593 $502 
(all numbers x $1 million) 

50% of Total Costs Applied to Residential $365 $303 $297 $251 

New 2025 Dwelling Units (single family and 32,491 21,434 32,290 25,839 
multi-family) 

Raw Fee Per Dwelling Unit $11,234 $14,136 $9,198 $9,714 

50% of Total Costs Applied to Non- $365 $303 $297 $251 
Residential 

New non-residential building square feet $12,658,800 $10,856,400 $12,813,300 $10,336,500 
(assume average 300 square feet per job) 

Raw Fee Per Square Foot $28.83 $27.91 $23.18 $2428 

Notes: . FOR ILLUSTRATIVE PURPOSES ONLY 
II Raw fees per dwelling unit, no distinction between single-family and multi-family 
II Raw fees per square foot of new building space, no distinction between non-residential 

land use types (e.g. various types of commercial, industrial, etc.) 
.. No non~developer share of fee-appropriate project costs 
.. Fixed fee throughout western slope - no geographic or other variability 
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SL DORADO COUNTY 
DEPARTMl!NT OF TRANSPORTATICH,I 

EFFECTIVE APRIL 25, 2003 

SIDENTIAL FEES 

All of these fees are paid at building permit 
issuance and will not be determ.ined until. the 

Building Department plan check has been approved 

EACB BUl:LDI:NG PERMIT FOR A RESIDENTIAL DWELLING OR 
MULTJ:-FJU,ULY DWELLING UNIT WILL PAY THREE FEES .. 

ONE FROM EACH CHART: COUNTY, STATE ·AND Pl:STRJ:CT: 

YOU WILL PAY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING 
COUNTY FEES: 

PAY aJ1:J.C.B. THE 
WESTSLOPE 
QB 
ELDORADO 
HlU.SlttF 

WEST EL DORA.DO 
SLOPE TIM HU.LS ROAD 
{COUNTY) %MP.ACT PEE 

(RIF) 

(COUNTY) 

3,036.00 6.1057 .oo 

AND YOU WILL ALSO PAY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING 
STATE FEES: 

SEE BELOW 
TO DETERNZNE 
WHlCHFEE 
WILL APPLY 

*RAZ:#1 
(STATE) 
TIM FEE 

2,908.00 

**RAZ #2-5 
(STATE) 
TIM FEE 

2,152.00 

***El Dorado 
HUis 
(STATE) 
TIM FEE 

1,.676.00 

2,031.00 1,507\00 1,177 .oo 
*RAZ #1; EL DORADO/DIAMOND SPRINGS, CAMERON PARK, SHINGLE SPRINGS, 
PlACERVIU.E PERIPHERY, AND CITY Of PLACERVIU.E. 

**RAZ #2-5: COLOMA/GOU> HILL, CAMINO, POLLOCK PINES, PLEASANT VALLEY, LATROBE, 
SOMERSET, FAIRPLAY, COOL, PILOT HILL, GEORGETOWN, GARDEN VALU!Y. 

***t;i QOAAQO HILLS; El DORADO HILLS/SALMON FALLS AREA ONLY 
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AHO YOU WILL ALSO PAY Qt!£ OF THE FOLLOWING 
DISTRICT FEES: 

CONTACT l:UJ. T. 
TO DETERMINE 
WHICH 
DISTRICT FEE 
WlLLAPPLY 

WEST 
DISTRICT 
FEE 

3,998.00 

5,331.00 

5,864.00 

3,732.00 

CENTRAL 
DISTRICT 
FEE 

1,210.00 

1,613.00 

1,774.00 

EAST 
DISTRICT 
FEE 

94.00 

125.00 

137.00 

88.00 

ELDORADO 
HILLS 
DISTRICT 
FEE 

1,941.00 

SINGLE FAMILY: single family dwellings, mobUe/modutar homes on a permanent 
foundation, homes within a retirement community 

MUL Tl~FAMIL Y: additional dwemng units 

For questions, please caH 530-6.21-5941 or 530-621-5943 
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EL DORADO COUNTY 
DEPAIRTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 

EFFECTIVE APRIL 25, 2003 

NON-RESIDENTIAL FEES 

All. of these fees a.re paid at building perm.it 
issuance and will not be determined until the 

- Bui.ldin check has been a: roved 

EA.CB BUILDING PERMIT FOR NON-MSIDENTIAL USE OR 
NON-RESIDENTIAL MULTI-FAMILY UNITS WILL PAY THREE FEES 

FOR EACH TYPE OF OCCUPANCY. 
ONE FROM EACH CHART; COUNTY, STATE l\ND DISTRICT: 

YOU WILL PAY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING 
COUNTY FEES: 

PAY EUHl!,I THE 

WEST SLOPE QR 
111.. DORAl)a HXLLSIUF 

WEST St-OPE UM EL DORADO HILLS 
{COUNTY) ftOAD IMPACT FIE 

{COUNTY) 

$Ml4SQ FT 9.22 SQ FT 

4.22 SQ FT 4.35 SQFT 

4.22SQ FT 4.35 SQFT 

1.,89 SQ FT 1~93 SQ Ff 

0 .. 97 SQ FT 0.97 SQ FT 

0~97 SQ FT tMJ7SQFT 

4,458.00 4,502.00 
PER.PUMP PER PUMP 

3;462.00 31571.tlO 
Pa!RHOLE PER HOLE 

1,518.00 1,697.00 
PER SIT! PIER SITE 

763;.Q() 853.00 

PER RENTED PER 
ROOM RENTED ROOM 

3,036.00 61057.0C 
PER.UNIT PER UNIT 
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AND YOU WILL ALSO PAY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING 
STATE FEES: 

SEE R.E,FERENCE BELOW 
TO HELP OEl'ERMXNE WHICH FEE 
WKLLAPPLY 

*RAZ #1 
(STATE) 

TIM FEE 

3.78SQ FT 

(MU. SQFT 

0,,.45 SQFT 

0.45SQ FT 

3,21!Ml0 
PER PUMP 

3,095.00 
PER HOLE 

1,020.00 
PER SITE 

511.00 
PER RENTED 
ROOM 

2,.037.00 
PER UNIT 

**RAZ #l-5 
{STATE) 
TIM FEE 

2..73SQ FT 

0.67SQ FT 

0.33SQFT 

0.33 SQ FT 

2,59().00 
PER.PUMP 

2;238.00 
PERHOUZ 

154.00 
PER SITE 

379.00 
P!RRENTED 
ROOM 

1,507.00 
PER UNIT 

***E! Dorado Huts 
(STATE) 
TIM FEE 

4.45 SQ FT 

2,1.0 SQ FT 

1,722.00 
PER.HOLE 

589 .. 00 
PERSJTE 

296.00 
PER RENTED ROOM 

1,177.00 
PER. UNIT 

*RAZ #1: EL DOR.ADO/DIAMOND SPRINGS, CAMERON PARK, SHINGLE SPRINGS, PLACERVXu.E 
PERIPHERY, AND CITY OF PLACERVILLE. 

**RAZ 4f2t~!j: COLOMA/GOLD HlU.._, CAMIN01 POU.OC:K PINES, PLEASANT VAU .. EV, LATROBE, 
SOMERSET., FAIRP1.AY1 COOL, PILOT HILL, GEORGETOWN, GARDEN VALLEY. 

***EL DQMPQ HIUS; EL DORADO HILLS/SALMON FALLS AREA ONLY. 
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AND YOU WILL ALSO PAY ONE OF THE FOLLOWING 
DISTRICT FEES: 

CONTACTD.O.T. TO DETER.HINE 
WHICH DESTIUCT FEE WELL 
APPLY 

WEST 
DISTRICT 
FEE 

3~69 SQ FT 

1.74 SQ FT 

1.74SQ FT 

0.91 SQFT 

0.47SQFT 

0.47 SQ FT 

1535 .. 00 
PERPUMP 

1430.00 
PER HOU: 

488.CO 
PER SITE 

244.00 
PER RENTED 
ROOM 

3,732.00 
PER UNIT 

CENTRAL 
DISTRICT. 
FEE 

1.19SQ FT 

o.as SQ FT 

0.85 SQ FT 

0..44SQFT 

0.23 SQ FT 

0.23 SQ FT 

744.00 
PER PUMP 

693.00 
PERHOLl! 

237.00 
PER SITE 

118.00 
PER RENTED 
ROOM 

1,129.00 
PER UNIT 

EAST 
DISTRICT 
FEE 

0.70SQ FT 

0 .. 33 SQ FT 

0.33 SQfT 

0.:17 SQ FT 

0.09 SQPT 

0.09SQFT 

292.00 
PER PUMP 

272.00 
PER HOLE 

93.00 
PER SITE 

46.00 
PER RENTED 
ROOM 
88.00 
PER UNIT 

EL DOR.ADO 
HlU..S DISTRICT 
FEE 

2.31SQ FT 

1.12SQ FT 

:LUSQFT 

0.58 SQ FT 

0.30SQFT 

0.30SQ Ff 

986~00 
PER.PUMP 

9UM)O 
PER HOLE 

:U.,iUJO 
PER SITE 

157.00 
PER RENTED 
ROOM 
1;812~00 
PER UNIT 

High trf.p commt:c,:;ial: convenience markets, fast food restaurants, drive-through ban~/car wash 
Gmer1tcemmerdal; walk-in banks, re~urants, supermarkets, theaters, hotels/motets, bowling allies, day 
care centers, hardware/paint stores, building/lumber stores, new/used car sales, libraries, community centers, 
hospitals, retail, whotesa1e/retalt nurseries, customer accessible areas of post offices, warehouse outlet stores, 
tasting roams, auto repair/service. 
QffJ,a;. medicaVd.ental offices, veterinary, Insurance, realestate, corporate headquarters, employee work area of 
post office, general business offices, public /private schoots. 
zrntust:diW fight/heavy manufacturing, assembly, utilitiesi processing/manufacturing areas for wineries, 
iaboratones 
Wmhqysf; warehouse, inventory storage areas within retail stores (accessible tQ store employees) mini
storage/warehouse. 
Chun;hes; sanctuary area of churches, Sunday school areas, office areas of churches 
Multi-family: apartments, condominiums, townhomes, duplexes 

For questions, please call 530-621-5941 or 530-621-5943 

 
        AR 13180



V, 

-fc 
w 

i 
r:O l 1: A New Plaa for the Regfon J 

J
O 2: Development of this Plan 11 

_// 
' ( 3: Growth and Change 19 

V J_.,.. 4: Meeting the Plan's Goals 27 

..t. l) 5: Comparing Alternatives 
I to Come up with the Plan 41 

.->'1 ~ -J ~ ,, The Contents of the Plan 59 

d 7: Paying for the Plan 69 

~ -}? ~ 8: Implementing the Plan 79 

ct:. c;;::... Appendices 87 

-~ { 

This transportation plan marks a bold first step for mobility in the Sacramento 
region. Three years of unprecedented public involvement complemented with 
leadership from the SACOG Board, sets in motion the first truly regional ap
proach to enhancing our transportation network. 

For the first time, the Metropolitan Transportation Plan includes innovative 
road/open space cmTidors to connect the major Job centers in the region While 
addressing the essential need ofroad maintenance, the Plan invests more re~ 
sources than in the past for alternatives to the automobile-bicycle, walking, 
light rail expai1s1011 and more trips on the Capitol Corridor-to help improve our 
air quality and the liveability of our region. A major source of pride is the $500 
million investment in a community design program to promote transit and 
pedestrian·oriented development. 

We are indebted to the time commitment of the SS·memberTransportation 
Roundtable. chaired by Director Christopher Cabaldon, input from the public at 
countless meetings and workshops held throughout the six-county region, 
support from groups like Valley Vision and the Sacramento Metro Chamber, 
and expertise from SACOG and partner·agency staff. 

We hope the momentum generated from this "bold first step" promotes speedy 
project delivery and the coordination of better land use plmming to maximize 
our transportation investments. 

~~ 
Muriel Johnson 
Chair 

fv\G_.,_s. 
Martin Tuttle 
Executive Director 
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List of Projects 
and. Programs 

The attached list is organized by county, 
then by funding agency, then by funding 
category (Tier 1: Publicly Funded, Tier 1: 
Developer or Partially Developer Funded, 
and Tier 2), and then alphabetically by 
street location. 

The column labeled "Pre-2003 Funding" 
shows money that has already been allo
cated from past monies to fund the total 
cost of projects. 

The project list itemizes all major capital 
projects, and lists "lump sums" under Multi
County Projects. 

See Table 7 for a listing of multimodal 
connector projects. 

THE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM 
The system described here will continue to 
be the major focus of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Plan. It consists of the 
following components, which are Listed 
alphabetically. 

Bicycle and pedestrian ways-These have 
been lumped-summed in this Plan. 

Community connectors-These are roads or 
transit services that serve as the primary 
connections between communities. They are 
critical to the region's economy and mobility. 

Freight distribution routes-In addition to 
roadways already covered, this category 
includes the Port of Sacramento's Deep 
Water Channel into the Sacramento River 
and the freight rail network. 

Ports and airports-These i ntermodal 
facilities are a critical element in the 
movement of freight and long-distance 
passenger travel. 

Public-transit routes, including bus, light 
rail, heavy rail passenger lines, and 
associated facilities such as stations or 
terminals and their grounds-Public 
transit is an important element in mobility, 
air-quality and congestion-relief strategies. 

River crossings and approaches-River 
crossings are vital links across natural 
barriers. Since the number of available river 
crossings is limited, these facilities often 
are congested. 

Roads with projected traffic volumes over 
25,000 vehicles per day by the year 2025 
-This criterion was developed to address 
that portion of the road system that 
accommodates the greatest travel demand. 

Six~lane roadways -Same as the previous 
criterion. 

State highways, and interchanges-State 
routes and interchanges play a major role 
in the transportation system and are 
required as part of the system by federal 
and state legislation. 

Transportation management facilities and 
services, including demand~, systemw, and 
operations~management-This category 
includes park~and-ride lots, ramp meters, 
ridesharing services, and other strategies 
aimed at improving the efficiency of the 
transportation system, or increasing the use 
of alternative modes of travel. By improving 
efficiency, these facilities and services 
contribute to the overall performance 
of the system. 
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El Dorado County Projects 

CALTRANS DISTRICT 3 

CALi5161 

CAL17690 

CAL18190 

U.S. 50 
at 

vegetation, 

Spr1nqs/Ponderosa Road, 

CALT~J\NS DISTRICT. 3_/ TIER_ 1 : ... DE~ELOPER- _OR PARTIALLY DEVEL9PEUWfDED ·---···-···- -· . 
CAl18230* U.S. 50 at Construct new interchange between Shingle Springs Drive and Greenstone Road foterchanges. 

CAL16781 U.S. 50 Add lanes from Scott Road to El Dorado Boulevard. 

ELD15900 Washington Street Widen and realign to Turner Street from Cedar Ravine Road to Main Street. At a minimum, 
add curb, qutter, bike 

50 

2007 

$1,900,000 $54,900,000 2017 

$2,1(}0,000 $16.740,000 2004 

2003 

2015 

$1,300,000 2015 

2018 
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(in 

2014 

ELD15990 Missouri Flat Road Construct a new two-lane divided Missouri Flat, north of China Garden, Route 49 north $13,100,000 2020 
at Pleasant Valley Road to Pleasant Valley Road/ Route 49 at lane. Involves realignment of Missouri Flat and 

of 

No additional travel lanes, 
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$6,200,000 2018 

$18,900,000 $18,900,000 2006 

ELD15610 

CAL18180 U.S. 50 Ponderosa Road interchange, $2,000,000 2016 

ELD15630 Build eastbound off-ramp and widen westbound Construct new two-lane extension $10,505,500 $18,985,500 2006 
Road from Arrowhead to Park Drive; Widen Dorado Hills Boulevard five to six lanes from 

Phase 1. 

ElD15690 $2,116,000 $29,694,000 2008 

ELD15380 $3,694,940 20C4 

EL DORADO COUNTY TRANSIT/ TIER 1: PUBLICLY FUNDED 
ELD15730 . , Cambridqe Road . . Construct Cambridge Road Park and Ride Facility. . , $287,000 2005 

2005 

million each. 2025 

2004 

ELD16080 El Dorado County Purchase an additional 40 buses buses every four years) to provide commuter ser1ices. $20,300,000 2025 
Cost estimate includes capital 
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Multi~County Projects 

2016 

lanes. 2003 

2006 

$70,000,000 2025 

$184,000,000 2020 

c~.PI!~L.CORRIDOR.JOINT POWERS, BOARDl_~ZER 1: PUBLICL~ ru,No~o -· 
CAL18290 Region Add three modern train sets with a locomotive to the Capitol Corridor passenger rail service $48,000,000 2010 

with 

CAL18320 Roseville $6,980,000 2004 

CAL18330 Roseville Construct a third track on the UP main line between Elvas Tower in Sacramento County $19,000,000 2008 
and Roseville Station in 
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2006 

SAC~J\1'4EN!Ot1~TROPOL1TAN_,,AI~ QUALI]"Y f\1~N~~EMENT,_DISTRICT f..TIER1 :.,PUB}-ICLYf~Nf!ED. ,,, •. , ,. '''""'''H •. ,. .••••. _. "'. ,,,, 

SAC18060 

PLA2G721 

REG17710 

SAC23175 

Various locations Sacramento Low-Emission Vehicles. 

Placer Parkway 

Region 

Sacramento and 
El Dorado 

Construct new two-lane between Route 65 and Route 99 in 
And, construct new interchange Sutter County north of Sacramento, 
between Rieqo Road and Sankey Road. Phase 1. (The Placer County portion 

to implement 

Protect open space along Elk Grove • Rancho Cordova - El Dorado Connector. 

YAR1ou,~ A~EN9ys; .TIER_2 ,. .... 
PLA20722 Placer Parkway portion is 

$1,470,000 2005 
··-·-·--···'-'''""'"''"'''" 

2005 

2016 

$140,000,000 2016 

$70,000,000 2007 

$15,000,000 2010 

2025 
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Placer County Projects 

C~LTRANS .. DIS!RI~T. 3 / TIER J: ~Y~L!Cl~,,OR ,DEVELOPER-FUNDED, 
CAl18200 I-80 2007 

2005 

$733,000 2005 

$35,291,000 $193,391,000 2008 

(!TY 0~ A~~URN DEPARTME1'H OF PUBLIC_~ORKY'T{fR1: PUBLI~LY ORpEVELO~EHUNDED __ _ 
PlA20270 2003 

and add vehicles as needed. 

CITY OF LINCOLN DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS/ TIER 1: PUBLICLY OR 
PLA18630 ,,, -A~iatio~ Boulevard . . . Const;uct new two- to fo~r-lane road from Nicolaus Road to Wis~ 'Road 

PLA18730 
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PLA18620 Westlake Boulevard Construct new two-lane road, from Route 65 Bypass to Lincoln Parkway. $400,000 $400,000 2003 

2017 

2006 
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PlA19100 Loomis Intercity Design and construct pedestrian and landscaping improvements at the multtmodal center. $572,000 2003 

CITY.~F. L90M~S .. DEPARTf4ENT.O~ pymc Y~ORKS { TIER? " 
PLA16350 Widen overcrossing two to four lanes and improve ramps. 2010 

PLA20510 Build over/undercrossing. $30,000,000 2025 

$1,155,000 $27,798,000 2006 

PlA15500 Pacific Street Widen from two to four lanes, from Roseville City Limit to Sunset Boulevard. $1,250,000 2003 
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$175,000 2003 

$100,000 2003 

$7,300,000 $28,000,000 2005 

2006 

2006 
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PLACER COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC WORKS/ TIER 1: PUBLICLY OR DEVELOPER-FUNDED 
PLA25002 ' .,. A~burn ,. ' ' ' ,. ' ' Upgrade compressed natural gas fueling facilities and purchase ' '' ' ' ' ' ' '' '' .. ' ' $3,627,700 ... ' $3,627JOO' ,, ,, ' 2003 ..... , 

-·---···· """""'"" "'""''"" ten compresse3. natu~al gas-fueled _replacement buses. 

2010 

2008 

$2,243,000 2010 

PLA19843 Placer County $113,000 2003 

2004 

$601,042 2005 

$1.000,000 2007 
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$30,000,000 2025 

$330,000 2005 

line. 

PLACER COUNTY TRANSPORTATION PLANNING AGENCY/ TIER 1: PUBLICLY OR DEVELOPER-FUNDED 
$5,000,000 20?.5 PLi\19760 . . Placer County . . .. . . Replace fleet ~s ~s~ful li'.e is reached for each existing vehicle and add vehicles as needed. . .... .. . . . . . . .· ... .. . , ... . . . . .. , .. . . 

PLA20100 Robirson Flat Enhancements to the Robinson Flat Recreation site. $274.000 2003 

PlA20090 
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Sacramento County Projects 

CAll5510 

SAC19360 

Route 99 at 
Hverta 

Sunrise Boulevard 
at U.S. 50 

CALTRANS DISTRICT 3 
1-5 

Construct new interchange. 

Upgrade interchange. 

$25,000,000 2012 

$7,162,000 $7,162,000 2003 

$96,500,000 2010 

2006 

2014 

 
        AR 13197



$5,927,500 2003 

2006 

2008 

SAC20520 Route 99 at Reconstruct the interchange. $2,000,000 $31,000,000 2010 

Si1C19380 Route 99 at Construct the Interchange. $1,576,000 $39,492,000 2008 
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SAC15660 Sheldon Road 

SAC19890 U.S. 50 at 
Ranch Road 

Widen from two to four lanes, from Bruceville Road to Route 99 and from East Stockton Boulevard 
to Etk Grove-Florin Road. 

two traffic lanes, an access lane, 

Construct four-lane interchange with U.S. 50 at extension of Empire Ranch Road (formerly Russell Ranch Road). 

$1.081,697 $3,543,073 2007 

$1,700,000 2006 

$85,000,000 2010 

$1,200,000 2006 

$15,800,000 2006 
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SAC17180 Carillion Boulevard Construct new road, from Simmerhorn Road to Crystal Way. $2,500,000 2006 
Extension 

SWD590 Route 99 -Twin Cities Widen overpass four lanes with additio11 of bike lanes. $10,000,000 2015 

SAC17200 Simmerhorn Construct new road to extend from existing terminus to Carol Drive and Amador Avenue. $2,800,000 2007 
Road 

Del Watt Avenue. 

SAC19560 Underpass improvements to remove restriction caused by columns a:,d ·~~den to six lanes. $19,529,000 2014 
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SAC22870 

SAC16000 Boulevard 
160 

Construct split0 diamond interchange. 

$1,700,000 2006 

$11,367,000 2010 

$34,050,000 2020 
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$7,136,000 $7,236,000 2003 

2004 

$13,490,000 2004 

2016 

$2,918,000 2008 

SAC18670 I-5 at Route 99 Add a second southboi.nd on-ram~ lane from Route S9 to I-5. $2l6,0.00 2010 

SAC23400 1-5 at West El Camino Construct a northbound entrance ramp and southbound exit ramp. Modify the $18,263,000 2015 
to 

SAC22530 to O Street. 2008 

S1\C18700 $3,732,000 2015 

SAC18650 l-80 at West Expand to four lanes and modify ramps. $5,417,000 2012 

Sacramento and Folsom Boulevard. $4,000,000 2008 

2018 

SAC18150 Metro Air Construct new interchange near Sacramento International Airport $2,694,000 $11,507,0DO 2006 

SAC23480 Natomas Bouleva;d Widen from two to four lanes, Elkhorn Boulevard to Ciub Center Drive. 

SAC18720 $1,597,0GO 2016 

SAC16060 

SAC23820 

SAC16070 
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SAC20820 

SAC23520 

SAC2D780 

SAC21540 

SAC22660 

SAC18690 

SAC23810 

SAC20350 

SAC18710 

Ra mo~a Avenue 

Route 160 at 

Power lnn Road 
to 14th Avenue. 

"""''""""'"''""''"•·········--·····-··,o••·-·-· 

Extend two-lane and center turn lane from 4th Avenue to 14th Avenue and from 14th 
Avenue to Folsom v.ith bike lanes. 

12th Street. 

Add an eastbound on-ramp and a westbound off-ramp. 

Install signalized intersection. 

Route 99 at Elkhorn Expand the interchange to accommodate the widening of Elkhorn Boulevard from two to six lanes. 

Route 99 at Construct freeway overcrossing, South of Elkhorn Boulevard; Meister Way. 

Sacramento Intermodal Develop intermodal transportation terminal for heavy rail, light rail. ar.d bus services. 
Terminal 

Construct as a four-lane road south of from El Centro Road to Commerce 

Snowy Egret Way at I-5 Construct of l-5 for the planned Snowey Egret Way that will run east-west 

improvements on the surrounding 
coordination between 

$6,535,000 $6,535,000 2004 

$6,407,000 2008 

$3,000,000 2008 

$1,130,625 $18,000,000 2007 

$900,000 $900,000 2003 

$2,762,000 2015 

$1,006,000 2025 

$10,000,000 2009 

2021 

$2,580,000 2022 

$2,180,058 2003 

2003 
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2004 

$749,500 2003 

SAC22650 Sutter11lle Road Realign Sutterville Bypass/23rd Street and SuttelVille Road and install new traffic signal. $1,700,000 2006 
at Street 

SAC20761 Traffic Operations Center $8,500,000 2006 

SAC20762 Traffic Operations Center $9,900,COO 2010 

SAC20763 Traffic Operations Center $11,100,000 2015 

SAC20764 Traffic Operations Center $10,000,000 2020 

SAC16120 2003 

SAC200DO Route 51 Add eastbound on-ramps. $3,000,000 2015 

SAC16100 Construct from its eastern terminus at Route 160 to Route 51 including interchanges $50,000,000 2008 
and 

Canal. 

SACRAMENTO COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF AIRPORTS/ TIER 1: PUBLICLY FUNDED 
SAC22940 Airport Loop Ro~d, ', , Construct a two~lane, three~rnile ro~d;~y with the following alignme;ti Elkli'om Boulevard at Lon~ Tree Road, $19,327,000 2019 

Elkhorn southwest towards Power Line Road, along the north side of 1-5, and loop into the airport, 
Boulevard. 
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SACRA~ENT,9 COUNTY DEP~RTME~T,OF_TR,ANSP~~TATIOijJfER 1: PUBLJCLY FWJDED -· ,,n,,.-,., ----.,-~ ,_n,m 

SAC22330 American River Reserve flexible funds for improved access across the American River 
between Howe Avenue and Hazel Avenue. 

SAC22750 County11~de 

SAC21480 Franklin Boulevard between 
Jr. Boulevard, 

SAC21510 Fulton Avenue lmplement Phase 1 of the improvements soecified in the Fulton Avenue Conceotual Beautification 

SAC23300 of Greenback and Hazel. 

SAC18D70 

SAC22770 Greenback at Smart Corridor. 
Sunrise 

SAC21500 Hazel Avenue Widen American River from four to six lanes and widen Hazel from 
American River Bridqe to four to six lanes with bike lanes 

SAC21445 McClellan Construct a commute center facility at former McCleUan Air Force Base, 

$4,288,000 

$14,769,000 

$2,996,320 

$80,000,000 2025 

$4,000,000 2004 

2006 

$4,662,025 2003 

2005 

2025 

$14,769,000 2003 

$7,600,000 2009 

$44,000,000 2008 

$3,000,000 2005 
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SAC19350 

SAC22300 Elverta Road 

SAC19620 Elverta Road 

Modify the freeway interchange. 

Widen from two to four lanes, from Rio Linda Boulevard to connection to north side of the 
Sacramento International Airport. Includes bicvde and pedestrian facilities. 

Widen from two to four lanes including Ory Creek Bridge to six lanes, 
from Rio Linda Boulevard to Watt Avenue. 

$1,650,000 

$340,000 

$16,000,000 
,w~··~"" vvv,·w¥v-..,. "'""-"'.,v, 

$7,500,000 

$3,00C,000 
.,,.,,.,,, .... "'"''"'""""''"''' 

$3,010,000 

$15,402,000 

$26,000,000 

$7,455,000 

2006 

2007 

2007 

2004 

2006 

2015 

2017 

2008 
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SAC19630 •dir Oaks Auburn Road. 2020 

SAC16800 Fair Oaks Boulevard $5,739,000 2007 

$6,000,000 2010 

$18,443,980 2015 

$9,335,000 2015 
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SA[20360 Construct a rail station at former McClellan Air Force Base. $5,000,000 2008 

SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT/ TIER 1: PUBLICLY FUNDED 
REG15600 · · 29th Street · Build tran;it center: ···· · · · · ·· · · ·· · · ·· ·· ·. ·. · · · · · · · · · · · ··· ·· ·· · ·· · · · · · · ·· · $750,000 2015 

REG16460 

REG17325 

REG17320 

REG17290 

REG15040 

REG17350 

REG17060 

4th Avenue at 

Downtown-Natomas 
Corridor 

Downtown-Natomas-

Florin Road at 

Midtown Dispatch 

Construct a light rail station. 

Light rail extension from Natomas Town Center to Sacramento International Airport. 

light rail extension from Downtown Sacramento to Natomas Towi Center, 

Construct grade separation. 

Downtown Sacramento Folsom-light rail extension (induding vehicle purchase). 

Build a new park-and-ride lot. 

repair facility at the existing 

Acquire and remodel a facility for light rail operator dispatch near the 13th Street light rai1 station. 

$1,080,000 $1,080,000 2003 

$1,000,000 2006 

20 

$400,000 2003 

$101,000,000 2015 

$5,000,000 $270,000,000 2012 

$6,500,000 2004 

$191,323,008 $206,678,000 2005 

$500,000 2004 

$10,655,000 2004 

$1.650,000 2003 
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$5,100,000 $36.100,000 2007 

2015 

REG15900 RT District Construct off-street bus transfer facilities, park and ride lots, $5,000,000 2025 

2010 

2021 

2025 

2025 

of 75 buses. 

REG15411 RT District $250,000 2015 
from 2006 to 2015. 

REG17160 RT District $3,036,900 2003 

REG17300 Satellite Bus Site and build satellite bus maintenance facility in Sacramento. $67,500,000 2008 

REG17190 South Line Extend light rail from Cosumnes River College/Calvine-Auberry to Elk Grove. {Phase 3) $182,000,000 2019 

REG1505?. South Line Extend light rail, Downtown Sacramento to Meadowview. (Phase 1) $222,000,000 $222,000,000 2003 

REG15053 South line Extend light rail from Meadowview Road to Cosumnes River Ccllege/Calvine-AuberrJ. (Phase 2) $4,000,000 $144,000,000 2009 

SACRAMENTO REGIONAL TRANSIT DISTRICT/ TIER 2 
REG17220 · · Northeast light Extend light rail from Antelope Road to th~ City of Roseville.· · · · · ·· · · $130,000,000 2025 
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~AC,RAf.1ENTO, TRANSP~,~~ATION AUTHORITY/ T!Ef?"l :,'"PUBll~I.Y_fUNJ!E,P~,H 
SAC16310 Sacramento and 

Yolo Counties 
Provide motorist assistance and towing of disabled vehicles during a.m. and 

a portion in 
2005 

$25,000,000 2Ql2 
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Sutter County Projects 

C.Al17660 Route 99 Widen from two to four lanes, with a median left-tum [;me, new bridge and an undercrossing, $2,770,000 $47,l ?C,OOO 2028 
from Garden 

CAll695Q Construct new two-lane interchange. $340,000 $28,510,000 2016 

Live Oak to the northern-most citv limits. 

SUTTER __ c.o UN!Y .. ~E_PARTM ENT ___ o F~Pu s u~ wo~~S/ TIER_ 1 :_DEVELO~E~---OR_PA RTIALLY_pE~ELOPER-Fu1votp_ 
SUT10510 Pacific Widen from two to four Road. 

Road Widen from mites westward. 
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SUT10480 $20,000,000 2015 

to bike lanes, sidewalks, $222,880 $1,038,780 2004 
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Yolo County Project 

CALTRJ\~~.DISJ.~ICT 3 / .TI~RJ.:_Pyayny FIJ~DED q, 

CAL15881 

CAL15882 

YOL15880 

CITY OF 
YOi.17140 

YOL17130 

J.5 at Route 

t;.S. 50 at Harbor 
Boulevard 

Route 113 at 
Covell Boulevard 

Phase 2-Construct northbound 1-5 to southbound Route 113 freeway to freeway connection. 

Phase 3-Construct northbound Route 113 to southbound 1-5 freeway tc freeway connection. 

Widen interchange to six lar.es, revise ramps and add auxiliary lanes, 

Construct additional width on Covell Boulevard including the 
overcrossing structure to install adequate turn lanes for access-egress to Route 113. 

CITY !>f DAVIS DEPARTMENT OF PUBJ.1C WORKS/ T!fR1: OEVHOPE~-.OR_P~R!!~LLY .DEJELOPER-FUNDW.,. ... 
YOL17150 

YOL17180 

YOL17160 

YOL17170 

lake Boulevard 

Mace Boulevard 

Widen from two to bike lanes. 

Install a traffic signal at lake Boulevard and Covell Boulevard. 

Widen Mace Boulevard from Alhambra Drive to Alhambra Drive (Mace 
four lanes, provide bike lanes, a landscaped median, and turn 

2009 

$30,200,000 2015 

$17,618,000 $17,618,000 2005 

$5,400,000 2006 

$600,000 2015 

$1,350,00D $31,370,000 2007 

2015 

$8,000,000 2020 

2015 

$160,000 2015 

$2,200,000 2015 
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YOL15130 Harbor Boulevard 

YOL15891 l-80 at Enterprise Construct eastbound on-ramp. 

Y0l16492 Route 275 

YOL15910 Route 84 Widen from two to four lanes a simple span over the Barge Canal, 
from the Barqe Canal to Marshall 

YOL15680 U.S. 50 at Install ramp meters and modify ramp des;gn. 
South River Road 
I1 

YOl15900 U.S. 50 

CITY OF WEST OF PUBLIC WORKS 1: DEVELOPER- OR PARTIALLY DEVELOPER-FUNDED 
YOL15670 

YOL15940 

YGL15950 

Y0~16670 

!-80 at Reed Avenue 

Lake Washington 
Boulevard 

Lake Washington 

at Railroad Avenue 

Grant Avenue 
at !-505 

Widen ramps and install ramp meters. 

Widen from two to six lanes from Jefferson Boulevard to the Palamidessi Bridge at the barge canal. 

Widen the Palamidessi Bridge from three to four lanes, over the barge canal. 

Widen overcrossing. 

2005 

2010 

$3,000,000 2013 

$6,000,000 2006 

$7,000,000 2013 

$16,000,00G 2006 

$4,300,000 2021 

$14,150,000 2012 

2019 

$11,325,000 2010 

$12,000,000 2010 

2024 

2007 

$5,000,000 2013 
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YOL17415 

YOL17570 

REG17201 

Sycamore Ranch CFD II Widen Pioneer Avenue from two to four 
Gibson Road from East Street to CR 

Lemen Avenue 
at North Street 

Realign Lemen Avenue to connect with North Street at East Street. 

Road 25A. 

Extend light rail, from Downtown Sacramento to Enterprise Drive West Sacramento. 

2015 

$10,883,000 $10,883,000 2003 

$1,900,000 2007 

2004 

$152,000,000 2025 
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Yuba County Projects 

Route 70 

CAL15960 Route 70 Widen from four to six lanes, from First Street to Ninth Street, and widen the approaches to the Tenth Street Bridge. $3,000,000 2010 

Y~BA COU~!Y.~E!j\lHM~~-T gF PUBLIC WORKS/ TIER 1: PUBLICLYfJJNDED.,.," 
YU815370 Route 70 Motorolex Construct new interchange, south of Algodon Road. (Phase 1) $1,305,000 $13,202,000 2006 

YUB15580 Route 65 at Construct interchange to accommodate traffic from the Yuba County Motorplex. $700,000 $700,000 2004 
Forty Mile Road 

YUB15360 Route 70 at Construct interchange as part of the Plumas Lake Specific Plan. $8,000,000 2010 
Feather River Boulevard 

Y~B15375 Route 70 Construct RR grade separation a~d bridge for new interchange, south of Algodon Road. (Phase 2). $2,826,000 $13,202,000 2008 
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LETTER257 

CONTROL TRAFFIC CONGESTION INITIATIVE 
COMMITTEE (MEASURE Y) 

P. 0. Box 618, Camino, CA 95709 

Heidi Tschudin, General Plan Project Manager 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Re: General Plan Comments 

Dear General Plan Team: 

July 15, 2003 
-u 
r··· 
)>· 

2: ::r, 2 2: r· t r.-
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Please receive and place in the record these General Plan comments from the Measure Y 
Committee. 

Road Constrained (RC) Plan -
Land Use and Circulation Element Comments 

Introductory and General Comments 

The Road Constrained (RC) Plan, and in particular its Circulation Element, offers the 
best effort at implementing voter-approved Measure Y and, in our view, at implementing 
responsible planning that ties additional discretionary approvals to realistic estimates of 
future road capacity. Its key policies are its definition of concurrency (i.e. to include 
"latent demand") and its more conservative and realistic assumptions about the capacity 
of Hwy 50 over the next 20 years. However, the stated rationale of the RC Plan in its 
Introductory section and some of its key implementing policies are unnecessarily 
arbitrary and restrictive. Suggested revisions to these policies are discussed below. These 
proposed revisions do not alter the land use projections or the impacts of the Plan, but 
they do make the Plan more flexible and adaptable as the County's road plan evolves 
over time. 

While it is a strength of the RC Plan that it sets a strict connection between road capacity 
and new discretionary residential approvals, its weakness is that it still anticipates more 
growth than the road plan can accommodate. The RC Plan ultimately fails to accomplish 
the desired goal of completely balancing land use and circulation because the RC Plan, 
like all the equal weight Plans, assumes that previously approved development 
agreement<.; (i.e. "existing commitments") as well as individual vacant parcels (both 
together comprising what is called "latent demand) arc "givens" that will be built 
regardless of the traffic or any other impacts. 
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Despite this weakness, the RC' Plan's Circulation Element assumptions and policies offer 
protection against traffic impacts far more securely than either the 96 Plan or the 
Environmentally Constrained (EC) Plan. This is because these other two Plans make 
assumptions about the capacity of Hwy 50 that are, at best, uncertain, and then allow 
additional discretionary approvals to be granted solely on the hope and promise of these 
uncertain highway improvements. 

We discuss in some detail in our DEIR comments our concerns about the underfunding of 
the road plans in all the alternatives and the uncertainties surrounding the widening of 
Hwy 50 which serves as a central assumption of the higher growth 96 and EC Plans. We 
cite DOT Director Matt Boyer's 4/9/03 memo to the Board as evidence of these complex 
and perhaps unsolvable problems. We would encourage anyone interested in the General 
Plan process to read this lengthy memo. While it proposes no solutions to the multiple 
and inter-related problems it identifies, it serves a useful purpose by bringing these 
important issues into the public debate and decision-making process. 

Measure Y did not create the congestion and funding problems we have today, and 
Measure will not completely solve them. What Measure Y will do, when incorporated 
into a General Plan that makes a serious and genuine attempt to implement its policies, is 
to require "existing commitments" to fully pay for the traffic impacts it causes, and to 
prohibit the creation of additional "existing commitments" unless and until it can be 
demonstrated that real solutions are in place to solve the complex circulation and funding 
problems we face. 

For these reasons, and with the incorporation of the revisions and suggestions provided 
here as well as in our DEIR comments, the Measure Y Committee supports the Road 
Constrained Plan as the preferred basis for the General Plan. There may be policies and 
mapping details in either the 96 and EC Plans that offer better approaches to non-traffic 
related concerns, and these should be considered for inclusion in the final Road 
Constrained Plan on a case by case basis. 

Finally, when it is recognized that the best of the equal weight Plans - the RC Plan - will 
still allow growth that will overwhelm the proposed transportation system (because of 
latent demand), we would hope that the County will give serious consideration to the two 
non-equal weight alternatives that the DEIR acknowledges would significantly lessen the 
environmental impacts associated with future development and offer a more efficient and 
effective road system. These are "Alternative #8, Modified Development Agreements" 
and "Alternative #9, Modified El Dorado Hills Development South of Hwy 50". We 
think the County is being overly cautious in its complete "hands off'' approach to the 
Development Agreements, especially when it is acknowledged that these "existing 
commitments" make up the largest percentage of what will be built by 2025. For 
example, we think there is a strong legal basis supporting the notion that the timing or 
phasing of building permits issued under the Development Agreements can be controlled 
if this is necessary to comply with the level of service standards that existed when the 
DA's were approved. The suggestions made in Alternative #9, which address 
modifications to the Business Park, Valley View, and Carson Creek, are useful and seem 

2 
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quite feasible. For reasons particular to each of these three major components of south of 
Hwy 50 growth, the opportunity exists to modify land use plans in this area to reduce 
traffic congestion. If we understand this correctly, the concepts of Alternative #9 are 
reflected in the DEIR in proposed mitigation option 5.4-l(b). We hope the County will 
incorporate Alternative #9 by adopting this mitigation option. 

Specific comments: 

l) RC Plan, page 8 - The "Summary Description of This General Plan" begins with a 
first sentence that properly identifies the purpose of the plan: 

"This General Plan was designed around the concept that land use would be limited by 
the size of U.S. Highway 50 and by restrictions on the subdivision of residential lands." 

However this summary goes on to improperly state that this limit on the size of Highway 
50 would be a self-imposed County policy: 

" ... the County provides policy direction discouraging the expansion of U.S. Highway 50 to 
more than six mixed flow/high occupancy vehicle lanes ... " 

Such a County policy discouraging additional lanes on Hwy 50 makes little sense if it is 
known that previously approved but not yet constructed residential growth (i.e. existing 
commitments) will overwhelm the capacity of a six lane Hwy 50. The County's traffic 
modeling shows that this is the case in all the plans, including the RC Plan. Furthermore, 
such a County policy makes little sense when the decision to widen Hwy 50 in El Dorado 
County can only occur in concert with a decision to also widen it in Sacramento County, 
and such decisions must be determined on a regional basis by SACOG as affim1ed in its 
Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). 

There is, however, a sound rationale for basing the RC Plan on a six lane Hwy 50, and 
that rationale is that such a configuration is consistent with current long term regional 
plans as reflected in the recently adopted 2025 MTP. This rationale offers a conservative 
approach for land use planning when compared with the other three equal weight Plans 
which allow new discretionary residential subdivisions to be approved based on the more 
speculative assumption that SACOG will amend its MTP, fund, and build additional 
mixed use lanes on Hwy 50 within the next 20 years. 

In addition to the Hwy 50 issue, the RC Plan and its Summary Description should state 
that it limits residential development until such time that the County has identified full 
funding for the General Plan's road plan. (This revision of the Summary Description will 
be appropriate if the new Goal and Policy recommended in comment #2 below is 
adopted.) 

Therefore, the Summary Description should be revised as follows: (strikethrough5 of 
deleted language and bold for new language): 

3 
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"This General Plan was designed around the concept that land use would be limited by the ~ 

capacity of U.S. Highway 50, by the uncertainty of the full funding and concurrent delivery 

of needed road improvements, and by restrictions on the subdivision of residential lands. This 

General Plan assumes that U.S. Highway 50 will be expanded through 2025 consistent with 

the Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP), and further assumes that previously 

approved residential development will proceed to construction regardless of the impacts on 

U.S. Highway 50. 

Under this Plan, the County provides policy direction disemu:agiag the e*f)assiea ef U.S. 

High·vay 50 to mere time six mixed flev.r,lkigh eeeH:paaey vehiele lanes from the western eeunty 

line te Saiagle S13rings. Te eas1:1re that traffie rnmaias at aa aeeeptaeie le • el ef ser, iee 

encouraging the regional approval of plans to add capacity to Hwy 50 through highway 

widening, transit, and/or more efficient land use policy, while alse limiting any additional 

discretionary subdivision of residential lands to a maximum of four new parcels until such time 
that sufficient additional capacity to U.S. Highway 50 is available and full funding of the 

County's road plan is identified" 

........... (continue as written) 

Land Use Element comments 

2) RC, page 26 - A new Goal (identified as Goal LU-1, with existing goals renumbered) 
should be included in the "Development in Community Regions and Rural Centers" 
section of the Land Use Element of the RC Plan (This goal should reflect the intent of the 
revised Summary Description discussed above): 

New Goal - "To limit residential development based on the capacity of a feasible 
and fully funded road plan." 

a) New Policy -
" Prior to approval of a residential development project of five or more units or 
parcels of land, the County shall find that funding mechanisms are in place to ensure 
that adequate funds will be available to construct the roadway system identified in the 
Transportation and Circulation Element, and that this roadway system is consistent 
with regional plans as listed in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan." 

4 
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This policy, which is intended to replace proposed Policy LU-lb (see below), more 
closely captures the intent of the RC Plan. It is also consistent with the Measure Y 
policies TC-ld and TC-le included in the Circulation Element. This policy is 
especially appropriate for inclusion in the RC Plan, for this Plan's explicit intent is 
to constrain growth by the capacity of a feasible circulation system, and if 
"feasible" doesn't include assurance of adequate overall capacity and an identified 
funding mechanism, then "feasible" is nothing more than an engineer's assurance 
that something can be engineered and built. While this proposed policy is 
restrictive, it is less restrictive than current Policy LU-lb. Unlike LU-lb, this new 
policy ties the constraint on major subdivisions to a central GP concern - an 
adequate and fully funded road plan. LU-lb ties the constraint to nothing. 

b) Policy LU-lb - This policy should be deleted if the new policy in (2.a) above is J 
added. This policy creates an arbitrary and permanent prohibition on all residential · 
subdivisions of 5 or more parcels, without any attempt to tie this prohibition to any 
road capacity issue. 

c) Policy LU-7a (D)-This policy, which addresses the requirements for General 
Plan amendments should be revised to add the phrase: " .• . that this roadway system 
is consistent with regional plans as listed in the Metropolitan Transportation Plan ... ". 
Ensuring full funding for necessary road projects before General Plan amendments 
are approved is a important requirement, however it is equally important that such 
road improvements that require inclusion in the MTP such as Hwy 50 are, in fact, 
included in the MTP. 

Transportation Element comments: 

3) Goal TC-0 - The County should not have a policy discouraging road improvements 
to Hwy 50. This goal should be revised to encourage improvements, as follows: 

" The County shall encourage the regional approval of plans to add capacity to 
Hwy 50 through highway widening and/or transit, while continuing to base land 
use planning on the approved regional plans for Hwy 50 as listed in the MTP.'' 

4) Concurrency policies in light of the uncertainties of widening Hwy 50 and the 
uncertaintie.~ of funding for the overall transportation plan -
As preface and context to the comments below, much of the policy effort in the 
Circulation Element of the RC and EC Plans is intended to clarify the definition and 
enforcement of concurrency requirements on new development. 1 In essence, the 

1 The 96 Plan makes no such effort. The 96 Plan simply "pa~tes in" the five Measure Y policies without 
any attempt to define terms or assure internal consistency. 
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concurrency question is: how do we assure that needed road improvements are 
constructed in a timely, concurrent manner as additional traffic from new development 
occurs? However, consideration of concurrency policies presupposes that there is, over 
the 20-year time horizon of the General Plan, an overall balance between the growth 
projected in the Land Use Element and the transportation system proposed in the 
Circulation Element. If that longer tem1 balance is assured or even likely, then the 
discussion of concurrency is useful and logical because it directs attention to the relief of 
short term traffic impacts. If, on the other hand, the facts suggest that this longer tem1 
balance between projected land use and projected road improvements is uncertain and 
perhaps even unlikely, then the premise that short term impacts will only be short term is 
undermined. 

At this point, none of the Plans can off er this long range assurance. In the case of the RC 
Plan, we know that the latent demand portion of growth in and of itself will overwhelm 
the six lanes plan for Hwy 50 as well as other county road segments. As for the other 
three Plans, the appearance of sufficient capacity on Hwy 50 is created by the 
unsubstantiated assumption that Hwy 50 will be widened to 8 lanes, though we know that 
this major regional road project is quite uncertain, especially as it has been excluded from 
the recently adopted 2025 MTP and has no identified funding. In addition, none of the 
Plans address the overall funding shortfall that DOT Director Matt Boyer has discussed 
in his 4/9/03 memo to the Board. 

Therefore, the combination of unresolved system-wide funding issues and the fact that 
Hwy 50 widening to 8 lanes is uncertain makes difficult a useful discussion of 
appropriate short term concurrency policies, for what is appropriate will depend on one's 
perception of this long term uncertainty. (The adoption of the new policy suggested in 
(2a) above would help assure that the cumulative impacts wiU be addressed over the long 
term.) In any case, it appears that we must proceed with approving a new General Plan 
despite the uncertainty regarding the funding and constmction of the proposed road 
systems. 

The General Plan must reveal and discuss the uncertainties regarding the widening 
of Hwy 50 and the uncertainties of funding the overall road plan. If these 
uncertainties are not addressed in the Plans themselves, then, at a minimum, they 
must be revealed and addressed in the EIR For what good is it to tell the Board 
and the public that proposed land use will be balanced by proposed road 
improvements without revealing the extent to which this desired outcome is under 
funded and uncertain? (Since this is both a General Plan and DEIR comment, it is 
repeated in the DEIR comments.) 

5) Policy TC-ld-The first sentence of this policy is Measure Y Policy 35161. It must 
be included in the General Plan and cannot be removed or revised without votcr
approval. 

6 
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a) The threshold standard for "worsen" in the second sentence of TC-1 d states 
that it is to be based on "traffic using the facility at the time of issuance of a use or 
occupancy permiL .. " This may give the false impression that a determination of 
compliance with this policy is intended to be deferred until the time that a use or 
occupancy pe1mit is requested. Having this determination occur after discretionary 
approval is granted would be inconsistent with TC-1 e which requires a finding "before 
giving approval of any kind" that the project complies with TC-Id (as well as TC-If, 
TC-lg, and TC-lh.). Therefore, TC~ld must be written in a way that makes it dear 
that compliance shall be determined at the time of project approval. 

b) The l % threshold suggested in TC-ld policy would provide reasonable 
flexibility by allowing small, short term impacts to occur so long as it is reasonably 
certain that the County's overall road plan will provide sufficient capacity to 
accommodate all GP growth, and that it is reasonably certain that this road plan will be 
fully funded and constructed during the time horiwn of the General Plan. However, if 
the overall road plan is determined to be insufficient to accommodate all expected growth 
by 2025, and/or if the financial feasibility of the road plan is reasonably uncertain~ then 
this 1 % threshold would be inappropriate because it would allow incremental worsening 
leading to a significant cumulative impact. For example, ten projects each adding 1 % 
more traffic to Hwy 50 would make congestion 10% worse on that over-subscribed 
highway. Unfortunately, none of the equal weight GP alternatives can provide the 
necessary assurance that its overall road plan is reasonably certain to be funded and built. 
DOT director Matt Boyer's April 2003 memo to the Board begins to lay out the massive 
problems in funding. In addition, there are unique uncertainties tied to any proposed 
widening of Hwy 50 because it is a major and unfunded multi-county project requiring 
construction in both Sacran1ento County and El Dorado County and adoption into 
SA COG' s Metropolitan Transportation Plan (MTP). None of the equal weight Plans can 
reasonably assure that the cumulative additional traffic on Hwy 50 will be 
accommodated. Three of those Plans (NP, 96, and EC) assume, with nothing substantive 
to support this a~sumption, that 8 lanes will be constructed well before 2025 to 
accommodate expected traffic, even though such widening is not a listed project in the 
2025 MTP and even though such a project faces unique and significant political, legal, 
and funding obstacles. The RC Plan, which more reasonably assumes that Hwy 50 will be 
improved only with the extension of HOV lanes consistent with the MTP, presents the 
problem that these limited improvements to Hwy 50 will be insufficient to accommodate 
all projected growth in the Plan. This has been confirmed by the County's traffic 
modeling. So, none of the four Plans provide any assurance that their road plans can 
adequately accommodate the cumulative traffic expects from their land use elements. 
Therefore, the l % threshold proposed in TC- ld shall be revised to state: 

"A 'no additional traffic' threshold shall apply to the determination of 'worsen'." 

Alternatively, policy language should be added to this policy or an additional policy 
that states that a more flexible l % threshold shall be applied at such time that the 
County can make a finding that 

" •.• the cumulative traffic impacts of the General Plan can he accommodated by a fully 
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funded county road plan, and that the County's long range road plan is consistent 
with the MTP. 

c) The implementation of TC-Id requires more than a threshold definition for 
"worsen". It also requires a definition of the base condition to which the project's traffic 
will be added. TC-li provides this definition, but appears to apply it only at the stage of 
development when a building permit is issued. It is necessary to incorporate this 
definition in TC-ld so that a finding of compliance with this policy can occur at the time 
of project approval. 

Therefore, the last sentence now included in Policy TC-li should be inserted 
into TC-ld (i.e. "The determination of compliance with this requirement shall be based 
on the sum of: (1) existing traffic; (2) traffic generated from the project; and (3) latent 
demand (traffic forecasted from all approved projects and all ministerial approvals). 

6) TC-le is Measure Y Policy 3215. It must be included in the General Plan and cannot 
be removed or revised without voter-approval. TC-le is the key compliance policy of 
Measure Y because it requires a finding, at the time of project approval, that the proposed 
project complies with the other four Measure Y polices (i.e. TC-Id, If, lg, and lh). 

7) TC- lf is Measure Y Policy 35162. It must be included in the General Plan and cannot 
be removed or revised without voter-approval. 

8) TC-lg is Measure Y Policy 3224. It must be included in the General Plan and cannot 
be removed or revised without voter-approval. 

9) TC-lh is Measure Y Policy 3225. It must be included in the General Plan and cannot 
be removed or revised without voter-approval. This policy is essential to the 
implementation of the RC Plan's TC-lo (TC-ln in the EC Plan). See comments on TC-lo 
below. 

10) TC-li-
a) As written, TC-li appears to apply to all building permits (discretionary and 

ministelial; residential and non-residential). While this would be desirable to fulfill the 
goal of concmTency, we presume that the County has not intended this broad reach based 
on statements in the DEIR to the effect that concurrency policies cannot be applied to 
"existing commitments". 

( 1) This policy should be revised to clarify which types of building pennits will 
be held to this standard. 

(2) If the intent of TC-li is to apply to project5 identified in TC-ld and TC-le 
(i.e. Measure Y policies 35161 and 3215), then this policy it should be identified as a 
condition of approval for projects subject to TC-Id and TC-le. 

(3) If it is also intended to apply to new minor residential subdivisions (four or 
fewer parcels), then this should be stated. 

(4) The county should explore the option of applying this standard to all building 
permits to the fuUest extent allowed by the law. For "existing commitments" this may 
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mean controlling the pace of development if the LOS standards for Hwy 50 applicable to f. 
that development agreement cannot be met. J 

b) TC-li, found in both the RC and EC Plans, includes two vital definitions that are 
defined differently in the RC and EC Plans (The 96 Plan does not attempt to define 
"worsen" at all.) In the RC Plan, the first of these definitions requires the construction of 
needed road improvements prior to the issuance of a building permit. The EC Plan 
requires such construction or that adequate funding is encumbered and road 
improvements are programmed. The second definition addressed in TC- li is the base 
condition against which the project's traffic will be modeled to determine "worsen". The 
RC Plan uses the "existing + latent demand + project" definition, while the EC Plan uses 
the "existing + project" definition. 

For the RC Plan, TC-H should be revised to combine these definitions as 
follows: 
"Prior to the issuance of a building permit, project traffic should be modeled using 
both the "existing + project" and the "existing + latent demand + project" 
standards. Road improvements needed based on the "existing + project" standard 
must be constructed immediately. Road improvements needed based on the 
"existing + latent demand + project" definition shall either be constructed or 
adequate funding encumbered and road improvements programmed." 

This more complex formulation will properly require consideration of latent demand, but 
would not require immediate construction of road improvements that are not needed 
immediately. 

c) The first sentence of TC-1 i states that "the developer shall construct all road 
improvements necessary to regional and local roadways ... " This word construction may 
suggest that an unreasonable financial burden is placed on a single developer, a burden 
that may well be beyond the direct impact of that development. This should be revised 
to make clear that it is not intended to require exactions beyond the legal nexus, but 
that the County shall use its police powers to deny a building permit "unless the 
developer can demonstrate and the County confirm that all road improvements 
necessary to regional and local roadways are constructed or, as applicable, that 
adequate funding for needed road improvements has been encumbered and the 
improvements programmed". 

The important distinction to be made here is that a developer cannot be required to pay 
for miles of freeway lanes or a new interchange all by himself; however, the County can 
and should deny project approval if such needed roads improvements can't be funded and 
built. The requirements of TC-1 i should be identified as a condition of approval in Policy 
TC-le. 

11) TC- I j - This policy is intended to ensure completion of the road projects required in J 
TC- l i. If TC- Ii is modified as suggested in 9b above, then this pol icy must also be 'J/ 
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modified, since some road facilities would be required to be constructed immediately 
(based on the "existing + project" standard, while others could be deferred based on the 
"existing+ latent demand + project" standard. Modification of TC-lj would make clear 
that the road facilities required to be constructed immediately per TC-li have, in fact, 
been constructed and are open to traffic at the time a use or occupancy permit is issued. 

12) TC-lo - This policy identifies a sequence of priorities for the expenditure of 
discretionary road funds to fix existing deficiencies. It is appropriate given the 
significant funding shortfall that exists to pay for all the potential projects that would fit 
into the three identified categories. Measure Y Policies 3224 and 3225 (incorporated into 
the RC and EC Plans as TC-lg and TC-lh) serve the vital purpose of maximizing the 
availability of discretionary county road funds by assuring that such limited funds are 
used to meet the purposes identified in this policy. This policy should be retained. 

Housing Element comments (All Plans): 

13) Existing supply of vacant land for affordable housing - The Vacant Land Survey 
Summary (Table H0-28) and the discussion of this survey in the text make clear that 
there is no land supply problem for affordable housing based on the existing supply of 
suitable vacant land outside the Development Agreements. Would it be correct to 
conclude, therefore, that the lower growth equal weight alternatives, i.e. Road 
Constrained and No Project, would both provide an adequate supply of vacant land for 
affordable housing? 

14) Enforcement - In public forums on the Housing Element, it is often heard that the 
County is at risk of a lawsuit from the State if it fails to meet its affordable housing 
targets, with the example of the City of Folsom often cited. This raises this questions: 
If the County's Housing Element is accepted by the State, yet the County continues to fall 
short of its affordable housing target, what are the likely methods of enforcement by the 
State? It is our understanding that the enforcement tool used against the City of Folsom 
was to restrict that city's authority to issue building permits to high end housing until the 
City did something to improve affordable housing opportunities. Is this the most likely 
enforcement tool, i.e. to restrict or temporarily revoke the County's ministerial land use 
authority? ff so, might such a state imposed restriction have the beneficial result of 
encouraging the owners of properties covered by Development Agreements to improve 
their contribution to the actual construction of affordable housing? 

10 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft General Plan. We understand that 
the County may not reply formally to General Plan comments as they will DEIR 
comments. We are submitting these comments at this time in the hopes that they will help 
in the decision-making process. We may submit revisions or additions in the future if this 
appears appropriate. 

Sincerely, 

Barry Wasserman, 
on behalf of the Measure Y Committee. 
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LETTER258 

COOPER, lHORNE & ASSOCIATES, INC. 

July 15, 2003 
File: 99-108-001 

Peter Maurer, Principal Planner 
EL DORi\DO COUNTY 
Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court, Bldg. C 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Subject: General Plan Comment-APN 108-540-,21, 108-530-39 

Dear Peter: 

03JUL 15 

The land use map for the General Plan Alternatives place the subject land under the following 
designations: 

ROADWAY CONSTRAINED SIX-LANE PLUS 
Low Density Residential 

ENVIRONMENTALLY CONSTRAINED ALTERNATIVE 
Open Space 

NO PROJECT/1996 ALTERNATIVE 
High Density Residential 

l: 11 

The attached exhibit shows the current parcel zoning, i.e. 4.54 acres R-1, and 9 .85 acres Open Space. 

I request that the Adopted General Plan respect the zoning as shown on the exhibit. The reasons for my 
request are that: 
1. The R-1 portion of the property is suitable for a minimum of two future dwelling units. 
2. Fire safe access has been provided to the R-1 zone property. 
3. Public water and sewer are available to the site. 

Thank you in advance for your efforts. 

OCIA TES, INC. 

Da 

cc: Rick Beasley 
Tom Reid 

Enclosure( s) 

DRC'J!b 
F:10-CTA OFFICE\99108. I Cambridge Oaks 3 & 4\L-DRC.071503-Maurer-GP Commont Lot A.doc 

David E. OJOPCY, P.E. David R Crosariol, P.E. f,d D. Brawn, LS. Kevin A Heeney, LS. 
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CAMBRIDGE OAKS UNIT NO. 3 
BEING A PORTION Of THE N. 1 /2 Of SECTION 8, T.9 N., R.9 E., M.D.M. 

c; ,c·; L\ 

BEING A PORTION or R.S. 23-21 
County of El Dorado, State of California 
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Clarence Dilts 
3460 Highway 49 

Placerville, CA. 95667 

15 July 2003 

El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fair Lane Ct. 
Placervllle, CA. 95667 

LETTER259 

03 JUL I 5 AH 10: 2 7 

RECEIVED 
PLANNING DEPARTMENT 

Subject: El Dorado County General Plan Draft EIR Comments 

Dear General Plan Team: 

The DEIR lists the objectives of the project as including 
maintenance of the County's natural beauty and environmental 
quality, a strong economy supported by agriculture, resource 
extraction, tourism, research and development and services; 
development occurring in separate communities separated by open 
space; availability of sufficient public services and utilities 
concurrent with development; a safe, efficient transportation 
system; a jobs/housing balance including affordable housing; and, 
sufficient park and recreation facilities. 

Particularly because of the constraints of surface water and 
transportation costs on future development, I believe the adoption 
of Alternative #12, Compact Development, is most appropriate. It 
is the only alternative that allows further growth while 
minimizing impacts to the quality of life and services of existing 
residents, and meeting the objectives of the project. I note also 
that the DEIR considered Alternative #12 to be the environmentally 
superior alternative among all the alternatives considered. 

I strongly urge the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors adopt 
Alternative #12. Other mitigation measures may also be 
incorporated if they feasibly mitigate identified impacts. 

Sincerely, 
/J J ;/) M/~ !Jldi 

Clarence Dilts 
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, Jul-!S-03 09:44am From-EL DORADO BUILDERS' EXCHANGE 

July 15, 2003 

Board of Supervisors 
El Dorado County 

LETTER260 

mms T-23& P. 002/003 F-063 

Re: Selection of a Gena-al Plan from the Alternatives provided by the Planning Commission 

Dear Supervisors: 

The Fl Dorado Builders' Exchange strongly endorses the 1996 General Plan Alternative from the 
four choices provided by the County. The .Exchange collaborated with five organizations 
representing a large portion of the Countys communities~ and collectively. we concur that the 
1996 General Plan Alternative is the best Plan. Each Supervisor will recei\re an extensive review 
of comments in support of the 1996 General Plan Alternative drafted by the this collaboration: El 
Dorado Business Alliance. 

Strong rupport of the 1996 General Plan comes from the fact that it represents the· consensus of 
the C.ounty at ia:rge. It has had more public review, more public comment, and complies with 
more of the State mandates. 

The No Project Alternative offers only negative impacts for all the elements of the County, and J 
we feel it would be detrimental to the County by working against the Coumy"s best interests. 

The Constraint plans have received most of the negative public comment. First of all. many 
landowners {also known as •voters" and "taxpayers") are outraged by the reduction in property 
rights. Areas within both of the Constraint. Alternatives have been designated for rezoning, 
experience parcel division reductions, or lose community starus. These drastic measures devalue 
many properties, robbing landowners of their property rights. The El DoTado Builders' Exchange 
wants to educate the Supervisors that when a community status changes from "community' to 
"rural area''.,. there is no allowance for commercial construction. Rather than producing a no
growth co.ndition, this concept stowiy reduces the community. devatnmg associated property. 
Schools will face closure and the people will leave as inftastructural growth dies on the vine. 
Wrthout the possmility of commercial developm~ these areas lose all appeal as assets to El 
Dora.do County. 

Page 1 of2 

3430 Robin Lane #7 
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Phone (530) 672~2955 
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Jul-!5-03 09:44am From-EL DORADO BUILDERS' EXCHANGE 6722985 r-m P. 0031003 HG3 

Also, the Constraint Alternatives mandate implementation of programs, reporting, procedures, ] 
and requirements that wiD be extremely costly and time consuming to the County. Reality is that 
El Dorado County is already suffering financial woes. Selecting either of the Constraint 
Alternatives plac.es the County much farther into debt, reducing economic viability of our 
resources as we prepare to inherit ow- share of the State,s economic recess. 

None of the Alternatives provides a pelfect: solution set for the entire community, but the 1996 ] 
General Plan is the most constructive. Right now, it is important to get a Plan selected and in · 
place. Right now, it is important to secure El Dorado County's wate.r rights and get Land Use · 
rights back into the bands of the County. Right now, it is crucial we move assertively to reduce 
debt and keep EI Dorado County economically safe and prosperous throughout. Later, we can 
discuss amendments to produce the Paka Plan. 

As the noble leaders of El Dorado County~ it is your responsibility to see the big picture and ] 
choose a plan tlw wisely compromises the best choices from among our economic wcl&.re, 
continued prosperous growth, and provisions that protect the County from lawsuits. The El 
Do.rado Builders' Exchange encourages each Supervisor to vote in support of the 1996 General 
Plan Alternative as it stands, with the insight that forthcoming amendments can perfect the Plan. 
It is the onlJ Phm that meets all the above listed qualities. 

Conroe Dolan 
Executive Director 
El Dorado Builders' Exchange 

Page2of2 
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The El Dorado Business Alliance 
P.O. Box 121, Shingle Springs, CA 95682 

July 15, 2003 

General Plan Team 
El Dorado County Planning Department 
2850 Fairlane Court 
Placerville, CA 95677 

Dear General Plan Team: 

LETTER261 

The El Dorado Business Alliance (BA), representing more than 6,500 individuals and businesses in El Dorado County, ] 
has reviewed the draft General Plan (GP) and offers the attached comment paper. We wholeheartedly and 261. 
unanimously endorse the adoption of the 1996 General Plan Alternative as expeditiously as possible. 
We believe that adopting the 1996 General Plan Alternative will best serve the community's needs and wm require the 
least amount of time, cost and effort to return El Dorado County's land use authority. 

The attached comments are the result of many hours of work by the BA General Plan Committee which has been ] 
analyzing the Four Equal Weighted Alternatives and Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) since their release to 
the pubiic. Although the BA's effort was significant, we recognize it was not necessarily unique. Throughout the 
county many individuals and groups have expended an unprecedented amount of time and effort to engage in the 
General Plan process. The BA urges the GP Team to seriously consider all GP Comments, which is critical for the 
process to be successful and meaningful to participants and residents. 

Our comments are organized in the following manner: 

] BA Executive Summary and Endorsement 
BA General Comments - significant issues and concerns on GP 
BA Specific Comments - specific issues and concerns on Elements 
Appendix - important policy issues for discussion after adoption of the Preferred Alternative 

The undersigned, representing each of the six member organizations that comprise the El Dorado Business Alliance, J 
join in unanimous endorsement of the 1996 General Plan Alternative, and submit these comments for your 
consideration. 

BuJlding Industry Association of Superior California (BIASC} mbers Commission 

~,~.(bel 
Damon Polk, Field Advocate 

El Dorado Forum 

~~.~~ 
Richard W. Russell, Director 

El Dorado County Association of Realtors {EDCAR} 

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 Association of Realtors (EDCAR), 
El Dorado County Joint Chambers Commission, El Dorado Forum and Surveyors, Architects, Geologists and 
Engineers (SAGE). 
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The El Dorado Business Alliance 
P.O. Box 121, Shingle Springs, CA 95682 

Comments on El Dorado County General Plan & 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Executive Summary 

The El Dorado Business Alliance (BA) wholeheartedly endorses the 1996 Alternative as the 
preferred El Dorado County (EDC) General Plan Alternative. The following organizations are 
members of the Business Alliance: 

• The El Dorado Forum 
• The El Dorado Builders' Exchange 
• The EDC Joint Chambers Commission 
• The EDC Association of Reaftors (EOCAR) 
• The Building Industry Association of Superior California (BIASC) 
• Surveyors, Architects, Geologists and Engineers of El Dorado County (SAGE) 

Collectively this endorsement represents more than 6,500 individuals and companies with a stake in the 
economic, social, educational and individual well being of EDC. Recognizing the Board of Supervisors has 
put in place a process that will determine the General Plan content, the Business Alliance recommends the 
1996 Alternative as the Alternative to serve as a base plan. We have ma.de suggestions throughout this 
letter to enhance thjs recommendation. 

The 1996 General Plan Alternative (GPA) is the only Alternative that can claim to be a product of extensive 
public input and deliberation and this Alternative returns the county's land use authority more quickly then 
do the others under consideration. The 1996 GPA is also the only one to have already undergone a review 
through the court system and it was deemed to have satisfactorily met aH provisions of St.ate Generat Plan 
law once specific environmental issues were remedied. EOC staff has now addressed these issues in a · 
highly documented process resulting in the Draft: Environment.al Impact Report (DBR). With the exhaustive 
application of the caufornia Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by staff in the DBR, the 1996 Alternative is 
best poised to withstand additional fegal challenges. 

With the timing of adoption of a new General Plan of utmost importance to the community (based on our 
need to secure the use of currently conditioned water supplies alone!) we note that many of the steps and 
tasks associated with implementation of a GP were complete or underway between 1996-1999 when the 
1996 General Plan was in effect. Conversely both the Environmentally Constrained and Roadway 
Constrained Alternatives indude new programs, procedures, department responsibilities and new suggested 
time frames in which to implement these features. The Business AIHance is very concerned that it will take 
years, and significant new revenue sources, to implement these timeframes and EDC will be seriously 
harmed and adversely impacted economically by the foss of our ability to secure much needed water. 

The El Dorado Business Alliance is made up of the following organizations: The Building Industry 
Association of Superior California (BIASC), El Dorado Builders' Exchange, EDC Association of Realtors 
(EDCAR), EDC Joint Chambers Commission, El Dorado Forum and Surveyors, Architects, Geologists and 
Engineers (SAGE). 
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The Business Alliance (BA) has identified the following major strengths, which lead us to endorse the 1996 
GP Alternative over the Constrained Alternatives. In order to be as concise as possible throughout this 
paper, we've adopted the following abbreviations: 

GP: 
NPA: 
RCA: 
ECA: 
1996GPA: 
DEIR: 
EDC: 
BA: 

General Plan 
No Project Alternative 
Roadway Constrained Alternative 
Environmentally Constrained Alternative 
1996 General Plan Alternative 
Draft Environmental Impact Report 
El Dorado County 
El Dorado Business Alliance (aka "Business Alliance'1 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goats and objectives of the Land Use Element 
because it will result in the least amount of acreage subject to down zoning, and it more thoroughly 
acknowledges the importance of EDC's heritage by recognizing our historic communities. 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Circulation Element 
because it is consistent with cattran's future plan for Highway 50 as set forth in their Transportation 
Concept Report (TCR), whereas the RCA is not. The 1996 GPA also provides designations that are 
sufficiently flexible to allow for adequate long range infrastructure planning. 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for satisfying the County's Housing Element because it provides 
the greatest flexibility for meeting state;,.mandated housing requirements and it recognizes and 
accounts for population projections of the State Department of Finance (DOF) through 2025. (Even 
with EDC's housing approval process constrained since 1999 by the Writ of Mandate, the DOF has 
provided the most accurate population projections available. To wit, in 1986 DOF projected an EDC 
population of 158,000 people by 2002. The actual population of EDC in 2002 was 156,000 people.) 
Most importantly, the 1996 GPA best meets the needs of providing housing for families.· 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Public Services and 
Utilities Element because it has served as the basis for which pubtic utiUties have planned, 
arranged financing, designed and constructed public infrastructure. 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Health, Safety and 
Noise Element because it best addresses actual impacts of realistic future population projections in 
EOC. 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Conservation and 
Open Space Element because it best balances development with open space and creates a 
funding source for open space. The 1996 GPA also best allows for utilization of our natural 
resources while providing the most incentives for private property owners to preserve open space 
through flexible planning tools such as planned developments, dustering and mixed-use projects. 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goats and objectives of the Agriculture and 
forestry Element because it addresses actual issues and real needs of the agriculture and forest 
industries, and avoids application of radical policies that might threaten the health and safety of the 
community. {For example: prohibiting proven fire-safe practices based on a hands-off philosophy 
and approach to forest management) 

2 

 
        AR 13236



• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Parks and 
Recreation Element because it most accurately identifies the location of future populations and 
thus permits planning for necessary future facilities in a timely manner. 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Eoonomic 
Development Element because it provides the greatest amount of land zoned for job-producing 
(and revenue producing) commercial1 industrial, research and development property. It also 
establishes guidelines for land use that encourage the development of a strong economy by 
stimulating a balance between employment, housing and natural resources. 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Tahoe Basin Element 
because it is the only Alternative that includes the Tahoe Basin Element. 

• The 1996 GPA is superior in its treatment of Community Regions, Rural Centers and Rural Regions 
by providing for important public infrastructure and services. It contains policies that encourage 
improvement of public services for both existing and new residents. 

• The 1996 GPA outlines a Vision Statement of Principles, Goals and Objectives that is consis
tent between the Project Description and the Draft 2002 land Use Policies, but these policies appear 
to have been totally ignored in the Roadway and Environment.ally Constrained Alternatives. Toe 
following points are set forth in that Vision Statement as "Established by consensus in Community 
Workshops in 1990 and refined with further community input from 1992 to 1995, prior to adoption 
of the General plan in 1996": 

l. Maintain and protect EOC's natural beauty, environmental quality, rural character and 
economic viability. 

2. Cluster development to maintain community identities and protect open space. 
3. Adopt a Circulation PJan to recognize geographic limits and flexible road standards. 
4. Promote job growth by encouraging high-tech, tourism and resource-based businesses. 
5. Increase housing affordability through a variety of housing types. 
6. Encourage construction of a four-year college and ensure schools keep pace with growth. 
7. Improve and expand park and recreational facilities. 
8. Update the General Plan consistent with needs of the populace. 

• Judge Cicely Bond reviewed the 1996 GPA and determined that it had satisfactorUy met provisions of 
State General Plan law. The Writ of Mandate was very specific in pointing out this fa~ and if not 
for deficiencies under CEQA in the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR), the Writ would not 
have been levied. Given the exhaustive application of CEQA by staff in the OBR, the BA firmly 
believes the 1996 GPA is poised to withstand Judge Bond's review and allow for subsequent lifting 
of the Writ. 

• Many of the steps and tasks associated with implementation of a General Plan were completed or 
well underway between 1996 and 1999 when the 1996 GPA was in fact the County's adoptedGP. 
In contrast both the ECA and RCA indude implementation programs in which staff has identified 
procedure, department responsibility and suggested time frames to execute each GP policy. Toe BA 
is concerned that policies with 1-to-8 year implementation timeframes, without provisions for.interim 
processing, will significantly harm the county economically and further complicate an already slow 
and burdensome system. ] 

• The BA believes the concept of mixing components of different GP Alternatives to create ' 
a new Preferred Plan is m advised as it would likely create more a:mflids than it 
resolves. The BA opposes this oom:ept and finds it to be completely untenable, 
reinforcing our support for the 1996 GPA... 

3 

 
        AR 13237



General Comments 

• The 1996 GPA was conceived, designed and agreed to by the people -- not by consultants and staff] 
nor special interest groups. (Reference the original acknowledgements in the adopted 1996 General 
Plan.) For the purpose of consistency and public understanding, the RCA and ECA shoufd identify 
the individuals and organizations that contributed to the development of those Alternatives also. 

• Both the RCA and ECA were prepared by planning staff and, some would argue, have been heavily J 
influenced by special interest individuals. As noted above the 1996 GPA was the product of 
extensive public review and comment pr1or to its original adoption in 1996. 

• The presentation of four equally weighted GPs is confusing and unnecessarily burdensome. The 
traditional and legally acceptabte course of action is to designate a Preferred Alternative to the 
public and for CEQA review and compliance. ] 

• The original (8/6/01) Notice Of Preparation (NOP) identified the 1994 General Plan Alternative as l 
the "preferred" General Plan with four alternatives subject to CEQA analysis: (1) No Project (Writ) 
2) Roadway Constrained 3) Environmentally Constrained 4) 1996 Adopted General Plan. No 
additional NOP was issued to inform the public that EDC dropped the 1994 Preferred GP in favor of 
four equaUy weighted alternatives. · 

• As directed by the Board of Supervisors, Measure Y has been added to all the Alternatives, but none] 
includes a time limit. The initiative passed by voters required Measure Y to be voted on again in ten 
years or its provisions would sunset. Each of the Alternatives shoutd carry this provision as 
originally intended by Measure Y and as passed by the voters in 1998. 

• The need for adoption of an EDC General Plan is critical to the enhancement of EDC's existing and 
future water supplies as evidenced by the following: 

rv The State Water Board has awarded our county water right 2001-22 for 17,000 acre-feet of 
water, to be delivered through Project 184 under Condition 29, which requires a vaHd new 
General Plan including certain environmental protections. 

In Public law 101-514 "Fazio Water'', Congress directed the Bureau of Redamation (USBR) to 
contract with EOC for 15,000 acre-feet of water annually for which EDC has undertaken 
necessary environmental work to secure this contract, hinging on adoption of the GP. 

• It is likely that the El Dorado Hills incorporation effort will eventually be successful and should be 
addressed in each GP Alternative. This action is likely to have one of the greatest fiscaf and 
environmental impacts on EDC as any other single event in EDC's 25-year GP timeframe. We are 
concerned that the county has ignored this probabiHty in au GP Alternatives. Although the failure to 
discuss El Dorado HUis incorporation may not be fatal to the GP process, it should be addressed by 
both the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors to insure that incorporation can be 
accomplished in a reasonable manner without major future revisions to the General ?tan. 

• The Writ of Mandate, defined as the No Project Alternative, is not available either electronically on 
EDC's website or by CD rom. Accessing the Writ is restricted to paper copy only. Failure to provide 
an electronic version of the Writ, given the accessibility and low-cost technology that easiJy 
remedies this situation, has deprived the public of the opportunity to easily review a critical element 
of the process. At a minimum the Writ should be available on the EDC website as soon as possible 
to encourage public review of this critical element. 

4 
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Comments 
On 

General Plan Elements 

The following BA comments are on Specific Elements of the proposed General Plan 
Alternatives, and we specify in which Alternative the concept originated. We also employ 
the aforementioned abbreviations for the sake of time and space. 

Immediately following this section we have included an Appendix that sets forth 
policy comments not specific to one Alternative, but ideas and concepts made by our 
collective membership. The ideas and concepts expressed in this section would be discussed 
after adoption of the 1996 GP Alternative as the Preferred Alternative and/or would be 
included in discussions as the GP process moves forward. The Business Alliance considers 
these comments to be of enormous value to the process because they offer real world 
experience that should not be ignored. 

5 
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land Use Element 

• The 1996 GPA best protects and utilizes our historic Community Regions and Rural Centers, as it is 
the only Alternative to designate and consider the unique identity of 37 Community Regions and 
Rural Centers. Based on the 1996 GP process, residents demonstrated their strong sense of identity 
with these areas. Toe RCA and ECA disregard these historic areas and eliminate them, ignoring the 
trend towards permanent migration into these locations. The BA believes these historic Community 
Regions, in combination with the open space separating them, define the character of EDC and 
should remain int.act. 

• _ The RCA prohibits all commercial development in Rural Regions. This is inconsistent with the goals]•._ 
of both the Economic Development Element and Agricultural and Forestry Element which encourage 

· ancillary businesses that support or enhance agriculture and forest industries • 

• - The RCA proposes a GP policy which restricts the subdivision of land to four-by-four parcel splits J 
only, which may result in extreme environmental damage and will promote residential sprawt It is 
the worst planning option proposed among the General Plan Alternatives and should be eliminated 
from further consideration. 

• The 1996 GPA is the only Alternative that allows for planned communities and it is the best choice 
from which to negotiate future development proposals. There always exist a number of competing 
interests and trade-offs to be negotiated for a development proposal to move forward. Preservation 
and environmental enhancement programs, infrastructure improvements and public services all 
need a source of funding. GP policies that restrict development options wiU result in fewer 
opportunities to generate that funding and less money for preservation efforts. It is critical that EDC 
incorporate as much flexibility as possib1e in the land Use Bement to permit and encourage 
innovative ptanning solutior1s such as planned developments, dustering, redevelopment, mixed uses 
and tourist attraction. 

Circulation Element 

• · The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Circulation Element., J 
because it directly addresses EDC's transportation needs and existing and future traffic projections. 

• The 1996 GPA is the most visionary in recognizing the community's needs and presenting solutions ]-
to future issues. Rather than artificially constraining streets and roadways, ignoring existing traffic 
problems, and failing to allow much needed infrastructure for EDC's future, this Alternative 
recognizes the potential to provide community improvements that will meet the needs of local 
families« 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Circulation Element ] 
because Goals, Objectives and Policies are well defined, induding the accommodation of Measure Y. 
In the 1996 GPA development is required to fund infrastructure concurrent with growth. level of 
Service (LOS) f (gridlock) is only acceptable on a limited number of roads. 

6 
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Circulation Element ••• Continued 

• The RCA limits any expansion of Highway 50 to six lanes, which is inconsistent wlth Caltran's ] 
planning goal. The Caltran's Transportation Concept Report (TCR) (Caltran's plan for the future of 
Highway 50) indicates a need for an uJtimate eight-lane facility, induding high occupancy vehide 
lanes between Sacramento and Placerville. Caltran's planning shows that constraining Highway 50 
to six lanes will cause " ... significant traffic congestion and motorist delays in the future11

• 

• The RCA and ECA philosophy of restricting roadway improvements Ignores the fact that many roads J 
and bridges are already experiencing maximum weight loads and traffic flow. This contributes to · 
dangerous situations that cannot be corrected without roadway improvements. 

• RCA and ECA require that housing be fairly distributed throughout the county, which is unrealistic ]• 
since ~ctuaJ demand for housing is strongest on the far-west slope, and is based on commuter 
patterns into Sacramento. 

• The RCA requires inclusion of the term "latent demand" in defining and determining the word 
"concurrency'; yet according to an EDC County Counsel letter to the Board of Supervisors, dated 
7 /6/01, '~ . .latent demand is not formally defined in land use law." The RCA also requires 
construction of improvements before actual need is established, the cost of which will be borne by 
families who eventually Uve in the affected homes. Early construction of such improvements wm 
divert EDC resources from more critical, current needs. (For example: the Department of 
Transportation will have to devote staff oversight to the design and construction of projects not yet 
needed) 

• The RCA definition of "latent demand" wiH negatively affect the cost-burden that families living in ] 
EDC must bear. Experience has shown that approved projects and ministerial approvals are rarely 
built-out. Up-front construction of transportation infrastructure removes the opportunity to stage 
improvements as needed and adds unnecessary costs. It also harms the environment by paving 
over areas that may never actually need to be paved. . 

• The RCA prohibits ridgeline development, thereby creating a conflict with GP goals to preserve 
agriwltural lands and provide needed housing. This policy will push development to the valley 
floors since adjacent hUlsides may be too steep to economically develop in much of EDC. The valley 
contains some the region's best and most productive agricultural lands and much of the area's 
highest densities of healthy trees. Forcing development into the area's valleys will increase the loss 
of healthy trees and prime agricultural lands. 

• The RCA and ECA make frequent references to, and encouragement of, mass transit, creating an 
impression that it is a near-term solution to local traffic problems. This is wishful thinking, and may 
lead to the waste of significant resources that would be better spent increasing roadway capacity 
and addressing existing roadway deficiencies. Effective transit, especiaHy rail, requires high 
densities in both housing and employment and commercial destinations. It requires densities that 
EDC wiH not see over the useful life of this GP. 
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Housing Element 

• The BA supports the 1996 GPA because it best supports homes for fan,iUes. The NPA, RCA and ECA 
will not provide an adequate foundation to meet the county's housing goals. These alternatives 
eliminate EOC's ability to provide housing for families through prohibitions outright or by imposing 
multiple layers of regulation, which make moderately priced homes economically infeasible. Such 
methods have not proven effective in preventing growth locally or in other jurisdictions (i.e.: City of 
Davis/Marin County), but they have served to drive-up housing costs. Growth uitimately continues 
but young and low-to-moderate income families are negatively affected. For the Housing Element 
to be viable in producing "affordable housing" it must indude an assessment of policies and costs, 
including provisions for fee waivers and deferrals. 

• Indusionary policies mandating price controls within a development simply shifts the cost of the l 
subsidy to other homeowners in a project, thereby increasing the cost of housing for those buyers. 
The Department of Housing and Community Development recognizes that such policies raise the 
cost of housing overall and may have chilling, negative effects on housing construction in general. 
The BA opposes inclusionary housing policies. 

• How wm those areas of EOC not identified as Community Regions in the ECA or RCA affectively 
participate in the implementation of the Housing Element, in light of the goal to spread all types of 
housing throughout EDC? J 

• The Housing Element poHcies are identical within each of the four GP Alternatives but when land use] 
designation overlays are applied, the Housing Element changes radically, once again leading the BA 
to support the 1996 GPA. 

• If either the RCA or ECA is adopted, there is no discussion or disclosure of information on how EOC J 261 
will meet the regional housing need allocations set forth by the Sacramento Area Council of 
Governments· (SACOG). 

• The RCA and ECA identify Jess acreage avaiJab1e for all types of housing through more constrained J 
land use designations than does the 1996 GPA, and both the RCA and ECA lack necessary flexibility. 
Any of the Constrained Alternatives would severely negate EDCs ability to meet State and Federal 
affordable housing requirements. 

Public Se1Vices & Utilities Element 

• The BA strongly supports the 1996 GPA as the quickest method of getting a GP in pface, which is ] 
vital to the perfection of EDC's conditioned water rights, because it is further along in the legal and 
public review process than the RCA or ECA. 

• The 1996 GPA best meets the county's realistic needs for infrastructure planning for water, power, 
waste management and communications, which are already stretched close to design capacity. J 

• The ECA and RCA include policies and measures that discourage or prohibit providers of public 
services and utilities from expanding beyond existing areas or into rural areas, which will negatively ] 
affect existing and future residents. 
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Public Health, Safety & Noise Element 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Health, Safety and 
Noise Element because it meets all requirements for protecting the public from natural and 
manmade hazards (seismic, flood, fire, pollution) without impinging on individual property rights. 

Conservation & O Element 
l 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Conservation and Open l 
Space Element because it accounts for the fact that over half of EDC iand is already under the 
jurisdictio.n of the U.S. Forest Service, the Bureau of land Management, Bureau of Reclamation, 
California State Parks and other public entities. 

• The 1996 GPA realistically accounts for additional lands that have already been protected for rare ] 
and endangered plants and animals and assuring their future protection through a mitigation fee on 
new homes. 

• The 1996 GPA sufficiently addresses the issues of conservation and open space without denying J 
owners their rights to the quiet use and enjoyment of their properties. 

• The 1996 GPA recognizes that the topography of EOC is varied and defined by geologic features tilat] 
will protect the "face" of EDC and keep it virtually unchanged. The small amount.of"habitable" land 
allowed by the new GP should always be retained, and the land use designations.in tile 1996 GPA 
best preserve these principles. · 

• Toe ECA and RCA designate a great portion of EDC lands as "Natural Resources, Agricu1turat or l 
Biological Corridors" without addressing the economic impacts to individual landowners and 
taxpayers for loss of productive use of this land. The arbitrary changes to Community and Regional 
boundaries of the ECA and RCA restrict and prohibit some land uses by downzoning parcels on the 
perimeter through buffer zones. 

• The ECA and RCA designate a great portion of EDC lands as "N. atural Resources, Agricultural or. l 
Biological Corridors" without adequate justification for the designations. Prior to adopting these 
designations the EDC Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors should conduct a formal public 
hearing process to consider pubfic opinion and impacts. 

Agriculture & Forestry Element 

• Toe 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goats and objectives of the Agriculture and ] 
Forestry Element because it recognizes the importance of these two separate and distinct industries 
to the scenic and economic character of EDC. The 1996 GPA adequately protects ag and forest 
interests from conflicting adjacent land uses without unnecessarily inhibiting the rights of either . 
industry or adjacent neighbors. 

• The RCA and ECA designate numerous overlays, which unfairly restrict or prohibit development ] 
based on the Geographic Information System (GIS). Soil types are used to determine important 
agricultural lands, even when those lands have no water source and have never been in agricultural 
production. According to the Agricultural Commissioners' 2001 Crop Report, less than ~000 acres 
are currenUy in production, yet the overlay seeks to set aside nearly 150,000 acres. 

261 

261 

• Toe RCA and ECA unnecessarily exceed federa! regulations for public and private use of lands in, l 
and adjacent to, National Forests. The forest industry operates predominantly on large tracts of 
privately owned or US Forest Service (USFS) lands and is already highly regulated by the federaJ 261 
government. 
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Parks & Recreation Element 

• The 1996 GPA is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Parks and Recreation ] 
Element because it addresses specific needs of EDC for additional park and recreation facilities. The 
1996 GPA also spells out the policies and procedures necessary for acquisition and development of 
those facilities. 

• The 1996 GPA identifies the inadequacy of the existing fairgrounds and recommends (thereby 
encourages) finding a new fairground site. J 

• The 1996 GPA acknowledges the importance of Recreational Tourism (skiing, hiking, fishing, rafting, J 
etc.) and considers the positive economic benefits of EDC's scenic beauty and historic cultural sites. 

• The ECA and RCA both falt short on substance by focusing on restricting currently allowed uses of J 
recreational lands instead of capitalizing on the economic potential of drawing tourist dollars into 
EDC. 

• The ECA and RCA impose additional requirements that would need to be funded by new families 
and residents for impractical trails and bikeways in a county where the predominant terrain is 
greater than a 30-degree slope. These unrealistic and frivoJous funding schemes will add to the 
already high fees paid by new families of EDC. 

Economic Development Element 

J 

• The most important thing EDC can do to improve Economic Development in EDC is to get land use J 
authority back. This is best accomplished through adoption of the 1996 GPA as the GP Preferred 
Alternative. 

• The 1996 GPA is the most thorough Alternative in identifying programs and policies that encourage 
Economic Development throughout EDC. 

• The ECA and RCA are severely lacking in substantive goals and policies and instead both offer an 
implementation program with a schedule stretched out to eight years! Toe unacceptable time 
frames delay economic progress rather than propel it. 

J 
J 

• The 1996 GPA acknowledges the importance of utilizing local business expertise to foster a friendly J 
business dimate. In practice this should consist of public and private individuals to work together to 
develop economic strategies and programs. 

• EDC's size and diverse economic base substantiates a need for a fully staffed and adequately funded J 
economic development department. The needs are far greater than any one person can fulfill. 

Tahoe Basin Element 

• The 1996 GP Alternative is the best choice for meeting the goals and objectives of the Tahoe Basin ] 
Element because it is the only Alternative that includes the Tahoe Element as a part of the General 
Plan. The Constrained Alternatives do NOT address this element 

10 
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Appendix: Land Use Element 

• The GP Alternatives propose numerous new fees to offset the impacts of growth. Missing from the 
proposals is any discussion of the impacts of those fees and an analysis of their individual and 
cumulative costs. for example: How wilt the higher fees impact housing, jobs and economic goals? 
EOC's fees are three times higher than the state average (Ref: 6/10/03 letter from the State Division 
of Housing Policy Development on EDC's GP Housing Element). How will the increases impact 
current and future citizen's quality of life and their ability to meet these and other state mandates? 

Examples of newfees proposed as mitigation for the impacts of future growth include: 

* Biological Corridor and Environmental Fee 
* Housing Trust Fund Fee 
* Park and Ride lot Fee 
* Regional Park Fee 
* Integrated Natural Resources Management Plan fee 
* Oak Tree Removal Permit Fee 
* General Plan Consistency Determination Fee 

• Throughout the GP Alternatives fees are proposed in bulk, denying the public a chance to address ] 
each fee separately through the normal and established public hearing process. New mitigation fees 
should be addressed individually and specifically to allow for a thorough discussion of each issue and 
its potential ramifications. This is best achieved through established policy-making mechanisms -
not through a General Plan bundling process. 

• The GP Alternatives indude a number of new programs that wiU require additional funding and staff 
to impfement yet the cost of these new programs is ignored. There is no indication of how their 
implementation wm affect the quality of life of current and future residents and businesses. 
Examples of such programs include: 

* Oak Tree Removal and Replacement Program 
* Phase One Environmental Site Assessment Review and Evaluation 
* Wetlands Program 
* No Conflict Among Land Uses Program 
* Growth Control Program for White Rock and Latrobe Roads 
* CEQA Review on all Building Permits 

• CEQA review of all building permits means that building permits will no longer be. ministerial. This is]•. 
a MAJOR change of policy wjth signfficant social, administrative and financial consequences that 
have not been addressed. The BA strongly objects to making building permits 
discretionary. 

• The concept of expanded agricultural districts is a radical expansion of existing land use restrictions 
that should undergo a formal public hearing process through the Planning Commission and Board of 
Supervisors. At the very least EOC should convene a panel of stakeholders to propose guidelines, 
criteria and recommendations for open discussion in a public meeting. The result of expanding ag 
districts may indude the reduction of property values and loss of established credit due to a loss of 
collateral; significant ratepayer/taxpayer impacts based on reserving water for the affected areas; 
and significant impacts to adjacent property owners as the result of the new designation. Also, the 
basis for expanding agricultural districts is not dear. How were the land use maps created for the 
new agricultural designations? What criteria was used? 

12 
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Appendix: Land Use Element .... Continued 

• The GP Alternatives vary in defining the composition of "community" and/or "region" and lan·d. use in] 
and around these communities and regions is determined by maps that have recently been 
published. It should be made dear who determined the boundaries and how they were decided. 
Displaying the maps only in the hallway of the county buildings, or publishing them on the internet, 
is not adequate public disclosure. 

• In several GP Alternatives many privately owned parcels of land are recommended to be down 
zoned, which carries potential financial and social impacts. Often the recommendations that 
prompted such planning staff actions were special-interest groups or individuals who made the 
recommendations for someone else's property, yet no apparent attempts have been made to notify 
property owners of the potential down zoning. If EOC moves forward with this process, then the 
county should communicate its intentions to affected property owners immediately and prior to 
adoption of a final GP. · 

• According to the land Use Forecast for Draft General Planning 3/5/02, there are currently 30,434 
existing jobs in the county. By 2025 there wiU be an additiona/34,414 to 41,880 jobs or more than 
double the current number of working people. However the GP Alternatives appear to be negligent 
in the following two areas: 

1. Identification of the major area's where working people will be employed, which requires 
additional land use allocations for I, R&D and C. 

2. The plans indicated where residential growth will occur, however without knowing where 
people will be working it is impossible to determine where or when roadway or environ
ment.al constraints will occur. 

• It is the position of the BA that flexible zoning is needed to meet the areas housing needs. For ] 
example: allowing residential Uving units above commercial and ret.ail shops will provide' affordabie 
housing, and wiH deter crime by avoiding the deserted-after-dark syndrome that plagues many 
commercial areas. 

Appendix: Circulation Element 

• The various GP Alternatives treat development and construction of bicyde paths as components of a ] 
regional transportation sy.stem. Bicycles do not, and for the useful life of this General Plan will not, 
move any statisticalty significant amount of people or goods. In fad they will account for far less 
than a tenth of a percent of the County's transportation needs. Bicycle paths should be addressed, 
along with funding needs, as components of the Parks and Recreation Bement. 

• Development and construction of hiking and equestrian trails should not be treated as components ] 
of EDC's transportation system, but rather as components of the Parks and Recreation Element 

• There is no justification, economic or otherwise, for EDC's support of electric vehicles. If this policy 
is enacted, funding issues much be addressed. Specifically - who pays for this? 

• When the voters passed Measure Y in 1998, it had a ten-year horizon, yet none of the proposed 
Alternatives acknowfedge that ten-year timeframe. A "sunset clause" MUST be induded in All GP 
Alternatives on Measure Y poJides to avoid usurping the voter's intent. 
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A endix: Circulation Element ... Continu 

• PoUcy has been established that holds new development responsible for mitigating its impacts on 
EDC's transportation system, and related funding mechanisms have been put into pJace, However, 
the County is responsible for funding existing deficiencies which are attributable to current 
residents. The GP should identify specific and realistic funding sources for the county's 
responsibility of maintaining county roads to identified levels of service (LOS). 

• The GP should identify long-term solutions to the Placerville/Highway 50 backlog and should indude] 
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 triggeredby 
specific LOS thresholds.) 

ndix: Housin Element 

• EOC's proposed Housing Element is identical for each of the four GP Alternatives so there should be J 
a worst-better-best case analysis for each of the GP Alternatives' ability to meet the goals, 
objectives and state mandates of each. This is of particular importance considering current litigation 
and state legislation that seeks to enforce or create adequate affordable housing throughout 
California. 

• Based on state residents' ability to build an additional house on every parcel (through "granny flat° J 
policies), EOC should explore the concept of permanent transfer of development rights from one . 
property owner to another. 

• The Housing Element should include information on Measure Y's impacts on the future cost and 
supply of housing in EDC, even with Measure Y's sunset in 2008 (subject to voter extension). 

] 
• There are mariy existing homeowners in EDC who aJso own property with plans to build their dream ] 

home. The Housing Element does not acknowledge that there is a move-up market among existing 
EDC residents. How will imposing more fees and regulatory barriers affect existing property owners 
of currently vacant parcels? Will the County notify existing property owners of potential fee 
increases and additional regulatory permit requirements? 

• As acknowledged in the Housing Element (again, the same under all Alternative plans) effectively 
67% of all housing will require subsidies! This requires that the following be addressed: 

* How will the affordability of the remaining one-third of market-rate housing be affected? 
* Does implementation of the proposed Housing Trust Fund further reduce the affordability 

of housing in EDC? 
* How does EDC propose to cover the costs of fees waived or deferred? 
* If the waived or deferred fees shift to market-rate families1 what effect will this have on 

the affordabiJity of housing in EDC? · 

• The costs associated with building a new home consists of the land, the materials, the labor, the 
cost of money, and the fees associated with receiving "permission" to buifd. 

* How do the current fee programs impact the type and size of homes that are built in EDC? 
* Does EDC have more modular and mobile homes then would be expected in a County of 

its size and character? 
* Is there a correlation between increasing fees and types of housing built? 

14 
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Appendix: Housing Element ... Continued l 
• The Housing Element creates very expensive parcels of land resulting in two classes of property • 

owners where one can only afford a $75,000 manufactured. home and the other a $750,000 
mansion. Is thjs system socially acceptable and is it consistent with the Goals, Policies and Vision 
Statement for EOC? 

• Has the GP staff considered how many hardship permits EOC has issued and collected in the last ten] 
years and assessed this information for subsequent impacts as part of the GP planning process? 

• How will EDC adopt its proposed Housing Element when it needs to be in place by January 2004, ] 
and the GP is not due for adoption until after that date? Should there be an interim period with a 
Housing Element but no GP, how far wm EOC be from meeting its state-mandated goals for housing 
and jobs? In other words, does EDC have a now-unidentified interim plan for complying with this 
state-mandated policy without the existence of a vaUd GP? 

• The Housing Element recognizes that au parcels in EOC can, by right, have two dwelling units each, 
which begs the questions: 

* How many existing parcels currently have two dwemng units? 
* What are the projections for actual build-out of second units? 
* Is this potential worsened by significant restrictions on new housing construction activity? 
* What are the impacts associated with the potential for each EDC parcel to have two 

dwelling units each? 
* Have the impacts of second dwelling units been studied as to their effects on EDC roads, 

public services and utilities, the environment and EDC's character? 

• Based on the situation outlined in the above bullet, EDC should explore the concept of permanent ] 
transfer of development rights from one property owner to another. 

• What affect will the possibility of second-dwel1ing units on each parcel in EDC have on roads, 
schools, water, wastewater capacity and other necessary public services and utilities? 

• With the basic fees now $35,000 on a new house in EDC, the viability of low-cost housing is 
dramatically reduced. $35,000 (typical) for an El Dorado Hills home costing $1,000,000 is a 
pittance, but $35,000 on a $200,000 entry-level home is 17% of the total cost This disparity 
should be addressed in the Housing Element. 

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

] 

] 
J 

• Toe GP should recognize that for the most part tnere are no more large parcels available for J 
development and it should consider land-use planning and funding resources given this fundamental 
fact 

261 

• It is the position of the BA that it is more productive to give builders positive incentives instead of ]. 211 .. 9 
negative mandates to encourage the types of housing needed in the county. 

• Discretionary Building Permits, as suggested for mitigations in the DEIR, will d. rive up the price of J 
housing and the cost of doing business in EDC, and will negatively impact property owner's ability to 
use and enjoy their land. 
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Appendix: Public Services & Utilities Element 

• The GP should contajn policies to encourage public service and utility providers to improve services ] 
for both existing and new residents. 

• The GP should incorporate a drought-preparedness policy for EOC that minimizes the negative J 
effects of drought on local citizens, business, agriculture and tourism. 

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

] 
• The GP should protect lands identified in county Water, Wastewater and Recyded Water Master J 

Plans, for facilities that can be constructed in the future to meet the requirements of the GP. This 
would include land designated for storage reservoirs, treatment plants and conveyance systems. 

Appendix: Conservation & Open Space Element 

• The GP should consider the following areas as "open space": National forests, wiJdemess areas, J·• . 
national and 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. 

• In planning its Open Space Bement EDC should take into consideration that well over one-half of J 
EDC is already protected by county, st.ate and federal governments and National Forest designa-
tions and will never be developed for residential or industrial uses. 

• The Business Alliance opposes more federal/state designated wilderness areas within El Dorado J 
County. 

Appendix: Agriculture & Forestry Element 

. • The BA recognizes the importance of a strong agricultural industry to Ef Dorado County's economic ] 
wen being as well as to its customs and culture. The BA acknowledges the following important 
points: EDC's gross crop value in recent years as reported by the Agricultural Commissioner is near 
$50 million; Agriculture provides citizens with alternative lifestyles to urban living; Agriculture 
encourages and promotes a strong tourism industry; Agricultural lands provide highJy valued open 
space for local citizens and tourists to enjoy. 

• The BA envisions a community where abundant agricultural lands are bordered by a variety of forms] 
of open space and/or ruraJ residential parcels that would not be negatively affected by agricultural 
activities like pesticide use and field dust. These rural residential parcels could then be bordered by 
higher density residentiaJ uses - that would accommodate a variety of housing needs and costs. 

• The BA encourages the protection of prime agricultural soils as defined by the Agricultural 
Commission and Farm Bureau through the indusion of incentive-based policies. However, any 
policy that seeks to expand the amount of designated agricultural lands should be subject to 
separate and established review procedures {i.e., Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors 
meetings and public hearings) and shoufd not be included in a new General Plan through poHcy 
statements. 
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Appendix: Agriculture & Forestry Element ... Continued 

• The BA believes that the GP should encourage proposals that are creative and innovative and that J 
build on EDC's desire to increase ag-tourism revenues. All proposals, 1nduding those that combine a 
variety of ag-related uses such as dining, lodging and sampling local agricultural products, shouJd be 
welcomed and fast-tracked whenever possible. Restrictive policies that constrain and effectively 
negate this approach should be avoided. 

• The BA supports th. e protection of private property rights for all f andowners and cautions against thJ 
incorporation of GP policies that would eJiminate agricultural property owners' right to use their J 
property and make a living off their Jand. 

• The GP should consider the permanent and temporary housing needs of resident and migrant fann ] 
workers. 

• The BA supports all disciplines within the agricultural community, from raising crops to growing J 
grapes and developing wineries to ranching and logging. We believe the GP should jnciude positive 
incentives that take advantage of EDC's abundance of these resources. 

Appendix: Economic Development Element 

• The Economic Development (ED) Element of the GP appears to be a collection of key points with no 
coherent links to other parts of the Plan. These points tack simple, governing principles that would 
bring about economic development. The BA proposes that this element be based on a few simple 
priorities ( examples follow) and a realistic plan to review and revise those priorities on a periodic 
schedule (e.g., every three years). The priorities should be measurable; "Making EDC a better place 
to have a business" is not measurable nor valid. BA recommendations to govern Economjc 
Development in EDC indude: 

1. Increase mean household income (and, if we're bold, increase it at a rate faster than the growth 
of the National or State Gross NationaJ Product [GNP]). 

2. Keep unemployment below the st.ate or national average. 
3. Keep a specifically designated percentage of jobs in EDC annually ( e.g., stop exporting 45% of 

workers daily). 
4. Keep an average number of empJoyees/business within a narrow band (perhaps between 

3 and 20, to discourage any single, large employer from dominating the job scene and 
holding EDC hostage for unreasonable percs). 

5. Keep a diversity of job age brackets employed in EDC. (Let's stop exporting our youth, who 
return in retirement; let's make the job age profile match the general population profile. 
We may never hit parity but it's a worthy goal). 

6. Reduce the average commute distance between home and work by a designated number. 
Maintain a target jobs/housing ratio within a specified window. 

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

• The BA believes the key goal of the new GP should be to increase and ret.ain all locally based 
employers. 
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Appendix: Economic Development Element ... Continued 

• The GP should adopt/identify enterprise zones (which consist of federal rebate money based on 
number of employees/jobs created) and redevelopment areas similar to what has taken place in 
Lake Tahoe. 

• The BA encourages the establishment of policies aimed.at correcting the imbalance between the 
cost-of-living and the cost-of-housing in EDC. 

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

• The BA urges EDC to adopt GP policies that will attract specialized, higher education facilities and 
organizations. 

] 
] 

J 
] 

• The BA suggests that EDC incorporate policies that encourage high-amenity retirement communities] 
to locate in EDC. 

• The BA urges EDC to incorporate policies that encourage EOC to become a tourist designation (like ] 
Napa County) with a focus on recreational tourism and its natural resource economic base. 

• The BA encourages the adoption of GP policies that would help to attract "niche economics" (like 
artists enclaves of Marin County or Carmel, CA). 

Enct: Cover Letter to General Plan Team of 7/15/03 
Comments on EDC General Plan & DEIR 
Appendix 

Cc: El Dorado County Board of Supervisors 
8 Dorado County Planning Commission 
Heide Tschudin, General Plan Manager 
Conrad Montgomery, Director, EOC Planning Dept. 
Lou Green, EDC Legal Counsel 
El Dorado Forum 
El Dorado Builders' Exchange 
EOC Joint Chambers Commission 
EOC Association of Realtors (EOCAR) 
Building Industry Association of Superior califomia (BIASC) 
Surveyors, Architects, Geologists and Engineers of Ef Dorado County (SAGE) 
El Dorado Hills Area P!annJng Advisory Committee (APAC) 
City of Placerville 
EOC Agricultural Commission 
EDC Water Agency 
El Dorado Farm Bureau 
EDC Taxpayers Association 
EOC Citizens for Water 
Senator Rico Oller 
Assemblyman Tim Leslie 
Assemblyman Alan Nakanishi 

Submitted on July 15, 2003 
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July 15, 2003 

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

Dear General Plan Team: 

LETTER 262 

03 jLJL ! 5 PM 2: ~ 2 

;:~ c C:.: l Vi~ D 
PLAWW-dG DEPl'.!HHENT 

The El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce representing more than 700 business 
members in El Dorado County has review the draft General Plan documents and offers 
the attached White Paper. The review was conducted in the spirit of what should the 
Economic Development portion of the General Plan encompass and how wide should its 
effect on the county of El Dorado be felt. 

This document represents many hours of by the public to contribute to this White Paper. 
We wish to thank all of those individuals who contributed their time and energy in the 
preparation of this White Paper. It is in the spirit of our community that we submit this 
document as part of the review process for adopting a new General Plan for El Dorado 
County. 

Gerald M. Gar m, President 
El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce 

 
        AR 13253



EL DORADO COUNTY CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
WHITE PAPER- ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

The El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce strongly recommends the 1996 General 
Plan Amended (GPA). 

This plan did not include an Economic Development element. As such should the 1996 
GPA be adopted, an Economic Development Element is not required and should not be 
included. 

Therefore the El Dorado County Chamber of Commerce (EDCC) proposes an 
aggressive ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT PROGRAM for EJ Dorado County that starts 
immediately. We offer our complete cooperation to provide leadership and support to 
the citizens of El Dorado County and our Supervisors. 

GENERAL COMMENTS 

We in El Dorado County are at the crossroads, we can continue the direction toward 
being a bedroom community or we can create an aggressive "Economic Devetopment" 
effort that will provide jobs and improve the quaHty of life. In the next few pages, we will 
address our recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. We wil1 identify key factors 
that we feel will lead to higher paying jobs, higher household income and an involved 
and committed business community. 

Many factors must be considered for a positive ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
PROGRAM. One of the critical areas to be addressed is the unpleasant environment for 
growth in the County. These concerns include: 

1. Excessive Restrictions 
2. Restriction that are out of date (e.g. home based internet) 
3. Permit Process- Slow and difficult/not business or citizen friendly. 

These issues, fees, and a lack of trust in the system contribute to user 
frustration and are roadblocks to economic development. 

We propose, an approach that starts immediately, and is an ongoing effort to create an 
"Aggressive Economic Development Process." This process would include government 
leaders, rep~atiV_?j from the business community and all Citizens that are 
committed to fitowth. The process should include business involvement, focus 
groups and community meetings to develop a consensus and create citizen trust. A 
commitment is required to make El Dorado County a better place to live. An Economic 
Development Plan that provides measurable targets, priorities, the appropriate 
resources and support is necessary. 

Priorities must include items such as: 
- Increased household income (With improvement greater than California's) 
- More job opportunities in the county (Stop exporting 45% of the work force) 
- Reduction of the average commute 
- Improve the jobs to housing availabHity (Now the worst ratio in the region) 

] 
] 
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THE PLAN FOR ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT IN THE COUNTY 

A minimum of four issues must be included in our Economic Development Plan. Again 
these are not recommended as part of the General Pian, but a "work in progress". The 
FOUR POINTS to be recommended: 

1. Economic Development Advisory Committee 
An adviso(Y committee with the purpose of establishing guiding principles for 
creating ~~h in the County. The committee will include governmental, 
business and community leadership. it will be charged with developing economic 
growth guidelines. 

2. Guiding Principles for Economic Development ?.>A-LJt-Nu?P 
Economic Development to enhance quality of life with ~ growth. A set of guiding 
principles is necessary. 

The chamber will commit to provide the leadership to create the 
"Economic Development Advisory Committee" for the purpose of 
DEVELOP1NG GUIDING PRINCIPLES TO PRESENT TO THE 

BOARD OF SUPERV1SORS by February 15. 2004. 

3. County Economic Development Department 
The Chamber strongly recommends a greater commitment to this department. This 
commitment should include additional staff and funding. This is necessary to: 

- Retain existing business 
- Attract target businesses 
- Put a greater emphasis on smart growth objectives 
- And, to provide support for Re-Development Zones 

4. Re-Development Zones 
The creation of a series of re-development zones to provide focus, tax incentives, 
and balanced economic growth. This will create priorities for infrastructure 
investment, improved geographic and job diversity. In specific situations it will 
encourage job growth in 'rural' areas similar to other rurai county programs. 

The AREAS recommended for Re-Development consideration include: 
- Pollock Pines 
- Georgetown 
- Diamond Springs / El Dorado 
- Somerset Area 
- Shingle Springs I Cameron Park 
- CoJoma I Lotus 
- Placerville (Fairgrounds)/ Possible relocation of the fairgrounds as a 

joint effort with the City of Placerville 

The Chamber will host public meeting in each of the geographic areas recommended 
to measure interest and support. These meetings wouid be facilitated and a report 

would be provided to Supervisors by February 15, 2004. 
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In conclusion, if El Dorado waits until aH objections to Economic Development and 
smart growth are overcome, or until the General Plan is approved, we will have lost 
many valuable opportunities. 

1>A-L./tJ.J~P 
Let us move forward TOGETHER with a commitment to .smaR economic growth: 

- To enhance the lives of the citizens 
- To create economic guidelines and priorities 
- To create a business friendly community and government 
- To provide unified leadership and focus not seen before in El Dorado 

County 

El Dorado County must identify a few good issues and focus on them. The Chamber 
has suggested four. Additionally, we will provide unified leadership; we have committed 
the Chamber, as the Voice of Business 

Should El Dorado County not become a part of the region in their planning, the region 
will suffer, but El Dorado County and our Citizens will suffer more. 
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