
El Dorado County 
Saratoga Estates Project MMRP 1 

1. INTRODUCTION

1.2 MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PLAN 

In compliance with the State CEQA Guidelines §15097 (a), when significant effects are identified in an 
Environmental Impact Report (EIR) or negative declaration, the Lead Agency is required to adopt a program for 
reporting or monitoring mitigation measures that were adopted or made conditions of approval for the 
proposed project.  This Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan (MMRP) has been developed for the Saratoga 
Estates Project, consistent with the requirements of §15097. The intent of the MMRP is to prescribe and enforce 
a means for properly and successfully implementing the mitigation measures identified within the EIR for this 
project. Unless otherwise noted, the applicant shall be responsible for complying with and paying for all 
mitigation measures identified herein.  

1.2.1 COMPLIANCE CHECKLIST 

The intent of the MMRP is to ensure the effective implementation and enforcement of adopted mitigation 
measures and permit conditions. The MMRP is intended to be used by El Dorado County staff and mitigation 
monitoring personnel to ensure compliance with mitigation measures during project implementation. Mitigation 
measures identified in this MMRP were developed in the EIR prepared for the proposed project.  The MMRP will 
provide for monitoring of construction activities as necessary and in-the-field identification and resolution of 
environmental concerns.  

Monitoring and documenting the implementation of mitigation measures will be coordinated by El Dorado 
County. The table attached to this report identifies the mitigation measure, the responsible agency for the 
monitoring action, and timing of the monitoring action. The applicant will be responsible for fully understanding 
and effectively implementing the mitigation measures contained within the MMRP and for ensuring compliance.  

1.2.2 MITIGATION MONITORING PLAN 

The following table indicates the mitigation measure number, the mitigation measure text, the monitoring 
agency, implementation timing, and an area to record monitoring compliance.   

Exhibit N
16-0533 2G 1 of 48



El Dorado County 
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Mitigation Monitoring Plan 

Mitigation Measure Measure Description 
Monitoring Agency  

 
Implementation  

Schedule 

Monitoring 
Compliance Record 

(Name/Date) 

Hydrology and Water Quality     

Mitigation Measure 4.3-1: 
Prepare and implement a 

stormwater pollution 
prevention plan. 

The applicant shall prepare and implement a SWPPP that 
complies with the SWRCB Statewide Construction General 
Permit. The SWPPP must identify BMPs that will protect water 
quality from polluted stormwater runoff. 

El Dorado County Prior to issuance of grading 
permit and during 
construction.  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.3-2: 
Complete final drainage plan 
and provide adequate onsite 

storm drainage facilities. 

The applicant shall prepare a Final Drainage Analysis 
conforming to the County’s Drainage Manual and the County’s 
West Slope Development and Redevelopment Standards and 
Post Construction Storm Water Plan requirementsStorm Water 
Management Plan (SWMP) with each final map (phase) of the 
project. The Final Drainage Analysis shall be submitted to the 
County along with the Improvement Plans for each phase.  
The Final Drainage Analysis shall identify project drainage 
facilities and design features that ensure runoff from the 
project site will not exceed pre-development levels. The 
identified drainage facilities and design features shall be 
included in the Improvement Plans for each phase. At a 
minimum, the necessary drainage facilities and design features 
constructed with each phase of development shall be sufficient 
to mitigate post-development runoff to pre-development levels 
for each phase. Drainage facilities and design features for later 
phases of the project may be constructed with earlier phases of 
the project. 
The Final Drainage Analysis for each phase shall include 
evaluation of the final design for the 85th percentile storm 
(water quality storm), the tenth percentile storm (10-year 
storm) and the one percentile storm (100-year) storm. The 
Final Drainage Analysis for each phase shall include a discussion 
of that phase set in the context of the overall project, 
considering prior and future phase drainage facilities and 
design features and the West Slope Development and 

El Dorado County Prior to recordation of first 
final map. 
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Redevelopment Standards and Post Construction Storm Water 
Plan requirements. 
Maintenance of the project drainage facilities and design 
features shall be the responsibility of the Home Owner’s 
Association (HOA). A provision for maintenance and 
management of the drainage facilities and design features shall 
be included in the Codes, Covenants and Restrictions for the 
project. A separate Maintenance Program shall be developed for 
LID and water quality features in accordance with the County’s 
West Slope Development and Redevelopment Standards and 
Post Construction Storm Water Plan requirements SWMP to 
guide the long term maintenance and management of the 
systems by the HOA. The Maintenance Program shall be 
submitted to the County for review and approval prior to 
recordation of the first final map. 

Biological Resources     

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a: 
Avoid or minimize effects to 
valley elderberry longhorn 

beetle. 

If rough grading and/or removal of onsite elderberry shrubs do 
not occur by May 2016, a qualified biologist shall conduct 
surveys for VELB according to the USFWS protocol outlined in 
USFWS’ Conservation Guidelines for the Valley Elderberry 
Longhorn Beetle (1999) (or other USFWS conservation 
guidelines in effect at the time these activities are 
implemented) before any ground disturbing construction 
activities. The biologist shall, at a minimum, identify and map 
all elderberry shrubs with stems measuring 1 inch or greater in 
diameter at ground level on and within 100 feet of the project 
site, take stem counts, and document any exit holes. If no exit 
holes are found, no additional mitigation is required. 
If exit holes are identified during the survey, the applicant shall 
implement all take avoidance measures identified by the 
USFWS, including, but not limited to the following measures (as 
updated or amended by USFWS at the time the above-
described construction activities are implemented): 

 Impacts to VELB will be avoided and minimized by following the 
Conservation Guidelines for cases where elderberry shrubs can be 
retained and protected within 100 feet of the project footprint. 

 If elderberry shrubs are 100 feet or more from project activities, no 

El Dorado County (and 
USFWS if necessary) 

Prior to ground disturbing 
construction activities 
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direct or indirect impacts are expected. Shrubs will be protected 
during construction by establishing and maintaining a high visibility 
fence at least 100 feet from the drip line of each elderberry shrub 
with stems 1 inch in diameter or greater. 

 If elderberry shrubs can be retained within the project footprint, 
project activities may occur up to 20 feet from the dripline of 
elderberry shrubs if precautions are implemented to minimize the 
potential for indirect impacts. Specifically, these minimization 
measures include: 

 A minimum setback of at least 20 feet from the dripline of each 
elderberry plant with stems greater than 1-inch diameter at ground level 
will be maintained to avoid direct impacts. The buffer area will be fenced 
with high visibility construction fencing before commencement of 
ground-disturbing activities and will be maintained for the duration of 
construction activities. The project applicant will ensure that ground-
disturbing activities on the project site do not alter the hydrology of the 
site or otherwise affect the likelihood of vigor or survival of elderberry 
shrubs. 

 The project proponent will ensure that project activities, such as truck 
traffic or other use of machinery, do not create excessive dust on the 
project site, such that the growth or vigor of elderberry shrubs is 
adversely affected. Enforcement of a speed-limit and watering dirt 
roadways are potential methods to ensure that excessive dust is not 
created. 

 Areas that are disturbed temporarily will be restored to pre-disturbance 
conditions. Erosion control measures will be implemented to restore 
areas disturbed within 100 feet of elderberry shrubs. 

 No insecticides, herbicides, fertilizers, or other chemicals will be used 
within 100 feet of elderberry shrubs. Herbaceous vegetation may be 
mowed or removed using hand tools within 100 feet, but not within 20 
feet of the elderberry shrubs. 

 If new permanent development is to occur within the 100-foot buffer (but 
outside the 20-foot buffer), the potential for indirect effects will be 
evaluated by a qualified biologist. If indirect effects are likely to occur, the 
project applicant will consult with USFWS to determine the appropriate 
conservation measures. If indirect effects are not likely to occur, then no 
additional minimization measures would be required. 

 For elderberry shrubs that cannot be avoided by at least 20 feet or 

16-0533 2G 4 of 48



Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan Ascent Environmental 

 El Dorado County  
6 Saratoga Estates Project MMRP  

impacts to the beetle minimized through the measures listed above, 
consultation with USFWS in compliance with the ESA will be carried 
out to seek incidental take authorization. 

 No elderberry shrub will be removed or transplanted without prior 
coordination with USFWS and assurance that the project proponent 
has abided by all pertinent conditions of any applicable incidental 
take authorization. Conservation and minimization measures are 
likely to include preparation of supporting documentation that 
describes methods for relocation of existing shrubs and maintaining 
existing shrubs and other vegetation in a conservation area. 

 Relocation of existing elderberry shrubs and planting of new elderberry 
seedlings and associated riparian species and/or the purchase of mitigation 
credits at an approved mitigation bank will be implemented according to the 
Conservation Guidelines (USFWS 1999) or other applicable USFWS 
conservation guidelines in effect at the time of construction implementation. 
The current Conservation Guidelines use stem count data, presence or 
absence of exit holes, and whether the affected elderberry shrubs are 
located in riparian habitat to determine the number of elderberry seedlings 
or cuttings and associated riparian vegetation that would need to be planted 
as compensatory mitigation for affected VELB habitat. Compensatory 
mitigation may include planting replacement elderberry seedlings or cuttings 
and associated native plants within suitable areas of the project site, 
planting replacement elderberry seedlings or cuttings and associated native 
plants at a suitable offsite location, purchasing credits at an approved 
mitigation bank, or a combination thereof. Relocated and replacement 
shrubs and associated native plantings will be placed in the on- or offsite 
conservation areas providing a minimum of 1,800 square feet per 
transplanted shrub. These conservation areas will be preserved in perpetuity 
as habitat for VELB. The final VELB mitigation plan, including transplanting 
procedures, long-term protection, management of the mitigation areas, and 
monitoring procedures will be consistent with the Conservation Guidelines 
for the Valley Elderberry Longhorn Beetle (USFWS 1999), or other USFWS 
guidelines in effect at the time the construction activities are implemented. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b: 
Avoid or minimize effects to 

western pond turtle. 
 

 Within 24 hours before beginning construction activities within 200 feet of 
suitable aquatic habitat for western pond turtle, a qualified biologist will 
inspect areas of anticipated disturbance for the presence of western pond 
turtle. The construction area will be re-inspected whenever a lapse in 
construction activity of two weeks or more has occurred. The monitoring 

El Dorado County Prior to construction within 
200 feet of suitable aquatic 
habitat for western pond 
turtle. 
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biologist will be available thereafter; if a turtle is encountered during 
construction activities, the monitoring biologist will have the authority to 
stop construction activities until a qualified biologist can relocate the 
western pond turtle to the nearest suitable aquatic habitat outside the area 
of disturbance.  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c: 
Avoid or minimize the loss of 

special-status bird nests. 

The project applicant will implement the following measures to 
avoid or minimize the loss of nests of golden eagle, white-tailed 
kite, and other raptors and special status birds: 

 To the extent feasible, vegetation (including tree) removal, grading, and 
other ground disturbing activities will be carried out during the nonbreeding 
season (September 1 through February 14) for migratory birds. 

 If construction activity is scheduled to occur during the nesting season 
(February 15 to August 31), the project applicant shall utilize a qualified 
biologist to conduct preconstruction surveys for all potential special-status 
bird species (golden eagle, white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, and tricolored 
blackbird) and suitable habitat onsite and within 500 feet of the project site 
to identify active nests that could be affected by project construction. The 
surveys shall be conducted before the approval of grading and/or 
improvement plans (as applicable) and no less than 14 days and no more 
than 30 days before the beginning of construction in a particular area. If no 
nests are found, no further mitigation is required. 

 If active nests are found, impacts on nesting birds, including golden eagle, 
white-tailed kite, burrowing owl, and other raptors, as well as tricolored 
blackbirds shall be avoided by establishment of appropriate buffers around 
the nests. No project activity shall commence within the buffer area until a 
qualified biologist confirms that any young have fledged or the nest is no 
longer active. A 500-foot buffer around raptor nests, burrows, and/or 
colonies are generally adequate to protect them from disturbance, but the 
size of the buffer may be adjusted by a qualified biologist in consultation 
with CDFW depending on site-specific conditions. Monitoring of the nest by 
a qualified biologist during and after construction activities will be required if 
the activity has potential to adversely affect the nest. 

El Dorado County (and 
CDFW if necessary) 

Prior to approval of grading 
and/or improvement plans 
for and no less than 14 days 
and no more than 30 days 
prior to ground disturbing 
activities scheduled to 
occur during the nesting 
season (February 15 to 
August 31) 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1d: 
Avoid or minimize loss of 

protected bat species. 

Prior to construction, suitable roosting habitat (assumed to be 
trees on the project site) for roosting bats on the project site 
will be surveyed by a qualified biologist. Surveys will consist of 

El Dorado County (and 
CDFW if necessary) 

Prior to construction  
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a daytime pedestrian survey looking for evidence of bat use 
(e.g., guano) and may also include an evening emergence 
survey to note the presence or absence of bats, if warranted. 
The type of survey will depend on the condition of the potential 
roosting trees. If no bat roosts are found, then no further study 
is required. If evidence of bat use is observed, the number and 
species of bats using the roost will be determined. Bat 
detectors may be used to supplement survey efforts, but are 
not required.  
 
If roosts of pallid or silver-haired bats are determined to be 
present and must be removed, the bats will be excluded from 
the roosting site before the tree is removed. A program 
addressing compensation, exclusion methods, and roost 
removal procedures will be developed in consultation with 
CDFW before implementation. Exclusion methods may include 
use of one-way doors at roost entrances (bats may leave but 
not reenter), or sealing roost entrances when the site can be 
confirmed to contain no bats. Exclusion efforts may be 
restricted during periods of sensitive activity (e.g., during 
hibernation or while females in maternity colonies are nursing 
young). The loss of each roost (if any) will be replaced in 
consultation with CDFW and may require construction and 
installation of bat boxes suitable to the bat species and colony 
size excluded from the original roosting site. If determined 
necessary during consultation with CDFW, replacement roosts 
will be implemented before bats are excluded from the original 
roost sites. Once the replacement roosts are constructed and it 
is confirmed that bats are not present in the original roost site, 
the roost trees may be removed. 
 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1e: 
Implement a Worker 

Environmental Awareness 
Program (biological resources 

element). 

Prior to any ground disturbing activities that would affect 
riparian or aquatic habitats, a qualified biologist shall conduct 
an education program for all persons employed or otherwise 
working on the project. The program shall consist of a 
presentation from the biologist that includes a discussion of the 
biology of the habitats and species potentially affected by 
project development. The biologist shall also include as part of 
the education program information about the distribution and 

El Dorado County Prior to ground disturbing 
construction activities that 
would affect riparian or 
aquatic habitats 
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habitat needs of any special-status species that may be present, 
legal protections for those species, penalties for violations, and 
project-specific protective measures identified by regulatory 
authorizations. Interpretation shall be provided for non-English 
speaking workers, and the same instruction shall be provided 
for any new workers prior to their performing work onsite. The 
permittee shall prepare and distribute wallet-sized cards or a 
fact sheet that contains relevant biological data for workers to 
carry onsite. Upon completion of the education program, 
employees shall sign a form stating they attended the program 
and understand all protection measures. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2a: 
Avoid effects to sensitive 
natural communities by 

fencing resources. 

Before construction activities commence, all sensitive areas will 
be flagged or fenced with brightly visible construction flagging 
and/or fencing under the direction of the qualified biologist to 
ensure that grading, excavation, or other ground-disturbing 
activities will not occur within these areas. This delineation 
shall be consistent with and incorporate the USACE-approved 
preliminary jurisdictional determination or verified 
jurisdictional determination. Foot traffic by construction 
personnel will also be limited in these areas to prevent the 
introduction of invasive or weedy species. Periodic inspections 
during construction will be conducted by the monitoring 
biologist to ensure the integrity of exclusion fencing/flagging is 
maintained throughout the period of construction involving 
ground disturbance. 
 

El Dorado County Prior to ground disturbing 
construction activities 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-2b: 
Obtain all required regulatory 

authorizations if project 
development would result in 

the fill of Waters of the United 
States. 

Prior to any grading or construction activities within waters of 
the United States., the appropriate Section 404 permit will be 
obtained for any project-related impacts. Any waters of the 
United States that would be affected by project development 
shall be replaced or restored on a “no-net-loss” basis in 
accordance with USACE mitigation guidelines (or the applicable 
USACE guidelines in place at the time of construction). In 
association with the Section 404 permit (if applicable) and prior 
to the issuance of any grading permit, Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification from the Regional Water Quality Control 
Board shall be obtained. 

El Dorado County and 
RWQCB (and USACE if 

necessary) 

Prior to construction 
activities within waters of 
the United States 
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Mitigation Measure 4.4-2c: 
Obtain all required regulatory 

authorizations if project 
development would result in 
impacts to aquatic or riparian 

habitats within CDFW 
jurisdiction. 

If it is determined that project development would affect the 
bed, bank, channel, or associated riparian habitat subject to 
CDFW jurisdiction under Fish and Game Code Section 1602, a 
Streambed Alteration Notification shall be submitted to CDFW, 
pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game 
Code. If proposed activities are determined to be subject to 
CDFW jurisdiction, the project proponent shall abide by the 
conditions of any executed agreement prior to the issuance of a 
grading permit by El Dorado County. 

El Dorado County and 
CDFW 

Prior to issuance of a 
grading permit 
 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3a: 
Implement additional actions 
to further reduce impacts to 

wetland features due to 
alternate minimum setback 

during construction. 

The following actions shall be implemented during grading and 
other ground-disturbing construction activities within 100 feet 
of the onsite wetland features: 
 A qualified biologist shall be onsite during all initial vegetation clearing and 

grading activities. 

 High-visibility orange fencing shall be installed 10 feet from the edge of 
aquatic features and riparian habitat or at the edge of the 
grading/construction footprint, whichever is greater. The fencing shall be 
installed at the edge of the construction footprint around all aquatic 
features, as directed by the monitoring biologist. The fencing shall be 
installed prior to ground-disturbing activities and shall remain throughout 
the duration of construction activities. The fencing shall be checked daily by 
the superintendent or foreman to ensure that the fencing remains intact. 

 Excavation and ground disturbance within 100 feet of any aquatic feature 
(excluding removal of trees) shall be limited to dry periods (generally 
between April 15 and October 15). 

 Within identified wetland features, the top 4 inches of topsoil within the 
temporary disturbance area shall be stripped and stockpiled onsite. Once 
construction of the lots is complete, the topsoil shall be returned to the 
permanent buffer areas to maintain an existing seed bank and promote 
rapid re-establishment of vegetative cover. 

 If rain is forecasted to occur, all bare soil shall be covered with plastic 
sheeting, or equivalent, 24 hours prior to an anticipated precipitation event. 

 

El Dorado County Measures will be shown on 
grading and improvement 
plans and will be 
implemented during 
construction.  

 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-3b:  The applicant shall hire a qualified biologist to prepare a revegetation plan El Dorado County Revegetation and  
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Provide permanent design 
features and monitoring to 
further reduce impacts to 
wetland features due to 

alternate minimum setback 
during operation. 

 

and submit to the County’s Community Development Department prior to 
the start of construction. The plan shall include information on planting, 
maintenance, monitoring, and adaptive management strategies. For all 
disturbed areas within 40 feet of aquatic features and riparian habitat, the 
revegetation plan shall specify revegetation with native plant material, 
including native shrubs and trees to improve bank stability and habitat 
values. 

 To ensure establishment of native habitat, a monitoring plan prepared by a 
qualified biologist shall be submitted to the County’s Community 
Development Department that includes monitoring of the habitat within the 
open space buffers for a minimum of five years after the final certificate of 
occupancy is issued. The plan shall include adaptive management responses 
to implement if habitat quality is declining. 

 The Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&R) for the development 
shall discourage residents from using species considered invasive by the 
California Invasive Plant Council (CAL-IPC) in landscaping throughout the 
development. This restriction should be enforced by the Home-owners 
Association for the development. 

 Informational signs informing residents about impacts that domestic animals 
can have on wildlife shall be installed in parks and trail corridors. 

 

monitoring plans will be 
submitted to El Dorado 
County prior to initiating 
construction activities. 
CC&Rs will be submitted 
prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy. 
Signage will be installed in 
parks and trails prior to 
opening the park or trail. 

Cultural Resources     

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a: 
Avoid impacts to P-9-822. 

Construction activities occurring within the boundaries of P-9-
822 shall not include any scarification or excavation activities. 
Any construction proposed within the boundaries of P-9-822 
shall only include covering the site with layer(s) of chemically 
compatible soil prior to construction of any physical structures 
or other improvements. A qualified archaeologist shall be 
onsite continuously to monitor all ground disturbing activities 
within 100 feet of P-9-822 and all soil capping activities. The 
qualified archaeologist shall have the authority to stop work if 
necessary to protect the integrity of the site. 

El Dorado County During construction within 
100 feet of P-9-822 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1b: 
Develop and implement a 

Worker Environmental 
Awareness Program (heritage 

The project applicant shall submit to the El Dorado County 
Planning Department a Worker Environmental Awareness 
Program, prepared by a qualified archaeologist that will be 
provided to all construction personnel and supervisors who will 

El Dorado County Prior to ground disturbing 
construction activities 
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and cultural resources 
element). 

have the potential to encounter and alter heritage and cultural 
resources. The topics to be addressed in the Worker 
Environmental Awareness Program will include, at a minimum: 
 types of heritage and cultural resources expected in the 

project area; 

 types of evidence that indicates heritage or cultural 
resources might be present (e.g., ceramic shards, trash 
scatters, lithic scatters); 

 what to do if a worker encounters a possible resource; 

 what to do if a worker encounters bones or possible bones; 
and 

 penalties for removing or intentionally disturbing heritage 
and cultural resources, such as those identified in the 
Archeological Resources Protection Act. 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-1c: 
Stop work and implement 
recommendations in the 

event of an archaeological 
discovery. 

In the event that evidence of any prehistoric or historic-era 
subsurface archaeological features or deposits are discovered 
during construction-related earth-moving activities (e.g., 
ceramic shard, trash scatters, lithic scatters), all ground-
disturbing activity in the area of the discovery shall be halted 
until a qualified archaeologist can access the significance of the 
find. If an archeological site, the appropriate Native American 
group shall be notified. If the archaeologist determines that the 
find does not meet the CRHR standards of significance for 
cultural resources, construction may proceed. If the 
archaeologist determines that further information is needed to 
evaluate significance, and a data recovery plan shall be 
prepared. If the find is determined to be significant by the 
qualified archaeologist (i.e., because the find is determined to 
constitute either an historical resource or a unique 
archaeological resource), the archaeologist shall work with the 
project applicant to avoid disturbance to the resources, and if 
completed avoidance is not possible, follow accepted 
professional standards in recording any find including submittal 
of the standard DPR Primary Record forms (Form DPR 523) and 

El Dorado County During construction  
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location information to the appropriate California Historical 
Resources Information System office for the project area (the 
NCIC). 

Mitigation Measure 4.5-2: 
Stop work and implement 

recommendations if human 
remains are discovered. 

If human remains are discovered during any 
demolition/construction activities, potentially damaging 
ground-disturbing activities in the area of the remains shall be 
halted immediately, and the project applicant shall notify the El 
Dorado County coroner and the NAHC immediately, according 
to Section 5097.98 of the PRC and Section 7050.5 of California’s 
Health and Safety Code. If the remains are determined by the 
NAHC to be Native American, the guidelines of the NAHC shall 
be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. 
The project applicant shall also retain a professional 
archaeologist with Native American burial experience to 
conduct a field investigation of the specific site and consult 
with the Most Likely Descendant, if any, identified by the 
NAHC. Following the coroner’s and NAHC’s findings, the 
archaeologist, and the NAHC-designated Most Likely 
Descendant shall determine the ultimate treatment and 
disposition of the remains and take appropriate steps to ensure 
that additional human interments are not disturbed. The 
responsibilities for acting upon notification of a discovery of 
Native American human remains are identified in PRC Section 
5097.94. 

El Dorado County (and 
NAHC if necessary) 

During construction  

Transportation and Circulation     

Mitigation Measure4.7-1a: 
Pay TIM Fees project’s fair 

share of the Highway 50/Silva 
Valley Parkway interchange 

(Phase 1). 

The applicant shall pay fair share fees to El Dorado County for 
the Highway 50/Silva Valley Parkway interchange (Phase 1) to 
address the project’s contribution to traffic at the El Dorado 
Hills Boulevard at Saratoga Way/Park Drive Intersection. Fee 
amount shall be determined by the County. All fees shall be 
paid at the time of issuance of building permits. Note that since 
the release of the Draft EIR, the interchange (Phase 1) has been 
completed; therefore, the physical traffic-related impact of the 
project on the El Dorado Hills Boulevard at Saratoga Way/Park 
Drive Intersection is already mitigated. Fair share fee 
contribution is required for reimbursement. 
 

El Dorado County Fees paid at the time of 
issuance of building permits 
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Mitigation Measure 4.7-1b: 
Complete a Signal Timing 

Plan. 

The project applicant shall prepare and implement a signal 
timing plan for the intersections along El Dorado Hills 
Boulevard/Latrobe Road corridor from Saratoga Way/Park 
Drive through Town Center Boulevard to provide acceptable 
LOS in the a.m. and p.m. peak hours. The plan for signal 
optimization shall be prepared by a California-licensed civil 
engineer or traffic engineer obtained by the project applicant, 
and shall be submitted to the County Transportation Division 
and Caltrans, as appropriate. Prior to issuance of occupancy 
certificatesbuilding permits, the applicant shall ensure the 
signal timing improvements are completed in coordination with 
the County Transportation Division and Caltrans. 

 

El Dorado County Signal timing improvements 
complete prior to issuance 
of building permits 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-2: 
Road and intersection 

improvements. 

Prior to issuance of occupancy permitsIn accordance with 
conditions of approval for timing of improvements, the 
applicant shall coordinate with the County to improve the El 
Dorado Hills at Saratoga Way/Park Drive intersection by adding 
a southbound right-turn lane and re-allocating the traffic signal 
green time, and improve the Latrobe at Town Center Drive 
intersection by restriping of the westbound Town Center 
Boulevard approach to include one shared through/left-turn 
lane and two right-turn lanes, adding a right-turn overlap signal 
phase for the westbound right-turn, and adding a component 
of Phase 2B improvements at the adjacent Highway 50 
interchange with El Dorado Hills Boulevard/Latrobe Road. As 
determined by the County’s Community Development Agency 
(CDA), the project applicant shall pay TIM fees to satisfy the 
project’s fair share obligation towards these improvements, if 
they are included in the 10-Year CIP. Alternatively, as 
determined by the CDA, the project applicant may construct 
the improvements if they are needed, but not included in 
future updates to the 10-Year CIP, and The project applicant 
may be eligible for either reimbursement or fee credit for costs 
that exceed the project’s proportional share. 

 

El Dorado County In accordance with 
conditions of approval for 
timing of improvements 

 

Mitigation Measure 4.7-4: 
Prepare and implement a 

The applicant (or designated construction manager) shall 
prepare a construction Traffic Management Plan (TMP) in 

El Dorado County Prior to initiating 
construction 
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construction traffic 
management plan. 

consultation with the El Dorado County Transportation Division, 
as well as all other applicable transportation entities, including 
Caltrans for state roadway facilities and City of Folsom for city 
roadway facilities. The TMP will ensure that construction traffic 
does not result in exceedance of peak-hour LOS at existing 
affected transportation facilities beyond baseline conditions. 
The County will ensure implementation of the construction 
TMP during all applicable construction phases. The TMP would 
address the following, as needed: 
 scheduling for oversized material deliveries to the work site and haul routes, 

including flagging, scheduling off-peak deliveries (recognizing applicable 
noise standards may limit early morning/evening deliveries); 

 coordination of construction traffic with other concurrent, major 
construction projects in the same local transportation network; 

 other actions to be identified and developed as may be needed by the 
construction manager/resident engineer to ensure that temporary impacts 
on transportation facilities are minimized. Such actions could include 
offering a ride-sharing program for construction workers, offering some 
flexibility for start- and end-work times, and even restricting peak hour 
construction trips, if necessary.  

The TMP would include an up-to-date evaluation of current 
operational characteristics of the roadways to verify that the 
plan is successful, or to identify whether additional measures 
should be added (as described above). 

 

Air Quality     

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a: 
Use architectural coatings 

with low-VOC content. 

During construction, architectural coatings with an average 
VOC content of 150 grams per liter or less shall be used. 
 

El Dorado County During construction  

Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b: 
Apply Rule 403 from 

SCAQMD, as adopted by 
EDCAQMD. 

During construction, implement SCAQMD’s Best Available 
Fugitive Dust Control Measures and Best Available Fugitive Dust 
Control Measures for High Wind Conditions as adopted by 
EDCAQMD. 

El Dorado County During construction  

Mitigation Measure 4.8-4a 
(NOA during construction): 

A professional geologist shall be retained by the project 
applicant. As determined necessary by the geologist, grading 

El Dorado County and 
EDCAQMD 

Prior to initiating ground 
disturbing construction 
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Comply with Applicable 
Recommendations in the 
Geotechnical Engineering 

Study. 

activities shall be observed to identify materials likely to 
contain NOA. Collection of soil/rock samples for analyses for 
NOA shall be conducted where recommended by the onsite 
geologist. 
 
An asbestos dust mitigation plan shall be prepared by the 
applicant and submitted to EDCAQMD that includes:  
 Provisions for testing of all soils to be exported from the project site during 

construction. At least one sample per 1,000 tons of material shall be 
required.  

 Prohibition of rock crushing where materials may contain asbestos.  

 Track-out control measures. 

 Prohibition of fugitive dust that extends beyond the project site. 

 Specifications for the depth to which NOA-containing materials will be used 
as fill. NOA shall be used only in deep fills to avoid contact during future 
excavations (i.e., for pools or maintenance of utilities). 

 A contingency under which the Buckeye Union School District (which 
includes William Brooks Elementary School) and the Folsom Cordova Unified 
School District (which includes Russell Ranch Elementary School) shall be 
notified if there is a release, or suspected release, of asbestos in fugitive dust 
that extends beyond the project site. 

Coordinate with EDCAQMD to determine if air monitoring for 
NOA is necessary during construction. 
Following construction, finished lot testing for NOA shall be 
completed, as recommended by EDCAQMD. 
 

activities 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-4b 
(diesel PM during 

construction): Use Tier 3 
construction equipment. 

To reduce diesel PM emissions during construction, limit 
construction equipment to those that comply with Tier 3 
emission control standards.  
 

El Dorado County During construction  

Mitigation Measure 4.8-4c 
(diesel PM during operation): 

Implement measures to 
reduce health risks from 

Highway 50. 
 

 Houses located within 500 feet of Highway 50 shall include air filtration 
systems that have a minimum efficiency reporting value of 13 and 
mechanical airflow and ventilation systems that are equipped to handle 
necessary air flow needs, as determined by a specialist certified by the 
American Society of Heating, Refrigeration, and Air-Conditioning Engineers. 
(Note: the minimum efficiency reporting value rates the effectiveness of air 

El Dorado County Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 

 

16-0533 2G 15 of 48



Ascent Environmental Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Plan 

El Dorado County  
Saratoga Estates Project MMRP 17 

filters. A rating of 13 indicates that particles between 0.3 and 1 micrometers 
are removed 75 percent of the time.)  

 To filter outdoor air and minimize TAC concentrations, the project applicant 
shall fund the planting of trees in the open space along the southern 
boundary of the project site. The plantings shall be located on the northern 
side of Saratoga Way, adjacent to the soundwalls shown on Exhibit 3-3 in 
Chapter 3, “Project Description.” Trees shall consist of evergreen species, so 
that the potential for particle deposition and filtration is relatively consistent 
year-round. Two contiguous rows of trees will be planted, with individual 
plantings not more than 15 feet apart. The plantings in one row shall be 
staggered relative to the plantings in the other row. All trees shall be planted 
prior to occupancy of homes within 500 feet of Highway 50. 
The specific tree species selected for the site shall be suited to the site 
conditions and constraints. All trees shall be planted in accordance with the 
planting standards established by the Western Chapter of the International 

Society of Arboriculture’s Guideline Specifications for Selecting, Planting, 
and Early Care of Young Trees (Kempf and Gilman 2011), including 
standards for root ball management, root pruning, staking, mulching, and 
irrigation. The trees will be maintained in perpetuity by the EDHCSD, a 
landscape and lighting district, or by the HOA. As part of the ongoing 
maintenance, trees lost to disease, age, or other cause shall be replaced with 
the same tree species to maintain the screening. 

 

Climate Change     

Mitigation Measure 4.9-2: 
Reduce operational GHG 

emissions 
 

Prior to issuance of certificates of occupancy, the project 
applicant shall incorporate mitigation measures into the project 
to reduce operational GHG emissions to levels that do not 
exceed the identified performance standard, that is, the GHG 
efficiency target. The following measures are recommended 
given the state of the science today. However, in consideration 
of new and advanced technologies that may be introduced, 
other feasible, enforceable measures that result in emissions 
reductions additional to regulatory requirements and that 
would also achieve the performance standard may be 
substituted, with prior approval by El Dorado County. 
 
Transportation 

El Dorado County Prior to issuance of 
certificates of occupancy 
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All single family homes shall include adequate electric wiring 
and infrastructure to support a 240-Volt electric vehicle charger 
in the garage or off-street parking area to allow for the future 
installation of electric vehicle chargers. This connection should 
be separate from the connection provided to power an electric 
clothes dryer. 
  
Energy  
 All houses shall be designed to exceed the 2013 Title 24 standards by a 

minimum of 25 percent. Title 24 regulates energy uses including space 
heating and cooling, hot water heating, and ventilation. Therefore, potential 
options to meet the 25 percent improvement goal could include, but not be 
limited to, high-efficiency HVAC systems, efficient hot water heaters (e.g., 
tankless or solar), and insulation requirements that exceed Title 24 
standards.   

 Energy Star appliances (including clothes washers, dish washers, fans, and 
refrigerators) shall be installed in all residential units.  

 The project shall achieve reductions in onsite electricity and natural gas use 
through a combination of on-site renewable energy (e.g., solar photovoltaic 
panels) and elimination of fireplaces in specified number of units. The 
pathway to achieving this reduction would be flexible, as long as the 
specified reductions in GHGs are achieved.  

 For example, the project could include solar photovoltaic panels, or an 
equivalent mode of on-site renewable energy generation, with all houses 
to offset 30 percent of net annual electricity demand by single family 
residences. Based on the projected electricity consumption for the 
project (2.3 million kWh annually), this would amount to a total system 
size of 500 kilowatts. The total area required for the photovoltaic panels 
is expected to be approximately 40,000 square feet and the total number 
of solar panels required would range from approximately 2,000-2,500 
depending upon the panel wattage. The project would have the flexibility 
to meet this requirement by installing an average number of panels on all 
homes (example, 6-8 panels on each home) or larger systems on a portion 
of the homes, as long as the 30 percent net annual electricity demand is 
met through onsite renewable energy. (Note that the values provided 
here are preliminary estimates. The actual system size and design would 
be determined at the project’s design stage.) 

 Alternatively, the project could include various combinations of solar 
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photovoltaic panels and elimination of fireplaces in the units as follows: 

Number of solar panels per 
unit 

Number of units with 
fireplaces 

6-8 317 

4-6 269 

3-4 254 

2-3 238 

1-2 222 

0 159 

Note: 
The data presented in the section assumes one natural 
gas fireplace per single family unit in the unmitigated 
condition. 

 Building design, landscape plans (tree placement), and solar panel 
installation shall take into account solar orientation to maximize solar 
exposure. 

Area Sources 
 Electrical outlets shall be provided on the exterior of project buildings to 

allow sufficient powering of electric landscaping equipment.  

Water Conservation 
 The project shall include the following measures related to water 

conservation: 

 Install low-flow kitchen faucets that comply with CALGreen residential 
voluntary measures (maximum flow rate not to exceed 1.5 gallons per 
minute at 60 psi). 

 Install low-flow bathroom faucets that exceed the CALGreen residential 
mandatory requirements (maximum flow rate not to exceed 1.5 gallons 
per minute at 60 psi) 

 Install low-flow toilets that exceed the CALGreen residential mandatory 
requirements (maximum flush volume less not to exceed 1.28 gallons per 
flush) 

 Install low-flow showerheads that exceed the CALGreen residential 
mandatory requirements (maximum flow rate not to exceed 2 gallons per 
minute at 80 psi) 

 Install a “Smart” irrigation control system that uses weather, climate, 
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and/or soil moisture data to automatically adjust watering schedules in 
response to environmental and climate changes, such as changes in 
temperature or precipitation levels. Appropriate systems that could be 
installed to comply with this measure include Calsense, ET Water, and 
EPA-certified WaterSense Irrigation Partners. 

 

Waste Diversion/Recycling 
 The project shall comply with the following performance measure related to 

reducing solid waste disposal: 

Achieve a 20 percent reduction in the generation of solid waste, relative to 
baseline waste disposal rates. This performance standard may be achieved 
through a combination of actions. Strategies to reduce landfill waste include 
increasing recycling, reuse, and composting. The project can achieve this 
reduction by providing a recycling collection service and providing separate 
recycling and waste containers to future residents. The project may also 
include provisions to divert all green waste from the park and landscape lots 
and recycle it as mulch. It should be noted that this list of measures is not 
intended to be all-inclusive. If it can be demonstrated that other measures 
or technologies achieve an equivalent reduction, these may be implemented 
with County authorization. 

Noise     

Mitigation Measure 4.10-1: 
Implement construction-noise 

reduction measures. 

To minimize noise levels during construction activities, 
construction contractors shall comply with the following 
measures during construction: 
 All construction equipment and equipment staging areas shall be located as 

far as possible from nearby noise-sensitive land uses, and/or located such 
that existing topography blocks line-of-site from these land uses to the 
staging areas. 

 All construction equipment shall be properly maintained and equipped with 
noise-reduction intake and exhaust mufflers and engine shrouds, in 
accordance with manufacturers’ recommendations. Equipment engine 
shrouds shall be closed during equipment operation. 

 Where feasible and consistent with building codes and other applicable laws 
and regulations, individual operations and techniques shall be replaced with 
quieter procedures (e.g., using welding instead of riveting, mixing concrete 
offsite instead of onsite). 

El Dorado County Measures will be shown on 
grading and improvement 
plans and will be 
implemented during 
construction. 
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 All construction equipment with back-up alarms shall be equipped with 
either audible self-adjusting backup alarms or alarms that only sound when 
an object is detected. The self-adjusting backup alarms shall automatically 
adjust to 5 dBA over the surrounding background levels. All non-self-
adjusting backup alarms shall be set to the lowest setting required to be 
audible above the surrounding noise levels. In addition to the use of backup 
alarms, the construction contractor shall consider other techniques such as 
observers and the scheduling of construction activities such that alarm noise 
is minimized. 

 When future noise sensitive uses are within close proximity to prolonged 
construction noise, noise attenuating buffers such as structures, truck 
trailers, temporary noise curtains or sound walls, or soil piles shall be located 
between noise sources and the receptor to shield sensitive receptors from 
construction noise. 

 The applicant or construction contractors shall post visible signs along the 
perimeter of the construction site that disclose construction times and 
duration. A contact number for an El Dorado County enforcement officer 
shall be included where noise complaints can be filed and recorded. The 
applicant will be informed of any noise complaints and will be responsible 
for investigating complaints and implementing feasible and appropriate 
measures to reduce noise at receiving land uses. These may include: 

 Noise-reducing enclosures and techniques shall be used around 
stationary noise-generating equipment (e.g., concrete mixers, generators, 
compressors). 

 For construction activity that occurs within 855 feet of existing sensitive 
land uses, install temporary noise curtains that meet the following 
parameters: 

 temporary noise curtains shall be installed as close as 
possible to the boundary of the construction site 
within the direct line of sight path of the nearby 
sensitive receptor(s).  

 temporary noise curtains shall consist of durable, 
flexible composite material featuring a noise barrier 
layer bounded to sound-absorptive material on one 
side. The noise barrier layer shall consist of rugged, 
impervious, material with a surface weight of at least 1 
pound per square foot. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-2: For any proposed blasting that would occur within 230 feet El Dorado County Prior to blasting   
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Reduce blasting-related 
vibration. 

from any existing occupied structure, alternatives to traditional 
blasting (silent demolition), such as non-explosive chemical 
agents, expansive grout, or any other non-explosive 
technology, shall be used to eliminate vibration and noise from 
blasting. 

Mitigation Measure 4.10-4: 
Implement building design 

measures to reduce interior 
noise levels at proposed 

residences. 

To reduce interior noise levels at all elevated south, east, and 
west-facing properties located adjacent to Saratoga Way, the 
following design standard shall be met. Refer to Figure 2 of 
Appendix D [of the Draft EIR] for properties requiring these 
design measures. 
 An exterior-to-interior noise reduction of at least 30 dB shall be achieved. 

This level of noise reduction can be achieved with incorporation of the 
following measures: 

 All windows and doors shall meet a minimum sound transmission class 
rating of 33; 

 Air conditioning shall be provided to allow occupants to close doors and 
windows; and 

Additional insulation designed specifically for noise reduction 
shall be used in walls facing Saratoga Way and Highway 50. 

 

El Dorado County Prior to approval of building 
plans 

 

Geology and Soils     

Mitigation Measure 4.11-3 
Evaluate soil compaction and 
implement recommendations 

during grading. 

The applicant shall employ a qualified engineer to observe the 
stripping of deleterious material and over excavation of any 
unsuitable materials, and provide consultation and 
supplemental recommendations, as field conditions dictate, to 
the grading contractor in the field. 
 
Fill soil compaction shall be evaluated through means of in-
place density tests performed during fill placement so that 
adequacy of soil compaction efforts may be determined. This 
will likely include the periodic excavation of test pits within the 
fill materials to observe and document that a uniform over-
optimum moisture condition, and absence of large and/or 
concentrated voids has been achieved before additional fill 
placement. 
 

El Dorado County During construction 
activities involving stripping 
of deleterious material 
and/or over excavation of  
any unsuitable material 
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If large quantities of expansive soils are encountered at the 
project site, recommendations shall be made by a qualified 
engineer based on observations at the time of construction and 
the proper disposition of clays on site shall be observed and 
documented by a qualified third party monitor. 
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El Dorado County Board of Supervisors Statement of Overriding Considerations 

I. INTRODUCTION 

On August 15, 2016, the final environmental impact report (EIR) prepared on behalf of El Dorado County 
(County) was released. Pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081, the County, acting through its 
Board of Supervisors, adopts the following findings for the Saratoga Estates Project (the project) in 
accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Pub. Resources Code, § 21000 et 
seq.) and the CEQA Guidelines (Cal. Code Regs., tit. 14, § 15000 et seq.).  

This document is organized as follows: 

Section I introduces the findings. 

Section II describes the project proposed for approval,  and the approval actions to be taken. 

Section III describes the environmental review process for the project, including public scoping and 
review of the project. 

Section IV identifies the Record of Proceedings for this matter, including the administrative record upon 
which the County’s approval of the project is based and the location of records.  

Section V provides general guidance regarding the County’s adoption of these findings. 

Section VI includes the County’s findings with respect to the project’s potentially significant impacts. 
Attachment A to these findings is a table setting forth findings for each environmental impact evaluated, 
including specific  mitigation measures, to be adopted by the County in connection with its approval of 
the project. Attachment A includes the full text of each mitigation measure adopted by the County. The 
mitigation measures that are identified as adopted in Attachment A are hereby adopted by the County. 
Section VI also addresses mitigation measures and project modifications proposed by commenters, and 
the County’s findings with respect to these proposals. 

Section VII adopts and incorporates the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) for the 
mitigation measures that have been proposed for adoption. A copy of the MMRP is attached to the Staff 
Report as Exhibit N. In adopting these findings, the County hereby adopts and commits to implement the 
MMRP. The measures set forth in the MMRP represent binding commitments to which the project 
applicant must comply. 

Section VIII sets forth the County’s findings with respect to recirculation of the Draft EIR. Although 
formal findings are not required with respect to determinations whether to recirculate a draft EIR, the 
County nevertheless adopts these findings to provide information regarding how the County reached its 
conclusions with respect to recirculation. These findings are adopted pursuant to CEQA Guidelines 
section 15088.5. 

Section IX sets forth the County’s findings with respect to alternatives to the project. These findings are 
adopted pursuant to Public Resources Code sections 21002 and 21081, subdivision (a)(3). 

Section X sets forth the County’s statement of overriding considerations concerning the project. These 
findings are adopted pursuant to Public Resources Code section 21081, subdivision (b).  

The findings and determinations contained herein are based on the competent and substantial evidence, 
both oral and written, contained in the entire record relating to the project and the EIR. The findings and 
determinations constitute the independent findings and determinations by the El Dorado County Board of 
Supervisors in all respects and are fully and completely supported by substantial evidence in the record as 
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a whole. 
 
Although the findings below identify specific pages within the Draft EIR and Final EIR documents 
(which, together, constitute the Final EIR) in support of various conclusions reached below, the Board of 
Supervisors incorporates by reference and adopts as its own, the reasoning set forth in the Final EIR, and 
thus relies on that reasoning, even where not specifically mentioned or cited below, in reaching the 
conclusions set forth below, except where additional evidence is specifically mentioned. The County 
further intends that if these findings fail to cross-reference or incorporate by reference any other part of 
these findings, any finding required or permitted to be made by the County with respect to any particular 
subject matter of the project must be deemed made if it appears in any portion of these findings or 
findings elsewhere in the record. 
 
These Findings, along with the Statement of Overriding Considerations set forth in Section X, the table of 
findings set forth in Attachment A, and the Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (“MMRP”) set 
forth in Exhibit N of the Staff Report, are made with respect to the project approvals for the project and 
state the findings of the Board of Supervisors relating to the potentially significant environmental effects 
of the project in accordance with the project approvals. The following Findings, along with the Statement 
of Overriding Considerations, and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program are hereby adopted by 
the Board of Supervisors as required by the California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources 
Code Sections 21002, 21081, 21081.5 and 21081.6, and CEQA Guidelines sections 15091 through 15093. 
 

II. PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 
 
The following text briefly describes the project. See Chapter 3, Description, of the Draft EIR for a 
complete and detailed description of the project.  

A. Project Location 
 
The Saratoga Estates Project is proposed on Assessor’s Parcel Number 120-070-02, in the unincorporated 
community of El Dorado Hills in western El Dorado County (Exhibit 3-1). The property is immediately 
north of Highway 50, and is generally bounded on the north, east, and west by existing residential 
development (Exhibit 3-2). South of Highway 50, the land use is also primarily residential. A designated 
open space area (part of the Promontory Specific Plan) abuts the western boundary of the project site, 
separating it from the Empire Ranch development in the City of Folsom. The project site is located 
approximately 23 miles east of downtown Sacramento, and 60 miles southwest of Lake Tahoe. Folsom 
Lake is located approximately 3.5 miles northwest of the project site.  
 
The project site is in the El Dorado Hills Community Region, as defined in the El Dorado County 

General Plan (El Dorado County 2004). The project site is designated High Density Residential in the El 

Dorado County General Plan and is currently zoned R1 (one-family residential district) and OS (open 
space district). 
 
There is no development on the project site; although there are dirt roads that are used by hikers, vehicles, 
and cyclists. The site has been used for grazing in the past, but is not currently used for agricultural 
activities. 
 

B. Project Overview 
 
The applicant proposes to construct a 317-unit residential development that incorporates approximately 
41 acres of open space areas, which would include public parks, a trail system, landscaping, and other 
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open space areas. The project would also include onsite and offsite infrastructure to serve the 
development. 
 
The project proposes a Planned Development (PD) combining zone for the property. As such, land use 
types would be limited to those listed within the basic zones currently established for the property: R1 and 
OS. However, all other provisions of the basic zones would be superseded by the provisions of the 
development plan (El Dorado County Code Section 130.04.080). PD districts (which are established in 
Chapter 130.50 of the El Dorado County Code) permit flexibility and allow for more efficient utilization 
of land and public services by providing for a combination of different land uses that may not, in all 
aspects, conform to the existing zoning regulations.  
 
The project proposes minimum setbacks of 10 feet from the edge of existing wetlands during construction 
and permanent open space buffers of at least 40 feet. These setback distances have been determined to be 
consistent with Policy 7.3.3.4 of the El Dorado County General Plan and the Interim Interpretive 
Guidelines, which provide for exception to the standard minimum setbacks where the applicant 
demonstrates that the alternative setback would provide sufficient protection to the affected biological 
resources and avoid or minimize impacts. 
 
Approximately 27 acres of open space and 8 acres of parks, plus another 6 acres of trail, landscaping, and 
other open space areas, are included in the proposed project. The open space lots would encompass 
existing natural and proposed drainage features, as well as areas near the proposed extension of Saratoga 
Way and land within the Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E) right-of-way (associated with the existing 115-
kilovolt power line that crosses the northern end of the site).  
 
Wilson Boulevard, Saratoga Way, and Iron Point Road currently terminate at the project site. The project 
proposes extension of Saratoga Way along the southern boundary of the project site to connect the 
existing two lane road from just west of the Finders Way intersection to Iron Point Road in the City of 
Folsom. Wilson Boulevard would extend south through the project site and connect to the new portion of 
Saratoga Way. Primary access to the site would be provided at the intersection of the Saratoga Way and 
Wilson Boulevard extensions at the southern end of the project site.  
 
Wilson Boulevard would serve as the primary internal roadway. A secondary, right‐in/right‐out driveway 
would also be provided along Saratoga Way, west of Wilson Boulevard. Several smaller roadways and 
courts would provide access to individual residences. The perennial drainage would be spanned by the 
Saratoga Way extension and by one additional internal roadway at the northern end of the project site.  
Wilson Boulevard would be a two-lane road with a 60-foot right-of-way. An existing cultural resource 
exists in the vicinity of the proposed Wilson Boulevard alignment. Engineering and construction 
specifications in the vicinity the resource would implement earthen capping and would avoid any ground-
disturbing activities that could otherwise affect the resource. Ground disturbance would be avoided by 
placing the site into a dedicated open space lot and elevating Wilson Boulevard in the vicinity of the site 
by placement of fill and a short retaining wall.  
 
To reduce traffic-noise exposure from Highway 50 and Saratoga Way at the new proposed residences, a 
sound wall would be constructed. 
 
Surface water runoff on the project site contributes to two watershed areas: the western portion of the 
project site drains west to the City of Folsom and the Humbug-Willow Creek basin, while the eastern 
portion drains into an unnamed perennial drainage near the center of the site that is tributary to Carson 
Creek. 
 
Existing onsite drainages would be preserved to the extent practicable. A drainage conveyance system 
including buried pipelines and open ditches that would generally convey project site drainage to the 
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existing onsite perennial drainage is proposed. The project includes two water quality retention ponds, a 
2.9-acre-foot detention pond near the center of the site, and a 0.5-acre-foot water quality pond adjacent to 
the drainage and immediately east of Wilson Boulevard. Bio swales would be constructed at the toe of fill 
slopes throughout the project site to capture and direct stormwater runoff to these basins and to the 
perennial drainage. 
 

C. Project Objectives 
 
The objectives for the project are as follows: 
 
 Implement the County’s general plan by directing growth to areas with moderate topography, located 

amongst already developed lands, with access to services, schools, and transportation systems. 

 Implement the County’s general plan by directing higher density residential development to 
Community Regions and Rural Centers and encouraging the enhancement of residential environments 
to include access to parks and trails. 

 Implement the County’s general plan by providing urban/suburban type development within lands 
designated for urban development to ensure the preservation of large expanses of open space and 
agricultural lands within the county. 

 Create an economically viable project that provides a fair-share contribution of infrastructure to the 
community through the payment of fees and/or construction of required capital improvements, 
including transportation improvements in accordance with the County’s general plan. 

 Provide a broad range of residential product types. 

 Offer a range of designs and amenities to meet the needs of the changing demographics of the county, 
including families, empty nesters, and active adults. 

 Protect the highest quality natural features and resources of the site while being sensitive to the 
character of adjacent land uses. 

 Provide a residential community containing open space and a range of passive and active recreational 
amenities for its residents and the community. 

 Provide a comprehensively planned project that is sensitive to environmental issues including wetland 
and tree preservation. 

 Improve emergency access and circulation by providing the connecting segment of Saratoga Way to 
Iron Point Road and extending Wilson Boulevard. 

 Implement the general plan strategies and methods for achieving its vision and goals of sustainable 
growth and economic development. 

(Draft EIR, p. 3-13)  
 

D. Discretionary Approvals 
 
Project approval requires the County, as lead agency under CEQA, as well as certain “responsible 
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agencies” to take various planning and regulatory actions to approve the overall project. Described below 
are discretionary actions necessary to carry out the project. (See also Draft EIR Table 1-1.) In addition to 
the County’s certification of the Final EIR and adoption of these Findings and Mitigation Monitoring and 
Reporting Program (CEQA requirements), the following discretionary actions and approvals are 
anticipated: 

 
 

III. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 
 
 
In accordance with section 15082 of the CEQA Guidelines, El Dorado County prepared and distributed an 
NOP for this EIR on March 25, 2015. The NOP provided a brief description of the project, a map of the 
project location, and an overview of the environmental review process. The purpose of the NOP was to 
provide notification that an EIR for the project would be prepared and to solicit guidance on the scope and 
content of the document. The NOP invited all interested parties to provide comments during a 30-day 
period. The NOP was mailed to several thousand individuals and organizations, including property 
owners and/or residents within the vicinity of the project site. The NOP was also filed with the State 
Clearinghouse and County Recorder-Clerk’s Office, and was posted on El Dorado County’s website. A 
public notice announcing NOP availability and scoping meeting was posted in the Mountain Democrat 
newspaper on March 25, 2015.  
 
The scoping meeting was held on April 9, 2015 from 6:00 p.m. to 7:30 p.m. at El Dorado Hills Fire 
Department Station 85. Responsible agencies and members of the public were invited to provide input on 
the scope of the EIR. The comments received on the NOP and at the scoping meeting were addressed, as 
applicable, in each technical section of the Draft EIR. Appendix A of the Draft EIR contains a copy of the 

Required Permits and Approvals 

Agency Permit/Approval 

El Dorado County Community Development Agency Zone Change 
Planned Development 
Tentative Map 
Design Waivers 
Construction Drawings and associated permits 
Final Subdivision Maps 
Building Permits 
Grading Permits 
Encroachment Permits 
Development Agreement 

El Dorado County Air Quality Management District Fugitive Dust Control Plan 
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan 

El Dorado Irrigation District Approval of utility connections/improvements 
Offsite sewer easements, if applicable 

El Dorado Hills Community Service District Approval of park designs 

El Dorado Hills Fire Department Wildland Fire Safety Plan 
Approval of Road and Utility Improvements 

El Dorado County Resources Conservation District Erosion Control Plan 

Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife Streambed Alteration Agreement 

Source: Data Compiled by Ascent Environmental 
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NOP and comment letters received on the NOP.  
 
The EIR includes an analysis of the following issue areas: 
 
 Land Use Compatibility 

 Population, Employment, and Housing 

 Hydrology and Water Quality 

 Biological Resources 

 Cultural Resources 

 Aesthetic and Visual Resources 

 Transportation and Circulation 

 Air Quality  

 Climate Change 

 Noise 

 Geology and Soils 

 Hazards 

 Public Services 

 Utilities and Energy Conservation 

 
On March 24, 2016, the Draft EIR was released for a 45-day public review and comment period that 
ended on May 7, 2016 (this public review period is consistent with the review period set forth in Section 
15105 of the CEQA Guidelines). The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse, posted on the 
County’s website (http://edcapps.edcgov.us/Planning/ProjectInquiry.asp), and made available at the 
Community Development Agency and three libraries (Cameron Park, Placerville, and El Dorado Hills). In 
addition, the Draft EIR was distributed directly to public agencies (including potential responsible and 
trustee agencies), interested parties, and organizations.  
 
On August 15, 2016, the County released the Final EIR for the project. The Final EIR includes comments 
on the Draft EIR, responses to those comments, revisions to the text of the Draft EIR, and other 
information required by CEQA. The County distributed copies of the Final EIR to public agencies 
submitting comments on the Draft EIR, as required by Public Resources Code section 21092.5.  
 
On August 25, 2016, the El Dorado County Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing to 
consider the Final EIR and the project. After receiving and considering public comment, the Planning 
Commission recommended the Board of Supervisors approve the Saratoga Estates Project and certify the 
Final EIR. On _________, 2016, the Board of Supervisors held a duly noticed public hearing to consider 
the Final EIR and the project. The Board received public comment, and concluded the public hearing. The 
Board of Supervisors has reviewed and considered, as a whole, the evidence and analysis presented in the 
Draft EIR, the evidence and analysis presented in the comments on the Draft EIR, the evidence and 
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analysis presented in the Final EIR, the information submitted on the Final EIR, and the reports prepared 
by the experts who prepared the EIR, the County’s planning consultants, and by staff, and after receiving 
and considering public comment, makes the findings set forth herein.   
 

IV. RECORD OF PROCEEDINGS 
 
In accordance with Public Resources Code section 21167.6, subdivision (e), the record of proceedings for 
the County’s decision on the project includes the following documents: 
 
 The NOP and all other public notices issued by the County in conjunction with the project; 

 All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the comment period on the 
NOP; 

 The Draft EIR for the project (March 2016) and all appendices; 

 All comments submitted by agencies or members of the public during the comment period on the 
Draft EIR; 

 The Final EIR for the project, including comments received on the Draft EIR, and responses to those 
comments and appendices (August 1, 2016); 

 Documents cited or referenced in the Final EIR; 

 The mitigation monitoring and reporting program for the project; 

 All findings and resolutions adopted by the Planning Commission or the Board of Supervisors in 
connection with the project and all documents cited or referred to therein; 

 All reports, studies, memoranda, maps, staff reports, or other planning documents relating to the 
project prepared by the County, consultants to the County, as well as responsible or trustee agencies 
with respect to the County’s compliance with the requirements of CEQA and with respect to the 
County’s action on the project; 

 All documents submitted to the County by other public agencies or members of the public in 
connection with the project, up through the close of the Board’s public hearing on _________, 2016;  

 Any minutes and/or verbatim transcripts of all information sessions, public meetings, and public 
hearings held by the County in connection with the project; 

 Any documentary or other evidence submitted to the County at such information sessions, public 
meetings, and public hearings; 

 The El Dorado County General Plan and all environmental documents prepared in connection with 
the adoption of the General Plan;  

 The El Dorado County Zoning Ordinance and all other applicable County Code provisions cited in 
materials prepared by or submitted to the County; 

 Any and all resolutions adopted by the County regarding the project, and all staff reports, analyses, 
and summaries related to the adoption of those resolutions; 
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 Matters of common knowledge to the County, including, but not limited to federal, state, and local 
laws and regulations; 

 Any documents expressly cited in these findings, in addition to those cited above; and 

 Any other materials required for the record of proceedings by Public Resources Code section 
21167.6, subdivision (e). 

The County has relied on all of the documents listed above in reaching its decision on the project, even if 
not every document was formally presented to the County. Without exception, any documents set forth 
above not so presented fall into one of two categories. Many of them reflect prior planning or legislative 
decisions with which the County was aware in approving the project. Other documents influenced the 
expert advice provided to Planning Department staff or consultants, who then provided advice to the 
Board of Supervisors. For that reason, such documents form part of the underlying factual basis for the 
County’s decisions relating to the adoption of the project. 
 
The record of proceedings does not include documents or other materials subject to the attorney/client 
privilege, the common-interest doctrine, the deliberative process privilege, or other privileges recognized 
by statute or common law. Administrative draft documents that were prepared at the County’s direction, 
but were not provided to the public or other agencies, and intra-County communications with respect to 
such administrative draft documents, are not part of the record of proceedings; rather, such documents 
reflect the County’s deliberative process, and reflect initial drafts of documents that later appeared in final 
form in the record of proceedings. Because these initial working drafts do not reflect the final evidence 
and analysis relied upon by the County, they are not part of the record of proceedings. In adopting these 
findings, the County does not waive its right to assert applicable privileges.  
 
The public hearing transcript, a copy of all letters regarding the Draft EIR received during the public 
review period, the administrative record, and background documentation for the Final EIR, as well as 
additional materials concerning approval of the project and adoption of these findings are contained in 
County files, and are available for review by responsible agencies and interested members of the public 
during normal business hours at El Dorado County. The custodian of these documents is the El Dorado 
County Development Services Division Director. The documents are located at the El Dorado County 
Community Development Agency, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA  95667. All files have been 
available to the County and the public for review in considering these findings and whether to approve the 
project. 
 

V. FINDINGS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA 
 
The California Environmental Quality Act, Public Resources Code §§ 21000 et seq. and the regulations 
implementing that statute, Cal. Code Regs. tit. 14, §§ 15000 et seq. (the “CEQA Guidelines”) 
(collectively, the act and the CEQA Guidelines are referred to as “CEQA”) require public agencies to 
consider the potential effects of their discretionary activities on the environment and, when feasible, to 
adopt and implement mitigation measures that avoid or substantially lessen the effects of those activities 
on the environment. Specifically, Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies 
should not approve projects as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures 
available which would substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” The 
same statute states that the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in 
systematically identifying both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or 
feasible mitigation measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.” Section 
21002 goes on to state that “in the event [that] specific economic, social, or other conditions make 
infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, individual projects may be approved in 
spite of one or more significant effects thereof.” 
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The mandate and principles announced in Public Resources Code Section 21002 are implemented, in part, 
through the requirement that agencies must adopt findings before approving projects for which EIRs are 
required. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (a); CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a).) For each 
significant environmental effect identified in an EIR for a proposed project, the approving agency must 
issue a written finding reaching one or more of three permissible conclusions. The three possible findings 
are: 
 

(1) Changes or alterations have been required in, or incorporated into, the project 
which mitigate or avoid the significant effects on the environment. 

(2) Those changes or alterations are within the responsibility and jurisdiction of 
another public agency and have been, or can and should be, adopted by that 
other agency. 

(3) Specific economic, legal, social, technological, other considerations, 
including considerations for the provision of employment opportunities for 
highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or 
alternatives identified in the environmental impact report. 

 
(Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd (a); see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15091, subd. (a).) 
 
Public Resources Code section 21061.1 defines “feasible” to mean “capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, 
social and technological factors.” CEQA Guidelines section 15364 adds another factor: “legal” 
considerations. (See also Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (Goleta II) (1990) 52 Cal.3d 
553, 565.)  
 
The concept of “feasibility” also encompasses the question of whether a particular alternative or 
mitigation measure promotes the underlying goals and objectives of a project. (City of Del Mar v. City of 

San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417 (City of Del Mar).) “[F]easibility” under CEQA encompasses 
‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Ibid.; see also Sequoyah Hills Homeowners Assn. v. 

City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715 (Sequoyah Hills); see also California Native Plant 

Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 Cal.App.4th 957, 1001 [after weighing “‘economic, 
environmental, social, and technological factors’ … ‘an agency may conclude that a mitigation measure 
or alternative is impracticable or undesirable from a policy standpoint and reject it as infeasible on that 
ground’”].) 
 
With respect to a project for which significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened, a public 
agency, after adopting proper findings, may nevertheless approve the project if the agency first adopts a 
statement of overriding considerations setting forth the specific reasons why the agency found that the 
project's “benefits” rendered “acceptable” its “unavoidable adverse environmental effects.” (CEQA 
Guidelines, §§ 15093, 15043, subd. (b); see also Pub. Resources Code, § 21081, subd. (b).) The 
California Supreme Court has stated, “[t]he wisdom of approving . . . any development project, a delicate 
task which requires a balancing of interests, is necessarily left to the sound discretion of the local officials 
and their constituents who are responsible for such decisions. The law as we interpret and apply it simply 
requires that those decisions be informed, and therefore balanced.” (Goleta II, supra, 52 Cal.3d at p. 576.)  
 
In making these findings and the determination regarding the project Approvals, the Board of Supervisors 
recognizes that the project implicates a number of controversial environmental issues and that a range of 
technical and scientific opinion exists with respect to those issues. The Board of Supervisors has acquired 
an understanding of the range of this technical and scientific opinion by its review of the EIR, the 
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comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments in the Final EIR, as well as 
testimony, letters and reports regarding the Final EIR and the merits of the project. The Board of 
Supervisors has reviewed and considered, as a whole, the evidence and analysis presented in the Draft 
EIR, the evidence and analysis presented in the comments on the Draft EIR, the evidence and analysis 
presented in the Final EIR, the information submitted on the Final EIR, and the reports prepared by the 
experts who prepared the EIR, the County’s planning consultants, and by staff, addressing these 
comments. In particular, the Board of Supervisors has considered the alternatives presented in the EIR, as 
well as the proposed comments submitted by various commenters and the responses of the EIR preparers 
and staff to those comments. The Board of Supervisors has gained a comprehensive and well-rounded 
understanding of the environmental issues presented by the project. In turn, that understanding has 
enabled the Board of Supervisors to make its decisions after weighing and considering the various 
viewpoints on these important issues. Accordingly, the Board of Supervisors certifies that its findings are 
based on a full appraisal of all of the evidence contained in the Final EIR, as well as the evidence and 
other information in the record addressing the Final EIR. 
 
These findings constitute the Board of Supervisors’ best efforts to set forth the evidentiary and policy 
bases for its decision to approve the project in a manner consistent with the requirements of CEQA. These 
findings are not merely informational, but rather constitute a binding set of obligations that come into 
effect with the County’s approval of the project. In particular, in adopting these findings, the County 
commits itself to ensure the implementation of the mitigation measures approved in these findings. 
 
The Board of Supervisors is adopting these findings for the entirety of the actions described in these 
findings and in the Final EIR. Although the findings below identify specific pages within the Draft and 
Final EIR in support of various conclusions reached below, the Board of Supervisors incorporates by 
reference and adopts as its own, the reasoning set forth in both environmental documents, and thus relies 
on that reasoning, even where not specifically mentioned or cited below, in reaching the conclusions set 
forth below, except where additional evidence is specifically mentioned.  
 
As noted, the Final EIR is incorporated into these findings in its entirety. Without limitation, this 
incorporation is intended to elaborate on the scope and nature of Mitigation Measures, the basis for 
determining the significance of impacts, the comparative analysis of alternatives, and the reasons for 
approving the project in spite of the potential for associated significant and unavoidable adverse impacts. 
In the event a mitigation measure recommended in the Final EIR has inadvertently been omitted below, 
such a mitigation measure is hereby adopted and incorporated in the findings below by reference. In 
addition, in the event the language describing a mitigation measure set forth in Section VI does not 
accurately reflect the mitigation measures in the Final EIR due to a clerical error, the language of the 
policies and implementation measures as set forth in the Final EIR shall control, unless the language of 
the policies and implementation measures has been specifically and expressly modified by these findings. 
Where the language of such measures differs between the Final EIR and these findings, the more stringent 
language shall control. The Board of Supervisors provides this direction in order to ensure that any such 
discrepancy shall be regarded as inadvertent, and shall not be regarded as an effort by the Board of 
Supervisors to undermine its commitment to adopt mitigation measures as necessary to avoid or 
substantially lessen significant environmental effects of the project. 
 
More generally, to the extent there are any inconsistencies in the mitigation measures identified in these 
findings, in Attachment A, or in the MMRP, any such inconsistencies are inadvertent and unintentional. 
The County intends that, in the event of such inconsistencies, such inconsistency shall be reconciled in the 
manner that affords the greatest possible protection to the environment, in a manner consistent with the 
specific terms of the mitigation measures as adopted. In the event there are any future uncertainties or 
disputes regarding the nature, scope or feasibility of the adopted mitigation measures, the Board of 
Supervisors directs staff to return to the Board of Supervisors, at a properly noticed public hearing, to 
consider any such uncertainties or disputes. The Board of Supervisors intends that, in the event such a 
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hearing is necessary, the public and other agencies will have an opportunity to review and comment on 
the manner in which such measures are implemented, and the Board of Supervisor’s resolution of such 
issues occurs in a manner that allows the public to understand the basis for the Board of Supervisor’s 
decision. 
 
These findings provide the written analysis and conclusions of the Board of Supervisors regarding the 
environmental impacts of the project and the mitigation measures included as part of the Final EIR and 
adopted by the Board of Supervisors as part of the project. To avoid duplication and redundancy, and 
because the Board of Supervisors agrees with, and hereby adopts, the conclusions in the Final EIR, these 
findings will not always repeat the analysis and conclusions in the Final EIR, but instead incorporates 
them by reference herein and relied upon them as substantial evidence supporting these findings. 
 
In making these findings, the Board of Supervisors has considered the opinions of other agencies and 
members of the public. The Board of Supervisors finds that the determination of significance thresholds is 
a judgment decision within the discretion of the Board of Supervisors; the significance thresholds used in 
the EIR are supported by substantial evidence in the record, including the expert opinion of the EIR 
preparers and County staff; and the significance thresholds used in the EIR provide reasonable and 
appropriate means of assessing the significance of the adverse environmental effects of the project. Thus, 
although, as a legal matter, the Board of Supervisors is not bound by the significance determinations in 
the EIR (see Pub. Resources Code, § 21082.2, subd. (e)), except as expressly set forth in these findings, 
the Board of Supervisors finds these significance thresholds persuasive and hereby adopts them as its 
own. 
 
Section VI of these findings summarizes the environmental determinations of the Final EIR and project’s 
potentially significant impacts before and after mitigation. Section VI does not attempt to describe the full 
analysis of each environmental impact contained in the Final EIR. Instead, Section VI provides a 
summary description of each impact, sets forth the mitigation measures identified to reduce or avoid the 
impact, and states the Board of Supervisors’ findings on the significance of each impact after imposition 
of the adopted provisions and the recommended mitigation measures for the Saratoga Estates Project. A 
full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be found in the Final EIR, and these 
findings hereby incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in the Final EIR supporting the Final 
EIR’s determination regarding the project’s impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those 
impacts. In making these findings, the Board of Supervisors ratifies, adopts and incorporates in these 
findings the determinations and conclusions of the Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and 
mitigation measures, except to the extent any such determinations and conclusions are specifically and 
expressly modified by these findings. 
 
Because the EIR identified significant effects that may occur as a result of the project, and in accordance 
with the provisions of the CEQA presented above, the County hereby adopts these findings as part of the 
approval of the Saratoga Estates Project. These findings constitute the County’s best efforts to set forth 
the evidentiary and policy bases for its decision to approve the project in a manner consistent with the 
requirements of CEQA. These findings, in other words, are not merely informational, but rather constitute 
a binding set of obligations that come into effect with the County’s approval of the project. 
 

VI. POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT EFFECTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
 
The EIR identified a number of significant and potentially significant environmental effects (or impacts) 
that the project will cause or contribute to. These significant effects can be avoided or substantially 
lessened through the adoption of feasible mitigation measures. The Board of Supervisors’ findings with 
respect to the project’s significant effects and mitigation measures are set forth in the table appearing at 
Attachment A to these findings. The findings set forth in the table are adopted and incorporated by 
reference. 
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The table at Attachment A does not attempt to describe the full analysis of each environmental impact 
contained in the Final EIR. Instead, the table provides a summary description of each impact, describes 
the applicable mitigation measures identified in the Final EIR and adopted by the Board of Supervisors, 
and states the Board of Supervisors’ findings on the significance of each impact after imposition of the 
adopted mitigation measures. A full explanation of these environmental findings and conclusions can be 
found the Draft EIR and Final EIR, or elsewhere in the record of proceedings, and these findings hereby 
incorporate by reference the discussion and analysis in those documents supporting the Final EIR’s 
determinations regarding the project’s impacts and mitigation measures designed to address those 
impacts. In making these findings, the Board of Supervisors ratifies, adopts, and incorporates into these 
findings the analysis and explanation in the Draft EIR, the Final EIR, or elsewhere in the record, and 
ratifies, adopts, and incorporates in these findings the determinations and conclusions of the Draft EIR 
and Final EIR relating to environmental impacts and mitigation measures, except to the extent any such 
determinations and conclusions are specifically and expressly modified by these findings. 
 
The Board of Supervisors has adopted all of the mitigation measures identified in the table. Some of the 
measures identified in the table are also within the jurisdiction and control of other agencies. To the extent 
any of the mitigation measures are within the jurisdiction of other agencies, the Board of Supervisors 
finds those agencies can and should implement those measures within their jurisdiction and control.  
 
Some of the comments on the Draft EIR suggested additional mitigation measures and/or modifications to 
the measures recommended in the Draft EIR. In considering specific recommendations from commenters, 
the County has been cognizant of its legal obligation under CEQA to substantially lessen or avoid 
significant environmental effects to the extent feasible. The County recognizes, moreover, that comments 
frequently offer thoughtful suggestions regarding how a commenter believes that a particular mitigation 
measure can be modified, or perhaps changed significantly, in order to more effectively, in the 
commenter’s view, reduce the severity of environmental effects. The County is also cognizant, however, 
that the mitigation measures recommended in the Draft EIR represent the professional judgment and 
experience of the County’s expert staff and environmental consultants. The County therefore believes that 
these recommendations should not be lightly altered. Thus, in considering commenters’ suggested 
changes or additions to the mitigation measures as set forth in the Draft EIR, the County, in determining 
whether to accept such suggestions, either in whole or in part, has considered the following factors, 
among others: (i) whether the suggestion relates to a significant and unavoidable environmental effect of 
the project, or instead relates to an effect that can already be mitigated to less than significant levels by 
proposed mitigation measures in the Draft EIR; (ii) whether the proposed language represents a clear 
improvement, from an environmental standpoint, over the draft language that a commenter seeks to 
replace; (iii) whether the proposed language is sufficiently clear as to be easily understood by those who 
will implement the mitigation as finally adopted; (iv) whether the language might be too inflexible to 
allow for pragmatic implementation; (v) whether the suggestions are feasible from an economic, 
technical, legal, or other standpoint; (vi) whether the proposed language is consistent with the project 
objectives; and (vii) whether the suggestions may result in other impacts that are more severe than the 
impacts that the suggestions are designed to address, such that on the whole the suggestions do not reflect 
an improvement over those measures identified in the EIR. 
 
As is evident from the specific responses given to specific suggestions, County staff and consultants spent 
significant time carefully considering and weighing proposed mitigation language. In no instance did the 
County fail to take seriously a suggestion made by a commenter or fail to appreciate the sincere effort that 
went into the formulation of suggestions. 
 
For this project, the following impacts were identified as significant and unavoidable. That is, these 
impacts remain significant, despite the incorporation of all feasible mitigation measures to substantially 
lessen or avoid these impacts: 
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Noise, Impacts 4.10-1 and 4.10-3: Noise impacts to existing residents from project construction and 
roadway operation 
 
Implementation of the proposed project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts related to 
noise. During construction, residences near the project site would be exposed to temporary noise in excess 
of standards established by the County. The most noise-intensive phase of construction is rough grading, 
which would last a total of nine months; however, exposure of noise at individual homes would be shorter 
as grading would occur in different areas of the site at different times throughout the grading phase. 
Mitigation is proposed to reduce construction-related noise. However, the reduction required to comply 
with noise standards would not be achievable. No additional mitigation is found to be feasible. During 
operation, additional vehicles would travel on Saratoga Way and Wilson Boulevard. This would result in 
a substantial noise increase in exterior noise levels at some existing residences on Saratoga Way. A sound 
wall is currently in place that would continue to provide exterior noise reduction, and no additional 
mitigation is feasible. These impacts are therefore considered significant an unavoidable. 
 

VII. MITIGATION MONITORING AND REPORTING PROGRAM  
 
The County has prepared a Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) for the project. A 
copy of the MMRP is included in the Staff Report as Exhibit N. The County, in adopting these findings, 
also approves the MMRP. The County will use the MMRP to track compliance with project mitigation 
measures. The MMRP will remain available for public review during the compliance period. The MMRP 
is attached to and incorporated into the project and is approved in conjunction with certification of the 
EIR and adoption of these Findings of Fact. In the event of any conflict between these findings and the 
MMRP with respect to the requirements of an adopted mitigation measure, the more stringent measure 
shall control, and shall be incorporated automatically into both the findings and the MMRP. 
 

VIII. RECIRCULATION OF DRAFT EIR 
 
The Board of Supervisors adopts the following findings with respect to the need to recirculate the Draft 
EIR. Under section 15088.5 of the CEQA Guidelines, recirculation of an EIR is required when 
“significant new information” is added to the EIR after public notice is given of the availability of the 
Draft EIR for public review but prior to certification of the Final EIR. The term “information” can include 
changes in the project or environmental setting, as well as additional data or other information. New 
information added to an EIR is not “significant” unless the EIR is changed in a way that deprives the 
public of a meaningful opportunity to comment upon a substantial adverse environmental effect of the 
project or a feasible way to mitigate or avoid such an effect (including a feasible project alternative) that 
the project’s proponents have declined to implement.  
 
“Significant new information” requiring recirculation includes, for example, a disclosure showing that: 
 
(1)  A new significant environmental impact would result from the project or from a new mitigation 
measure proposed to be implemented. 
 
(2)  A substantial increase in the severity of an environmental impact would result unless mitigation 
measures are adopted that reduce the impact to a level of insignificance. 
 
(3)  A feasible project alternative or mitigation measure considerably different from others previously 
analyzed would clearly lessen the significant environmental impacts of the project, but the project’s 
proponents decline to adopt it. 
 
(4) The Draft EIR was so fundamentally and basically inadequate and conclusory in nature that 
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meaningful public review and comment were precluded. 
 
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15088.5.)  
 
Recirculation is not required where the new information added to the EIR merely clarifies or amplifies or 
makes insignificant modifications in an adequate EIR. The above standard is “not intend[ed] to promote 
endless rounds of revision and recirculation of EIRs.” (Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of 

the University of California (1993) 6 Cal. 4th 1112, 1132.)  “Recirculation was intended to be an 
exception, rather than the general rule.” (Ibid.) 
 
The Board of Supervisors recognizes that the Final EIR incorporates information obtained by the County 
since the Draft EIR was completed, and contains additions, clarifications, modifications, and other 
changes. As explained in the Final EIR (Chapter 2, Revisions to the Draft EIR), the recent voter approval 
of Measure E required text changes to mitigation measures. These text changes were reflected in the Final 
EIR and included in the MMRP. As discussed in the previous section of these findings, where changes 
have been made to mitigation measures, these changes do not change the significance of any conclusions 
presented in the Draft EIR.  
 
CEQA case law emphasizes that “[t]he CEQA reporting process is not designed to freeze the ultimate 
proposal in the precise mold of the initial project; indeed, new and unforeseen insights may emerge 
during investigation, evoking revision of the original proposal.” (Kings County Farm Bureau v. City of 

Hanford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692, 736-737; see also River Valley Preservation Project v. Metropolitan 

Transit Development Bd. (1995) 37 Cal.App.4th 154, 168, fn. 11.) “‘CEQA compels an interactive 
process of assessment of environmental impacts and responsive project modification which must be 
genuine. It must be open to the public, premised upon a full and meaningful disclosure of the scope, 
purposes, and effect of a consistently described project, with flexibility to respond to unforeseen insights 
that emerge from the process.’ [Citation.] In short, a project must be open for public discussion and 
subject to agency modification during the CEQA process.” (Concerned Citizens of Costa Mesa, Inc. v. 

33rd Dist. Agricultural Assn. (1986) 42 Cal.3d 929, 936.) Here, the changes made to mitigation measures 
are exactly the kind of project improvements that the case law recognizes as legitimate and proper. 
 
The changes to the mitigation measures are described in Final EIR Chapter 2. The changes are designed 
to reflect new County policy enacted by voters through Measure E. The modifications do not alter the 
mitigation action, but rather the funding source and implementing agent (direct funding and 
implementation by the applicant rather than funding through the Traffic Impact Mitigation Fee program). 
These revisions do not require recirculation of the Draft EIR. (See Final EIR Chapter 2.)  None of these 
changes involves “significant new information” triggering recirculation because the changes to the 
mitigation measures do not result in any new significant environmental effects, any substantial increase in 
the severity of any previously identified significant effects, or otherwise trigger recirculation. Instead, the 
modifications were either environmentally benign or environmentally neutral, and thus represent the 
kinds of changes that commonly occur as the environmental review process works towards its conclusion. 
Under such circumstances, the County finds that recirculation of the EIR is not required. 
 

IX. PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

A. Findings Regarding Project Alternatives 
 
Public Resources Code section 21002 provides that “public agencies should not approve projects as 
proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation measures available which would 
substantially lessen the significant environmental effects of such projects[.]” The same statute states that 
the procedures required by CEQA “are intended to assist public agencies in systematically identifying 
both the significant effects of proposed projects and the feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
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measures which will avoid or substantially lessen such significant effects.”  
 
Where a lead agency has determined that, even after the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures, a 
project as proposed will still cause one or more significant environmental effects that cannot be 
substantially lessened or avoided, the agency, prior to approving the project as mitigated, must first 
determine whether, with respect to such impacts, there remain any project alternatives that are both 
environmentally superior and feasible within the meaning of CEQA. Although an EIR must evaluate this 
range of potentially feasible alternatives, an alternative may ultimately be deemed by the lead agency to 
be “infeasible” if it fails to fully promote the lead agency’s underlying goals and objectives with respect 
to the project. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego (1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417.) “‘[F]easibility’ 
under CEQA encompasses ‘desirability’ to the extent that desirability is based on a reasonable balancing 
of the relevant economic, environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Ibid; see also Sequoyah Hills 

Homeowners Assn. v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal.App.4th 704, 715.) Thus, even if a project 
alternative will avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant environmental effects of the project, the 
decision-makers may reject the alternative if they determine that specific considerations make the 
alternative infeasible, or if the alternative does not meet the objectives for the project.  
 
All of the environmental impacts associated with the project may be substantially lessened or avoided 
with the adoption of the mitigation measures set forth in these findings, with the exception of the 
following impacts: 
 
 Noise, Impact 4.10-1: Construction noise impacts. Project construction could temporarily expose 

existing sensitive receptors to excess noise levels. 

 Noise, Impact 4.10-3: Long-term operational noise impacts to existing receptors. The proposed 
Saratoga Way connection would increase traffic on existing segments of Saratoga Way, which could 
increase exterior noise at existing residences along those segments in excess of County standards.   

The Board of Supervisors’ goal in evaluating the project alternatives was to select an alternative that 
feasibly attains the project objectives, while further reducing the project’s significant and unavoidable 
impacts. (Draft EIR, p. 6-1) The project objectives are stated above under Section II and in the Draft EIR 
on page 3-13. 
 
The Draft EIR discussed several alternatives to the project in order to present a reasonable range of 
options. To meet CEQA requirements for the consideration of alternatives, the EIR evaluates the potential 
impacts of the project, and four alternatives (including two No Project Alternatives: No Project, No 
Development Alternative; and No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only Alternative). 
 
To be suitable for consideration in the EIR, alternatives must be “potentially” feasible and “attain most of 
the basic objectives of the project.” (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a).) The alternatives analyzed 
in detail in the EIR are: 
 
 Alternative 1: No Project, No Development 

 Alternative 2: No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only 

 Alternative 3: Reduced Density 

 Alternative 4: Maximum General Plan Buildout 

The Board of Supervisors finds that that a good faith effort was made to evaluate all feasible alternatives 
in the EIR that are reasonable alternatives to the project and could feasibly obtain the basic objectives of 
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the project, even when the alternatives might impede the attainment of the project objectives and might be 
more costly. As a result, the scope of alternatives analyzed in the EIR is not unduly limited or narrow. 
The Board of Supervisors also finds that all reasonable alternatives were reviewed, analyzed and 
discussed in the review process of the EIR and the ultimate decision on the project. (See Draft EIR, pp. 6-
1 to 6-15 and Final EIR Response to Comment 12-2.) 
 

B. Alternatives Analyzed in the Draft EIR and Final EIR 
 
The goal for developing alternatives was to identify other means to attain the project objectives while 
further reducing the environmental impacts caused by the project. The EIR analyzed the proposed project, 
and Alternatives 1 through 4. The EIR contains a detailed analysis of the impacts of each of these 
alternatives. The Board of Supervisors hereby incorporates by reference this analysis. Table 6-2 in the 
Draft EIR summarizes the EIR’s conclusions concerning the impacts of each alternative relative to the 
proposed project.  
 
Based on this analysis, the Board of Supervisors adopts the following findings with respect to each 
alternative. 
 
These findings focus on whether the alternatives are, in fact, feasible, and attain the project objectives. 
These findings are therefore distinct from the information in the Draft EIR, in which alternatives are 
considered if they are merely “potentially feasible,” and attain “most” of the project objectives. Under 
CEQA, these two inquiries are related, but distinct. In adopting these findings, the Board has considered 
the information in the EIR, as well as other information in the record, to determine whether each 
alternative is feasible, and/or meets the project objectives. 
 
Alternative 1: No Project, No Development 
 
Under the No Project, No Development Alternative, no action would be taken and the site would remain 
unchanged from current conditions, that is, undeveloped grassland.  
 
Findings Based on Environmental Considerations 
 
The No Project, No Development Alternative would avoid both of the project’s significant and 
unavoidable impacts, and overall, the impacts would be less than those that would occur with the project. 
However, because the No Project, No Development Alternative would not result in the connection of 
Saratoga Way, and would leave the roadway unconnected in perpetuity, the alternative would not be 
consistent with the County’s transportation plan. Also, leaving the property undeveloped would not be 
consistent with the County’s General Plan or with the County’s housing objectives. 
 
Findings Based on Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
 
Under Alternative 1: No Project, No Development, the Saratoga Estates Project would not be approved, 
and no development would occur on the site, including the Saratoga Way and Wilson Boulevard 
connections. This would avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable impacts, and lessen the impacts 
overall. However, as shown in Table 6-1 of the Draft EIR, with the exception of the objective pertaining 
to protection of natural features and resources, the No Project, No Development Alternative would not 
meet any of the project objectives, including (but not limited to) contribution to capital improvements, 
providing a broad range of residential products, and providing open space and recreational amenities. This 
alternative would also conflict with the County’s transportation plan and the General Plan because these 
plans designate the project site for roadway infrastructure and housing. 
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Because Alternative 1 would not meet most of the basic project objectives, the Board rejects Alternative 
1. 
 
Alternative 2: No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only  
 
The extension of Saratoga Way (2 lanes) is included in the El Dorado County 10-year Capital 
Improvement Program (CIP). The No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only Alternative assumes that the 
proposed 317-unit residential development is not constructed, but the County implements only the 
Saratoga Way extension as a 2-lane roadway, aligned similarly to the proposed extension of Saratoga 
Way. It is assumed that the remainder of the project site would remain undeveloped. The Wilson 
Boulevard extension would not be constructed as part of this alternative. 
 
Findings Based on Environmental Considerations 
 
The No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only Alternative would avoid one of the project’s significant 
and unavoidable impacts; significant construction noise impacts would be avoided, but the significant 
roadway noise impacts would remain similar to the proposed project. However, overall, the impacts 
would be less than those that would occur with the project. In addition, the No Project, Saratoga Way 
Extension Only Alternative would be more consistent with the County’s transportation plan than the No 
Project, No Development Alternative. Alternative 2 is considered the environmentally superior 
alternative. (CEQA Guidelines, § 15126.6; see Draft EIR, p. 6-15.) 
 
Findings Based on Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
 
Under Alternative 2: No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only, the residential development component 
of the project, including parks, open space, and infrastructure, would not be developed, and only the two-
lane connection of Saratoga Way would be constructed. This would avoid one of the project’s significant 
and unavoidable impacts and lessen the impacts overall. However, as shown in Table 6-1 of the Draft 
EIR, Alternative 2 meets only two project objectives: one objective related to contribution of capital 
improvements and one objective pertaining to protection of natural features and resources. This 
Alternative would not meet the project’s basic objectives related to implementation of General Plan 
policies, providing a broad range of residential products, and providing open space and recreational 
amenities. Because Alternative 1 would not meet most of the basic project objectives, the Board rejects 
Alternative 2. 
 
Alternative 3: Reduced Density 
 
The Reduced Density Alternative assumes development of the project site at the lowest density 
contemplated under the County’s General Plan land use designation for the project site: High Density 
Residential (HDR). The General Plan’s HDR designation allows a minimum of 122 single-family units 
(almost 200 fewer units than the proposed project). Consistent with County policy, this reduction in 
density would be accomplished primarily by clustering lots, which would allow for increased open space 
and parkland would reduce the overall development footprint, and would potentially allow for more 
natural topography in some areas of the project site. The Reduced Density Alternative would include the 
Wilson Boulevard extension and Saratoga Way connection similar to the proposed project.  
 
Finding Based on Environmental Considerations 
 
Under the Reduced Density Alternative, the lower density reduces the overall construction effort and 
allows for some flexibility for impact avoidance and preserving more natural vegetation. Also, fewer 
residences generate less traffic and less demand for energy and other utilities, thus reducing pollutant and 
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. Because the Reduced Density Alternative would still involve soil-
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disturbing construction activities, impacts related to ground disturbance and alteration of the land 
(biological resources, cultural resources, aesthetics, geology and soils, hydrology and water quality, and 
hazardous materials) would be less than the project, but would require similar mitigation measures to 
minimize impacts. However, because the Reduced Density Alternative would generate less traffic and 
demand for utilities, the alternative would result in slightly less impact related to utilities (including long-
term water supply), traffic, air quality, and climate change. Regarding noise, the Reduced Density 
Alternative would require a similar types of construction activities, which would generate similar levels 
of construction noise. Depending on the layout of the development under the alternative, construction 
noise effects could be somewhat less than the proposed project if grading would occur farther from 
existing homes, but it would be speculative to conclude that the alternative would result in noise reduction 
substantial enough to avoid the significant temporary construction noise impact associated with the 
project. In addition, the Reduced Density Alternative would not reduce or avoid the project’s significant 
impact related to roadway noise. Overall, the Reduced Density Alternative would result in less impact 
than the proposed project.  
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states that when the no project alternative is identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
from among the other alternatives. As discussed above, the No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only 
Alternative would only achieve two of the project’s objectives. Therefore, because it would result in less 
overall environmental impact than the proposed project, the Reduced Intensity Alternative would be 
considered environmentally superior. However, in a strong housing market, the reduction of nearly 200 
units on the project site would likely result in demand for development of those units elsewhere in the 
County. This could result in other unknown environmental impacts, which could be less than, or greater 
than those associated with the proposed project. 
 
 (Draft EIR, pp. 6-9 through 9-12)  
 
Although the EIR identifies the Reduced Density Alternative as the environmentally superior alternative 
(next to the No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only Alternative), the alternative would not avoid the 
significant impacts associated with the proposed project, and the Draft EIR discloses that the superiority 
is lessened by the uncertainty as to whether other environmental impacts could result from other 
development required to meet the additional housing need. The Board rejects the Reduced Density 
Alternative due to the fact that the alternative does not avoid any significant impact associated with the 
proposed project and due to the uncertainty regarding these potential environmental effects associated 
with housing placed elsewhere.  

Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
 
The Reduced Density Alternative would meet all of the project objectives and would be consistent with 
the El Dorado County General Plan and10-year CIP. 
 
However, as discussed above and in the Draft EIR (p. 6-12 and 6-15), the reduction of nearly 200 units 
would likely result in development of those units elsewhere in the County. Therefore, although the 
Reduced Density Alternative, itself, would meet the project objectives and would be consistent with the 
General Plan, it is uncertain whether the alternative could result in placement of housing that would align 
as well as the project with General Plan goals and policies (which are built into the project objectives). 
For example, Goal 2.1, Land Use promotes, among other things, curtailment of urban/suburban sprawl 
and location and intensity of future development consistent with the availability of adequate 
infrastructure. Similarly, General Plan Policy 2.1.1.2, which supports Goal 2.1, requires the County to 
establish Community Regions to define those areas that are appropriate for the highest intensity of self-
sustaining compact urban-type development or suburban type development within the County. The 
project site is within one of those defined Community Regions and is one of the closest developable 
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properties in the County to the employment centers along the U.S. Highway 50 corridor, and is especially 
close to the City of Folsom. The project site is surrounded on all sides by existing development, and is 
conveniently served by nearby utilities and infrastructure. Although the Reduced Density Alternative 
would not, itself, conflict with Goal 2.1 or Policy 2.1.1.2, it would not use the land as efficiently as the 
proposed project and the unmet housing need may result in development of housing elsewhere. This 
alternative may result in a less efficient growth pattern that may not align with Goal 2.1 or Policy 2.1.1.2. 
 
With regard to the project objectives, the Reduced Density Alternative is, itself, consistent with all project 
objectives. As described above, however, the alternative may promote a growth pattern that may not be 
consistent with the following project objectives (based on the General Plan goals and policies discussed 
above): 
 
 Implement the County’s general plan by directing growth to areas with moderate topography, located 

amongst already developed lands, with access to services, schools, and transportation systems. 

 Implement the County’s general plan by directing higher density residential development to 
Community Regions and Rural Centers and encouraging the enhancement of residential environments 
to include access to parks and trails. 

 Implement the County’s general plan by providing urban/suburban type development within lands 
designated for urban development to ensure the preservation of large expanses of open space and 
agricultural lands within the county. 

The Board rejects the Reduced Density Alternative as infeasible based on the less efficient use of land 
located close to employment centers and the uncertainty associated with whether the unmet housing need 
may result in future residential development that would also result in environmental impacts of residential 
development and may not align with project objectives or General Plan goals and policies related to 
curtailing sprawl and promoting compact urban development within the Community Region. 

Alternative 4: Maximum General Plan Buildout Alternative 
 
The Maximum General Plan Buildout Alternative would develop the maximum number of units allowed 
on the site under the existing General Plan land use designation. The project site’s existing HDR land use 
designation allows a maximum of 605 dwelling units to be developed on the 121-acre project site, which 
is 288 more units than included in the proposed project. Because the project site is arguably the closest 
property in El Dorado County to the major employment centers of Folsom and City of Sacramento, 
increasing density at this site would likely result in lower vehicle miles traveled (VMT) than if those 288 
additional units were developed elsewhere in the County.  
 
Finding Based on Environmental Considerations 
 
Because this Alternative would increase the development intensity occurring on the project site, it would 
likely result in a larger development footprint, a more intense construction program, increased population 
generation and demand for utilities and services, and increased traffic generation than the proposed 
project. Implementation of this alternative would consequently result in potentially greater impacts than 
the proposed project in nearly all of the environmental issue areas, including population employment and 
housing, hydrology and water quality, biological resources, cultural resources, aesthetics and visual 
resources, transportation and circulation, air quality, noise, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous 
materials, public services, and public utilities. It is likely that many of these impacts could be minimized 
by implementation of mitigation measures, but some impacts, such as noise impacts and impacts related 
exposure of sensitive receptors to toxic air contaminants from Highway 50, may not be able to be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level. Overall, the alternative would result in greater impacts than the 
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proposed project. 
 
At the project level, because the Maximum General Plan Buildout Alternative results in greater trip 
generation and energy consumption than currently exist on the project site, the GHG emissions of the 
Alternative, itself, would be greater than the proposed project. However, the Maximum General Plan 
Buildout Alternative could, as described above, result in a future countywide reduction in VMT due to the 
placement of housing closer to employment centers and subsequently reducing overall GHG. Because 
Climate Change is a long-term, cumulative issue, and because the increased trip generation and energy 
consumption associated with the Alternative’s increase in units would also occur if those units were 
placed elsewhere in the county, the overall impact related to Climate Change, compared to placement of 
the additional units elsewhere in the county, would likely be reduced.  
 
Although the Maximum General Plan Buildout Alternative would be consistent with the General Plan and 
could result in a reduction of countywide VMT (thereby reducing countywide GHG emissions), because 
the impacts associated with all of the other environmental issue areas would be greater, implementation of 
the Maximum General Plan Buildout Alternative would result in overall greater impacts than the 
proposed project. 
 
The Board finds that Alternative 4 is not environmentally superior to the project. The Board rejects this 
alternative on that basis. 
 
Findings Based on Feasibility/Ability to Meet Project Objectives 
 
The Maximum General Plan Buildout Alternative would be consistent with the El Dorado County 
General Plan, as well as the County’s 10-year CIP. The Maximum General Plan Buildout Alternative 
would conflict with several of the project’s objectives. For example, providing the increased density 
would likely eliminate opportunities to protect the natural features of the project site and would not likely 
offer substantial open space and passive/active recreation opportunities. Also the increased density would 
limit the range of housing types available, compared to the project. Objectives associated with wetland 
preservation would be difficult (and potentially impossible) to achieve under the Maximum General Plan 
Buildout Alternative. 
 
The Board rejects the Reduced Density Alternative as infeasible due to the failure to meet many of the 
project objectives. 

C. Other Alternatives 
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6(c) provides the following guidance in selecting a range of reasonable 
alternatives for the project. The range of potential alternatives for the project shall include those that 
could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project, and could avoid or substantially 
lessen one or more of the significant effects. Alternatives that fail to meet the fundamental project 
purpose need not be addressed in detail in an EIR. (In re Bay-Delta Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Report Coordinated Proceedings (2008) 43 Cal.4th 1143, 1165-1167.) 
 
In determining what alternatives should be considered in the EIR, it is important to acknowledge the 
objectives of the project, the project’s significant effects, and unique project considerations. These factors 
are crucial to the development of alternatives that meet the criteria specified in Section 15126.6(a). 
 
Although, as noted above, EIRs must contain a discussion of “potentially feasible” alternatives, the 
ultimate determination as to whether an alternative is feasible or infeasible is made by the lead agency’s 
decisionmaking body. (See Pub. Resources Code, § 21081(a)(3).) At the time of action on the project, the 
decisionmaking body may consider evidence beyond that found in the EIR in addressing such 
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determinations. The decision-making body, for example, may conclude that a particular alternative is 
infeasible (i.e., undesirable) from a policy standpoint, and may reject an alternative on that ground 
provided that the decision-making body adopts a finding, supported by substantial evidence, to that effect, 
and provided that such a finding reflects a reasonable balancing of the relevant economic, environmental, 
social, and other considerations supported by substantial evidence. (City of Del Mar v. City of San Diego 
(1982) 133 Cal.App.3d 401, 417; California Native Plant Society v. City of Santa Cruz (2009) 177 
Cal.App.4th 957, 998.) 
 
The EIR should also identify any alternatives that were considered by the lead agency, but were rejected 
during the planning or scoping process and briefly explain the reasons underlying the lead agency’s 
determination. The Board adopts the following findings with respect to these alternatives. 

Off-site Alternative 
The possibility of an off-site location was considered as an alternative to the proposed project; however, 
the applicant does not currently hold vacant property that could be feasibly developed with a project that 
would meet the primary project objectives. It is also noted that the project site is surrounded by existing 
residential development and roadway facilities. Much of the other available vacant land in the County (in 
contiguous sections large enough to accommodate 317 single-family units) is located in more rural areas 
where natural resources are often more prevalent and less disturbed. The project site is also just east of the 
County’s border with Sacramento County in which many of the employment centers are located. Locating 
317 units on a different site would not likely result in substantial reduction or avoidance of any project-
related impacts to natural resources and could increase trip lengths and vehicle miles traveled associated 
with residents commuting farther, consequently increasing air pollutant and GHG emissions. For these 
reasons, the off-site alternative was dismissed from detailed evaluation and is rejected by the Board. 

Employment Center Alternative 
El Dorado Hills is primarily a residential suburb with many employed residents commuting to outside 
areas. An employment center located at the project site could reduce vehicle miles traveled (and 
subsequently reduce pollutant emissions, GHG emissions, and highway traffic) by placing an 
employment center closer to the residents of El Dorado Hills. However, this alternative would not be 
consistent with the County’s General Plan designation for the site (High Density Residential). In addition, 
the employment center alternative would not be consistent with most of the project objectives. For these 
reasons, the employment center alternative was dismissed from detailed evaluation in the EIR and is 
rejected by the Board. 

Alternate Saratoga Way Alignment 
Since the release of the Notice of Preparation (NOP) in March 2015, minor modifications were made to 
the site plan, which is shown conceptually in Exhibit 2 of the NOP. The modifications resulted from a 
change in the proposed alignment to Saratoga Way based on input from County Transportation 
Department staff. The previous site plan showed proposed residences closer to Highway 50 and did not 
include the large park adjacent to Highway 50. Rather, a small park was previously proposed near the 
current terminus of Wilson Boulevard. The previous site plan also included one fewer unit than the 
currently proposed 317. The Alternate Saratoga Way Alignment was briefly considered as a potential 
alternative to the proposed project; however, it was determined to be infeasible because the roadway 
alignment was not consistent with County roadway standards and it was eliminated from further 
evaluation in the EIR and is rejected by the Board. 

No Project, General Plan Buildout 
The El Dorado County General Plan designates the project site High Density Residential (HDR), which 
allows one to five dwelling units per acre. The project site is surrounded by existing residential 
development and roadways. It is reasonable to expect that if the proposed project were not approved, the 
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project site would be developed. Because there are no other development plans pending for the site, it is 
assumed that any future development would be consistent with the General Plan land use designation. The 
proposed project is consistent with the land use type and overall density allowed under the General Plan, 
and it is likely that any alternative would be substantially similar. Therefore, it is assumed that the 
environmental impacts resulting from the No Project, General Plan Buildout Alternative would be 
substantially similar to the environmental impacts associated with the proposed project. A thorough 
comparative discussion is not necessary to reach this conclusion. Therefore, the No Project, General 
Buildout Alternative was dismissed from detailed evaluation in the EIR and is rejected by the Board. 

D. Environmentally Superior Alternative 
 
CEQA Guidelines section 15126.6 states that an EIR should identify an environmentally superior 
alternative among the other alternatives when the no project alternative is environmentally superior. 
Section 6 of the Draft EIR provides a comparison of the environmental effects of the alternatives in 
relation to the proposed project to assist in identifying the environmentally superior alternative. 
 
As discussed above, the No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only Alternative is considered the 
Environmentally Superior Alternative because it would result in reduction in the degree of project-related 
impacts for most of the environmental issues and avoids a significant project impact. Unlike the No 
Project, No Development Alternative, the No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only Alternative remains 
consistent with the County’s transportation plan. Therefore, the No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only 
Alternative. However, implementation of the No Project, No Development Alternative would only meet 
two of the project objectives (related to provision of infrastructure and conservation of natural resources). 
Also, implementation of the No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only Alternative would require 
provision of additional housing elsewhere in the County to meet the County’s housing supply projections 
(which included high density residential units at the project site). This could result in significant 
environmental impacts, but since it is unknown where the housing would be provided (multiple sites 
would be possible) the type and level of environmental impact are unknown.  
 
CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(e)(2) states that when the no project alternative is identified as the 
environmentally superior alternative, the EIR must also identify an environmentally superior alternative 
from among the other alternatives. As discussed above, the No Project, Saratoga Way Extension Only 
Alternative would only achieve two of the project objectives. Therefore, because it would result in less 
overall environmental impact than the proposed project, the Reduced Density Alternative would be 
considered environmentally superior. However, in a strong housing market, the reduction of nearly 200 
units on the project site would likely result in demand for development of those units elsewhere in the 
County. This could result in other unknown environmental impacts, which could be less than, or greater 
than those associated with the proposed project. 
 
As discussed above, the Board rejects the Reduced Density Alternative based on uncertainty related to 
potential environmental effects associated with future development necessary to accommodate the unmet 
housing need (compared to the proposed project). The Board also rejects the Reduced Density Alternative 
based on uncertainty regarding whether that potential future development would align with County goals 
and policies, as well as project objectives, related to curtailing sprawl and promoting compact urban 
development within the Community Region. 
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X. STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS  

 
CEQA requires the decision-making agency to balance, as applicable, the economic, legal, social, 
technological, or other benefits of a project against its unavoidable risks when determining whether to 
approve a project. If the specific economic, legal, social, technological or other benefits of the project 
outweigh the unavoidable adverse environmental effects, those effects may be considered acceptable. 
CEQA requires the agency to support, in writing, the specific reasons for considering a project acceptable 
when significant impacts are not avoided or substantially lessened. Those reasons must be based on 
substantial evidence in the EIR or elsewhere in the administrative record.  
 
The County of El Dorado has made a reasonable good faith effort to eliminate or substantially mitigate 
the environmental impacts resulting from the proposed project. The County recognizes, however, that 
even with implementation of all feasible mitigation measures, the project will have significant and 
unavoidable impacts. In particular, the proposed project would result in significant unavoidable impacts 
related to noise generated by project construction and noise resulting from increased traffic caused by the 
extension of Saratoga Way. These significant unavoidable impacts are identified and discussed in Section 
6 of these Findings and in the table included as Attachment A. The County further specifically finds that 
these significant unavoidable impacts are outweighed by the proposed project’s benefits and constitutes 
an overriding consideration warranting approval of the proposed project.  
 
The County of El Dorado finds that any one of the benefits set forth below is sufficient by itself to 
warrant approval of the proposed project, and justify the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts from 
the project. This determination is based on the findings herein and the evidence in the record. Having 
balanced the unavoidable adverse environmental impacts against each of the benefits, pursuant to CEQA 
section 21081 and CEQA Guideline 15093, the County of El Dorado adopts this Statement of Overriding 
Considerations, for the following reasons: 

A. Economic Considerations 
 
At build-out, the project is projected to generate positive fiscal impacts to the County’s operating funds. 
The annual revenue generated by the project from various taxes, licenses, and permits is estimated to 
exceed the costs of services the County will provide by approximately $568,899. 
 

B. Social and Recreational Benefits 

The proposed project provides social and recreational benefits. The proposed project provides diverse 
housing types, sizes, and designs to accommodate varying lifestyles and income levels to meet the needs 
of the changing demographics of the County. The project includes a balance of residential densities, 
consistent with the General Plan, in a location that provides close access to shopping and employment 
centers. 

The project also provides considerable open space as well as active recreational amenities (parks and 
trails) that would be available for public use. A variety of pedestrian circulation amenities are included in 
the project design, and a series of pedestrian paths and trails are proposed. Open space is proposed 
throughout the project site to preserve existing trees and wetlands and to naturally convey stormwater 
flows. Parks, open space, trails, and landscaped areas would total approximately 41 acres (34 percent) of 
the project site.  

The project also includes the extension of Saratoga Way, which is identified in the County’s 10-year CIP 
and would provide a critical connection to Iron Point Road and improve the local transportation network. 
The proposed extension of Wilson Boulevard would also provide a needed transportation connection and 
would improve the local transportation network. 
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3. Environmental Benefits 
 
A fundamental objective of El Dorado County’s General Plan is to direct intensive development to the 
identified Community Regions and Rural Centers. By directing growth to the Community Regions and 
Rural Centers, the General Plan helps protect the County’s agricultural lands, open space, and natural 
resources. The project site is entirely within the urban limit line of the El Dorado Hills Community 
Region; the residential development proposed by the project furthers the County’s vision of compact 
growth, which in turn, protects the County’s important agricultural and natural resources located outside 
of the Community Regions and Rural Centers. 
 
The project has been designed to avoid and substantially minimize environmental impacts. 
Approximately 27 acres of open space and 8 acres of parks, plus another 6 acres of trail, landscaping, and 
other open space areas, (41 acres total parks, trails, and open space) are included in the proposed project. 
The project improvements and drainage crossings are designed to accomplish total avoidance of on-site 
wetlands, including the existing natural drainage that runs through the center of the site. The project 
incorporates this natural drainage area into the proposed open space. The project site is not designated 
prime farmland, unique farmland, or farmland of statewide importance, and the project site is not 
identified as “choice agricultural land” in the County’s General Plan. 
 
4. Policy 
 
The proposed project implements and furthers important plans and policies adopted and endorsed by the 
County. Development of the proposed residential, recreational, and open spaces uses is endorsed by the El 
Dorado County General Plan as a logical location for these proposed uses. By directing growth to the El 
Dorado Hills Community Region, the proposed project is compatible with existing and future uses and 
with General Plan policies related to growth, and would provide needed housing and facilities for the 
County’s growing population. 
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ATTACHMENTS 
 
A Findings table 
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