SECTION 5.1 GENERAL PLAN MODIFICATIONS
NO PROJECT AND 1996 GENERAL PLAN ALTERNATIVES

Page 3, delete the following footnote after the fifth paragraph:

Page 8, the paragraph under USING THE PLAN is revised as shown:

In implementing the General Plan, it must be applied comprehensively. No single

component (map, goal, objective, policy, or map) can stand alone in the review and
evaluation of a development project. Conversely, the absence of a specific policy
enabling a particular aspect of a project (exclusive of basic density consistency) is
not to be grounds for a finding of General Plan inconsistency. Projects inherently
raise policy issues. It is the task of the decision makers, consistent with State law,
to weigh project benefits and consequences up against the General Plan as a
whole. The merits of a project should ultimately be determined by its consistency
with goals, objectives, and policies of all the elements and the land use map.
Development standards as set forth in the Zoning Ordinance and other County
policies must be consistent with the standards in this Plan. The Plan standards
represent a careful balancmg of competlng economlc somal and enwronmental

Supemsms_m_mnneﬂmwh_adgplmg_the_ﬂaa Exclusive of SpeCIfIC plans

community plans, and planned developments, these policies shall not be
implemented in a manner that will effectively shift the balance further in the
direction of any one set of interests, except where the applicant for a land use
approval advocates more environmental protection than required by the General
Plan policies.

Page 9, the second paragraph under INTRODUCTION is revised as follows:

The General Plan land use map diagram is also a part of this element. The
General Plan land use map diagram graphically represents the County’s goals,

objectives, and policies. All references in this General Plan to the land use map
are references to the land use diagram.
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Page 12, Policy 2.1.1.4 is revised as follows:

Policy 2.1.1.4 Community Region boundaries shall generally be eentiguous
coterminous with the Sphere of Influence boundaries of incorporated cities.
Community Region...

Pages 14 through 18, delete Objective 2.1.4, Planned Communities, and all policies under
that objective.

Page 21, the third and fifth sentences under Natural Resource (NR) are revised as
follows:

Land under both publlc and private ownership that contain these resources,

muJILpIe_us_e. are mcluded in this category ThIS deS|gnat|on shaII be applled to
those lands which are 40 acres or larger in size and contain one or more important
natural resource. Compatible uses on private land include agriculture...

Page 25, the footnote that appears in Table 2-3 is revised as follows:

Ratlo of aIIowabIe floor area (square footage) to site area (square footage)._An

Page 31, Policy 2.2.2.6 is deleted.

Page 35, the subscript in the third line of the table titled Land Characteristic Summary is
deleted as shown:

Slope®

Page 41, Policy 2.2.6.3 is revised as follows:
Any rezone of the property identified as Assessor’'s Parcel No. 112-100-44 111
116-44 (number valid as of Nevember—2602 September 1997) shall include the
Planned Development (-PD) Combining Zone District.

Page 52, Policy 3.2.1.5 is revised as follows:

Before giving approval of any kind to a residential development project of five or
more units or parcels of land, the County shall make a finding that the project

complies with the-policies 3.2.2.4, 3.2.2.5, 3.5.1.6.1, and 3.5.1.6.2 added-by-this
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tnitiative. 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, in order to protect the public’s health and safety as provided
by state law to assure that safe and adequate roads are in place as such
development occurs.

Page 69, the first line of the title is revised as shown:
REVISED DRAFT

Page 73, the following text is added after the PUBL IC PARTICIPATION section:

CONSISTENCY WITH GENERAL PLAN
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Page 82, the first paragraph under Seniors is revised as shown:

According to Census 2000 (2002c), the unincorporated portion of the county’s
population of persons 65 and older increased from 11,762 to 15,749 (33.9 percent)
from 1990 to 2000. On a state level, the over 65 population increased 14.9 percent

in the same ten- -year period. lD_ELD_QLa.dQ_C_OJ.mI)L._a_LaLg_e_D.LLmb_e_LO_f_S_e_DJ.OI

LlSB_SQnLQLLenIQLhQUSQhQIds_m_ZQOQ_ Addltlonally, 7.3 percent of the total
households in ElI Dorado County are made up of seniors who live alone (U.S.

Census Bureau 2002c).
Page 83, the second paragraph under Farmworkers is revised as shown:

Although the enumeration profiles study indicates that the population of seasonal
farmworkers is relatively small, there is still a demand for farmworker housing in the
county. The 2001 Annual Crop Report shows the biggest agricultural industries as
timber ($23,692,400) and fruit and nut crops ($11,636,700). Fruit and nut
production requires some farmworker labor. The County has limited channels to
address the need for farmworker housing. These include Community Development
Block Grant (CDBG) and Home Investment Partnership Program (HOME) funding
and HCD grants (e.g., Joe Serna, Jr. Farmworker Housing Grant Program). Other
organizations with local representation, such as the Rural Community Assistance
Corporation, also offer farmworker assistance. [End paragraph here]

| Eﬁeﬁs efforts to
provide affordable housing generally and rental housing specifically will help

address the housing needs of this group (see also Measure HO-S).
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Page 85, the Homeless heading is revised as shown:

Homeless and Other Groups in Need of Temporary and Transitional
Affordable Housing

Page 86, the following text is inserted as new paragraph before the Large Families and
Households section:
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Page 86, the first paragraph under Large Families and Households is revised as
follows:

The State Department of Housing and Community Development defines large
families and households as those having five or more members (2002c). The 1990
Census data indicate that the distribution of family size in El Dorado County did not
change significantly between 1990 and 2000. According to the 2000 Census, $310
percent of family households in unincorporated ElI Dorado County were comprised

of five or more persons. Fhis-hashot-changed-sighificanttysinee—1996. Of the
large family households, 3,839 were owners and 765 were renters. When

nonfamily households (single individuals or unrelated individuals living together)
are added into the analysis, the percentage of large households in unincorporated

areas drops-to remains at about 10 percent. tess-thanonepercentof-altnonfamily
hotusehotds-havefive-or-more-individuats—Statewide the figures are much higher,

23 percent of family households (and 16 percent of all households) have five of

more members.__In El Dorado County, less than one percent of all nonfamily
households have seven or more individuals. Figure HO-8 summarizes 2000 family

size in unincorporated El Dorado County.
Page 87, Table HO-9 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-910
Page 87, the last sentence in the first paragraph is revised as shown:
Table HO-9 10 summarizes housing unit occupancy.
Page 87, the first sentence under Housing Type is revised as shown:
As shown in Table HO-36 11, in 1990....

Page 88, Table HO-10 is renumbered as shown:
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Table HO-16-11

Page 89, the first sentence under Physical Housing Conditions is revised as follows:
Table HO-1% 12 shows the results of a survey on housing conditions....

Page 91, Table HO-11 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1112

Page 92, the second paragraph under Crowding is revised as follows:
The U.S. Census Bureau estimates that, in 2000, 2.9 percent of countywide
occupied housing units were overcrowded and 2.3 percent were severely
overcrowded, resulting in a total overcrowding rate of 5.2 percent (U.S. Census

Bureau 2001b). This is considerably less than the 2000 statewide estimates of 6.1
percent overcrowded and 9.1 percent severely overcrowded (total of 15.2 percent

I|V|ng in overcrowded un|ts) B;Ltenute._th.e_c_ensus_sh.OMLed_thaLZ.ﬁ_p_eLC_enl_oi

and 2.6 percent were severely overcrowded. A comparison with the countywide

1990 Census estimates indicates that the percentages of overcrowded occupied
units did not increase over the ten-year period (U.S. Census Bureau 1991); this is
consistent with the California Research Bureau'’s findings that the 2000 statewide
crowding rate is not significantly different from the 1990 rate (Moller et al. 2002).

Page 92, the second sentence of the last paragraph is revised as shown:
Table HO-12 13 shows the 2002 County income limits....
Page 93, Table HO-12 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1213
Page 94, Table HO-13 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1314
Page 94, the first sentence of the first paragraph is revised as shown:
What the enumerated jobs-to-housing ratios shown in Table HO-33 14 do not...
Page 95, the second sentence of the third paragraph is revised as shown:

Table HO-34-15 shows the FMRs for El Dorado County based on the number...
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Page 95, Table HO-14 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1415

Page 95, the third sentence of the last paragraph is revised as shown:
According to SACOG, however, the average market rents for one-, two-and three-
bedroom units (including houses as well as apartments) are substantially higher
than HUD’s FMR determination (Table HO-1516) (SACOG 2002c).

Page 96, Table HO-15 16 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-1516

Page 96, the second sentence of the second paragraph is revised as shown:
Table HO-1617 gives examples of affordable rents.....

Page 96, Table HO-16 is renumbered as shown:

Table HO-1617

Page 96, the last paragraph is revised as follows:

When this is
combined with the fact that an individual must work 87 hours/week at minimum
wage to afford FMR for a two-bedroom unit, it becomes apparent that overpayment
is a serious concern for many residents. These high percentages of households
overpaying for housing are not unique to El Dorado County; statewide estimates
for rental overpayment range from 29 percent (HCD estimate) to 47 percent
(National Low Income Housing Coalition estimate).

Page 97, the second sentence in the first paragraph is revised as shown:
Table HO-1#18 contains examples of rent affordability....
Page 97, Table HO-17 is renumbered as shown:

Table HO-4#18
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Page 97, the first sentence of the second to last paragraph is revised as shown:

Based on HCD’s income limits, a two-person moderate income household earns
between $36,650 and $55,000 annually (see Table HO-1213), which equates....

Page 97, the first sentence of the last paragraph is revised as follows:

Table HO-1819 summarizes housing affordability for one- and two-person....
Page 98, Table HO-18 is renumbered as shown:

Table HO-1819
Page 98, the second assumption is revised as shown:

Affordable housing cost is 30 percent of monthly income and that an average rent
for a two-bedroom unit is $990 (see Table HO-1516)

Page 98, the last sentence is revised to read:

Figure HO-11 summarizes the median home price by postal ZIP code, and Table
HO-1920 shows examples of home ownership...

Page 99, Table HO-19 is revised as shown:
Table HO-1920

Page 100, the second to last paragraph is deleted as follows:

Page 100, the last paragraph is revised as shown:

In April 2001, the California Housing Partnership Corporation reported that El
Dorado County has 745 federally assisted units (Table HO-26 -21) countywide.
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Page 101, Table HO-20 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-2621

Page 101, insert the following paragraph immediately after Table HO-21 (which was Table
HO-20):

Page 101, the first paragraph is revised as shown:

Table HO-22 identifies the level of conversion risk for assisted units. “Units at
Risk” identified-asbeing—atrisk—in—TFable HO-2% are, for the most part, units with
contracts that will expire between 2001 and 2005. The risk assessment does not
measure the likelihood that a property owner will renew a contract; it cannot be
assumed that those units identified as “at risk” will actually be lost. In El Dorado
County, Section 8 contracts first began expiring in 1999. Between 1999 and April
2001, all of the expiring Section 8 contracts were renewed (i.e., none of the owners
chose to opt out). Assuming this trend continues, a substantial loss of affordable
housing due to conversion to market rate is not expected. Regardless, this Housing
Element contains a number of policies that address conversion and conservation of
affordable units.

Page 101, Table HO-21 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-2122

Page 101, the following paragraph is inserted immediately after Table HO-22 (which was
Table HO-21):
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Page 102, Table HO-22 is revised as shown:

TABLE HO-22 23

Assisted Housing Developments in El Dorado County At Risk

Development and Monthly Rate’

# of
Assisted
Units

Type of
Assistance
Received

Handicapped
Accessible

Senior
Complex

Cameron Park

Green Valley Apartments
1 Bedroom: $386 and up
2 Bedroom: $448 and up
3 Bedroom: $517 and up

40

Section 515

Diamond Springs

Diamond Springs Apartments
1 Bedroom: $393

2 Bedroom: $458 and up

3 Bedroom: $503 and up

23

Section 515

Diamond Springs Senior Apartments
1 Bedroom: 30% of Income

24

Section 515

biamontd-TFerrace-Apartments
2Bedroom—$416
3Bedroom—$486
4Bedroom—%$533

Shingle Springs

Barnett-Viltage-Apartments
2-Bedroom—$825-anaup

vé

Shingle Terrace Apartments

12

Section 515

v
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TABLE HO-22 -23
Assisted Housing Developments in El Dorado County At Risk

# of Type of
Assisted Assistance | Handicapped Senior
Development and Monthly Rate’ Units Received Accessible Complex

2 Bedroom: $417
3 Bedroom: $485
4 Bedroom: $535

Notes:

'Rental rates from November 2001.

Source: El Dorado County Department of Community Services—ApartmentsforRent{November
2001)

Page 102, the first sentence on the page is revised as follows:
Table HO-2324 shows future housing needs in the unincorporated areas....
Page 103, Table HO-23 is revised as shown:

Table HO-2324

Page 105, the first sentence of the third paragraph is revised as shown:

Table HO-2425 shows the land use designations outlined in the Land Use
Element.

Page 106, Table HO-24 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-2425
Pagel07, the last sentence is revised as follows:

Table HO-2526 shows the maximum residential density permitted in each existing
zoning district.

Page 108, Table HO-25 is renumbered as shown:

Table HO-2526
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Page 108, the following text and tables are inserted after Table HO-26 (which was Table
HO-25):
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Page 108, Table HO-26 is renumbered as shown:
Table HO-2629

Page 108, the first sentence of the paragraph under Table HO-26 (previously Table HO-
25) is revised as shown:

Table HO-2629 outlines the extent of permitted housing types by zoning district.

Page 109, the first paragraph is revised as follows:

As shown on Table HO-26 -29, some housing types require issuance of permits or
other discretionary approval for development under the current Zoning Ordinance.
While most housing types are allowed by right in most residential zone districts,
others may be subject to site plan review, issuance of a special use permit, or

approval of a planned development MuLtliamJJ;LhQu&nng_pﬂmmed_b;Lnghun_the

Page 109, the following text is inserted between the Special Use Permit paragraph and
the Planned Development paragraph:
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Page 110, Table HO-26 is renumbered as shown:

EDAW EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN
County of El Dorado RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
January 2004 Section 5.1 Proposed General Plan Modifications

No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives

5.1-16



Table HO-2629.

Page 112, the last sentence in the last paragraph is revised as shown:

Table HO-27#3Q lists impact and related development fees..

Page 112, the following text is inserted after the second paragraph under lmpact Fees

discussion:

Pagell13, Table HO-27 is revised as shown:

TABLE HO-27 =30
Single-Family Dwelling Impact and Other Fees"

Type of Fee Amount of Fee Agency Collecting Fee Time of Assessment
Building Permit $0.83-87/sq. ft.? El Dorado County Building Permit
Road, County : I’E EZ-E’E 15/d.. 3 El Dorado County Building Permit
Road, State EI’EZE-E 008/d.u. * El Dorado County Building Permit
Road, Special District $97-6.791/d.1.° El Dorado County Building Permit
Fire $281-1,915/d.u. Fire District Building Permit
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School

$2.14-3.07/sq. ft.

School Districts

Building Permit

Park Dedication In-Lieu Fee

Varies®

Park Agency

Final Subdivision or
Parcel Map

Community Services

. 7 - .
Recreation $2,331-2,747/d.u. Districts Building Permit
Rare Plant, County $0-885/d.u.? El Dorado County Building Permit
Rare Plant, EID° $345 EID Building Permit

Building Permit or Final

Water, EID $5,210/d.u.’® EID Map™

Water, GDPUD™ $100-5,000/d.u. GDPUD I\BA‘;'Fﬂ'a”g Permit or Final
Water, Grizzly Flats CSD $3,650/d.u. GFCSD Building Permit

Sewer $7,467-8,902/d.u* | EID Building Permit or Final

Map
Septic System El Dorado County Building Permit
$490
Notes:

'Based-on-Jantiary-1,-2003-fee-schedute: Eees in effect as of October 19, 2003.
®Varies based on construction type.

*Road Impact Fee (RIF) for EI Dorado Hills Area; Traffic Impact Mitigation fee (TIM) for remainder of West
Slope.

“Varies based on location by Regional Analysis Zone (RAZ).
*Varies based on location and size of structure.
®Park fees based on the value of the land and the amount of land required for dedication.

"Recreation fees are only collected in the El Dorado Hills and Cameron Park Community Services Districts
boundaries.

8plant fee varies based on location.
°El Dorado Irrigation District.
°Based on a %" meter.

"Fee is collected at recording of a subdivision final or parcel map, unless the lot is pre-existing and does not
already have an EDU allocated to it.

“Georgetown Divide Public Utility District.

®$100 is basic service fee for previously assessed parcels; $5,000 or more is due at time of recording a
map creating new parcels.

“4\/aries based on location.

Source: El Dorado County Building Department, Planning Department, ElI Dorado Irrigation District, and
Georgetown Divide Public Utility District (2003).

Page 113, the following text is inserted immediately after Table HO-30 (which was Table
HO-27):
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Page 115, the fourth sentence of the paragraph under Writ of Mandate is revised as
follows:

Adoption of a new General Plan is expected to occur by Becember206063 June
2004,

Page 115, the following sentence is inserted at the end of the first paragraph under

Existing Commitments:
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Page 119, the following text is inserted after the last sentence under the Building Code
Constraints heading:
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Page 124, the first paragraph under Survey Summary is revised as follows:

The survey results show that EI Dorado County has enough land appropriately
zoned to meet its total 2001-2008 allocation of 9,994 units. As shown on Table
HO-28 -31, there is capacity to accommodate $2;688 12,059 DUs outside of the
Development Agreement areas.

Page 124, the following text is inserted after first paragraph under Survey Summary:

Page 124, the third sentence of the second paragraph under Survey Summary is revised
as follows:
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The inventory and Table HO-28 -31 indicate that there is capacity to supply a total
of 8;324 8,060 higher density units having public water and sewer (this does not
include the Development Agreement areas).

Figure HO-12, following page 124, is revised. Please see Appendix D of this Response to
Comments document.

Page 125, Table HO-28 is revised as follows:

TABLE HO-28 -31
Vacant Land Survey Summary

Adjusted Maximum

Acres Parcels Capacity (DUs)
All Lands in Communities Except Lands in Development Agreements”
Total of Vacant Lands 11,985.1 1,575 12,059
Higher D L 4+ D ! '
igher Density Lands ( Us/acre) 1701.9 278 9.680
Higher Density Lands Having Public Service ’ ’
ig sity s Having Publi vices 1541 4 120 8.060

2001-2008 Allocations: Very Low = 2,829 units; Lower = 1,890 units; Moderate = 2,100 units;
Above Moderate = 3,175 units; Total = 9,994 units.
Notes:

Considers land vacant as of August 2002 (information from the El Dorado County Assessor's Office
database). See text and Attachment A for further information.

Page 125, the third sentence on the last paragraph is revised as follows:
(See Table HO-1516 for an example of this)
Page 141, Measure HO-E is revised as follows:

Partner with existing nonprofit and for-profit corporations that are interested and
able to construct and manage housing affordable to very low and lower income
families in order to expand their ability to serve the county. Partnerships
Assistanee—may focus on ineludle—site identification, site acquisition, design
standards, and identification of subsidy sources like Home Investment Partnership
Program (HOME) funds, Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) monies,
fee waivers, and expedited permit processing. [Policy HO-1r]

Page 142, Measure HO-G is revised as follows:
Amend the Zoning Ordinance and Design and Improvement Standards Manual to

eonsider provide more flexibility and-retaxation-ofcertairt in development standards
as incentives for affordable housing developments. Any amendments to
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development standards should consider site ant—potential—oceupaney

characteristics. The specific standards that may be evaluated include, but are not
limited to, the following...

Page 143, the table under Measure HO-H is revised as follows:

Responsibility: Planning Department

Time Frame: Within one year of General Plan adoption.
Funding: General Fund

Expected Outcome: Adoption of Density Bonus Ordinance.
Objective: 466 150 units

Page 144, Measure HO-J is revised as follows:

Responsibility: Planning Department; and Department of Community Services;ant-FRPA
Time Frame: Ongoing

Funding: General Fund

Expected Adopted changes in the TRPA code to allow more affordable housing.
Outcome:

Page 146, Measure HO-O is revised as follows:

Evatuate-the-feasibility-of Adopting an infill incentive ordinance to assist developers
in addressing barriers to infill development. Incentives could include, but are not

limited to, modifications of development standards, such as reduced parking and
setback requirements, to accommodate smaller or odd-shaped parcels, and
waivers or deferrals of certain development fees, helping to decrease or defer the
costs of development. [Policy HO-1¢]

Responsibility: Planning Department

Time Frame: Within two years of General Plan adoption.
Funding: General Fund

Expected Outcome: 1606 200 units

Page 148, Measure HO-U is revised as follows:

Work with non-profit and for profit developers to adopt development and design

standards that would make affordable multifamily housing ministerial, requiring
such housing to blend in with the surrounding area. [Policy HO-1p]

EDAW EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN
County of El Dorado RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
January 2004 Section 5.1 Proposed General Plan Modifications

No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives

5.1-25



Responsibility: Planning Department

Time Frame: Within three two years of General Plan adoption.

Funding: General Fund

Expected Outcome: | Quicker turnaround of multifamily development applications; reduced
cost for multifamily development; and minimization of constraints to
new multifamily development.

Page 149, Measure HO-X is revised as follows:
Apply for Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) rehabilitation funds
annually to provide housing rehabilitation services and continue to provide
weatherization services to very low and lower income households. [Policy HO-2a]

Page 150, Measure HO-Z is revised as follows:

Responsibility: Planning Department and Department of Community Services
Time Frame: Within two years of General Plan adoption.
Funding: General Fund

Expected Outcome: Mobile home park conversion ordinance.
biective: i

Page 152, Measure HO-FF is revised as follows:

Work with community and local organizations in providing community education on
homelessness, gaining better understanding of the unmet need, and developing
and maintaining emergency shelter programs, including eensideration—of funding
for programs developed through |nterjur|sd|ct|onal cooperatlon aMkmth

[Pollcy HO -4d]

Page 152, Measure HO-GG is revised as follows:

sites for use—as establishment of emergency shelters and transitional and
permanent supportive housing, with characteristics appropriate for such use,
including but not limited to proximity to public services and facilities: and
acceSS|b|I|ty to and from areas where homeless persons congregate.,—aﬁd—havmg
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Responsibility: Planning Department and Department of Community Services

Time Frame: Zoning Ordinance to be updated within one year of General Plan adoption.
lentificati fsi beqir i X I :
Funding: General Fund and other

Expected Outcome: | Identification of suitable sites for emergency shelters_and transitional
housing.

Page 154, Measure HO-LL is revised as follows:

Bevelop—a—procedure—to Continue to refer people who suspect discrimination in
housing to the appropriate agency or organization for help. This is ongoing effort
by the County. [Policies HO-6b and HO-6¢]

Page 154, the following text is added after MEASURE HO-MM:

. Add the following new subsection and text (after new Measure HO-NN):
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Table HO-32 is shown on the following page.

Page 166, Table A-3 is revised as shown, beginning on page 5.1-30.
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Measur Above
e Objective Very | ow Lower Moderate Moderate Very Low Verylow | Lower | Moderate
HO-E 400 100 200 100
HO-F 200 second units, 300 mobile 200 250 20
homes
HO-H 150 20 20 20
HO-1 225 75 150
HO-L 50 20
HO-O 200 75 5 25 25
HO-X 800
HO-Z 200 mobile homes 80 10 20
HO-AA 300 175 100 25
Total 2.825 450 L5 225 ¥is) 205 170 15
Additional Market Rate Units 80 3.200
Grand Totals 450 115 305 3275 200 170 15
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TABLE A-3

VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
# of Acres/ Range Max Capacit Expected
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services® | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)4

Cameron Park
€ommereiaHE) 129 2 65 42-87 A 10 129 13
€ommercial-Design-ControHE-BE) 2% 1 2% = A 10 2% 2
Planned-CommerciaHHEP) 191 3 64 3387 A 10 19% 19
Planned-Commercial-Design-ControH{€P-BEC) 543 5 169 2133+ A 10 543 54
Planned-Commercial-Planned-Bevelopment&
Besign-Controt 181 2 91 51130 A 106 181 18
{EP-Pb-bE)

ofessionat-Office €c >retat-Design-Contre 20:2 3 67 42-11% A 16 262 20
{€erPo-bey
Multifamily Residential-Design Control (RM-DC) 25 1 25 - A 24 60 48
One-family Residential (R1) 1355 19 7.1 2.2-31.2 A 7.3 989 791
(P)Bt)e-famlly Residential-Planned Development (R1- 274 5 13.7 29245 A 73 200 160
Limited Multifamily Residential (R2) 3.2 2 1.6 1.6-1.6 A 21.8 70 56
Ilslglted Multifamily Residential-Design Control (R2- 173 3 58 3.3-10.7 A 218 377 302
Limited Multifamily Residential-Planned 16.4 4 a1 2865 A 218 358 286
Development (R2-PD) ) ' o )
Tourist Residential (RT) 4.7 1 4.7 - A 21.8 102 82
Cameron Park Total
Camino/Pollock Pines
Eommercial-Design-ControHE-BE) 61 2 2140 B 4 24 2
One-family Residential (R1) 375 12 3.1 2.0-5.7 B 7.3 274 219
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TABLE A-3

VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
. # of Acres/ Range o, Max Capgcitg/ Expepte4d
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services DU/Acre (Units) (Units)
Limited Multifamily Residential (R2) 16.7 3 5.6 2.1-125 B 21.8 364 291
Tourist Residential (RT) 2.2 1 2.2 - B 21.8 48 38
s s I - | %
Camino/Pollock Pines Total 56.4 acres | 16 parcels 686 units 548 units
ChromeRidge
Planned-CommercialH{€P) 35 2 18 +5-2.6 B 4 14 E
Cotoma
EommerciaHC) 23 E 23 = B< 4 9 E
Cool
CommereiaHE-BE) 165 E 165 = B 4 42 4
Planned-Commercial-Besign-ControH{CP-DE) 19:6 196 = B 4 78
One-family Residential (R1) 31 2 1.6 1.0-2.1 B 7.3 23 18
Ilsigited Multifamily Residential-Design Control (R2- 201 4 100 71-18.2 B 218 874 699
2| = I = |
Cool Total 43.2 acres | 6 parcels 897 units 717 units
Diamond Springs/El Dorado
CommereiatH(C) 61 3 20 6:9-29 A 10 6% 6
Commercia-Design-ControH{€-BE) 423 7 60 2:+16:3 A 10 423 42
Commerciat-Planned-Bevelopment(€-PB) 47 2 24 2:3-24 A 10 47 5
Planned-CommercialH{€P) 29 E 29 = A 10 29 3
Professional-Office-CommerciaH{CPO) 2 E 2 = A 10 72 7
Professional-Office-Commercial-Planned 22 s 22 = A 10 22 2
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TABLE A-3

VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
# of Acres/ Range Max Capacitg/ Expected
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services® | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)4

Pevelopment(€EPO-PB)
Mobile Home Park (MP) 51.1 3 17.0 17.4-27.3 A 7 358 286
One-family Residential (R1) 120.5 12 10.0 3.5-41.8 A 7.3 880 704
One-family Residential-Design Control (R1-DC) 12.0 2 6.0 5.0-7.0 A 7.3 88 70
(P)Bt)e-famlly Residential-Planned Development (R1- 353 5 71 37-116 A 73 258 206
Limited Multifamily Residential (R2) 17.5 4 4.4 2.2-10.0 A 21.8 382 305
Ilslglted Multifamily Residential-Design Control (R2- 5 8 59 01-16.8 A 218 905 724
Limited Multifamily Residential-Planned 92 5 46 21-70 A 218 201 160
Development (R2-PD) ) ' - )
Diamond Springs/El Dorado Total 287.1 acres| 36 parcels 3,072 units | 2,455 units
El Dorado Hills
€Commercial-Design-ControHC-DEC) 287 4 2 2.0-187 A 10 287 29
Planned-Commercial-Design-ControH{EP-BE) 70 70 = A 70 7
One-family Residential (R1) 228.5 20 11.4 0.1-49.8 A 7.3 1668 1,334
(P)Bi-famlly Residential-Planned Development (R1- 10.7 3 36 02-6.6 A 73 78 62
Ilslglted Multifamily Residential-Design Control (R2- 575 4 14.4 6.3-22.6 A 218 1254 1,003
Multifamily Residential-Design Control (RM-DC) 22.5 2 11.3 0.7-21.8 A 24 540 432
El Dorado Hills Total 319.2 acres| 29 parcels 3,540 units | 2,831 units
Garden-Valtey
Commereial-Planned-Development{€-Pb) 70 1 | 70 = B 4 ‘ 28 3
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TABLE A-3

VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
. # of Acres/ Range o, Max Capgcitg/ Expe.cte4d
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services DU/Acre (Units) (Units)
Georgetown
Planned-CommercialH{EP) 25 1 25 = B 4 10 1
Greenwood
€CommerciaHC) 20 1 20 = B 4 8 1
Kyburz
€ommereiaH{€) 69 2 6:2-60:7 € 4 4 3]
One-family Residential (R1) 16.9 41 0.4 0.14-1.9 C 7.3 123 99
iz 2 I | -
Kyburz Total 16.9 acres | 41 parcels 123 units
Little Norway
EommerciaH{E€) 23 1 = € 4 9 ks
One-family Residential (R1) 14.9 25 0.6 0.2-2.67 C 7.3 109 87
e EFRllE
Little Norway Total 14.9 acres | 25 parcels 109 units 87 units
Mosetito
Planned-CommerciaHEP) 15 1 15 = € 4 6 1
Mt—Aokom
€ommereiak{€) 230 5 46 4.3-5:2 € 4 92 9
Mt. Ralston
Commercia{C) 02 1 | 62 = <€ 4 ‘ 1 0
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TABLE A-3
VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"
Parcel Size Max Max
# of Acres/ Range Max Capacitg/ Expected
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services® | DU/Acre (Units) (Units)4
One-family Residential (R1) 119 34 0.4 0.2-2.1 C 7.3 87 69
' ' ' 69 units
Mt. Ralston Total 11.9 acres | 34 parcels 87 units
Phillips
ECommercial-Planned Development{€-PB) 218 E 218 = € 4 87 9
One-family Residential (R1) 3.2 9 0.4 0.14-0.73 C 7.3 23 19
Phillips Total 3.2 acres | 9parcels 23 units 19 units
Pilot Hill
One-family Residential (R1) 0.2 1 0.2 - C 7.3 1 1
Pilot Hill Total 0.2 acres 1 parcel 1 unit 1 unit
Placerville®
Mobile Home Park (MP) 4.2 2 2.1 2.0-2.2 A 7 29 24
One-family Residential (R1) 34 1 3.4 - A 7.3 25 20
Placerville Total 7.6 acres | 3 parcels _ 54 units 44 units
Pteasant-Valtey
Planned-CommerciaHEP) 20 1 20 = B 4 8 1
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TABLE A-3

VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
. # of Acres/ Range o, Max Capgcitg/ Expepte4d
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services DU/Acre (Units) (Units)
Shingle Springs
CommereiaHC) 86 40 2951 A 106 86
€ommereiat-Design-ControH{€-DE) 22 1 22 = A 106 22 2
Planned-CommerciaHEP) 27 27 = A 10 27 3
MM&M&%&G&WMW% 23 3 24 2408 A 10 23 2
Commerciat-Planned-Bevelopment(€-PB) 169 4 42 2:2-9:8 A 10 169 17
Limited Multifamily Residential (R2) 55 1 55 - A 21.8 120 96
ggjte?gp'\r"n‘gg‘;a(gypﬁside”“a"P'a””ed 26.1 2 13.1 2.1-24.0 A 2138 569 455
iz I = | ==
Shingle Springs Total 31.6 acres | 3 parcels 689 units 551 units
Somerset
€ommereiaHE) 2 39 2756 € 4 31 3
One-family Residential (R1) 4.0 1 4.0 - C 7.3 29 23
| I - |
Somerset Total 4.0acres | 1parcel 29 units 23 units
Strawberry
One-family Residential (R1) 9.8 25 0.4 0.2-0.7 B 7.3 71 57
Strawberry Total 9.8 acres | 25 parcels 71 units 57 units
Tahoe Basin®
One-Family Residential (R1) 659.5 14 47.1 4.7-189.9 A 7.3 4,814 404
Tourist Residential (RT) 29.4 3 9.8 5.0-16.2 A 21.8 641 50
Tahoe Basin Total 688.9 acres| 17 parcels ; 5,455 units 454 units
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TABLE A-3
VACANT LAND SUITABLE FOR HIGHER DENSITY RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT"

Parcel Size Max Max
# of Acres/ Range Max Capamtg/ Expected
Zoning Acres Parcels Parcels (Acres) Services® | DU/Acre (Units) (Unlts)

26,092units | 9;989-units
16,996 units | 9,680 units

TOTAL HIGHER DENSITY

Total With Both Water And Sewer Service ! . ! .
1.541.4 |120 parcels 14,966 units | 8,060 units
acres
Notes:

1Higher density development is <4—_7_or more dwelling units (DUs) per acre. Survey focuses on established communities in the unincorporated areas of El Dorado
County. See Figure HO-12 for locations of communities.

A= public water and sewer service available
B = public water and septic

C = private water and septic

*Maximum densny from Zonlng Ordlnance

AdJusted maxnmum capacity is 80% of maxnmum capamty for residential development in all areas of the county except the Tahoe Basin.—Adjtstet-maximum—capacity
1 i ty- See the text for more information.

°Refers to land on the periphery of the Placerville city limits. Does not include parcels in the City of Placerville.

6Development in the Tahoe Basin is subject to the regulations of the Tahoe Regional Planning Agency (TRPA). On average, the County issues 92 building permits per
year under TRPA's allocation system. The adjusted maximum capacity units shown are based on the proportion of R1 and TR lands as compared to all vacant
residential lands. According to Table A-1, R1 units account for 88% and TR units account for 11% of the vacant lands in the Tahoe Basin. The adjusted maximum

capacity for R1 and TR units, then, is 88% and 11% of the 460 unit five-year allocation. The remaining housing types combined represent approximately 1% of the
five-year allocation.

Source: El Dorado County Assessor's Records (2002).

EDAW EL DORADO COUNTY GENERAL PLAN
County of El Dorado RESPONSE TO COMMENTS
January 2004

Section 5.1 Proposed General Plan Modifications
No Project and 1996 General Plan Alternatives

5.1-36



Page 205, the following policy is added under Objective 5.2.1:

wahwmmmw L coll I I lable inf ;
supply and demand.

Page 208, the following new policy is inserted after Policy 5.2.3.6:

Page 211, the following policy is inserted after the text under OBJECTIVE 5.7.3: LAW
ENFORCEMENT:

Page 212, Policy 5.8.1.1 is revised as follows:

Policy 5.8.8.1  School districts affected by a proposed development shall
be relied on to evaluate the development’s adverse impacts
on school facilities or the demand therefore. No
development that will result in such impacts shall be
approved unless:

1. To the extent allowed by State law, Fthe applicant

and the appropriate school district(s) have entered
into a written agreement regarding the mitigation of
impacts to school facilities; or

2. The impacts to school facilities resulting from the
development are mitigated, through conditions of
approval, to the greatest extent allowed by State
law.
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Page 213, Policy 5.8.1.4 is deleted.
Page 213, Policy 5.8.1.5 is deleted.
Page 213, Policy 5.8.1.6 is revised as follows:

The County will coordinate with the school districts as to the development of

additional land use and zoning standards regtifing—spectficmitigation—of-sehoot
m&paetﬁem—pfeﬁesed—devﬁeﬁmeﬁt to address the provision of educational

Page 218, Goal 6.2 is revised as follows:
Minimize fire hazards and risks in both wildland and developed areas.

Page 219, Policy 6.2.3.1 is revised as follows:

As a requirement for approving new development, the County must find, based on

information provided by the applicant and the responsible fire protection district
must-demonstrate-that, concurrent with development, adequate emergency water

flow, fire—aceess; and fire fighting personnel and equipment will be provided
available in accordance with applicable State and local fire district standards.
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Page 220, the following new policy added after the first (partial) sentence after Policy
6.4.2.2:

Page 221, Policies 6.4.2.1 and 6.4.2.2 are revised as follows:

Policy 6.4.2.1 Apply a zoning overlay for areas located within dam failure

inundation zones as identified by ir the State Department of Water Resources
Division of Safety of DamsEDerade—Ceunty—Operational—Area—Muiti-Hazard
FunetionatEmergeney-OperationsPlans.

Policy 6.4.2.2 No new critical or high occupancy structures (e.g., schools,
hospitals) should be located within the inundation area resulting from failure of

dams |dent|f|ed by i the Slate_D_epaLtmenI_oﬂALateLResguLces_DMsm_oj_Sately

Page 233, Policy 7.2.1.1 is revised as follows:

In accordance with California Code of Regulations, Sections 3675-3676, the
County shall maintain all Mineral Land Classification reports produced by the State
Btvistorrof Mines-and-Geotegy Department of Conservation, California Geological
Survey which pertain to El Dorado County. El Dorado County hereby recognizes,
accepts, and adopts by reference those State Classification Reports as they
currently eX|st and as may be amended or supplemented |n the future. Adlistof
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Page 243, the table in Policy 7.4.4.4 is revised as follows:

Existing Canopy Cover

Percent Canopy Cover to be Retained or Replaced

80-100 percent

66 60% of existing canopy

60—79 percent

70 70% of existing canopy

40-59 percent

80 80% of existing canopy

20-39 percent

85 85% of existing canopy

19 percent or less

796 90% of existing canopy

Page 244, Policy 7.5.1.3 is revised as follows:

Cultural resource (historic, prehistoric, and paleontological resources) studies shall

be conducted prior to the approval of discretionary projects. Studies may include,
but are not limited to, record searches through the North Central Information

Center at California State University, Sacramento, the Museum of Paleontology,
University of California, Berkeley, field surveys, subsurface testing, and/or salvage

excavations.
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Page 246, Objective 7.5.4 is revised as follows:

tdentification; pPreservation; and protection of existing cemeteries including access
and parking.

Page 252, Policy 8.1.3.1 is revised as follows:

Agriculturally zoned lands including Williamson Act Contract properties fretantds
within—“agricuttaral-preserves”) shall be buffered..

Page 252, Policy 8.1.3.2 is revised as follows:

Agriculturally incompatible uses adjacent to agricultural zoned lands withift

tdestghated-agrictlturat-distriets shall provide a minimum setback of 200 feet from

the boundary of the agriculturally zoned lands.

Agriculturally incompatible uses adjacent to agriculturally zoned land outside of
designated Agricultural Districts shall provide a minimum setback of 200 feet on
parcels 10 acres or larger.

The implementing ordinance shall contain provisions for Aadministrative relief to
these setbacks may—be—graﬁted—by—the—eetrﬁfy—ﬂaﬁﬁfﬁg—aweetef where

appropriate, and ma
resources.

Page 255, Policy 8.2.1.1 is revised as follows:

The County shall altew—-and support the extension of water lines and the use of
reclaimed and untreated water for the irrigation of agricultural lands.

Page 257, Policy 8.2.4.2 is revised as follows:

..and are |n fuII compllance with the provisions of the El Dorado County Code and

Page 263, Policy 9.1.1.2 is revised as follows:

Neighborhood parks shall be primarily focused on serving ehiterer’s—walk-to or
bike-to recreation needs. When possible, neighborhood parks should be adjacent
to schools. Neighborhood parks are generally 2 to 10 acres in size and may
include a playground, tot lot, turf areas, and picnic tabtes- facilities.
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Page 264, Policy 9.1.1.8 is revised as follows:

The County will adopt a Parks and Recreation Capital Improvement Program to
meet current and future needs as |dent|f|ed in the Eadss_Ma.sIer_Elan +nte1=rm

Page 266, Policy 9.1.2.8 is revised as follows:

Integrate and link, where possible, existing and proposed National, State, regional,
County, city and local hiking, bicycle, and equestrian trails for public use.

Page 296, Policy 11.1.12.5 is revised as follows:

Continue to activety—participate—in—the—development—support operation of the

permanent U.S. Forest Service Visitors Center in Meyers with—the—:-S—Forest
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