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BOS Community Region Workshop, June 27, 2013 
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Amend CR Lines Now 

• No ‘need’ for more housing to meet SACOG or GP 

• CR line change will not affect ‘achievable’ units 

• Removing LDR lands from CRs is consistent with 
‘Keep it Rural’ 

• 2011 CR line review deferred to TGPA 

– Subsequently omitted from TGPA EIR 

• Residents and EDH APAC made request for CR 
review in NOP 
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NOW IS THE TIME TO ADDRESS COMMUNITY REGIONS 
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Do we need more housing 
capacity? 

From Housing Element Update No. of Units: 
 

Achievable Units  20,854 

SACOG’s  Allocation 4,194 

Total Surplus: 16,660 

NO! 
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Existing Community Region, nominal yield:    28 parcels.   

Revised Community Region, nominal yield:   28 parcels.  
 

Revised CR does NOT affect achievable units 
 

Existing  
CR Boundary 

Proposed  
CR Boundary 
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Green line depicts a Community Region;  Dixon project is 280 acres, RE10 per 
LUPPU 
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NO site-specific CR review done since 2004 

•CR boundary at Wilson Estates creates HDR “island”  (Yellow) 
•HDR/LDR transition eliminated 
•CR review avoided in 2011 & TGPA;  2016 is too late!  

Wilson Estates 
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Green line depicts a Community Region 

Wilson Estates w/ 
revised CR line 
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Derailing LUPPU 

• Large projects (Dixon, San Stino, Marble 
Valley, Wilson…) are the real distraction from 
LUPPU 

• All require General Plan amendments/rezone 

• These are in conflict with LUPPU intent to not 
amend Land Use 
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These large projects should be denied or put on hold  
until LUPPU is complete 
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The “Elephant in the Room” 
Definition:  An obvious truth that is either being ignored or going unaddressed.    
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The community has been working since 2009 to include Community 
Regions in GP review without success 
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Review & Revise  
the Community Region  Boundaries 

• LUPPU does not have to stop in it’s tracks 

• Revising the boundaries does not stop the 
process for Dixon, Wilson, or San Stino 

• ‘Revision’ is looking to the future & responding 
to the Community. 
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Yes!! 
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June 26th, 2013 
 
Honorable Chairman Briggs and Supervisors  
County of El Dorado  
330 Fair Lane 
Placerville, CA 95667 
 
 
RE:  Items 4: White Paper Discussion on Community Region Boundary Lines  
 
 
Honorable Chairman Briggs and Supervisors,   
 
On behalf of the North State Building Industry Association (BIA) and our 450 member 
companies involved in single-family, multi-family building, and land development in the 
region, we would like to express our strong support for Staff Option #4 titled “Stay 
the Course”.  This option keeps the voter approved General Plan intact and enables 
the County to complete a process that it has already spent significant resources to 
implement. 
 
As the white paper indicates, the County’s adopted 2004 General Plan was a delicate 
balance of all stakeholders in preserving the rural nature of the County, while also 
outlining the limited areas best able to serve development and future growth (i.e. less than 
12% of the County) because of the close proximity to infrastructure and services. 
“Community Regions” essentially serve as an urban limit line, which preserve 
agricultural lands and the current built environment outside of those regions. The notion 
of Community Regions has been a long-standing County planning concept dating back 
over four decades.  
 
In regards to the May 7th Board discussion, we’d like to highlight what we believe is the 
best path forward for the County:  
 

1) Follow the Current Process:  The Land Use Policy Programmatic Update 
(LUPPU) process is one of significant value to stakeholders and the community. 
Substantial General Plan policies such as Community Regions should not be 
modified or eliminated until this process has been completed.  Taking such an 
action would be in direct contradiction with several of the County’s stated 
General Plan objectives and sends the absolute wrong message to the local 
business community.   
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2) Analyze the Facts and Data: The LUPPU process including the updated Zoning 

Ordinance and Travel Demand Model will give the County a clearer picture of 
what should be the next steps regarding land use.  Additionally, individual project 
Environmental Impact Reports (EIR’s) working their way through the planning 
process will give the Board a much better representation of what the pros and 
cons of each development are.   

 
3) Make a Fully Informed Decision Based on All of the Information: No projects 

should or will come before the Board before the LUPPU process has been 
completed. Having all of the information, from LUPPU and individual project 
analysis, the Board of Supervisors should make the final decision on individual 
projects based on “all” of the information and the merits of each particular 
development.  Ultimately, these land use decisions will continue to be under the 
Board’s full authority.  

 
In conclusion, we would like to reiterate that our strong preference and recommendation 
to the County would be to “Stay the Course” with the policies and decision making 
processes you have today.  These processes are not broken and in fact are the common 
standard for planning within our region.  As the staff report reflects, this option provides 
the County with no legal risk, does not spend precious local government resources on 
unraveling the General Plan, and is consistent with past Board actions and stated 
objectives.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Scott J. Whyte 
Legislative Advocate, Governmental and Public Affairs  
North State Building Industry Association  
 
 
CC: Honorable Chairman Briggs and Board Members  
 Kim Kerr, Assistant CAO, County of El Dorado  
 John Costa, GPA Director, NSBIA  
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Shingle Springs Community 
Alliance Response to White 
Paper on Community Regions  
CRLs – Flawed Planning for Growth without Water Infrastructure 
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We Get It 

• The Tilden Park and San Stino projects are the 
immediate problems 

• Vacant Parcels near the Highway 50 corridor are 
likely growth targets 

• The CRL will attract other project proposals that 
require General Plan Amendments and are 
incompatible with Keeping Shingle Springs 
Rural! 
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What We Want: 

• Remove the Community Region Line in the 
Shingle Springs area 

• Designate Shingle Springs multi-family, 
commercial and industrial zoned areas as a Rural 
Center (Town Core Site) 

• Immediately deny Tilden Park and San Stino 
projects 
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Changing the Shingle 
Springs CRL isn’t costly 

•  The Common Sense CEQA exemption applies 
to projects that have no potential significant 
impacts 

• No costly consultant studies are needed because 
other areas of the county won’t grow unless the 
BOS approves new projects elsewhere 

• The draft Resolution of Intention and processing 
steps are already in the Board’s hands. 
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The Problems with CRLs 

• CRL-induced growth is impossible to quantify 
or locate for infrastructure planning purposes 

• Water & Sewer Infrastructure Planning by EID 
is based on existing General Plan land use and 
zoning ordinance designations 

• CRL-induced growth can’t be satisfied just by 
slack in currently planned development and 
mandatory water conservation by existing EID 
customers (rationing) 

Public Comment 13-00510 3B 62 of 72



The Problems with CRLs 

• EID has only planned for supplying current 
land use designations without CRL projects 

• Rapid residential development in CRLs will 
use up water supply and squeeze out jobs and 
commercial sales-tax generating development 

• Water and Sewer infrastructure improvements 
must be built first before new development can 
occur and developer Facility Capital Charge 
fees can be collected 

• Bond financing for EID improvements = 
Ratepayer Bondage for Speculative Growth 

Public Comment 13-00510 3B 63 of 72



The Problems with CRLs 

• New development applications are being 
processed for large projects outside existing 
CRLs 

• Policy to enforce existing CRL boundaries in 
2004 General Plan is being ignored 

• CRLs were approved by voters by 0.8% 
without full disclosure that CRLs mean 
intensive compact urban and suburban type 
development – Urban Growth Line 

• CRLs outlaw existing viable agricultural uses  
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LUPPU & Shingle Springs CRL 
adjustment can occur simultaneously 

• The LUPPU EIR doesn’t have to include 
changes reducing the CRLs 

• Separate Projects =  Separate Processes that can 
proceed simultaneously 

• CRL growth that hasn’t yet been planned can’t 
be displaced elsewhere in the county 

• No study of impacts on other areas needed if 
Supervisors just say no to projects outside CRL 
limits (e.g. Marble Valley and Lime Rock) 
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Conclusion – Keep It Rural! 

• The People of Shingle Springs have spoken 
• It’s time for the Board of Supervisors to listen 

and take action 
• Immediately deny Tilden Park and San 

Stino projects 
• Remove the Community Region Line from 

the Shingle Springs area 
• Designate Shingle Springs town center 

core as Rural Center 
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