Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Patrick A, Lanius

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: October 28 Town & Country BOS Hearing — Comment
Date: Friday, October 24, 2025 4:54:55 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

- Suspici

After a careful review of the thoughtful, informed and compelling Public Comments of
Robert Williams dated October 22, 2025 on this subject, we wish to express our
Opposition to the BOS approving the proposed project for ALL of the reasons so ably
set forth by Mr. Williams which we incorporate by reference as if set forth in full
herein.

Thank you for your consideration of the views of Ei Dorado Hills residents.
Sincerely,
Patrick & Debra Lanius

1963 Shelby Circle
El Dorado Hills, CA



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Jili Blodget

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Bass Lake Town & Country

Date; Saturday, October 25, 2025 7:19:19 AM

This I\ﬁessage'is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

Report Suspici

| oppose the proposed Bass Lake Town & Country. It violates the General Plan and
does not fit with the rural lifestyle of our community. In addition, the increased traffic
and environmental impacts will adversely affect our population - people and wildlife.
It's not the right plan for our community. | am counting on all of you to advocate for
our community.

Best regards,

Jill Blodget

Sent from my iPhone



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Suzan W

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: 1 am for the Town and Country Village Development
Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 10:26:52 AM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

R Suspici

A vote for the Town and Country Development. It is in the perfect location right off the
freeway, not down a Country road like some of the other potential projects ie Latrobe projects.

Keep everything near the freeways where they belong!

Suzan Webb
El Dorado Hills, CA



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Steven Howiett

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Zoned for a reason

Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 3:32:45 PM

= o i T e S —— =0 PRmaes ok W e e TR T ]
This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

R Suspici

Please don’t rezone the Bass Lake Hills region of El Dorado Hills. This area is non-
commercial for a reason. If we put a huge complex on this site it will completely
change the rural beauty and feel of this area that people have moved here to enjoy !

Steve Howlett
El Dorado County Voter
Sent from my iPhone



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Randy Scott

To: BOS:Clerk of the Board

Subject: Support for the Town & Country Village Project
Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 3:38:19 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

Cear Clerk of the Board,

Would you please forward this email to all 5 El Dorado County Supervisors. Thank you.

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors

330 Fair Lane

Placerville, CA 95667

Subject: Support for the Town & Country Village Project

Dear El Dorado County Board of Supervisors,

| am writing to express my strong support for the proposed Town & Country Village project. |
believe this development is a critical investment in the future of our community and offers
significant benefits for residents and the local economy.

For too long, the area has lacked a consolidated destination that brings the community
together and offers new amenities. This project, with its proposed hotels, event center, and
restaurants, would create such a place. It would provide a much-needed venue for local
events and gatherings and serve as an attractive destination for visitors, which helps our local

economy.

Furthermore, | am encouraged by the project's potential to generate jobs and tax revenue.
The creation of entry-level jobs will provide opportunities for our local workforce, and the
estimated $2.6 million in annual tax revenue will be a valuable source of funding for county
services. | understand there are concerns about the project's impact, but consolidating
development near the freeway interchange is a sensible approach that helps preserve the
wider rural character of our county.

Approving this project is a step toward thoughtful, managed growth that will enhance our
community for years to come.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,

Randy Scott




Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From! ra Ral

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Town & Country Village Project

Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 6:36:18 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

Re: Support for Town & Country Village Project

Dear Members of the Board,

My name is Sandy Ralph, and [ have been a long-time resident of Placerville, Like many of my
neighbors, I am deeply concerned about the future of the County—particularly as we face the real
threat of financial crisis, growing budget deficits, and potential cuts to critical services. Those of us
who live in the Foothills understand what is at stake. We rely on our fire departments and first
responders every single day, especiaily as we live under the constant risk of wildfire. We all want to
retire here safely and sustainably in the County we love—but that requires a stable financial
foundation and projects that bring surplus not deficit.

I am writing to you with both urgency and hope. Every decision matters, and now more than ever we
must support projects that guarantee tangible surplus and long-term economic stability. The Town &
Country Village project represents precisely such an opportunity. This project is not simply about
development; it is about building a vibrant, sustainable future for our community.

At atime when El Dorado County faces a multi-million-doliar budget shortfall, this project offers
guaranieed revenue and a long-term surplus without raising taxes. It is projected to generate an
immediate millions of dollars of fees upfront—a much-needed boost to help sustain vital services
and infrastructure. Tourism will play a major role in this recovery, The project’s hotels, cottages,
civic center, and museum are expected to generate $2.3 miilion annually in transient occupancy tax
revenue, strengthening local programs, recreation, and senior services that have suffered recent cuts.
Every dollar spent by visitors multiplies throughout our local economy, supporting small businesses,

restaurants, and shops, etc.

Additionally, Town & Country Village will provide a large community gathering space, a great
room for weddings, reunions, conferences, and performances. It will also support local entrepreneurs
and small businesses, helping create opportunities while maintaining a true local feel rather than

another commercial strip mall.

I understand that all projects face scrutiny, and I respect the role of debate and discussion. However,

I must speak candidly about the opposition spreading misinformation about the Town & Country

Village project. These false statements have begun to shape public perception unfairly, threatening to |
derail a project that will be a lifeline for our County. I urge the Board of Supervisors to consider the

facts: the thoughtful planning, the economic benefits, the historic preservation, and the tangible |
surpluses to the citizens of El Dorado County. |

This is a pivotal moment. Approving the Town & Country Village project will bring hope, jobs,
tourism, cultural enrichment, and community gathering spaces—while ensuring financial stability
and sustainable growth for generations to come. I respectfully ask the Board of Supervisors to
approve this locally rooted, revenue-generating investment in the future of El Dorado County.



Thank you for your time, consideration, and commitment to our community.

Sincerely,

Sandy Ralph
3150 Harmony Hill Road
Placerville, CA 95667



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Andy Nevis

To: mS_C!gds_Qf_tbs_B.Qa_d BOS:-District I; BOS-District IT; The BOSTHREE; Lori Parlin; BOS-Digfrict ¥

Ce: Tim Costetlo; David Spaur; Beb Williams; Patrick Freqa; Jeff Hansen; Karen L. Gamer; Robert ). Peters; Ande
Flower; Jgﬂ‘smn_ﬂ._ﬁﬂmslﬂ Sye Hennike; David A Livingston

Subject: Public Comments on 10/28 Item 27 (Town and Country Village)

Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 6:50:55 PM

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

Good evening Supervisors,

| wanted to drop a quick note with my thoughts on the Town and Country Village
project (General Plan Amendment GPA22-0003/Specific Plan Revision SP- R21-0002/Rezone Z21-
0013/Planned Development Permit PD21-0005/Tentative Subdivision Map TM22-0005/Conditional Use
Permit CUP23-0008) that will be on your agenda this Tuesday. | had an opportunity to participate in
several meetings about this project as a Planning Commissioner, and have continued to fallow the Project

this year.

| do not have a strong opinion whether the hotel and event center portion of the project (the Project
Development Area) should be approved. The proposed facility is thoughtfully designed and could provide
new event space and economic development opportunities for our community. The applicant is to be
commended for the significant public outreach they have conducted. | believe it is possible for the project
to be developed while preserving the natural beauty and rural character of the area. On the other hand,
the project would be a significant deviation from the existing General Plan and Bass Lake Hills Specific
Plan and | believe the concerns about traffic impacts and impacts on the Cameron Park Community
Services District have merit. General Plan and specific plan amendments are sometimes appropriate, but
the bar should be high and there shouid be significant community input and support for the change.

Should you decide to approve the Project, | have two recommendations:

1) Any approval should exclude rezoning in the Program Study Area. The applicant has provided few
details on what will fill the Program Study Area. Their visual simulations (for exampie, on Page 4 of
Attachment Z on this Legisar item) depict the hote! and event center surrounded by open space in the
Program Study Area. Yet if the Board approves their request in whole, that land would instead be zoned
for future commercial and multifamily housing development. The visual simulations that have been
presented to the public do not match what is in the actual proposal. While | believe there is significant
public support for the hotel and event center project, as well as the associated residential cottages, itis
not clear to me that there is community support for rezoning the rest of the site for multifamily and
commercial development.

The applicant will argue that future development in the Program Study Area would require future Planning
Commission consideration. There are two problems with this line of reasoning. First, the state is
aggressively moving towards requiring that housing projects, especially muitifamily projects, be approved
ministerially if consistent with zoning. it is possible that development in the multifamily zone could be
allowed by right, without a public hearing, pursuant to state law. Even if a future project remains
discretionary, the applicant would be able to argue that the proposat is consistent with the specific plan
and point back to your approval of the rezone for justification. It will be harder for community members to
raise objections and receive a fair hearing before future decision makers, and would leave the denial of
any future project vulnerable to legal challenge. To preserve future community input and due process,
the most appropriate decision is to leave the Program Study Area untouched.

2) | encourage the Board to accept the Planning Commission's recommendation that the Project be




conditioned to connect to sewer. The project even without the Program Study Area would generate a
significant amount of waste. Given that there are several existing high density developments near and
downstream of the project site, a facility of this size on a septic system introduces inappropriate and
unnecessary environmental and public health risks. If the project cannot connect to the sewer system it
should not be constructed, period.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Andy Nevis



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: akusta@placerville,net

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Cc: Ande Flower

Subject: Letter in Support of Town and Country Village
Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 7:13:56 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previcusly corresponded with this sender.

To the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors,

My name is Stan Wentland, and | am a long-term resident of El Dorado
County District 3. For years, | have commuted to Sacramento and have
often noticed a bland semi wooded area along Bass Lake Road before you
descend into the valley. That location holds tremendous potential as a
value generator and source of revenue for our County.

I am deeply concerned that El Dorado County is facing serious financial
strain in the near-term future. it would be far wiser to support a

project that produces a meaningful net benefit and surpius with a
sustainable revenue stream for the County.

| watched the Planning Commission meeting on September 10th for 7 hours
and was surprised at the lack of preparedness shown by chairman, though
| was pleased with the ultimately favorable outcome by majority. The
meeting on September 10th demonstrated clear public support and a
well-developed proposal. Now, as the October 28th meeting approaches, |
am deeply troubled by the recent letter of non-support from the chairman
of the planning commission board member, which appears to represent a
potential conflict of interest based on its stated contacts and claims

full of baseless misinformation. It seems like an attempt to cast doubt

or delay progress on what should otherwise be a positive outcome for the
Town & Country Village project.

This project will serve as a much needed gathering place and respite for
weary travelers along the Highway 50 corridor between El Dorado Hills
and South Lake Tahoe. With the County facing cuts to critical
services—including programs for seniors, tourism, fire department and
sheriff services etc. This project with the museum celebrating our
history, creation of jobs, small retail entrepreneurs, and restaurants

to add to the tax base.

Equally important, the project preserves key landmarks and the
surrounding natural environment, including the historic Lincoln Highway,
Pony Express Trail, and Wagon Train routes. Open spaces, walking trails,
and locally sourced building materials are also central to the plan. The



Environmental Impact Report (EIR) included super cumulative traffic
studies for proposed projects in the area—a first in County
history~—which speaks volumes about the project's integrity and
thoroughness.

Phase One represents only half of the developer's long-term vision and
requires further coordination and approval with the Board and County
staff for future phases. Nonetheless, the Town & Country Village should
be considered on its own merits—not grouped with or overshadowed by
unrelated projects like Marble Valley or Lime Rock south of Highway 50.
It is a standalone project that aligns with the county's new vision
statement and brings a significant surplus at this critical time.

| respectfully urge the Board of Supervisors to move forward with
approval of this important project without any delays.

Respectfully,

Stan Wentland

3150 Harmony Hill Road
Placerville, CA 95667

El Dorado County



Public Comment #27

From: Sandra Raloh BOS RCVD 10-27-2025
To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Cc: Ande Flower

Subject: Suppart for Town & Country Village

Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 7:23:08 PM

~ This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

To the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors.,

My name is Sandy Ralph, and [ have been a long-time resident of Placerville. Like many of my
neighbors, [ am deeply concerned about the future of the County—particularly as we face the real
threat of financial crisis, growing budget deficits, and potential cuts to critical services. Those of us
who live in the Foothills understand what is at stake. We rely on our fire departments and first
responders every single day, especially as we live under the constant risk of wildfire. We all want to
retire here safely and sustainably in the County we love—but that requires a stable financial
foundation and projects that bring surplus not deficit.

[ am writing to you with both urgency and hope. Every decision matters, and now more than ever we
must support projects that guarantee tangible surplus and long-term economic stability. The Town &
Country Village project represents precisely such an opportunity. This project is not simply about
development; it is about building a vibrant, sustainable future for our community.

At a time when El Dorado County faces a multi-million-dollar budget shortfall, this project offers
guaranteed revenue and a long-term surplus without raising taxes. It is projected to generate an
immediate millions of dollars of fees upfront—a much-needed boost to help sustain vital services
and infrastructure. Tourism will play a major role in this recovery. The project’s hotels, cottages,
civic center, and museum are expected to generate $2.3 million annually in transient occupancy tax
revenue, strengthening local programs, recreation, and senior services that have suffered recent cuts.
Every dollar spent by visitors multiplies throughout our local economy, supporting small businesses,
restaurants, and shops, etc.

Additionally, Town & Country Village will provide a large community gathering space, a great
room for weddings, reunions, conferences, and performances. It will also suppott local entrepreneurs
and small businesses, helping create opportunities while maintaining a true local feel rather than
another commercial strip mall.

I understand that all projects face scrutiny, and I respect the role of debate and discussion. However,
I must speak candidly about the opposition spreading misinformation about the Town & Country
Village project. These false statements have begun to shape public perception unfairly, threatening to
derail a project that will be a lifeline for our County. I urge the Board of Supervisors to consider the
facts: the thoughtful planning, the economic benefits, the historic preservation, and the tangible
surpluses to the citizens of El Dorado County.

This is a pivotal moment. Approving the Town & Country Village project will bring hope, jobs,
tourism, cultural enrichment, and community gathering spaces—while ensuring financial stability
and sustainable growth for generations to come. I respectfully ask the Board of Supervisors to
approve this locally rooted, revenue-generating investment in the future of El Dorado County.



Thank you for your time, consideration, and commitment to our community.
Sincerely,
Sandy Ralph

3150 Harmony Hill Road
Placerville, CA 95667



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Debra Hernandez

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Bass Lake

Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 7:59:04 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

R Suspici

| object to the HUGE development. We have already seen the destruction Folsom
and EDH did to our beautiful hills and the traffic it has caused on our little roads this
will take away the beauty of our real community and add traffic our highway can not

handle.
We live up here so we don’t have to be in the city and now you are making it like a

city!

Debra Hernandez
3973 Mineshaft Court
Shingle springs
530-313-8043

Sent from my iPhone



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: lori T

To: -Clerl hi ¥

Subject: I Oppose the Town and Country Village Development
Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 12:17:19 PM

e -
This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

&

R Suspici

| live off Bass Lake Road and am opposed to the Town and Country Village. It will
create traffic congestion and road safety concerns. It also creates light pollution and
ruins the rural atmosphere here. Do the right thing for once and respect residents’
(property tax revenue) wishes instead of always backing developers who don’t even

live in our county!

Valorie Farris
Sent from my iPhone



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Kristin Orman

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: I Oppose the Town and Country Village Development
Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 12:19:32 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

R Suspici

While I would welcome a nice restaurant in the area, [ strongly oppose the proposed hotel and
cottages. A hotel is unnecessary, as there is already one just five minutes away that isn’t even
completed yet. Additionally, the proposed cottages would likely lower surrounding property
values and increase traffic in our neighborhood.

This project does not reflect the needs or best interests of our existing community. [ urge the
planning committee to reconsider or revise the proposal to better align with responsible,
balanced growth for Bass Lake.

~ Kristin Orman




Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Julie Moon

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: I Oppose the Town and Country Village Development
Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 1:07:05 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

County Supervisors,

My husband has lived in Rescue for 55 years, and | myseif have lived here for 23
years. His family had lived here in Rescue since the 1960s up until their deaths.

it is absolutely heart breaking to see our little town under so much development, and
adamantiy oppose the development of the land around Bass Lake Road, HW 50 and

Country Club Blvd.

We remember the days when people would always ask us, “Where is Rescue,
exactly?” We remember being the only car driving along Bass Lake Road the entire
length from the highway to Green Valiey Road.

We'ved lived here for SO long that we feel that our opposition should be taken
seriously. STOP the development.

Sincerely,

A life-long resident and his wife,
Jeff and Julie Moon

Rescue, CA

Sent from my iPhone



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Carolyn Unger

To: -Clerk of I¥

Subject: I Oppose the Town and Country Village Development
Date: Saturday, October 25, 2025 9:44:06 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

.

I do not recommend building of the Town & Country center on the corner of Bass Lake and
50. This area cannot handle that kind of traffic and it will ruin the whole environment.

Carolyn Unger
Sent from my iPhone

Sent from my iPhone



From: Shannon Palombi

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: I Oppose the Town and Country Village Development
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2025 9:23:26 AM

Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

Keep our community in becoming over populated.

Shannon Palombi
Sent from my iPhone




Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Y PAXTA

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Save Bass Lake Hills

Date: Sunday, October 26, 2025 1:02:02 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

R

Dear Board of Supervisors,
| am very disappointed to see our small community getting so large. | moved up here

over 20 years because it was a small community with

a lot of charm. Due to all the building that keeps being allowed this community is
becoming the very Bay Area | left. We are constantly told to save water and
electricity and all the that keeps happening is you all keep approving more building
without any thought to any of this.

If Town and Country is allowed to go forward you will be taking away more of the
charm in this community. We have a hotel in Town Center and there are plenty on
East Bidwell in Folsom up through Placerville. We do not need another hotel or High-
density housing project. please listen to the community and do not let these projects

move forward.
Best Regards,
Tenley Paxiao



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: martha dew

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Town and County Hotel Project

Date: Sunday, October 26, 2025 1:53:35 PM

This Message Is From an Unfrusted Sender
You have not previcusly corresponded with this sender.

_Report Suspicious

Hello,

I do not understand why anyone thinks we need 2 five story hotels or any hotels off of Bass Lake, my only
guess is money.

If traveling to Lake Tahoe it's only 2 more hours from Cameron Park, why would anyone stop to stay the
night when you can drive 2 more hours to Lake Tahoe.

| have many concerns, here are two:
1. The cons of having hotels in this location are:

Crime

Decrease in property values

Traffic (off-ramp to Bass Lake is very short which would back up traffic onto the highway which is
dangerous).

Noise

Pellution
Water (for years we have had to conserve our water, not sure where we would get the extra water).

2. If the owners of this project start to lose money they could sell and we could end up with the hotels
being converted into low income housing. Some people may think this is ok but | do not. | moved her 37
years ago from an area where they converted all the four piexes and townhouses near me into low
income housing. Within 2 years it became very unsafe, we had gun shots pretty much every night and our
homes were being broken into along with people being assaulted. | moved here to get away from living in
fear and now your decision could put this wonderful area in jeopardy of turning into what | left.

| pray you make the right decision for our community.



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Ellen Terra

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Town and Country Project

Date: Sunday, October 26, 2025 6:18:24 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

Report Suspici

The community of El Dorado Hills, cherished for its small-town rural charm, will cease to exist
as we know it. Many residents fear that the proposed Town & Couniry Village project
threatens to overshadow this peaceful iandscape. One reason people love living in El Dorado
Hills is that it isn’t a destination for out-of-towners, but a quiet retreat from the hustle and
bustle of city life. Do we really want to bring that congestion here, with hundreds of daily
visitors who may not cherish the same values and traditions we hold dear.

If you thought Amazon and Costco were bad, the proposed Town & Country Village project,
with its large-scale 300 rooms of hotel space (picture 2 Red Hawk Casino size hotels side by
side), 120 affordable housing staff cottages/VRBO, and innumerable high-density
townhomes will have a profound impact on the community’s character and disrupt the way of

life that we value so much.

This project requires modification to the General Plan, the Bass Lake Hills specific Plan, and the
Public Facilities Financing Plan. This will have a negative impact on water supply and roadways,
as well as our city and county charm. It does not align with our current way of life in El Dorado
Hills or neighboring Cameron Park. This is not “smart growth,” it's a catastrophic alteration to

our quiet relaxed slow-paced lifestyle.

El Dorado Hills has been a place where residents can enjoy a sense of open-spaces and
serenity. Families moved here for the spaciousness, the green landscapes in Spring the golden
hills in Summer, and a community atmosphere that evokes warmth and connection.

This development does not align with the building standards established in the Bass Lake
Specific Plan. The plan, which was designed to guide appropriate growth while preserving El
Dorado Hills' unigue character, emphasizes the protection of the natural landscapes and
ensures that any new projects meet stringent criteria for sustainability and environmental
sensitivity, Town & Country Village compromises these criteria, prioritizing commercial
expansion over community values and ecological responsibiiity.

Beyond the aesthetic and environmental considerations, this project will inevitably lead to
increased traffic congestion, altering the daily lives of residents and potentially endangering



local wildlife. The influx of people and vehicles could result in noise levels that disrupt our
peaceful environment and introduce light pollution that diminishes the beauty of our
nighttime skies.

| do not support a rezone from 10 acre rural residential lots to commercial mega hotel.
And mulii density residential.

I do not support the developer building on the hill and asking for an increased 14 feet over
the General Plans maximum height restriction

| do not support forgoing the current rural boundary

| do not support that the developer wants to not pay for and install water and sewer
Infrastructure

| do not support that the developer wants a blanket approvai of the extra neighboring
parcels to do on them whatever in the future.

I do not support that the Bass lake & 50 interchange will not get improvements to handle
this traffic. The exit backs up already today.

Best regards,
Ellen S. Terra
27 year owner of my home in El Dorado Hills.



Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Sharon Woodcock
To: BOS-Clerk of the Board
Date: Sunday, October 26, 2025 9:09:01 PM

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

. S

Save Bass Lake Hills

Take a good look at what has happened to Folsom, a once quaint country town that has
become a city like Danville, Pleasanton San Jose. OUR Hills are beautiful. THEY ARE NOT
a DESTINATION SITE. I was raised in El Dorado County ..stayed and raised my family and
my kids stayed and raised their children..why BECAUSE they wanted to raise them in an area
that has wide open spaces. Room to run, breathe and enjoy the wildlife. The DEVELOPERS
are SUCKING the life out Of our County! We dont NEED a DESTINATION RESORT to
make THEM richer, We want OUR Hills, OUR wide open spaces OUR County to have the
space to raise families in a healthy environment! All this is about, is rich getting richer NOT
ABOUT WHATS GOOD FOR THE RESIDENTS OR FUTURE FAMILIES OR FOR THE
WILDLIFE in our County. WE DONT WANT TO BE ANOTHER DANVILLE SAN JOSE
PLEASANTON OR FOLSOM..take your investment money and go elsewhere..LEAVE El
DORADO COUNTY ALONE. PLEASE go ruin another county in California and let us
continue the lifestyle that people move up here to ENJOY.

FIGHT FOR OUR HILLS!

Sincerely,
Sharon Turner




Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: H. Harn

To: George Turnboo; Brooke Laine; Greg P, Ferrero; Lowi Parling Brian K. Veerkamp

Cc: David A Livingston; Sue Hennike; Laura Schwartz; Karen L. Gamer; Kim Dawson; BOS-Clerk of the Board; Josh
Bane; Jefferson B, Billingsley; Mohammed H Mohanna MHM

Subject: October 28, 2025 BOS Agenda - Town & Country Village E! Dorado

Date: Monday, Qctober 27, 2025 7:34:06 AM

Attachments: ibit R - T i nalysis-Ti

Dear Supervisors,

A hotel on this site would likely have a significant positive financial
impact on the County. | support the hotel rooms, | oppose the housing
without a plan to mitigate the resulting traffic.

As noted on the attached staff report, a number of extremely
expensive road improvements will be needed on Bass Lake Road, at
the Bass Lake Interchange, and on Highway 50 in the foreseeable
future. These extremely expensive road improvements are certainly
not 100% the responsibility of Mohanna Family, but until a financing
plan for the road improvements is implemented, your Board should
not approve additional housing that will add to traffic on Bass Lake
Road or add traffic through the Bass Lake Interchange.

Please don’t amend the General Plan without a financial plan to
mitigate the additional traffic.

| will note that the Mohanna Family has been generous to a number of
good causes in our County.

Below you will find the email | sent the Planning Commission on

September gth regarding this matter.

Joe Harn
Auditor-Controller
El Dorado County

From: Joe H. Harn




Sent: Tuesday, September 9, 2025 11:46 AM

To: Planning Department <planning@edcgov.us>; Bob Williams <Bob.Williams@edcgov.us>; David
Spaur <David.Spaur@edcgov.us>; Jeff Hansen <leff. Hansen@edcgov.us>; Tim Costello
<Tim.Costello@edcgov.us>; Patrick Frega <Patrick.Frega@edcgov.us>

Cc: Jefferson B. Billingsley <lefferson.Billingsley@edcgov.us>; losh Pane <joshpanel@icloud.com>;
David A Livingston <david.livingston@edcgov.us>; Karen L. Garner <Karen.L.Garner @edcgov.us>;
lohn Davey <jdavey@daveygroup.net>; GeneralManager @cameronpark.org; Monique Scobey
<directorscobey@camercnpark.org>; Ande Flower <Ande.Flower @edcgov.us>; George Turnboo
<George.Turnboo@edcgov.us>; Greg P. Ferrerc <Greg.Ferrero@edcgov.us>

Subject: September 10, 2025 Planning Commission Meeting - Town & Country Village El Dorado

Commissioners,

| vigorously oppose amending the general plan to allow housing on this
site because no mechanism is in place to provide reasonable
assurance that the traffic impacts and adverse financial impacts to
the Cameron Park CSD will be mitigated. | wrote Planning and the
applicant eleven months ago pointing out that the Fiscal Impact
Analysis failed to identify the adverse effects on the Cameron Park
CSD. Page 6 of Staff Exhibit R, Local Traffic Analysis, points out that a
number of traffic abatement measures are unfunded.

The County would likely benefit from the tax revenues collected by the
proposed hotel, however there is no guarantee that a hotel will ever be
built. There is the possibility that the hotel will never come to fruition,
but the general plan will be amended to allow for multifamily housing
on this site.

In the late 1980s, the public was promised a four lane Bass Lake Road
and growth was approved based on that promise. In the 1990s, the
public was promised a four lane Bass Lake Road and the Bass Lake
Specific Plan was approved based on that promise. | urge that the
Planning Commission use great restraint as you consider
recommending the approval of additional growth until there is a great
deal of certainty that dramatic capacity improvements are made to
Bass Lake Road, the Bass Lake Interchange, and Highway 50.



Also, APAC’s position regarding the connection to EID sewer service
prior to issuance of any building permits is spot on.

Joe Harn
Auditor-Controtler
El Dorado County




Town and Country Village - El Dorado
Local Transportation Analysis

Bass Lake Hills, California
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Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Erank Porter

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Oct. 28, 2025, EDC BOS Meeting, Agenda Item 21
Date: Maonday, October 27, 2025 9:54:30 AM

Attachments: 10 28 25 BOS Town & Country Village r2.docx.pdf

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

To: El Dorado County Board of Supervisors

c/o Clerk of the Board, edc.cob@edcgav.us

From: Maureen Dion-Perry, President, Housing El Dorado (HED)
Frank S. Porter, Vice-President, Housing El Dorado (HED)

Cc: HED Board of Directors

Re: Oct. 28, 2025, EDC BOS meeting, [tem 27, Town & Country Village - Letter of
Support

Housing El Dorado urges the Board of Supervisors to approve the Town and Country
Village development.

This project generates over $2.6 million in annual new net surplus revenues to fund
public safety and essential county services; creates hundreds of local jobs during
construction and ongoing operations; supports small businesses through boutique
retail and restaurants; invests more than $4 million in road, public safety and
infrastructure improvements, including widening Bass Lake Road and easing traffic
flow; and provides workforce housing. This is truly a winning combination.

The inclusion of 56 much needed, deed restricted affordable hotel employee housing
units in the proposed project, in combination with another 56 units available for rent
on a daily or extended stay basis is forward thinking.

By providing staff housing options close to work, this project will reduce commute
times, decrease traffic congestion, and enhance the quality of life for workers. By
making it possible for employees to live where they work, this project fosters a more
connected and engaged community.

This is a practical and compassionate solution that addresses both environmental
impacts and the county’s critical need for additional workforce housing. This is clearly




a model for future development in El Dorado County. We urge you to move forward
with this project.

Maureen Dion-Perry, President

Frank Porter, Vice-President
Housing El Dorado

LY i; T I

i the D



Email: housingeldorado@gmail.com
- /\ Welz-site: Housingeldorado.org
L) Mailing address: 1390 Broadway B-216, Placerville, Ca. 95667

Housing El Dorado Phone: 530-497-0242

=

reate and promote affordable housing solutions and support services that nurture individuals and families
while encouraging self-sufficiency on the Western Slope of El Dorado County

To:  El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
Clerk of the Board, edc.cob@edcgov.us

From: Maureen Dion-Perry, President, Housing El Dorado (HED)
Frank S. Porter, Vice-President, Housing El Dorado (HED)

Cc:  HED Board of Directors
Date: Oct. 27, 2025
Re:  Oct. 28, 2025, EDC BOS meeting, Item 27, Town & Country Village - Letter of

Support

Housing El Dorado urges the Board of Supervisors to approve the Town and Country Village
development.

This project generates over $2.6 million in annual new net surplus revenues to fund public
safety and essential county services; creates hundreds of local jobs during construction and
ongoing operations; supports small businesses through boutique retail and restaurants;
invests more than $4 million in road, public safety and infrastructure improvements,
including widening Bass Lake Road and easing traffic flow; and provides workforce
housing. This is truly a winning combination.

The inclusion of 56 much needed, deed restricted affordable hotel employee housing units in
the proposed project, in combination with another 56 units available for rent on a daily or
extended stay basis is forward thinking.

By providing staff housing options close to work, this project will reduce commute times,
decrease traffic congestion, and enhance the quality of life for workers. By making it possible
for employees to live where they work, this project fosters a more connected and engaged
community.

This is a practical solution that addresses both environmental impacts and the county’s
critical need for additional workforce housing. This is clearly a model for future
development in El Dorado County. We urge you to move forward with this project.

goard o! Blrectors: Maureen BIOH-EEI’W. !rank Eorter, Eralg gty'es‘ Eeg Eanaerﬂar,

Wanda Demarest, Tamara Janies, Charlie McDonald, Kevin McCarty, Michele Smith, Art Edwards, Lexi Boeger
EDCF Advisor: Hilary Mulligan; and Program Coordinator: Nichole Paine




Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Lee Tannenbaum

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Agenda item 25-1703

Date: Monday, October 27, 2025 10:55:48 AM

Attachments: Agenda 25-1703 10272025 pdf

This Méésage Is From an External Sender o -
This message came from outside your organization.

Madame Clerk,

Please attach my comments to the above agenda item for tomorrow. Thanks much.

Lee Tannenbaum
Shingle Springs




El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
330 Fair Lane
Placerville, CA 95667

Re: Agenda Item #25-1703 — Town & Country Village El Dorado Project
Support Letter

Dear Chair and Members of the Board,

As a resident of El Dorado County, I write in strong support of the Town & Country Village El
Dorado Project (Agenda Item #25-1703). This project represents a well-planned, balanced
development that aligns with the County’s long-term goals for smart growth, diversified housing,
and economic sustainability.

After reviewing the Planning Commission’s materials and public comments from October 23 and
24,2025, I want to emphasize that the record reflects broad community interest—not
opposition—and a shared desire for projects that are both economically viable and
environmentally sound.

Kevin McCarty’s remarks correctly highlight the economic and community benefits of this
project, including its capacity to generate transient occupancy tax revenue, provide hospitality-
based employment, and stimulate complementary small-business activity. I concur with his
assessment that the Town & Country Village development will help broaden our local tax base
and reduce fiscal reliance on residential assessments alone.

Andy Nevis and Commissioner Robert Williams raised responsible points regarding the need for
continued monitoring of traffic and water impacts. I agree those studies should be updated and
incorporated into the implementation phase as conditions of approval. However, such due
diligence should not delay adoption; rather, it can be integrated through the Mitigation
Monitoring and Reporting Program (MMRP) already included in the certified EIR.

This proposal complements existing infrastructure improvements within the Bass Lake Hills
Specific Plan (BLHSP) area, creates walkable commercial and residential nodes, and preserves
open-space buffers. Its mix of multi-family housing, hotel, and event-center uses helps address
both economic diversification and regional housing needs—an equilibrium our county has long
sought.

Moreover, revising the BLHSP Public Facilities Financing Plan and Capital Improvement Plan
ensures that growth will fund its own infrastructure rather than burdening existing taxpayers.
This is precisely the model of self-sustaining development the County has advocated in its
General Plan.

[ urge the Board to adopt the Planning Commission’s recommendation and approve the project
as proposed, with any technical refinements to monitoring conditions handled administratively.
The Town & Country Village project is a thoughtful, forward-looking plan that will bring lasting
benefit to El Dorado County.



Thank you for your consideration and for your continued work to balance growth with the
preservation of our county’s character.

Sincerely,
Lee Tannenbaum
Resident, El Dorado County




Public Comment #27
BOS RCVD 10-27-2025

From: Jim Wassner

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board

Subject: Fwd: Town & Country El Dorado project
Date: Monday, October 27, 2025 11:33:26 AM

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

-

o Suspici

Please include my comments on the Town & Country El Dorado project. They were
previously submitted a day too early.

Thank you,
Jim Wassner
---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Jim Wassner <jimwassner@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Oct 22, 2025 at 8:32 AM

Subject: Town & Country El Dorado project

To: BOS-Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>, The BOSTWO <bostwo@edcgov.us>,
<bosthree@edcgov.us>, <bosfour@edcgov.us>, The BOSONE <bosonei@edegoy.us>,
Brooke Laine <brooke.laine@edcgov.us>

CC: <info@townandcountryvillageeldorado.com>. Frank Porter <{spsm520@gmail.com>,
Joan Fuquay <jofuq@gmail.com>, tita bladen <tita-b@sbcglobal.net>, Raelene Nunn
<raclenenunn@sbcglobal.net>

Members of the Board,

Town & Country Village El Dorado is a thoughtful development that balances growth
with community values, while also being a model of responsible development that
includes affordable and staff housing. This project includes 56 units of workforce
housing and 56 units of affordable housing. The project will also provide walking
trails and a connection with the County's Bike Trail.

This project's contribution to the County’s General Fund through Transient Occupancy
Taxes, Property Tax Revenue and Sales and Use Taxes will be substantial.

The developer has spent more than seven years in community engagement and
outreach, unique among most development projects proposed for El Dorado Hills.

The project's location at Bass Lake Rd and Hwy 50 addresses traffic and
transportation issues.




The project includes a civic center museum housing local history and highlighting the
Lincoln Highway, our country's first trans-continental highway.

Modeled after the Ahwahnee Hotel in Yosemite National Park, the project will be a
beautiful landmark destination resort for both locals and travelers alike.

For these reasons, I urge you to move this project forward without delay.
Jim Wassner

Senior resident advocate

Diamond Springs resident

H Virus-free.www avast.com



a QOutlook

Support for Town & Country Village El Dorado

From Gordon Helm <grhelm@grheim.com>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 1:48 PM
To  BOS-Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>

S

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

Report Suspicious

Dear Chairperson Turnboo and Members of the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors,

I am writing as a resident of El Dorado County to respectfully voice my support for the Town & Country
Viliage El Dorado project.

This project represents a thoughtful balance between honoring our local history and creating meaningful
benefits for the community. The inclusion of a public museum celebrating El Dorado County’s heritage,
the preservation of the oak grove and public trails, and the opportunities for locally owned shops,
dining, and gathering spaces make this more than a traditional development — it’s an investment in our

community’s identity and future.

Additionally, the project will generate local jobs and provide long-term revenue to support essential
county services, a critical benefit as the County works to address current budget pressures.

Thank you for your time, your service, and your consideration of this important, community-focused
project.

Regards,
Gordon Helm




a Outlook

Town & Country

From Heidi Micheison Hogan <heidi_ mbaa®@yahoo.com>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 2:27 PM
To  BOS-Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>

- [

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors:

This email is to express my strong opposition to the proposed Town & Country Village development in
El Dorado Hills. A 300 room hotel, event center and high-density housing.. WHY?

Report Suspicious

Among other reasons, this proposed development should not move forward because it will cause
severe strain and congestion in a small town with limited infrastructure (water, electricity,

roads). Furthermore, El Dorado Hills is known for being a peaceful and safe family-friendly community.

Building such a large scale development will create a chaotic, unsafe environment. We don't have a

police department, and EDCSQ is severely understaffed.

Amazon. Costco. Now Town & Country. El Dorado County continues to attempt to destroy the

peaceful open landscape of El Dorado Hills.

We should all be working to protect nature, and the beauty and charm of this amazing area where

we live,

| appeal to you to please stop this project from moving forward.

Thank you,

Heidi Hogan

3904 Ironwood Drive
El Dorado Hills




& Outlook

Public comment BOS meeting October 28, Agenda item 27

From LINDA CAMPBELL <lcampbell03@comcast.net>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 1:26 PM

To BOS-District | <bosone@edcgov.us>; BOS-District Il <bostwo@edcgov.us>; BOS-District Il
<bosthree@edcgov.us>; BOS-District IV <bosfour@edcgov.us>; BOS-District V <bosfive@edcgov.us>; BOS-
Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>

0 1 attachment (179 KB)
Town and Country FEIR BOS Feedback Oct-2025.pdf;

This Message Is From an External Sender

N icious
This message came from outside your organization. RepartSusplo

Hello Supervisors and Clerk of Board,
Attached is some of my personal feedback on the Town and Country project, agenda item 25-
1703.

L hope you find this helpful to your analysis, and look forward to the review tomorrow.
Regards,

Linda K Campbell



Town and Country FEIR Planning Commission Feedback Sept-2025

General consideration: Some of the items I submitted for the Planning Commission review were
not addressed, so are still included below.

Evacuation Plan/Model: I could not locate anything about evacuation plans or modeling.
According to our Safety Element update in the General Plan, government code section 65302(g)
requires the following (items 11 and 12 in our general plan element)
e 11. Identify residential developments in any hazard area identified in the safety element
that do not have at least two emergency evacuation routes.
e 12. Identify evacuation routes and their capacity, safety, and viability and evacuation
locations under a range of emergency scenarios.

Policy 6.11.2.1 specifically reads:
Development shall be served by a street system with at least two evacuation routes capable of

carrying peak load traffic and have sufficient capacity to meet project needs, or they must
provide the necessary capacity to ensure the development has adequate fire protection and safe
ingress and egress routes in conformance with the California Fire Safe Regulations (Section 1273
and 1274) of the California Code of Regulations — Title 14, Division 1.5, Chapter 7, Articles 2
and 3).

Piecemeal Development: In August of 2024 an appeal for a rezone was approved, as it was
considered piecemeal development. The T&C EIR was done with the “Program Study Area”,
because CEQA required something there. However, we as citizens of the county are being told to
ignore the Program Study Area and it will be determined at a different time. Why would we have
to guess what will be done in the future?

By not receiving a clear design so that we can see housing, commercial, other needed roadways,
water, etc. we are unable to truly evaluate the scope of impact on this area of Bass Lake Road,
and beyond. It is challenging enough to keep track of development plans that are “complete™ as
changes are made over time, but not having an initial outline is even more detrimental. Below are
some of the court rulings related to piecemeal development:

e Laurel Heights Improvement Assn. v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47
Cal.3d 376: This case deals with the issue of piecemealing and the need to consider the
"wholg project” in environmental reviews.

¢ Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Commission (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263: This case
established the requirement that environmental review must consider the entire project
and not just segmented parts.

e Arviv Enterprises, Inc. v. South Valley Area Planning Commission (2002} 101
Cal.App.4th 1333: Discusses cumulative impacts and the need for full environmental
review when a project is segmented.

e (California Unions for Reliable Energy v. Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District
(2009) 178 Cal.App.4th 1225: The court found that even when some project approvals are
ministerial, if there are discretionary approvals at any stage, CEQA review is triggered for
the whole project.




Reference to EDC Ordinance Sec. 130.56.030 - Findings Required.

The Board may adopt a proposed specific plan only if it finds that the plan:
A. Is consistent with and implements the General Plan;
B. Is consistent with any applicable airport land use plan, in compliance with Public
Utilities Code Section 21676; and
C. Will not have a significant effect on the environment or a statement of overriding
consideration has been made for the proposed specific plan in compliance with the
provisions of California Code of Regulations Section 15093 (CEQA Guidelines)

The Town and Country Project violates the following Land Use policies and objectives, as
taken from General Plan (LC Comment is my summary):

OBJECTIVE 2.1.1: COMMUNITY REGIONS
Purpose: The urban limit line establishes a line on the General Plan land use maps
demarcating where the urban and suburban land uses will be developed. The
Community Region boundaries depicted on the General Plan Land Use map shall be
the established urban limit line.

¢ Provide opportunities that allow for continued population growth and economic
expansion while preserving the character and extent of existing rural centers and urban

communities, emphasizing both the natural setting and built design elements which

contribute to the quality of life and economic health of the County.
¢ OBJECTIVE 2.1.3;: RURAL REGIONS

¢ Purpose: Provide a land use pattern that maintains the open character of the County,
preserves its hatural resources, recognizes the constraints of the land and the limited
availability of infrastructure and public services, and preserves the agricultural and
forest/timber area to ensure its long-term viability for agriculture and timber
operations.

o LC Comment: This project is proposing removal of the Rural Region
boundary, thereby removing the character and natural setting of this area. There
is no mitigation or condition that will fulfill these objectives.

¢ OBJECTIVE 2.2.5: GENERAL POLICY SECTION

e Policy 2.2.5.3 The County shall evaluate future rezoning: (1) To be based on the
General Plan’s general direction as to minimum parcel size or maximum allowable
density; and (2) To assess whether changes in conditions that El Dorado County
General Plan Land Use Element July 2004 (Amended August 2019) Page 31 would
support a higher density or intensity zoning district. The specific criteria to be
considered include, but are not limited to, the following:

1. Availability of an adequate public water source or an approved Capital

Improvement Project to increase service for existing land use demands;

2. Availability and capacity of public treated water system;

3. Availability and capacity of public wastewater treatment system;

¢ LC Comment: These water services are not currently available, and although

discussed, the process to expand has not started. In fact one of the conditions from
the PC for wastewater also has an allowance to start with a septic system if
easements from surrounding property owners (potentially through eminent domain)
cannot be completed in a timeline that benefits the developer.

e Policy 2.2.5.10 It is recognized that there are large Rural Regions within the County
wherein agriculture is pursued, and these areas need certain support uses that are
unique to agriculture and its related uses. While allowing for the establishment of such
agricultural support services, this policy will protect El Dorado County General Plan
Land Use Element July 2004 (Amended August 2019) Page 33 the permitted uses of




such agricultural areas by only allowing the establishment of such support services
through the Zoning Ordinance.
Uses which may be considered to be consistent with this policy are those which include
but are not limited to feed stores, agriculture supplies and sales, veterinarian services,
animal boarding, processing and/or sale of agriculture products, and the sale of
firewood not produced or grown on the site. In addition to agriculture, the rural areas
may allow other consistent uses in the form of but not limited to outdoor recreation and
campgrounds and organized camps, retreats, fishing and hunting clubs, mineral
extractions, and cemeteries.
o LC Comment: None of the project changes focus on support of the Rural
Region.
Policy 2.2.5.21 Development projects shall be located and designed in a manner that
avoids incompatibility with adjoining land uses that are permitted by the policies in
effect at the time the development project is proposed. Development projects that are
potentially incompatible with existing adjoining uses shall be designed in a manner that
avoids any incompatibility or shall be located on a different site.
o LC Comment: Adjoining land uses are all Rural Residential, which are not
compatible with the proposed changes for this project.

Attachment H — Planning Commission Staff Report — All of these were submitted for
Planning Commission review, but not addressed so continuing for Board consideration.

Background page 6. States consistent with GOAL HO-1, references “mix of housing
types, including senior housing, and townhomes and cottage-style units for local
residents seeking to “downsize”, as well as units affordable for the employees with the
project.

o The applicant repeatedly said it would be “market rate housing” for different
housing types, which does not equate to what a lot of people would consider
“attainable” in our EDH market.

o They cannot isolate that “local residents” will be in this housing, since that
would not be fair housing practice.

o Most of the above-mentioned housing types are potentially part of the Program
Study area, which we are being told is not really being considered for the
current project review. If we do not have enough details for the Study Area, and
are being informed not to provide any feedback, then staft should not be using
anything about it in reference to their recommended justification for approval.

Background page 6. States consistent with Objective 2.2.1, “.. to potentially curtail
urban/suburban sprawl” ... but it is exactly suburban sprawl and what the BLHSP and
General Plan are trying to curtail. This project is not consistent with this objective.
Project Description page 7. Important point that this is NOT currently in the EID
service area, because it is a rural designation. That is why the incorporation into EID is
a critical component of this change, and potentially quite expensive for the public.
Future Development page 10. Statement in Program Study Area “The project site is
not currently designated as a census Urban Area, which means that until and unless
such a designation occurs at this location, no future project in the Program Study Area
could be determined eligible for any housing-focused state streamlining, such as SB
35>

o Based on Aug. 26" BOS meeting for new application in Diamond Springs, the
county equates our community regions to the Urban Area under SB35, That
means once it is incorporated into the community region, then it would be
eligible for state streamlining projects. This is an inaccurate statement and not

aligned with other staff communications to the supervisors.




s Page 11. Original plan documents stated height “up to 10 feet beyond” the maximum
allowabie height. Response to my DEIR comment also confirmed a “not-to-exceed”
building height of 60 feet. The FEIR and proposal now say, “64 feet”, which is higher
than previously proposed and reviewed by the public.

e Page 16 Water Service/EID. Water line currently is 2,000 feet north of project site.
What is cost for expansion and who is paying?. Same question with the 2 Sewer
proposed options.

o This should be done as a cumulative study across all the proposed projects, to
give citizens clear view as to the impacts, since they will phase over time with
unknown delivery dates. The big question is “How much does the county have
to pay?”, remembering that grants are taxpayer money too. We are also
experiencing extensive cost increases to our water bills, because of prior and
potential future projects that are not aligned with the General Plan, in addition
to_reductions of use requested from the state.

e Page 17 Drainage. Statement “A Final Drainage Report will be prepared for the
proposed project and approved by the County.” When will this be prepared and why
wasn’t it part of this current review?

» Page 18 Statement: “The County established Rural Regions to provide a landscape
that maintains the open character of the County, preserves its natural resources,
recognizes the constraints of the land and the limited availability of infrastructure and
public services, and preserves the agricultural and forest/timber area to ensure its long-
term viability for agriculture and timber operations.” This project will erase this Rural
Region, and all that rests behind the definition for it.

Reference the Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan goals section 2.4 (Relationship to the El Dorado
County General Plan Goal 2.6):
o Discussion: As part of the preparation of the review draft El Dorado County

Scenic Highways Ordinance dated June 1992, a viewshed study was conducted
which identified the foreground and background viewsheds along U.S Highway
50 .... That portion of the Plan area located within the foreground viewshed of
U.S. Highway 50 is located within the Rural Region and is designated LDR by
the General Plan. The Plan designates this area Low Density Residential
Planned Development (L.2PD) which allows for the max density of one
dwelling per five acres. This is consistent with the General Plan and protects for
foreground viewshed from U.S. Highway 50 by maintaining exiting zoning and
density.

As zoned Rural Region, the proposed plan from applicant is not allowable. A discretionary

change would violate the referenced goals of the Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan, as well as the
El Dorado County General Plan.

Attachment B — Findings - All of these were submitted for Planning Commission review but
not addressed, so continuing for Board consideration.

e Item 2.6 states that it would avoid incompatibility with adjoining land uses, according
to requirement of GP Policy 2.2.5.21. However, everything north, east and west is
defined as rural residences. It is inaccurate to state that this project will be compatible,
particularly since no rural residences are planned in the Project or Study areas.

¢ Item 2.11 does not include complete information from policy TC-Xd. The project area
is in a Rural Region, currently, so can only be LOS D. Staff includes a partial and
misleading statement in the justification. This means the project WILL worsen
allowable congestion by moving to a community region.




o “Level of Service (LOS) for County-maintained roads and state highways
within the unincorporated areas of the county shall not be worse than LOS E in
the Community Regions er LOS D in the Rural Centers and Rural Regions
except as specified in Table TC-2.”

¢ In the Rationale paragraph of 2.11, it states “..roadway improvements to the existing
Bass Lake Road/US 50 interchange, including the signalization of the westbound ramp
intersection and the widening of the eastbound off-ramp...” along with other updates
are in the Conditions of Approval. However, document J — Conditions of Approval do
NOT specify signalization of Westbound and does not reference Eastbound at all.

Attachment C — Conditions of Approval - All of these were submitted for Planning
Commission review but not addressed, so continuing for Board consideration. I modified the
number to correlate to updated document.

e Item 49. Offsite Improvements — Collectors and Major Transportation Facilities:

© Widen Bass Lake Road: It is unfortunate that only the North side of Hwy. 50
was included, so there will be no alleviation of impact to the South of 50 off
and on ramps for all the tourists that will be filling the 577 parking spaces.

o Bass Lake Road / Hawk View Road: What is the guarantee that this will
really be done? Wasn’t this required in the BLHSP by the other 4 potential
developments that were included? Is this really required by T&C developer, or
are they now in the mix of “who will pull permits first” to pay for it?

¢ Item 50. Offsite Improvements (Acquisition): Exactly which parcels could
potentially be the subject of imminent domain by the county? It appears that it is
possible since this is included, yet I cannot locate any details on anticipated impact.
Will these align with the EID expansion requirements for a one-time effort?

D.05 Fiscal Impact Analysis — This was from Planning Commission documents review. [
could not locate specific update for BOS, so the reference information did not change. Leaving
in for review, if helpful, because discussions on pricing has changed through different reviews.

e Page 17 household income anticipated range $43k - $72k, which would make median
$57,500. This is high for the county, but low for EDH median income.

e Since it is being used to estimate retail expenditures, then this would be inaccurate if
trying to estimate how many across the county would potentially afford doing business
at this location.

o As of last census ending 2023 for El Dorado County

County Median EDH
Individual $48,876 $68,667
Household $106,190 $163,544

¢ Page 48 Table D-2. I think it is a disservice to citizens that might read this thinking
that $400K would be the value across all different Unit Types. In a meeting a couple
years ago there was verbal estimate that the cottages could be around $700k. Granted I
realize things have changed since that time, but $400K is very low in current economy,
particularly when lumping the Program Study Area in with this.

¢ Page 49 Table D-3. Similar to above, those are pretty low monthly rent estimates for
market housing in our area. This has potential to get people’s hopes up, when they do
not understand how market housing works. It is not helpful to overcommit and under
deliver.
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This Message Is From an External Sender

This message came from outside your organization. Report Suspicious

On behalf of the applicant team for the Town and Country Village El Dorado project, attached
please find correspondence responding to the October 22, 2025 letter submitted to the Board
by Planning Commission Chair Bob Wiiliams.

Thank you.

Ara Jauregui | Project Assistant

STOEL RIVES LLP | 500 Capitol Mall, Suite 1600 | Sacramento, CA 95814
Direct: (916) 527-6241

ara.jauregui@stoel.com | www.stoel.com

@ Stoel Rives ..

This email may contain material that is confidential, privileged, and/or attorney work product for the sole
use of the intended recipient. Any unauthorized review, use, or distribution is prohibited and may be
uniawful.




@ Stoel Rives..

Tina A. Thomas

Amy R. Higuera

500 Capitol Mall, Suite 1600
Sacramento, CA 95814
016.447.0700
tina.thomasfustoel.com
amy.higuerafostoel.com

October 27, 2025

The Honorable Chairman and Members of the
El Dorado County Board of Supervisors

2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667
ATTN: Clerk of the Board

RE: Town & Country Village El Dorado Response to Comuments Raised by El Dorado
Planning Commissioner Chair Bob Williams

Mr. Chairman and Board Members:

On behalf of the applicant team for Town & Country El Dorado (the Project), we would
like to provide the Board with a response to the concerns raised by El Dorado Planning
Commissioner Chair Bob Williams in his letter submitted to the Board on October 22, 2025.

In his letter, Chair Williams, purportedly as 2 member of the public and not in his official
role as a dissenting member of the Planning Commission on the Project, voices a variety of
unsubstantiated concerns, all of which are contradicted by substantial evidence in the record
and/or are simply not required by statute or County policy. And, while Chair Williams had
ample opportunity to raise these specific concerns in his official capacity at the public hearing
over which he presided, he did not except in the most general terms. Nor did he raise these
concerns as a member of the public when the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR) for the
Project was available for public review and comment from fuly to September 2024 (see Staff
Report, p. 28), nor at the Planning Commission held Workshop in October 2024 (id., p. 30), nor
during the review period conducted by the County Department of Transportation (DOT) for Bass
Lake Hills Specific Plan (BLHSP) stakeholders to comment on revisions to its Public Facilities
Finance Plan (PFFP).

Only now, 42 days after the Planning Commission voted to recommend approval of the
Project, after extensive consideration of the issue, and more than a year after the DEIR was first
made available, does Chair Williams bring these concerns, “independent™ of his role as Chair.
All remarkable omissions given Chair Williams’ statement at the Planning Commission hearing
that he had met with the applicant team “many times” over the past six years regarding the
Project. (Planning Commission Minutes, September 10, 2025, p. 6.)
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While Chair Williams states that his comments reflect his position as a member of the
public, he nonetheless styles his letter as a “Minority Report,” referring to his minority position
in the ultimate vote of the Commission to recommend certification of the Project EIR with 4 ayes
and 1 no, and recommend approval of the Project by a vote of 3 ayes and 2 noes. The County
has no provision in its Code for providing such a report, and Chair Williams’ decision to provide
one is reflective of what appears to be an ongoing attempt to undermine the legitimate public
process undertaken by the Commission. As discussed in more detail below, the Chair appeared
to be predetermined to delay the vote on, and ultimately deny the Project from the outset. This
conduct is particularly troubling given that none of the concerns raised by Chair Williams cast
valid doubt on the adequacy of the County’s review of the Project, which is supported by ample
substantial evidence.

Planning Commission Project Recommendation

After over a year of public review of the Project DEIR, and many meetings, workshops,
and other public review and comment periods involving County staff, DOT and regional
stakeholders, the Planning Commission voted to recommend approval of the Project after careful
consideration of all materials presented, which included hearing extensive discussion and
comments from the public and staff. Although Chair Williams seeks to divorce the comments in
his letter from his official capacity overseeing the Planning Commission on this matter, he
begins his letter by questioning the adequacy of the hearing over which he himself presided.
Specifically, Chair Williams asserts that he needed an extra day to be able to articulate specific
issues in the FEIR findings that were prepared by County staff and its environmental consultants
because he could not “digest” what his letter characterizes as “2000 pages of technical
information.”

In response to Chair Williams’ repeated suggestion that the Commission delay the vote
on the Project, another Commissioner admonished him, noting that he had “spent weeks” and
“countless hours” reviewing the Project’s environmental documents, that he assumed the
Commissioners “come to these meetings prepared to vote,” and that he was prepared “not to kick
the can down the road” on voting on the FEIR and its findings. (Hearing Audio at 6:33.) County
Counsel confirmed that staff and consultants had spent a lot of time making the findings, and that
“this was all reviewed,” and that this information “has been available for a long time.” (Hearing
Audio, 6:28.) After no other Commissioner took action on Chair Williams’ request to reconvene,
Chair Williams was given the opportunity to ask specific questions to County staff, its
consultants, and the applicant team’s expert CEQA counsel. But rather than take that opportunity
to ask any questions at this time, Chair Williams then expressed his preference to move forward
with a vote on the matter. (Hearing Audio, 6:39 to 6:42.) In short, none of the other Planning
Commissioners thought it was necessary to delay the vote in this matter and there is simply no
metit to any contention that the public, staff, or Commissioners were not provided enough time
to “digest” the information provided on the Project.
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Programmatic CEQA Review

Environmental review of the Project analyzes two study areas: the Project Development
Area, which contains the hotel, museum, event center, and employee and residential cottages,
and the Program Study Area, which may include future development of additional hotels,
medical facilities, senior housing, townhomes and cottages, and other uses allowed by the
proposed zoning districts. (See Staff Memo, p. 2.) Where, as here, one aspect of a project may be
clearly defined, but later phases may not be sufficiently well defined to be analyzed in detail,
agencies often prepare an EIR that evaluates the entire project at a “program level” and the more
clearly defined aspects at a more specific “project level” of detail.

This approach to environmental review is not controversial. (See FEIR, p. 2-62.) In fact,
CEQA requires the preparation of EIR where, as here, multiple or phased projects will have
significant environmental effects in order to understand the environmental impacts of the
projects as a whole and to avoid segmentation of environmental review. (See CEQA Guidelines,
§§ 15165, 15126 [EIR’s impact analysis must consider all phases of the project].) Further, all
EIRs, regardless of whether they are labeled “program” or “project” EIRs must cover the same
elements, with the level of specificity determined by the underlying activity covered by the EIR.
(CEQA Guidelines, § 15146; see Citizens for a Sustainable Treasure Island v. City & County of
San Francisco (2014) 227 Cal.App.4th 1036, 1051 (Treasure Island) [fixation on term “project
EIR” instead of a “program EIR” improperly focuses on the EIR title rather than substance].)

Yet, throughout his letter, Chair Williams maintains that the Project did not conduct
adequate CEQA review because the “programmatic” nature of the EIR provides only a “partial
analysis” that will not be subject to further CEQA review, and “grants the applicant implied,
unvetted entitlements.” This is simply not true, and Chair Williams’ statements in this regard
misconstrue both the evidence in the record and the level of analysis that CEQA requires for
such program/project EIRs. The EIR provides a thorough analysis of impacts associated with the
Project Study Area as well as a thorough programmatic analysis of assumed uses that might be
proposed in the future in the Program Study Area.

Nonetheless, CEQA, the County’s Code, and the Project’s Conditions of Approval all
require further review of any proposals to move forward with development in the Program Study
Area. (See CEQA Guidelines, §§ 15162, 15168; Treasure Island, 227 Cal. App.4th at p. 1051
[obligation to conduct supplemental CEQA review applies regardless of whether project has
undergone previous project-specific CEQA review as opposed to a program EIR]; Staff Report,
p. 10 [“Future Development in the Program Study Area would require, at a minimum, Planned
Development Permits” and undergo Planning Commission review (emphasis added)].)

Specifically, when the applicant pursues development of the Program Study Area, a
Development Plan Permit application must be submitted to the County for review and approval
as required by El Dorado County Code section 130.28.040. As part of that process, any future
project would be evaluated for consistency with the Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan and applicable
zoning standards. Future development of the Program Study Area will also be examined in light
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of the assumptions made in the original program EIR to determine whether an additional
environmental document must be prepared. (FEIR, pp. 2-62 to 2-63; see Project Conditions of
Approval, Condition #3 — Future Planned Development Improvement, p. 2.)

Tangible Benefits of the Project are Apparent and Supported by Substantial Evidence

In addition to baselessly claiming that the environmental findings prepared by County
staff and its environmental consultants did not adequately address “other significant impacts™ of
the Project such as water and sewage service, wildfire management, and cumulative effects of
other proposed projects in the area—all of which were analyzed extensively in the FEIR—Chair
Williams opines that County staff and its consultants” determination that the benefits of the
Project will outweigh its significant and unavoidable environmental impacts are “speculative and
dubious.” Not so. Indeed, Chair Williams’ assertions in this regard are directly contradicted by
substantial evidence in the record that is before the Board.

Here, the record regarding the tangible benefits that the Project will provide to the
County, the region, and the local community are clear:

¢ A comprehensive Fiscal Impact Analysis (FIA) was prepared for the Project and
reviewed and approved by the County’s own consultant, analyzing the costs of
providing services and the revenues collected from the Project. (See Staff Report,
Exhibit J.) The FIA determined that the Project Development Area is “anticipated
to realize a net fiscal surplus to the General Fund of about $2.69 million,
annually.” (Statf Report, p. 24.)

e The Project s estimated to result in a net fiscal surplus of $312,000 to the El
Dorado Hills Fire Department (EDHFD), annually. (Staff Report, p. 24.)

» The FIA estimates that the Project will result in a net surplus of $157,000 to the
El Dorado Hills Community Service District (EDHCSD) General Fund. (Staff
Report, p. 25.)

¢ The economic benefits of the Project through the creation of new jobs were
explicitly acknowledged by the Planning Commission. (Staff Memo, p. 3.)

¢ Public comments in support of the Project have noted the Project will bring
benefits to the region through the “museum, hotel units, additional housing,
tourism, and job opportunities” (Staff Memo, p. 4.)

e Asnoted by a Planning Commissioner, “it makes sense, from a planning
perspective, to locate mixed-use projects next to major transportation corridors
where vehicle can easily access the project and get on and off the freeway. (Staff
Memo, p. 5.)

» Planning Commissioners also recognized that the BLHSP is approximately 30
years old and should be considered a ““living document’ that may be revised over
time, as appropriate, to reflect current development trends.” (Staff Report, p. 5.)

e The proposed revisions to the BLHSP are “intended to generate economic growth
in the area.” (Staff Report, p. 22.)
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The above-noted substantial evidence is not “speculative and dubious” as Chair Williams
contends, but is exactly the type of evidence that CEQA requires for decisionmakers to
determine that the unavoidable environmental impact of a project are “acceptable.” (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15093(a) [decisionmakers must balance the “economic, legal, social,
technological” and “other benefits™ of a proposed project against its unavoidable environmental
risks to determine whether these unavoidable impacts may be considered “acceptable™].)

Despite the Chair’s baseless assertions regarding County staff’s findings on Project
benefits, his own arguments are based on unsubstantiated opinion. (See e.g., CEQA Guidelines,
§ 15384 [argument, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion do not constitute substantial
evidence].) Whereas the Project’s benefits to housing, economic growth, and transportation
circulation are well-documented by substantial evidence in the record—i.e., by the inclusion of
“facts, reasonable assumptions based upon facts, and expert opinion supported by facts” (CEQA
Guidelines, § 15384(b))—Chair Williams’ baseless assertions are not.

The Project’s Consistency with the General Plan is Supported by Substantial Evidence

Without citing to any evidence, Chair Williams asserts that the Project is inconsistent
with the General Plan and the “County’s own Vision Statement for managed growth and
community development.” However, Chair Williams’ “opinion” on the Project’s level of
compliance is highly-subjective, speculative, and fails to show exactly how the Project obstructs
the attainment of any of General Plan goals or objectives he cites. (See Pfeiffer v. City of
Sunnyvale City Council (2011) 200 Cal. App.4th 1552, 1562-1563 [an action is consistent with
the general plan if, considering all its aspects, it will further the objectives and policies of the
general plan and not obstruct their obtainment]; see also CEQA Guidelines, § 15384 [argument,
speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion do not constitute substantial evidence].)

Despite Chair Williams’ exceedingly rigid stance on General Plan consistency
requirements, it is well-established that “perfect conformity” is not required and the standard by
which consistency is judged is highly deferential to decisionmakers. (Sequoyah Hills
Homeowners Association v. City of Oakland (1993) 23 Cal. App.4th 704, 717 [decisionmakers’
consistency determination comes with a “strong presumption of regularity™].) Regardless, the
record here shows that County staff’s consistency determination, along with the consistency
analysis contained in the DEIR, are supported by ample substantial evidence before the Board:

¢ Pursuant to Board of Supervisors (BOS) Policy J-6, the Project went through a
Conceptual Review Process, which was brought to the BOS for review on September 28,
2021, after which staff tentatively determined that a number of components of the Project
were consistent with the General Plan. (See Staff Report, pp. 5-6; see Staff Memo,
Exhibit M (DEIR), p. 470.)

» See DEIR 4.8 Land Use and Planning/Population and Housing Chapter, determining that
the Project would not have any environmental impacts due to impacts with any land use
plan. (See generally Staff Memo, Exhibit M, pp. 463-484.)
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See DEIR Appendix N—El Dorado County General Plan, BLHSP, & El Dorado County
LAFCO Policy Consistency Table. (See generally Staff Memo, Exhibit P, pp. 966-1014.)
See Staff Report Consistency Analysis where staff determines the Project is consistent
with Community Region policies in the General Plan including the Project site’s location
at the intersection of major transportation corridors; inclusion of mixed uses; and that the
Project was consisted with the General Plan’s Housing Element and “specifically
implements several policies from the Housing Element.” (Staff Report, pp. 18-21.)

It is precisely this substantial evidence before the Board that informed County staff’s

General Plan Findings when they determined, among other things, that:

The Project provides “a full-range of uses to serve existing and future residents and
visitors of El Dorado County.” (Findings, p. 2.)

The BLHSP may incorporate additional land use designations at the project site, for near-
term development” of the Project because “all proposed land use changes would be
consistent with the Community Region concept area consistency matrix.” (Findings, p.
2)

The Project provides a “full range of land uses that will distribute growth and
development in a manner that maintains the rural character of the County, utilizes
infrastructure in an efficient, cost-effective manner to serve existing and future residents
and visitors of El Dorado County.) (Findings, p. 3.)

“The Project Development Area includes a hotel and event center which would benefit
economic development and public welfare.” (Findings, p. 3.)

The Project “would maintain compatibility with the surrounding area, which is also being
developed consistent with the Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan (BLHSP).” (Findings, p. 4.)
“Although the hotel component may attract a regional clientele, the event center,
museum, and commercial components are intended to serve the local community.”
(Findings, p. 5.)

“A Transportation Impact Study was prepared by T KEAR for the proposed project and
the LOS is anticipated to remain at acceptable levels consistent with this General Plan
policy.” (Findings, p. 5.)

“A Transportation Impact Study was prepared for the proposed project and DOT has
required the necessary improvements as Conditions of Approval.” (Findings, p. 6.)

“The project had technical reports conducted for emergency evacuations, wastewater,
storm drainage, hydrology, utilitics, among others to determine adequacy of service. In
addition, the proposed project includes a Revision to the BLHSP Public Facilities
Financing Plan (PFFP), which sets forth the strategy to finance the backbone
infrastructure and other public facilities required to serve the proposed land uses in the
BLHSP.” (Findings, p. 6.)

County staff’s comprehensive findings on the Project’s consistency with the General Plan

show that Chair Williams’ “opinion” with regard to the Project consistency with the General
Plan is entirely speculative and not based on any evidence whatsocver.
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The Project is Consistent with the BLHSP

Chair Williams baldly asserts, without citing to any evidence, that the Project is
inconsistent with the BLHSP. However, as with County staff’s determination that the Project is
consistent with the General Plan, staff’s determination is supported by ample substantial
evidence in the record. For instance:

¢ Asnoted above, the DEIR analyzed the Project’s consistency with the requirements of
the BLHSP and determined there would be no significant and unavoidable environmental
impacts due to conflicts with the BLHSP. (See generally Staff Memo, Exhibit M, pp.
463-484; Staff Memo, Exhibit P, pp. 966-1014.)

» The Project was designed to meet the open space requirements of the BLHSP. For
instance, the “Project Development Area includes 4.4 acres of open space™ in the form of
existing drainage in the area, and the proposed cottages “have been clustered around the
existing drainage to preserve this natural feature.” (Staff Report, p. 23.) Also, the
“Program Study Area includes 3.4 acres of open space.” (Ibid.)

¢ Building materials and colors for the Project were specially designed to minimize the
contrast with the surrounding areas, in furtherance of BLHSP requirements. (See Staff
Report, p. 23.)

Again, it is exactly this type of substantial evidence in the record that County staff used
to determine that the Project will be consistent with the BLHSP. (See Findings, pp. 8-11.)

Further, as noted by one Planning Commissioner, “it makes sense, from a planning
perspective to locate mixed-use projects next to major transportation corridors, where vehicles
can easily access the project and get on and off the freeway.” (Staff Memo, p. 5.) Moreover,
revisions to the BLHSP are intended to promote economic growth in the area—an important
benefit of the Project. (Staff Report, p. 22.) Some Commissioners also recognized that the
BLHSP was outdated and “things change over time, including land use patterns,” suggesting that
the BLHSP should be considered a “living document™ that may be revised over time, as
appropriate, to “reflect current development trends.” (Ibid.) These statements not only reflect a
responsible and non-controversial approach to land use planning, they also reflect the thoughtful
way in which the applicant team, County staff, and some Commissioners have approached the
changes that approval of the BLHSP will bring to the area.

Provision of Public Services for the Project has been Thoroughly Analyzed and Addressed

Finally, Chair Williams raises a number of ostensibly “unresolved, issues, questions and
concerns” about the Project that are (1) duplicative of issues previously raised in his letter, (2)
unsubstantiated opinions without any citation to evidence, (3) directly contradicted by evidence
in the record, and/or (4) conditions that are not tied to any statutory requirement or County
policy. Specifically, Chair Williams alleges that the “proposal lacks verified water, fire safety
plans, school and law enforcement impact analysis, and equitable treatment of adjacent
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communities like Cameron Park.” All of the Chair’s allegations are directly addressed and
contradicted by evidence in the record. With regard to water services:

“The project includes connection to EID water and sewer services. A Facilities
Improvement Letter (FIL) identifies water and sewage availability. Therefore, adequate
public services and utilities are available to serve the proposed project.” (Findings, p. 6.)
The EIR conducted a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) of the Project that determined
EID has sufficient water supplies “to meet future demands in all conditions and E1D’s
Board adopted the WSA as adequate on October 10, 2023.” (FEIR, p. 2-68.)

The WSA was based on the latest water supply information from EID, which was EID’s
2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UMWP). (FEIR, p. 2-69; see Staff Report, p. 16.)
Water and Sewer services were verified by the EID FIL No. DS0223-048 dated February
24, 2023. (Staff Report, p. 16.)

The EID FIL states that, as of January 1, 2022, there are 11,414 EDUs of available water
supply.

With regard to sewer service, the FIL states that “sewer service in this region will require
construction of a new gravity trunk main.” The new trunk main is a planned improvement
identified in the BLHSP for which the Project has prepared and submitted a specific
preliminary design of the sewer main consistent with the BLHSP.

The application for annexation into the EID occurs after the EIR is certified and the
project is approved. The certified EIR is the document that is used to support the
annexation application.

With regard to sewer infrastructure improvements, the FEIR analyzes potential impacts in
Chapter 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems. (See FEIR, p. 2-69.) Any future
development in the Program Study Area will prepare an initial study, and if it reveals
significant environmental impacts beyond those previously analyzed, then further
environmental review of these impacts will be required.

With regard to wildfire and potential Project impacts on fire safety plans:

Although a Wildland Fire Safe Plan (WESP) for the Project is not required because the
Project is in a “Moderate Fire Severity Zone within a CAL FIRE Responsibility Area,”
requirements from EDHFD are included as standard Conditions of Approval. (Staff
Report, p. 28.)

The EIR for the Project “include[s] Mitigation Measure 4.14-2, which requires the
preparation and submittal of a Vegetation Management Plan (VMP) as part of the
Improvement Plan process for review and approval by CAL FIRE, EDHFD, and the El
Dorado Planning and Building Department.” (Staff Report, p. 28.)

“EDHFS is requiring an Emergency Vehicle Hybrid Beacon (EVHB) device” to be
provided on Bass Lake Road and EDHFD Fire Station 86 to provide safe emergency
responding ingress/egress. (Staff Report, p. 28.)

“The project had technical reports conducted for emergency evacuations, wastewater,
storm drainage, hydrology, utilities, among others to determine adequacy of service. In
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addition, the proposed project includes a Revision to the BLHSP Public Facilities
Financing Plan (PFFP), which sets forth the strategy to finance the backbone
infrastructure and other public facilities required to serve the proposed land uses in the
BLHSP.” (Findings, p. 6.)

e The DEIR fully analyzed the Project impacts on wildfire and whether it would have
significant impacts on emergency evacuation in the area and determined that it would not.
(Staff Memo, Exhibit M, pp. 666-705.)

* The Project is expected to contribute $312,000 annually to the EDHFD. (Staff Report, p.
24)

With regard to Project impacts on schools and law enforcement services:

¢ Potential impacts were fully analyzed in the DEIR, which determined that the Project
would have less than significant impacts on both. (Staff Memo, Exhibit M, pp. 549-574.)

¢ Further, the “El Dorado County Sheriff’s Department has reviewed the proposed project
and has noted the ability of the department to provide protection services” and Conditions
of Approval have been included to ensure compliance General Plan policies in this
regard. (Findings, p. 8.)

Finally, regarding Chair Williams’ concerns about the “equitable fiscal treatment of” the
Cameron Park Community Services District (CPCSD), no portion of the Project is within
CPCSD, nor within CPCSD’s sphere of influence. In fact, the Project is entirely within the
boundaries of the EDHCSD and is therefore required to pay impact fees to EDHCSD, which has
specific needs that have been analyzed in the Project’s EIR and are addressed by conditions of
approval for the Project. There is no legal mechanism for districts to share fees and the County
has no requirement or policies that would allow or mandate mitigation or conditions of approval
of project not within a community services boundary. (See Gov. Code, § 56133(e) [no extended
services outside of jurisdictional boundary where “service to be provided is an alternative to, or
substitute for, public services already being provided by an existing public service provider”].)
This fact was made evident to Chair Williams both before and during the Planning Commission
meeting, yet he continues to disregard the facts, County policies, and legal requirements.

The Chair’s Opinion of the Project Appears to Have Been Predetermined.

As noted above, the County has no provision in its Code authorizing a “minority report”
from a Planning Commissioner or any other advisory board member. Chair Williams’ decision
to provide his report appears to be an attempt to undermine the legitimate public process
undertaken by the County for the Project. From the very outset of the Project hearing, the Chair
suggested that the item should be held over until the second day several times, despite not having
any substantive questions to ask of County staff with respect to its review and analysis of the
Project. His attempt to stall the proceeding, even before County staff and the applicant had
provided their presentation and before any public testimony, reflects what the applicant team can
only assume was a predetermination to vote against the Project, regardless of the evidence and
testimony submitted to the Commission.
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Conclusion

All things considered, the applicant team is both disappointed and deeply concerned with
the propriety of the highly unusual comments Chair Williams has submitted to the Board
“independent” of his role as Planning Commission Chair—both for his letter’s lack of substance
and, more importantly, for his apparent willingness to undermine the procedural and substantive
determination of the majority of the Planning Commission, who carefully considered all the
issues presented before making its decision to recommend the Project to the Board. Even more
concerning is Chair Williams’ total disregard for County staff and its environmental consultanis”
findings and determinations, which were the result of years of hard work and diligent
preparation. We believe the Board should disregard Chair Williams’ comments, as they lack
validity and seem to have been presented with the express purpose of de-legitimizing the
Planning Commission’s determination to recommend approval of the Project.

Respectfully,

s

Amy R. Higuera
STOEL RIVES LLP
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& Outlook

Proposed Town and Country Village Project

From Elizabeth harris <harris.liz@hotmail.com>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 12:30 PM

To  BOS-District | <bosone@edcgov.us>; BOS-District It <bostwo@edcgov.us>; BOS-District Il
<bosthree@edcgov.us>; BOS-District IV <bosfour@edcgov.us>; BOS-District V <bosfive@edcgov.us>

Cc  Christopher Harris <harris.christopher59@outlook.com>; BOS-Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>

{l 1 attachment (223 KB)

Bass Lake Road Development concerns.pdf;

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender

You have not previously corresponded with this sender. RepartSuspiciaus

Good Afternoon El Dorado County Board of Supervisors,

I am resending a letter my husband and | prepared in response to The Town and Country Village El Dorado project
that is being proposed on Bass Lake Road in El Dorado Hills, for your review and consideration when evaluating
the project. It was initiaily sent in August, 2023 to the prior board of supervisors. You will find that i made a note
of signage being added to the site notifying residents of the proposed project and | do understand that some
signage was added to the site this summer (2025). Based on conversations | have recently had with neighbors,
friends, and other residents of El Dorado Hills, the mention of the proposed project is still news to many.

| appreciate your time in reading the enclosed letter,
Respectfully,

Elizabeth Harris & Christopher Harris
219 Zenaida Court, El Dorado Hills



August 17, 2023

Members of the Board of Supervisors
County of El Dorado

330 Fair Lane, Building A

Placerville, CA 95667

To Chairman and Members,

Our family recently learned of the proposed zoning change adjacent to HWY 50 off on Bass Lake Road
for The Town and Country Village El Dorado project which is a large hotel with event center and multi-
family housing. We would like to express our concerns regarding the project for your consideration. Our
family lives in a single-family home off of Bass Lake Road. The proposed project would completely
change the landscape of this quiet and rural area exhibited in this part of El Dorado Hills, which we
consider an ideal place to raise our family.

Bass Lake Road is zoned as low-density housing, with only single-family homes. The exception is the
small shopping center with Safeway as the anchor, where all of the commercial buildings are single-story
structures. The town center on White Rock Road, which is a more suitable location for a project of this
scale, does not currently have a 5-story structure, thus does not make reasonable sense to build one in a
rural area, especially one so far from mass transit routes, such as light rail, bus routes, etc. A project of
this caliber would open the door to other development of this magnitude to move in, further
diminishing the country lifestyle which has made El Dorado Hills a desirable community.

We don’'t see that this project has the goal of creating long term jobs for local residents. Half of the
cottages proposed are to house employees, implying hote! jobs will not be created for locals, but for
seasonal employees that are outside of driving distances. Ei Dorado Hills is not a tourist attraction or a
resort town. The proposed hotel development’s sole purpese is to be one, and it bears costs and risks.

The influx of people drawn to the hotel and event center will increase crime, traffic, and decrease
property value. The increased traffic would not be isolated fram HWY 50 to County Club Drive on Bass
Lake Road, which is all that is assumed in the project proposal. The county would be burdened with the
cost to widen the remainder of Bass Lake Road sooner than necessary, which are expenses the county
should consider when evaluating this project. Transient lodging of this scale should remain where land is
currently zoned to receive it, adjacent to metropolitan areas near currently available mass transit. This
does not belong within our small and quiet hillside community.

We believe this project has not been properly advertised to the community. Many of our neighbors are
hearing about it for the first time through conversations with our family. If the county does not currently
require signage to be placed on property where development is proposed, with upcoming hearing dates
and project description, we urge the county to incorporate this inte their county requirements. As
elected officials of our community please help to deny the zoning change to preserve our rural
community. Thank you for your time a consideration.

Respectfully,

Christopher and Elizabeth Harris, Residents of El Dorado Hills



& Outlook

Support for Town & Country Village El Dorado

From Emily [dleman <emily@boldmediacomms.com>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 2:45 PM
To  BOS-Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender
You have not previously corresponded with this sender.

Report Suspicious

Dear Members of the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors,

I am writing as a business owner and resident of El Dorado County to respectfully express my
support for the Town & Country Village El Dorado project.

I believe this project offers a thoughtful balance of preserving our local history and natural spaces
while creating meaningful benefits for our community. The inclusion of a public museum
celebrating El Dorado County’s heritage, the preservation of the oak grove and public trails, and
opportunities for locally owned shops, dining, and community gathering make this more than a
development — it is an investment in our identity and future.

Additionally, the project will generate local jobs and provide long-term revenue to support essential
county services, which is especially important as the County manages current budget pressures.

For years, we have said no to developers because they don’t “fit” El Dorado County and they are
trying to erase some part of our community. The Mohanna family has been local to our county for
decades. Mr. Mohanna has a deep appreciation and knowledge of our county’s rich history and is
doing what many of us have been asking developers for years - preserve it. The amount of detail in
his project proposal is evident of that. Additionally, the dining restaurants included in this project
will use local resources - farms, wineries, etc. to support its business. How can we say no to locals

supporting locals?

Furthermore, El Dorado County severely lacks hotel space for travelers, The one motel in Cameron
Park was riddled with drugs and crime, leaving the Best Western in Placerville as the only option
until you reach Folsom or South Lake Tahoe. The Best Western lacks appeal for similar reasons to
the one that was in Cameron Park. Tourism is important for our local economy and businesses, the
county should be willing to further support them with this development.

I understand the expansion of Bass Lake Road is another issue holding up full support. To be fair to
Mr.Mohanna and his project, the expansion was supposed to be part of projects that went on in that
area in 1980 and 1990, but was never followed through by the developers or Board of Supervisors
at those times. I do not think it is fair to expect Mr.Mohanna to pay for the lack of follow through
by previous developers and administration. Fair would be to expect him to make a contribution to
that project, while also expecting the proposed housing development to make significant
contribution as well.

Thank you for your time, your service, and your consideration of this community-focused project.

Respectfully,



(330) 205-3570

Emlly Idleman emilyidleman@boldmediacomms.com

Chief Executive Officer
Bold Communications

www boldmediacomms.com
Diamond Springs, CA, 95619

facebo wtwitt ~-linked - instagr




ﬁ QOutlook

Town & Country Village El Dorado SP-R21-0001, PD-R19-0003, TM22-0005, PD21-0005, SP-R21-0002
Z21-0013 - EDC Board of Supervisors Public Hearing October 28, 2025

From El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee <info@edhapac.org>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 12:18 PM

To  Ande Flower <Ande Flower@edcgov.us>; BOS-Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>; BOS-District |
<bosone@edcgov.us>; BOS-District il <bostwo@edcgov.us>; BOS-District 1l <bosthree@edcgov.us>; BOS-
District IV <bosfour@edcgov.us>; BOS-District V <bosfive@edcgov.us>; Planning Department
<planning@edcgov.us>

Cc  JoeH. Harn <joe.harn@edcgov.us>; Rafael Martinez <Rafael.Martinez@edcgov.us>; Karen L. Garner
<Karen.L.Garner@edcgov.us>

fl 3 attachments (1,014 KB)

EDH APAC Findings_ Town & Country Village El Dorado Oct 28 2025 BOS.pdf; Exhibit 1 - applicant APAC Response letter.pdf;
EDH APAC Findings_ Town & Country Village El Dorado.pdf;

This Message Is From an External Sender
This message came from outside your organization.

Report Suspicious

Hello,

The El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee (EDH APAC) would like to submit the following
public comments to the Board of Supervisors in advance of your public hearing to consider the Town &
Country Village El Dorado Project, SP-R21-0001, PD-R19-0003, TM22-0005, PD21-0005, SP-R21-0002
221-0013,

EDH APAC has spent several years, and numerous meetings reviewing the proposed project. We'd like to
extend our thanks to the applicant for their commitment to engagement in the El Dorado Hills
community, as well as to the Planning Staff, and the Planning Commission as they reviewed both the
project, and our findings and recommendations.

Attached:

EDH APAC Findings: Town & Country Village El Dorado Oct 28 2025 BOS
Applicant Response To EDH APAC findings

EDH APAC Planning Commission Public Comments Oct 4, 2025



El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee hups://edbapacore é

“Non-Partisan Volunteers Planning Our Future Since 1981”7 1021 Harvard Way, El Dorado Hills, CA 95762

EDH APAC 2025 Officers

John Davey, Chair jduvey@daveygroupnet Brooke Washburn, Vice Chair Washburn bew@yahoo.com
John Raslear, Vice Chair jirazzpub(@sbeglobal.nct Bill Jamaca, Sectetary bjamaca@email.com
Timothy White, Vice Chair fiwhitejd(@gmail.com

Monday October 27, 2025

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
330 Fair Lane

Placerville, CA 95667

ATTN: Clerk of the Board

RE: Town & Country Village El Dorado SP-R21-0001, PD-R19-0003, TM22-0005, PD21-0005,
5P-R21-0002 221-0013

Chair, and Members of the Board of Supervisors,

The El Dorado Hllls Area Planning Advisory Committee (EDH APAC) would like to offer the
following Project Review Findings regarding the Town & Country Village El Dorado project
completed by the EDH APAC Town & Country Village El Dorado subcommittee.

EDH APAC has benefited from a tremendous amount of engagement and outreach from the
project applicant, which includes more than seven years of ongoing communication. This is
unique among most development projects proposed for El Dorado Hills, and our volunteer
committee feels that we have enjoyed a very collaborative process as the project has
progressed. In the past several years this has also included numerous meetings, discussions,
and communications with EDH APAC officers, as well as multiple public discussions at EDH
APAC meetings attended by community members.

Additionally, EDH APAC appreciates the significant outreach that the applicant has made in the
community, in El Dorado Hills, and pointedly in the Bass Lake Community.

EDH APAC would request that as the project moves forward towards entitlements and
approvals, that any Conditions of Approval be required to have identified and enforceable
timelines, and oversight management in place.

Our Subcommittee findings for Conditional Support were previously submitted to the El Dorado
County Planning Commission for their September 10, 2025 hearing for the Town & Country
Village El Dorado Project. The project applicant provided a very well organized response to the
EHD APAC Subcommittee Findings (attached Exhibit 1)

In the Project Review Findings below, “EDH APAC" refers to our Town & Country Village El
Dorado subcommittee volunteers. These findings were approved by voting members of EDH



APAC at our October 22, 2025 public meeting, six members in support, and one member
opposed.

MEMBER SUPPORT OPPOSED
Kniffen-Jennings 1’4

Knox v

Campbell v
Jamaca v

Raslear v

White v

Davey v

EDH APAC Member Linda Campbell, in opposition to the finding of Conditional support,
shared the following concerns:

1. Concerned about the project's alignment with the general plan.

2. Concerned that the project is in conflict with the Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan, and its
intent.

3. The removal of open space that was intended fo be a separation/ buffer between the El
Dorado Hills community region, and the Cameron Park community region, and to
maintain a semblance of the rural nature of both regions. The separation/buffer between
the communities has a significant value that will be lost and unrecoverable with the
project.

4. Observed that a statement by Commissioners at the September 10th Planning
Commission hearing was that it now seems that “we plan based on specific plans.” This
is not accurate. The TCVED project is a discretionary project.

5. The County suffers from broken promises and ever-changing development plans, and
development agreements, post project entittements and approvals over the span of
many years. What was intended in the original entitlements seems to be forgotten over
time.

6. Concerned about the Program Study area - it seems vague and unknown.

7. Very Concerned about the inadequacies of evacuation routes - which are limited to Bass
Lake Road, and Country Club Drive, the only connector roads in the project area.

EDHAPAC
Page 2



Development Services Staff Report Concerns

1. Deferred CEQA Analysis and Public Review

The staff report acknowledges the split of the project into a "Project Development Area" and a
"Program Study Area." While it states that the EIR analyzed the Program Study Area at a
"program level," it also notes that if future development is consistent with the EIR's
assumptions, "further CEQA analysis may not be required.” This is a significant concern
because it implies that a substantial portion of the project (30.41 acres) has been conceptually
approved with a one-time environmental review, even though specific plans have not been
meaningfully vetted by the public. This could limit future opportunities for detailed review of
potential impacts from the 352 multifamily residential units, 200 mixed-use multifamily units, and
150 senior housing units proposed for this area.

A - Staff Report Concerns

1. Inconsistent statements regarding potential SB35 applicability
On page 10 of the “A Staff Report” exhibit, under Future Development:

e Statement: "The project site is not currently designated as a census Urban Area,
which means that until and unless such a designation occurs at this location, no future
project in the Program Study Area could be determined eligible for any
housing-focused state streamlining, such as SB 35"

e HOWEVER, in the BOS meeting on August 26, 2025 under item 25-1408 staff
specifically said "they map the urban areas referenced in SB35 to our Community
Regions, since they most closely correspond to their opportunity map of resource
areas".

¢ Result: Once this project is moved into the community region, it will in fact be
considered an option for state streamlined housing projects.

EDH APAC recommends aligning these two opposing concepts, to clarify for the community the
applicability of any the project parcels for potential SB35 development opportunities, if the
Community Region Boundary is modified to include the Project Development Area and Program

Study Area.

EDHAPAC
Page 3



Concerns with the Final Environmental Impact Report

1. FEIR Responses to EDH APAC DEIR Concerns

Based on our review of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), specifically the
responses to comments 4-19 through 4-26, we maintain our significant concern that the
project's analysis of water and sewer infrastructure is insufficient. While the FEIR asserts that
the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) has sufficient water supply to serve the project and other
planned developmenis, it fails to provide adequate detail on the capacity of the physical
infrastructure required to deliver that water and freat the wastewater.

The FEIR's conclusion relies on a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) that references the EID's
2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). This plan is now five years old, and a more
current analysis should be provided to account for cumulative impacts, including the significant
proposed developments of 3,200 residential units of The Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan,
and the 800 residential units of the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan. Without a robust and
updated analysis, there is a substantial risk that the burden of funding the necessary capital
improvement programs for water delivery and wastewater treatment will fall dispropartionately
on existing EID ratepayers, rather than being fully funded by the new developments that
necessitate the upgrades.

A separate, yet critical, concern is the lack of a clear, public timeline for the necessary El
Dorado Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO) annexation of the property into EID's
service area. This ambiguity raises the possibility of the project applicant seeking approval for a
temporary or interim septic solution, which we believe is an unacceptable approach that could
lead to unforeseen environmental and public health issues and should be avoided entirely.

2. Transportation and Circulation Impact Analysis

The Town & Country Village El Dorado project applicant committed to completing a very robust
super-cumulative traffic impact analysis, which factored in several other large proposed projects
in El Dorado Hills, adjacent to the Bass Lake area. EDH APAC appreciates the efforts of the
applicant to provide a more comprehensive TIA than required. This super-cumuiative TIA
provides much greater detail and insight to the transportation and circulation impacts beyond
just the Town & Country Village El Dorado project.

The unusually high amount, and significant density changes in the project area being processed
for multiple projects for entiflements in the same compressed time frame justifies such a
cumulative review:

EDHAPAC
Page 4



CEQA states that past, present, and probable future projects, whether they are exempt from CEQA or not,
must be considered when evaluating cumulative effect
California Unions for Reliable Energy v. Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (2009)

178 Cal.App.4th 1225

(c) With some projects, the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve the adoption of
ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-project basis.

(d) Previously approved land use documents, including, but not limited to, general plans, specific plans,
regional transportation plans, plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and local coastal plans
may be used in cumulative impact analysis. A pertinent discussion of cumulative impacts contained in
one or more previously certified EIRs may be incorporated by reference pursuant to the provisions for
tiering and program EIRs. No further cumulative impacts analysis is required when a project is consistent
with a general, specific, master or comparable programmatic plan where the lead agency determines that
the regional or areawide cumulative impacts of the proposed project have already been adequately
addressed, as defined in section 15152(f), in a certified EIR for that plan.

EDH APAC believes that cumulative impacts for all projects being processed must be subject to
analysis and consideration.

Concerns with Conditions of Approval

1. Phased Development and Deferred Entitlements

The most significant concern lies in the approach to the Project Development Area and
Program Study Area. Condition #3, "Future Planned Development Permit," states that any
future development in the Program Study Area will require a separate Planned Development
Permit. While this seems to provide for a future review, the overall approval of the EIR and the
Rezone {Z221-0013) effectively grants a high level of entitlement for the future uses. The staff
report notes that if future submittals are "consistent with assumptions in the Town & Country
Village El Dorado EIR, further CEQA analysis may not be required." This phrasing could make it
difficult for the public to meaningfully influence or review future projects in the Program Study
Area, as the core environmental and land use decisions will have already been made.

2. Indemnity and Litigation Exposure

Condition #5, the Indemnity clause, is a significant point of concern. It requires the developer
and iandowner to "defend, indemnify, and hold harmiess" the County from any legal action

EDHAPAC
Page 5



challenging the project approval. This is not unusual, but the addition that this applies to a
challenge of the Employee Housing Program specificaily highlights that the County anticipates
potential legal exposure on this point. It's a clear signal from the County's legal team that they
foresee litigation as a risk for the project, particuiarly regarding the novel employee housing
program.

3. Timing and Funding of Infrastructure Improvements

Several conditions regarding traffic and infrastructure improvements use conditional or vague
language.

e Bass Lake Road Widening: Condition #34.a.i states that the widening of Bass Lake
Road "shall be completed prior to issuing the certificate of occupancy for the first
building." While this is a strong condition, the language "may be eligible for
reimbursement through the County's Traffic Impact Fee Program” introduces a potential
financial risk to the applicant, which could create a point of contention if the TIF funds
are not sufficient.

e Bass Lake Road/Hawk View Road Signal: Condition #34.b.i requires the signalization
"prior to development fevels in the project site that would require the improvement.” This
language is not a hard deadline and could be open to interpretation, potentially delaying
a crucial traffic mitigation measure until significant impacts have already occurred.

s Off-site Improvements: Condition #36 requires the developer to enter an agreement
with the County to acquire land for off-site improvements if they cannot secure it
themselves. While this provides a mechanism for action, it shifts the burden of a
potentially lengthy and costly process to the developer, which could lead to project
delays or abandonment if the process becomes too complex.

4. Perpetual Maintenance of Infrastructure
Conditions related to maintenance of private roads and common areas warrant close scrutiny.

e Maintenance Entity: Condition #38 requires the formation of a maintenance entity or
joining an existing one for the maintenance of "public and private roads and drainage
facilities.” It also states that the County will reject the offers of dedication for these roads
and that a maintenance entity "shall be created and funded." This places the long-term
responsibility and financial burden of maintaining these public-use roads and facilities on
the residents or a private entity, rather than the County.

¢ Common Fence/Wall Maintenance: Condition #39 places the responsibility for
maintenance on the Covenants, Codes, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) of a future
Homeowner's Assaciation (HOA). This is standard for HOAs but ensures the financial
and logistical responsibility for these structures remains with the future property owners,
not the developer or the County.

5. Public Notification and Transparency

EDHAPAC
Page 6



The conditions do not explicitly require ongoing public notification for future phases of the
Program Study Area, outside of the standard public hearing for a Planned Development Permit.
Given the scale of the project and the community's engagement, a condition requiring specific,
proactive outreach for future phases could be beneficial. The current framework relies on the
public to actively monitor a future, undefined application process.

- This space intentionally left blank -

EDHAPAC
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EDH APAC Finding of Conditional Support

The El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee (EDH APAC) conditionally
supports the Town & Country Village El Dorado project based on its potential to provide a
better use of the property than previous zoning allowed. The project offers a mix of uses,
including tourist services, employee housing, and a future "village center" concept that aligns
with the Community Region designation. However, the committee has significant concerns
regarding the project's two-tiered review process and its long-term impacts, particularly as
defined by the proposed Conditions of Approval. These concerns must be addressed through
the following recommendations to the County Planning Commission.

Recommended Modifications and Mitigations

EDH APAC recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the following conditions and
modifications to ensure the project's development proceeds responsibly and transparently.

1. Transporation and Circulation Improvements

We recommend that all required improvements to Bass Lake Road be constructed either prior
to or concurrent with the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the first building. This
includes the widening of Bass Lake Road to four lanes and the installation of an Emergency
Vehicle Hybrid Beacon (EVHB) at the Bass Lake Road and EDHFD Fire Station 86 intersection.
We are concerned that the current condition for the signalization at Bass Lake Road/Hawk
View Road is too vague, relying on an undefined "development level" to trigger the
improvement. We recommend that the timing of this critical improvement be more clearly
defined and tied to either specific ADT metrics, LOS data, or a specific phase of development to
ensure it is not indefinitely delayed.

We also question the amended PFFP Il PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS list that indicates 4.
Ancillary Facilities a. Park & Ride {100 Vehicle Finished). The amended PFFP is unciear if it
is just listing the completed 100 vehicle Park & Ride facility as portion of the Public
Improvements, or if the amended PFFP is removing the requirement to complete an additional
100 vehicle parking spaces - the original BLHSP PFFP first amended in 2016 included a Park &
Ride facility for 200 Vehicles in two phases. This was intended not just to serve the El Dorado
Transit commuter bus service, but aiso as a Park & Ride facility for Car Pool users, and as a
parking facility for BLHSP trail users. Retroactively reducing the prior approved 200 Vehicle
Park & Ride facility to the completed 100 units violates the original intent of the 1996 BLHSP,
and the amended 2016 BLHSP PFFP. As it stands, in November 2020, the Developer of the
approved BLHSP Phase 2 residential project "Bass Lake North” requested that their BLHSP
PHASE 2 requirement to construct 100 of the of 200 Vehicle parking stalls be reduced to 50
parking stalls due to ‘costs’. The Planning Commission heard this matter in a public hearing on
November 12, 2020, and rejected the request, requiring that the Bass Lake North project fully
construct the required initial 100 parking stalls. The Developer then appealed this Planning
Commission decision to the Board of Supervisors, which rejected the appeal. The unique

EDHAPAC
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approach of the BLHSP PFFP was that it sought to front load public improvements from Phase
1, Phase 1A and Phase 2 projects, with the opportunity for these costs to be reimbursed by
future projects. Modifying the BLHSP PFFP to remove required Public Improvements does not
make the PFFP better, it would fundamentally weaken the BLHSP PFFP, counter to its intended
purpose. To wit, in July 2024, when El Dorado Transit opened the constructed 100 Vehicle Park
& Ride facility, they then chose to close an existing nearby Park & Ride facility in Cameron Park
- instead of adding more Park & Ride vehicle capacity with the opening of the Bass Lake Road
Park & Ride facility, El Dorado Transit undercut the intent of the BLHSP PFFP by removing
existing Park & Ride spaces in Cameron Park - essentially addition via subtraction. With the
Town & Country Village Ei Dorado project's admired and valuable commitment to improving
public trails, and preserving historic frails to add to the community’s public trail system, reducing
the approved 2016 PFFP requirement for 200 units of parking stalls to the 2024 completed 100
units of parking stalls short changes the community.

2. Entire Site Inclusion in Community Region

EDH APAC agrees with the General Plan Amendment {GFA) that modifies the Community
Region boundary to include the entire 60.5-acre project site. This ensures that the entirety of the
project, including the Project Development Area and the Program Study Area, is consistently
aligned with the objectives of a denser, mixed-use community, and is a better land use than the
previously zoned 10-acre residential estates.

3. Rigorous Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP)

EDH APAC recommends that the project’'s Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) be
implemented with a rigorous, front-loaded approach to ensure improvements and mitigations
are in place prior to the creation of any impacts. The developer should be held to strict
adherence to the updated PFFP and its updated Capital Improvement Program (CIP). We are
concerned with the language in the Conditions of Approval regarding the formation of a
maintenance entity for public and private roads and drainage facilities, as it places the
long-term financial burden on a private entity or future projects rather than the County. The
PFFP shouid clearly define the mechanisms for long-term maintenance funding to ensure

sustainabifity.
4. PFFP Lack of Pre-Approved Financial Terms

The Public Facilities Finance Plan states that the specific terms for "credit and reimbursement
agreements will be subject to future negotiations between the developer, County, and other
applicable agencies." This lack of concrete, pre-approved financial terms is a major concern. It
introduces significant financial uncertainty and couid lead to future disputes or delays in
funding and completing essential public infrastructure. EDH APAC recommends that a more
definitive financial agreement be established prior to the project’s approval to protect both the
public and the developer from future financial risk and implementation delays.

5. Concerns Regarding the Two-Tiered Review Approach

EDHAPAC
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EDH APAC is deeply concerned about the unique approach of the two-tiered review process,
which divides the project into a Project Development Area and a Program Study Area. We
find this approach to be "piece-meal" and potentially a way to avoid the intent of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The language in the staff report, which suggests future
CEQA analysis "may not be required"” for the Program Study Area if it's consistent with the EIR's
assumptions, raises significant concern, as these are subjective standards, where only objective
standards should apply. This novelty risks exposing both the project and the County to potential
litigation by appearing to grant entitlements for the Program Study Area without the same level
of detailed, project-specific public and governmental review as the Project Development Area.
Objective standards should be crafted to ensure compliance with the EIR's assumptions.

6. Future Review of the Program Study Area (Subcommittee Findings)

EDH APAC recommends that the future review of any projects within the Program Study Area
be subject to a rigorous and deep review, particularly concerning transportation and circulation
impacts. While the EIR included a program-level analysis of this area, the focus of public
discussion has been solely on the hotel project and related amenities of the Project
Development Area. The Planned Development Permit (-PD) for the Program Study Area should
not be considered a “fast track™ or "rubber stamp" for full buildout. It must be a starting point for
a comprehensive review and analysis of future development proposals, ensuring that all
subsequent phases are transparently vetted. We recommend that the conditions of approval
require proactive, defined public outreach for any future projects in the Program Study Area,
as the current process relies on the public to monitor for future, undefined applications.

*6A. Amended at October 22, 2025 EDH APAC Meeting by EDH APAC VOTE

Our review focused on the project area, with only very high-level visibility into the
potential Program Study Area development. EDH APAC recommends that all future
Program Study Area development go through the full Planning Commission and Board of
Supervisor review process. This should be memorialized as a condition of approval.

7. Water and Sewer Infrastructure Funding and Capacity Assessment

To address our concerns and ensure the project moves forward responsibly, we recommend the
following mitigation measures be adopted:

A. Updated Water and Wastewater Capacity Assessment The County should encourage
the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) to either update its Urban Water Management
Plan (UWMP) or complete a new, regional-scale Water and Wastewater Capacity
Assessment. This assessment must specifically analyze the cumulative impacts of the
Town & Country Village El Dorado project, the Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan, and
the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan on the existing water delivery and wastewater
treatment infrastructure. The findings should be used to confirm that adequate physical
infrastructure exists to serve all three projects concurrently and identify any necessary
capital improvements.

EDHAPAC
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B. Annexation and Service Timeline A clear and binding timeline for the LAFCO
annexation of the project parcels into the EID service area shall be outlined and made
public as part of the project conditions of approval. The annexation process must be
completed, and the project must be connected to the EID's water and sewer systems
prior to the issuance of any building permits or certificates of occupancy.

* A cautionary reminder - the original 1996 Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan was composed
of multiple properties that required annexation into the EID service area - it took nearly a
decade for these annexations to be completed. The first BLHSP project, the Phase1
Hollow Oaks, began construction in 2004/05. The next set of projects in Phase 1A, Hawk
View, Bell Ranch, and Bell Woods, and Phase 2 Bass Lake North, didn't begin
construction until after the original twenty year development agreement was expiring in
2016, and required a development agreement extension, a ten year tentative map
extension, an update to the PFFP, an amended FEIR, and a Specific Plan amendment.

C. Prohibition of Temporary Septic Solutions - Subcommiittee findings The use of any
temporary or interim septic systems, inciuding but not limited to on-site wastewater
treatment plants, shali be strictly prohibited. EDH APAC strongly advocates that the
project be designed and conditioned to rely exclusively on a direct, permanent
connection to the El Dorado Irrigation District's wastewater treatment facilities from the
outset. This will prevent potential long-term issues and uphold our community's
standards for responsible development,

7. C-a* Amended at October 22, 2025 EDH APAC Meeting by EDH APAC VOTE
EDH APAC fully supports the Planning Commission recommendation of making a
full sewer connection to EID Facilities a Condition of Approval for the project.

EDH APAC appreciates the opportunity to discuss, review, and provide findings on proposed
development projects in El Dorado Hills.

Respecitfully,
John Davey

Chair

El Dorado Hills Area Pianning Advisory Committee
“Non-Partisan Volunteers Planning QOur Future Since 1981

EDHAPAC
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September 9, 2025

El Dorado Planning Commission
2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667
ATTN: Clerk of the Planning Commission

RE: Town & Country Village El Dorado Responses to El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory
Committee Letter

Dear Honorable Planning Commissioners:

On behalf of the entire applicant team for the Town & Country Village El Dorado
project, we look forward to your consideration of the project at tomorrow’s Special Meeting.
We have reviewed the September 4, 2025, letter from the El Dorado Hills Area Planning
Advisory Committee (EDH APAC) and appreciate the thoughtful consideration they have given
in issuing their Finding of Conditional Support for the project.

As noted in the APAC letter, the applicant team has been engaged with both EDH APAC
and the El Dorado Hills community for many years to design and build a project that is
responsive to input from both the El Dorado Hills community and Project neighbors. In the spirit
of maintaining an open, transparent process that builds dialogue around the project, we submit
this letter for your consideration, to provide a response to the concerns raised by EDH APAC as
part of their Finding of Conditional Support.

Deferred CEQA Analysis and Public Review

The APAC letter expresses concerns regarding the “two-tiered” review process, which
divides the Project into a “Project Development Area” and a “Program Study Area.” As noted in
the letter, the majority of public discussion has been directed toward the project-specific
environmental analysis of the hotel portion of the Project, and the letter expresses concerns that
the Planned Development Permit (-PD) for the Program Study Area should be a “starting point
for a comprehensive review and analysis of future development proposals.” EDH APAC then
goes on to recommend that the Project conditions of approval require proactive, defined public
outreach for any future projects in the Program Study Area.

We agree with this recommendation.

As detailed in the Project’s Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), evaluation of
both project-level and program-level components of a project is allowable pursuant to CEQA,
and there are numerous examples of lead agencies employing such an approach. (FEIR, at p. 2-
62 [Response to EDH APAC Comment 4-2].) For instance, where one aspect of a project may be
clearly defined, but later phases may not be sufficiently well defined to be analyzed in detail,
agencies often prepare an EIR that evaluates the entire project at a “program level” and the more
clearly defined aspects at a more specific “project level” of detail. This does not mean, however,
that the Program Study Area would be considered a “fast track™ or “rubber stamp” for full
buildout. At such time as the Applicant pursues development of the Program Study Area, a Plan
Development (-PD) permit application would need to be submitted to the County for review and
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approval as required by El Dorado County Code section 130.28.040. As part of that process, any
future project would be evaluated for consistency with the Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan and
applicable zoning standards. Future development of the Program Study Area will also be
examined in light of the original program EIR to determine whether an additional environmental
document must be prepared. (FEIR, pp. 2-62 to 2-63;

Please see Project Conditions of Approval, Condition #3 — Future Planned Development
Improvement, p. 2.)

Even though, as noted, any future development will be thoroughly vetted for new
environmental impacts and consistency with local land use plans, the Applicant, in the spirit of
transparency and community outreach, would be amenable to amending Condition #3 for Future
Planned Development Permits or adding another condition of approval requiring any new
development in the Program Study Area to submit an initial study that would be made available
for public review and would consider the appropriate CEQA document for the future proposed
development.

FEIR Responses to EDH APAC Water Supply and Wastewater Treatment Concerns

The letter suggests that the FEIR’s responses to EDH APAC’s comments did not
adequately address their concerns regarding the capacity of the physical infrastructure “required
to deliver water and treat the wastewater.” Specifically, with the combination of other
development in the area, and concemns about future annexation into the El Dorado Trrigation
District (“EID”), EDH APAC anticipates there would be a risk that infrastructure improvements
would be delayed or fall on existing EID ratepayers.

However, as noted in the FEIR’s response to EDH APAC’s comments, the EIR conducted a
Water Supply Assessment of the Project that determined that the EID has sufficient water
supplies “to meet future demands in all conditions and EID’s Board adopted the WSA as
adequate on October 10, 2023.” (FEIR, p. 2-68 [Response to EDH APAC Comment 4-20).) The
WSA information included in the FEIR was based on the latest water supply information from
EID, which was EID’s 2020 Urban Water Management Plan (“UMWP”}. (FEIR, p. 2-69; see
Project Staff Report, p. 16.).)

With regard to sewer infrastructure improvements, the FEIR analyzes potential Project
impacts to the sewer system in Chapter 4.13, Utilities and Service Systems. (See FEIR, p. 2-69
[Response to EDH APAC Comment 4-30].) Any future development of the Project in the
Program Study Area will be subject to further environmental review. If an initial study reveals
there will be significant environmental impacts to water supply or wastewater treatment would
be cumulatively considerable with the addition of other projects that have been subsequently
built in the area, then further environmental review of these impacts will be required.

With respect to concerns regarding annexation leading to the use of an interim septic
solution and the need for additional expanded water and wastewater treatment, these issues were
examined in the draft EIR, which contains a detailed review of these subjects. (DEIR, pp. 4.13-
25 to 4.13-31.) Because the initial development of the Project will not necessarily require
annexation into EID, an annexation and service timeline cannot be provided at this time. Despite

150339567.3 0084646-00001 2



the letter’s assertion that an interim septic solution “could lead to unforeseen environmental and
public health issues,” this statement is not supported by any facts in the record and the DEIR
analyzed the environmental impacts of interim use of septic for the Project Development Area
and determined based on substantial evidence that it would not result in significant
environmental impacts. (DEIR, p. 4.13-31.) However, as noted above, any new significant
environmental impacts identified for future development of the Program Study Area would be
addressed on a project-by-project basis.

In response to the letter’s concerns regarding future funding of water and wastewater
infrastructure improvements, while not a CEQA issue, the Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan Public
Facility Financing Plan (PFFP) is being updated by the County to address the Project’s land uses
and associated infrastructure costs. (FEIR, p. 2-69 [ Response to EDH APAC Comment 4-30];
see generally Staff Report, Exhibit K — BLHSP Public Facilities Financing Plan.) Specifically,
County staff have determined that the “PFFP has been amended to include the proposed project,
which sets forth a strategy to finance the backbone infrastructure and other public facilities
required to serve the proposed land uses in the BLHSP.” (Project Staff Report, p. 25.) The
changes to the PFFP will accomplish this through: (1) the formation of land secured financing
districts; (2) development impact fees; (3) use of a plan area fee program; and (4) credit and
reimbursement agreements. Among the backbone infrastructure included in the amended PFFP
are provisions for both sewer and water improvements in the BLSHP area, ensuring that these
improvements will not fall disproportionately on existing EID ratepayers. (Staff Report, Exhibit
K — BLHSP Public Facilities Financing Plan, p. 12.)

In addition to the applicant contributing to backbone infrastructure in the BLHSP, it is
important to note that the project is expected to contribute positive revenues to the County
General Fund in the amount of approximately $2.68m annually, with an estimated additional
$157,000 contributed to the El Dorado Hills Community Services District each year. (See Project
Staff Report, Exhibit J — Final Fiscal Impact Analysis, pp. 7-9.)

Transportation and Circulation Improvements

As noted in the letter, the Project completed a “very robust super-cumulative traffic
impacts analysis” that factored in several other planned projects in the area, providing “much
greater detail and insight to the transportation and circulation impacts” beyond just the Project.
EDH APAC comments that the cumulative impacts for all projects being processed must be
subject to analysis and consideration. While this comment appears to be directed primarily
toward other pending projects, it is important to note that the Local Transportation Analysis
(LTA) prepared by T. KEAR and the DEIR analyzed all cumulative transportation impacts
(DEIR Chapter 4.11, pages 4.11-29 to 4.11-31, and that the findings in these reports are
supported by substantial evidence in the record.

EDH ACAP, however, does take issue with the timing and funding of traffic and
infrastructure improvements that are to be implemented through Project conditions of approval.
The letter asserts that Applicant eligibility for the County’s Traffic Impact Fee Program (TIF) in
widening Bass Lake Road as part of Condition #34.a.i may introduce financial risk to the
Applicant that could create a point of contention if the TIF funds are insufficient. However, the
Letter presents no facts to suggest that this is or will be the case, and the Applicant is willing to
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accept the requirements set forth in Condition #34.a.i. Further, there is nothing unusual about
reimbursing developers for roadway improvements, and the use of the TIF to offset these types
of backbone transportation improvements has been explicitly analyzed in the proposed amended
BLHSP PFFP. (See Staff Report, Exhibit K — BLHSP Public Facilities Financing Plan, pp. 8-11,
16, 19.)

The Letter also asserts that the language of Condition #34.b.1, requiring the signalization
of Bass Lake Road and Hawk Lake Roads is impermissibly vague and should be tied to some
sort of specific metric. The Applicant is amenable for this condition to be tied to a specific ADT
metric, LOS data, or a specific phase of development as requested by EDH APAC.

Employee Housing Program Indemnity

The Letter asserts that the inclusion of an indemnity provision for the Project’s planned
Employee Housing Program indicates a potential litigation risk identified by the County’s legal
team. However, as noted in the terms of the proposed Employee Housing Program that is
attached to the Project Staff Report as Exhibit L, the inclusion of such a program that provides
employee housing for hotel and resort employees is not unique to this Project, but has been used
for variety of similar types of uses with locations throughout California. (See Staff Report,
Exhibit L — Employee Housing Program, pp. 2-3.) Further, the program will help provide much
needed housing in El Dorado County which is known to have a significant shortage of “missing
middle” and workforce housing as a result of the lack of statewide programs and other such
projects aimed at providing these types of units. (/d_, p. 1.)

Conclusion

As highlighted in detail above, the Planning Commission’s approval of the Project would
bring many benefits to El Dorado County, the BLHSP area, the El Dorado Hills community and
Project neighbors. The Applicant thanks EDH APAC for its finding of conditional support for
the Project, and sincerely appreciates the opportunities it has had to work with EDH APAC in
developing and improving this Project.

As showcased above, the our team is willing to abide by a number of important conditions of
approval, and is willing to amend those conditions to provide greater transparency and
cooperation with the County. As noted above, we understand EDH APAC’s concerns and assure
both EDH APAC and the Planning Commission, as well as Auditor/Controller Joe Harn, that the
Project is fully vetted with no impacts that have not been studied. These conclusions are
supported by substantial evidence in the record as corroborated by County staff. Accordingly, I
requests the Planning Commission recommend approval of the entirety of the Project as
presented. Please call should you have any questions.

Respectfully,

JOSH PANE

1123 J Street, 3™ Floor Sacramento CA 95814
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Thursday September 4, 2025

El Dorado County Planning Commission
2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667
ATTN: Clerk of the Planning Commission

RE: Town & Country Village El Dorado SP-R21-0001, PD-R19-0003, TM22-0005, PD21-0005,
SP-R21-0002 Z21-0013

Honorable Planning Commissioners,

The El Dorado Hllls Area Planning Advisory Committee (EDH APAC) would like to offer the
following Project Review Findings regarding the Town & Country Village El Dorado project
completed by the EDH APAC Town & Country Village El Dorado subcommittee.

EDH APAC has henefited from a tremendous amount of engagement and outreach from the
project applicant, which includes more than seven years of ongoing communication. This is
unique among most development projects proposed for El Dorado Hills, and our volunteer
committee feels that we have enjoyed a very collaborative process as the project has
progressed. In the past several years this has also included numerous meetings, discussions,
and communications with EDH APAG officers, as well as multiple public discussions at EDH
APAC meetings attended by community members.

Additionally, EDH APAC appreciates the significant outreach that the applicant has made in the
community, in El Dorado Hills, and pointedly in the Bass Lake Community.

EDH APAC would request that as the project moves forward towards entitlements and
approvals, that any Conditions of Approval be required to have identified and enforceable
timelines, and oversight management in place.

In the Project Findings below, “EDH APAC” refers to our Town & Country Village El Dorado
subcommittee volunteers.




Development Services Staff Report Concerns

1. Deferred CEQA Analysis and Public Review

The staff report acknowledges the split of the project into a "Project Development Area” and a
"Program Study Area." While it states that the EIR analyzed the Program Study Area at a
"program level," it also notes that if future development is consistent with the EIR's
assumptions, "further CEQA analysis may not be required.” This is a significant concern
because it implies that a substantial portion of the project (30.41 acres) has been conceptually
approved with a one-time environmental review, even though specific plans have not been
meaningfully vetted by the public. This could limit future opportunities for detailed review of
potential impacts from the 352 multifamily residential units, 200 mixed-use multifamily units, and
150 senior housing units proposed for this area.

A - Staff Report Concerns

1. Inconsistent statements regarding potential SB35 applicability

On page 10 of the “A Staff Report” exhibit, under Future Development:

e Statement: "The project site is not currently designated as a census Urban Area,
which means that until and unless such a designation occurs at this location, no future
project in the Program Study Area could be determined eligible for any
housing-focused state streamlining, such as SB 35."

e HOWEVER, in the BOS meeting on August 26, 2025 under item 25-1408 staff
specifically said "they map the urban areas referenced in SB35 to our Community
Regions, since they most closely correspond to their opportunity map of resource
areas”.

¢ Result: Once this project is moved into the community region, it will in fact be
considered an option for state streamlined housing projects.

EDH APAC recommends aligning these two opposing concepts, to clarify for the community the
applicability of any the project parcels for potential SB35 development opportunities, if the
Community Region Boundary is modified to include the Project Development Area and Program
Study Area.

EDHAPAC
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Concerns with the Final Environmental Impact Report

1. FEIR Responses to EDH APAC DEIR Concerns

Based on our review of the Final Environmental Impact Report (FEIR), specifically the
responses to comments 4-19 through 4-26, we maintain our significant concern that the
project’s analysis of water and sewer infrastructure is insufficient. While the FEIR asserts that
the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) has sufficient water supply to serve the project and other
planned developments, it fails to provide adequate detail on the capacity of the physical
infrastructure required to deliver that water and treat the wastewater.

The FEIR's conclusion relies on a Water Supply Assessment (WSA) that references the EID's
2020 Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP). This plan is now five years old, and a more
current analysis should be provided to account for cumulative impacts, including the significant
proposed developments of 3,200 residential units of The Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan,
and the 800 residential units of the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan. Without a robust and
updated analysis, there is a substantial risk that the burden of funding the necessary capitat
improvement programs for water delivery and wastewater freatment will fall disproportionately
on existing EID ratepayers, rather than being fully funded by the new developments that

necessitate the upgrades.

A separate, yet critical, concern is the lack of a clear, public timeline for the necessary El
Dorado Local Agency Formation Commission (LAFCO} annexation of the property into EID's
service area. This ambiguity raises the possibility of the project applicant seeking approval for a
temporary or interim septic solution, which we believe is an unacceptable approach that could
lead to unforeseen environmental and public health issues and should be avoided entirely.

2, Transportation and Circulation Impact Analysis

The Town & Country Village El Dorado project applicant committed to completing a very robust
super-cumulative traffic impact analysis, which factored in several other large proposed projects
in EI Dorado Hills, adjacent to the Bass Lake area. EDH APAC appreciates the efforts of the
applicant to provide a more comprehensive TIA than required. This super-cumulative TIA
provides much greater detail and insight to the transportation and circulation impacts beyond
just the Town & Country Village El Dorado project.

The unusually high amount, and significant density changes in the project area being processed
for multiple projects for entitlements in the same compressed time frame justifies such a
cumulative review:
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CEQA states that past, present, and probable future projects, whether they are exempt from CEQA or not,
must be considered when evaluating cumulative effect

Callifornia Unions for Reliable Energy v. Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (2009)
178 Cal.App.4th 1225

i - Di i lative Im t

(c) With some projects, the only feasible mitigation for cumulative impacts may involve the adoption of
ordinances or regulations rather than the imposition of conditions on a project-by-project basis.

(d) Previously approved land use documents, including, but not limited to, general plans, specific plans,
regional transportation plans, plans for the reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, and local coastal plar{s
may be used in cumulative impact analysis. A pertinent discussion of cumulative impacts contained in
one or more previously certified EIRs may be incorporated by reference pursuant to the provisions for
tiering and program EIRs. No further cumulative impacts analysis is required when a project is consistent
with a general, specific, master or comparable programmatic plan where the lead agency determines that
the regional or areawide cumulative impacts of the proposed project have already been adequately
addressed, as defined in section 15152(f), in a certified EIR for that plan.

EDH APAC believes that cumulative impacts for all projects being processed must be subject to
analysis and consideration.

Concerns with Conditions of Approval

1. Phased Development and Deferred Entitlements

The most significant concern lies in the approach to the Project Development Area and
Program Study Area. Condition #3, "Future Planned Development Permit," states that any
future development in the Program Study Area wili require a separate Planned Development
Permit. While this seems to provide for a future review, the overall approval of the EIR and the
Rezone (Z21-0013) effectively grants a high level of entitlement for the future uses. The staff
report notes that if future submittals are "consistent with assumptions in the Town & Country
Village El Dorado EIR, further CEQA analysis may not be required.” This phrasing could make it
difficult for the public to meaningfully influence or review future projects in the Program Study
Area, as the core environmental and land use decisions will have already been made.

2. Indemnity and Litigation Exposure

Condition #5, the Indemnity clause, is a significant point of concem. It requires the developer
and landowner to "defend, indemnify, and hold harmless” the County from any legal action
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challenging the project approval. This is not unusual, but the addition that this applies to a
challenge of the Employee Housing Program specifically highlights that the County anticipates
potential legal exposure on this point. It's a clear signal from the County's legal team that they
foresee litigation as a risk for the project, particularly regarding the novel employee housing
program.

3. Timing and Funding of Infrastructure Improvements

Several conditions regarding traffic and infrastructure improvements use conditional or vague
language.

¢ Bass Lake Road Widening: Condition #34.a.i states that the widening of Bass Lake
Road "shall be completed prior to issuing the certificate of occupancy for the first
building." While this is a strong condition, the language "may be eligible for
reimbursement through the County's Traffic Impact Fee Program"” introduces a potential
financial risk to the applicant, which could create a point of contention if the TIF funds
are not sufficient.

e Bass Lake Road/Hawk View Road Signal: Condition #34.b.i requires the signalization
"prior to development levels in the project site that would require the improvement.” This
language is not a hard deadline and could be open to interpretation, potentially delaying
a crucial traffic mitigation measure until significant impacts have already occurred.

e Off-site Improvements: Condition #36 requires the developer to enter an agreement
with the County to acquire land for off-site improvements if they cannot secure it
themselves. While this provides a mechanism for action, it shifts the burden of a
potentially lengthy and costly process to the developer, which could lead to project
delays or abandonment if the process becomes too complex.

4. Perpetual Maintenance of Infrastructure
Conditions related to maintenance of private roads and common areas warrant close scrutiny.

e Maintenance Entity: Condition #38 requires the formation of a maintenance entity or
joining an existing one far the maintenance of "public and private roads and drainage
facilities.” It also states that the County will reject the offers of dedication for these roads
and that a maintenance entity "shall be created and funded." This places the long-term
responsibility and financial burden of maintaining these public-use roads and facilities on
the residents or a private entity, rather than the County.

e Common Fence/Wall Maintenance: Condition #39 places the responsibility for
maintenance on the Covenants, Codes, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) of a future
Homeowner's Association (HOA). This is standard for HOAs but ensures the financial
and logistical responsibility for these structures remains with the future property owners,
not the developer or the County.

5. Public Notification and Transparency
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The conditions do not explicitly require ongoing public notification for future phases of the
Program Study Area, outside of the standard public hearing for a Planned Development Permit.
Given the scaie of the project and the community's engagement, a condition requiring specific,
proactive outreach for future phases could be beneficial. The current framework relies on the
public to actively monitor a future, undefined application process.

- This space intentionally left blank -
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EDH APAC Finding of Conditional Support

The El Dorado Hiils Area Planning Advisory Committee (EDH APAC) conditionally
supports the Town & Country Village El Dorado project based on its potential to provide a
better use of the property than previous zoning allowed. The project offers a mix of uses,
including tourist services, employee housing, and a future "village center” concept that aligns
with the Community Region designation. However, the committee has significant concerns
regarding the project's two-tiered review process and its long-term impacts, particularly as
defined by the proposed Conditions of Approval. These concerns must be addressed through
the following recommendations to the County Planning Commission.

Recommended Modifications and Mitigations

EDH APAC recommends that the Planning Commission adopt the following conditions and
modifications to ensure the project's development proceeds responsibly and transparently.

1. Transportation and Circulation Improvements

We recommend that all required improvements to Bass Lake Road be constructed either prior
to or concurrent with the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the first building. This
includes the widening of Bass Lake Road to four lanes and the installation of an Emergency
Vehicle Hybrid Beacon (EVHB) at the Bass Lake Road and EDHFD Fire Station 86 intersection.
We are concerned that the current condition for the signalization at Bass Lake Road/Hawk
View Road is too vague, relying on an undefined "development level" to trigger the
improvement. We recommend that the timing of this critical improvement be more clearly
defined and tied to either specific ADT metrics, LOS data, or a specific phase of development to
ensure it is not indefinitely delayed.

We also question the amended PFFP It PUBLIC IMPROVEMENTS list that indicates 4.
Ancillary Facilities a. Park & Ride (100 Vehicle Finished). The amended PFFP is unclear if it
is just listing the completed 100 vehicle Park & Ride facility as portion of the Public
Improvements, or if the amended PFFP is removing the requirement to complete an additional
100 vehicle parking spaces - the original BLHSP PFFP first amended in 2016 included a Park &
Ride facility for 200 Vehicles in two phases. This was intended not just to serve the El Dorado
Transit commuter bus service, but also as a Park & Ride facility for Car Pool users, and as a
parking facility for BLHSP trail users. Retroactively reducing the prior approved 200 Vehicle
Park & Ride facility to the completed 100 units violates the original intent of the 1996 BLHSP,
and the amended 2016 BLHSP PFFP. As it stands, in November 2020, the Developer of the
approved BLHSP Phase 2 residential project “Bass Lake North” requested that their BLHSP
PHASE 2 requirement to construct 100 of the of 200 Vehicle parking stails be reduced to 50
parking stalls due to ‘costs’. The Planning Commission heard this matter in a public hearing on
November 12, 2020, and rejected the request, requiring that the Bass Lake North project fully ,
construct the required initial 100 parking stalls. The Developer then appealed this Planning
Commission decision to the Board of Supervisors, which rejected the appeal. The unique
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approach of the BLHSP PFFP was that it sought to front load public improvements from Phase
1, Phase 1A and Phase 2 projects, with the opportunity for these costs to be reimbursed by
future projects. Modifying the BLHSP PFFP to remove required Public Improvements does not
make the PFFP better, it would fundamentally weaken the BLHSP PFFP, counter to its intended
purpose. To wit, in July 2024, when El Dorado Transit opened the constructed 100 Vehicle Park
& Ride facility, they then chose to close an existing nearby Park & Ride facility in Cameron Park
- instead of adding more Park & Ride vehicle capacity with the opening of the Bass Lake Road
Park & Ride facility, El Dorado Transit undercut the intent of the BLHSP PFFP by removing
existing Park & Ride spaces in Cameron Park - essentially addition via subtraction. With the
Town & Country Village El Dorado project’s admired and valuable commitment to improving
public trails, and preserving historic trails to add to the community’s public trail system, reducing
the approved 2016 PFFP requirement for 200 units of parking stalls to the 2024 completed 100
units of parking stalls short changes the community.

2. Entire Site Inclusion in Community Region

EDH APAC agrees with the General Plan Amendment (GPA) that modifies the Community
Region boundary to include the entire 60.5-acre project site. This ensures that the entirety of the
project, including the Project Development Area and the Program Study Area, is consistently
aligned with the objectives of a denser, mixed-use community, and is a better land use than the
previously zoned 10-acre residential estates.

3. Rigorous Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP)

EDH APAC recommends that the project's Public Facilities Financing Plan (PFFP) be
implemented with a rigorous, front-loaded approach to ensure improvements and mitigations
are in place prior to the creation of any impacts. The developer should be held to strict
adherence to the updated PFFP and its updated Capital Improvement Program (CIP}. We are
concerned with the language in the Conditions of Approval regarding the formation of a
maintenance entity for public and private roads and drainage facilities, as it places the
long-term financial burden on a private entity or future projects rather than the County. The
PFFP should clearly define the mechanisms for long-term maintenance funding to ensure
sustainability.

4, PFFP Lack of Pre-Approved Financial Terms

The Public Facilities Finance Plan states that the specific terms for “credit and reimbursement
agreements will be subject to future negotiations between the developer, County, and other
applicable agencies." This lack of concrete, pre-approved financial terms is a major concern. |t
introduces significant financial uncertainty and could lead to future disputes or delays in
funding and completing essential public infrastructure. EDH APAC recommends that a more
definitive financial agreement be established prior to the project's approval to protect both the
public and the developer from future financial risk and implementation delays.

5. Concerns Regarding the Two-Tiered Review Approach
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EDH APAC is deeply concerned about the unique approach of the two-tiered review process,
which divides the project into a Project Development Area and a Program Study Area. We
find this approach to be "piece-meal" and potentially a way to avoid the intent of the California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The language in the staff report, which suggests future
CEQA analysis "may not be required” for the Program Study Area if it's consistent with the EIR's
assumptions, raises significant concern, as these are subjective standards, where only objective
standards should apply. This novelty risks exposing both the project and the County to potential
litigation by appearing to grant entitlements for the Program Study Area without the same level
of detailed, project-specific public and governmental review as the Project Development Area.
Objective standards should be crafied to ensure compliance with the EIR’s assumpticns.

6. Future Review of the Program Study Area

EDH APAC recommends that the future review of any projects within the Program Study Area
be subject to a rigorous and deep review, particularly concerning transportation and circulation
impacts. While the EIR included a program-level analysis of this area, the focus of public
discussion has been solely on the hotel project and related amenities of the Project
Development Area. The Planned Development Permit (-PD) for the Program Study Area should
not be considered a "fast track” or "rubber stamp" for full buildout. It must be a starting point for
a comprehensive review and analysis of future development proposals, ensuring that all
subsequent phases are transparently vetted. We recommend that the conditions of approval
require proactive, defined public outreach for any future projects in the Program Study Area,
as the current process relies on the public to monitor for future, undefined applications.

7. Water and Sewer Infrastructure Funding and Capacity Assessment

To address our concerns and ensure the project moves forward responsibly, we recommend the
following mitigation measures be adopted:

A. Updated Water and Wastewater Capacity Assessment The County should encourage
the El Dorado Irrigation District (EID) to either update its Urban Water Management
Plan (UWMP) or complete a new, regional-scale Water and Wastewater Capacity
Assessment. This assessment must specifically analyze the cumulative impacts of the
Town & Country Village E! Dorado project, the Village of Marble Valley Specific Plan, and
the Lime Rock Valley Specific Plan on the existing water delivery and wastewater
treatment infrastructure. The findings should be used to confirm that adequate physical
infrastruciure exists to serve all three projecis concurrently and identify any necessary
capital improvements.

B. Annexation and Service Timeline A clear and binding timeline for the LAFCO
annexation of the project parcels into the EID service area shall be outlined and made
public as part of the project conditions of approval. The annexation process must be
completed, and the project must be connected to the EID's water and sewer systems
prior to the issuance of any building permits or certificates of occupancy.

EDHAPAC
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* A cautionary reminder - the original 1996 Bass Lake Hills Specific Plan was composed
of multiple properties that required annexation into the EID service area - it took nearly a
decade for these annexations to be completed. The first BLHSP project, the Phase1
Hollow Oaks, began construction in 2004/05. The next set of projects in Phase 1A, Hawk
View, Bell Ranch, and Bell Woods, and Phase 2 Bass Lake North, didn't begin
construction until after the original twenty year development agreement was expiring in
2016, and required a development agreement extension, a ten year tentative map
extension, an update to the PFFP, an amended FEIR, and a Specific Plan amendment.

Prohibition of Temporary Septic Solutions The use of any temporary or interim septic
systems, including but not limited to on-site wastewater treatment plants, shall be
strictly prohibited. The EDH APAC strongly advocates that the project be designed and
conditioned to rely exclusively on a direct, permanent connection o the El Dorado
Irrigation District's wastewater treatment facilities from the outset. This will prevent
potential long-term issues and uphold our community's standards for responsible
development.

EDH APAC appreciates the opportunity to discuss, review, and provide findings on proposed
development projects in El Dorado Hills.

Respectfully,

John Davey

Chair

El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee
“Non-Partisan Volunteers Planning Our Future Since 1981”

EDHAPAC
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& Outlook

Town and Country

From Barbie Faulkner <barbie.faulkner@gmail.com>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 2:55 PM
To  BOS-Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender

You have not previously corresponded with this sender,

Report Suspicious

I’'m writing with regards to the Town and Country project. I'm against changing the general plan to
serve this project because it benefits a special interest and not the community as a whole. It will

create congestion at Bass Lake, not only at 50 but miles up the road. The 5th story is uncharacteristic

for our community blocking our beautiful hills, creating community blight, and laying precedent for
other 5 story complexes. The employee housing means jobs won't benefit our community but
transitory employees who will be a burden our our county when they lose their housing and

employment simultaneously.

| ask that you give preference to our communities quality of life over the special interests of other

parties.

Kind regards,
Barbie Faulkner
EDH resident




a Outlook

Town & Country

From brian egan <bjegan1680@yahco.com>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 2:50 PM
To  BOS-Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender

You have not previously corresponded with this sender.,

Report Suspicious

I'm writing to you to voice my absolute opposition to the new proposed Town and Country
development in El Dorado Hills. | moved from the Bay Area 12 years ago to get away from the over

development garbage our politicians and developers pushed for so many years. They constantly told

us all the building and extra business would be great for the South Bay. It is now an overpopulated
crowded dirty cesspool. And people are fleeing the area. Folsom is being over developed and is
becoming an extension of Sacramento. That's not a compliment. We don't want that here. More
congestion, more people, less quality of life. If it doesn’t stop you will continue encroaching until we

look like Folsom. No more deveiopment. The vast majority of the residents in our county are opposed

to this. Listen to your constituents.

Brian Egan,
Rescue
Sent from my iPhone




Public Comment BOS Rcvd 10/27/25 #27 25-1703
? Outlook

Comment on Town & Country Village Final EIR General Plan Amendment (GPA22-0003), Specific
Plan Revision (SP-R21-0002), Planned Development Permit (PD21-0005), Rezone (Z21-0013), and
Tentative Map (TM22-0005), and Conditional Use Permit (CUP23-0008)]

From Kylah Staley <kylah@lozeaudrury.com>
Date Mon 10/27/2025 1:48 PM

To  BOS-Clerk of the Board <edc.cob@edcgov.us>; PL-Town and Country Village El Dorado
<TownandCountryEIDorado@edcgov.us>; Ande Flower <Ande.Flower@edcgov.us>

Cc  Michael Lozeau <michael@lozeaudrury.com>; Juliana Lopez <juliana@lozeaudrury.com>

[ﬂJ 1 attachment (11 MB)
2025.10.27 LIUNA Comments - Town and Country Village FEIR - Final.pdf;

This Message Is From an Untrusted Sender

You have not previously corresponded with this sender. Report Suspicious

Dear Chair Turnboo, Honorable Supervisors, and staff:

On behalf of Laborers International Union of North America, Local Union 185 ("LIUNA"), please find
attached written comments on the Town & Country Village Final Environmental Impact Report being
heard tomorrow by the El Dorado County Board of Supervisors, Agenda Item 25-1703.

Sincerely,
Kylah Staley

Kylah Staley

Lozeau | Drury LLP

1939 Harrison Street, Suite 150
Oakland, CA 94612
kylah@lozeaudrury.com

Confidentiality Notice: This message and any attachment(s) may contain privileged or confidential information. Unauthorized interception, review, use or
disclosure is prohibited by law. If you received this transmission in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and delete the message and any

attachments. Thank you.


https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/N_SQ17twK5M!bRmcuAVTi4IKo3DSG-X3PNekrNp69m8Osr1XPxFwYLrMxrPXUQ6N3VYkTByLz6hdi5BLXNbyn3tOeFCHm2j8nAeOy08569PrTZTWdEoREgfRixR2GFn71AfEb5n7$
mailto:kylah@lozeaudrury.com

LOZEAU DRURY- T 510.836.4200 1939 Harrison Street, Ste, 150 www.lozeaudrury.com
F 510.836.4205 Oakland, CA 24612 kylah@lozeaudrury.com

Via Email
October 27, 2025
George Turnboo, Chair Ande Flower, Planning Manager
Brooke Laine, First Vice Chair El Dorado County Planning
Lori Parlin, Second Vice Chair Ande.Flower@edcgov.us

Brian Veerkamp, Supervisor

Greg Ferrero, Supervisor

El Dorado County Board of Supervisors
330 Fair Lane, Building A

Placerville, CA 95667
edc.cob@edcgov.us
TownandCountryElDorado@edcgov.us

Re: Comment on Town and Country Village Final Environmental Impact
Report, General Plan Amendment (GPA22-0003), Specific Plan
Revision (SP-R21-0002), Planned Development Permit (PD21-0005),
Rezone (Z21-0013), and Tentative Map (TM22-0005), and Conditional
Use Permit (CUP23-0008)]

Dear Chair Turnboo, Honorable Supervisors, and staff:

The following comments are submitted on behalf of Laborers Union of North America,
Local Union 185 (“LIUNA”) on the Town and Country Village Draft Environmental Impact
Report (“Project”). The Project involves a “Project Development Area” and a “Program Study
Area,” the latter of which may include future development but currently has no development
plans. The Project Development Area would include the construction of two 150-room hotels,
112 residential cottages, retail space, restaurants, an event center/museum, recreational
amenities, and parking lots.

On September 6, 2024, LIUNA submitted comments on the Draft EIR for the Project.
These comments were supported by expert wildlife biologist Dr. Shawn Smallwood, Ph.D.; air
quality experts Dr. Paul E. Rosenfeld, Ph.D, and Matt Hagemann, P.G., C.Hg. of the
environmental consulting firm Soil, Water, Air Protection Enterprise (“SWAPE”); and indoor air
quality expert Francis Offerman. LIUNA’s comments here are supported by further comments
made by Dr. Smallwood and Dr. Rosenfeld and Mr. Hagemann. Dr. Smallwood’s supplemental
comments are attached as Exhibit A. Dr. Rosenfeld’s and Mr. Hagemann’s supplemental
comments are attached as Exhibit B.


mailto:edc.cob@edcgov.us
mailto:TownandCountryElDorado@edcgov.us
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LEGAL STANDARD

I. CEQA and Environmental Impact Report

CEQA has two primary purposes. First, CEQA is designed to inform decision makers and
the public about the potential, significant environmental effects of a project. (14 CCR §
15002(a)(1).) “Its purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the
environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR ‘protects not
only the environment but also informed self-government.”” (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of
Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.) Second, CEQA requires public agencies to avoid or
reduce environmental damage when “feasible” by requiring “environmentally superior”
alternatives and all feasible mitigation measures. (14 CCR § 15002(a)(2) and (3); see also
Berkeley Jets Over the Bay Com. v. Board of Port Cmrs. (2001) 91 Cal.App.4™ 1349,1354;
Citizens of Goleta Valley v. Board of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564.)

CEQA requires that an agency analyze the potential environmental impacts of its
proposed actions in an Environmental Impact Report (EIR) except in certain limited
circumstances. (See, e.g., Pub. Resources Code, § 21100.) The EIR is the very heart of CEQA.
(Dunn-Edwards v. BAAQOMD (1992) 9 Cal.App.4th 644, 652. The EIR is an “environmental
‘alarm bell” whose purpose is to alert the public and its responsible officials to environmental
changes before they have reached the ecological points of no return.” (Bakersfield Citizens for
Local Control v. City of Bakersfield (2004), 124 Cal.App.4"™ 1184, 1220.) The EIR also functions
as a “document of accountability,” intended to “demonstrate to an apprehensive citizenry that the
agency has, in fact, analyzed and considered the ecological implications of its action.” (Laurel
Heights Improvements Assn. v. Regents of Univ. of Cal. (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376, 392.)

The EIR serves to provide agencies and the public with information about the
environmental impacts of a proposed project and to “identify ways that environmental damage
can be avoided or significantly reduced.” (14 CCR § 15002(a)(2).) Critical to this purpose, the
EIR must contain an “accurate and stable project description.” (County of Inyo v. City of Los
Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185 at 192-93 (“An accurate, stable and finite project description
is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.”) The project description must
contain (a) the precise location and boundaries of the proposed project, (b) a statement of the
project objectives, and (c) a general description of the project's technical, economic, and
environmental characteristics. (14 CCR § 15124.)

II. Standard of Review

The California Supreme Court has emphasized that:
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When reviewing whether a discussion is sufficient to satisfy CEQA, a court must
be satisfied that the EIR (1) includes sufficient detail to enable those who did not
participate in its preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues
the proposed project raises [citation omitted]....

(Sierra Club v. Cty. of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal.5th 502, 510 (2018) [citing Laurel Heights
Improvement Assn., 47 Cal.3d at 405].) The Court in Sierra Club v. Cty. of Fresno also
emphasized that another primary consideration of sufficiency is whether the EIR “makes a
reasonable effort to substantively connect a project’s air quality impacts to likely health
consequences.” (Id. at 510.) “Whether or not the alleged inadequacy is the complete omission of
a required discussion or a patently inadequate one-paragraph discussion devoid of analysis, the
reviewing court must decide whether the EIR serves its purpose as an informational document.”
(Id. at 516.)

Although an agency has discretion to decide the manner of discussing potentially
significant effects in an EIR, “a reviewing court must determine whether the discussion of a
potentially significant effect is sufficient or insufficient, i.e., whether the EIR comports with its
intended function of including ‘detail sufficient to enable those who did not participate in its
preparation to understand and to consider meaningfully the issues raised by the proposed
project.”” (Sierra Club, 6 Cal.5th at 516 [citing Bakersfield Citizens for Local Control v. City of
Bakersfield (2004) 124 Cal.App.4th 1184, 1197].) “The determination whether a discussion is
sufficient is not solely a matter of discerning whether there is substantial evidence to support the
agency’s factual conclusions.” (/d. at 516.) As the Court emphasized:

[W]hether a description of an environmental impact is insufficient because it lacks
analysis or omits the magnitude of the impact is not a substantial evidence question.
A conclusory discussion of an environmental impact that an EIR deems significant
can be determined by a court to be inadequate as an informational document
without reference to substantial evidence.

(Id. at 514.) Additionally, “in preparing an EIR, the agency must consider and resolve every fair
argument that can be made about the possible significant environmental effects of a project.”
(Protect the Historic Amador Waterways v. Amador Water Agency (2004) 116 Cal.App. 4th 1099,
1109.)

III. Mitigation Measures

In general, mitigation measures must be designed to minimize, reduce or avoid an
identified environmental impact or to rectify or compensate for that impact. (14 CCR § 15370.)
Where several mitigation measures are available to mitigate an impact, each should be discussed
and the basis for selecting a particular measure should be identified. (14 CCR §
15126.4(a)(1)(B).) A lead agency may not make the required CEQA findings unless the
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administrative record clearly shows that all uncertainties regarding the mitigation of significant
environmental impacts have been resolved.

If the project will have a significant effect on the environment, the agency may approve
the project only if it finds that it has “eliminated or substantially lessened all significant effects
on the environment where feasible” and that any unavoidable significant effects on the
environment are “acceptable due to overriding concerns.” (Pub. Res. Code, § 21081; 14 CCR §
15092(b)(2)(A) and (B).)

DISCUSSION

IV. The Final EIR’s Analysis of Impacts to Biological Resources is Not Supported By
Substantial Evidence.

A. The Final EIR relies on an incorrect definition of special status species.

The County employs a vague and overly restrictive definition of the term “special status
species,” and, as a result, understates the presence of such species and fails to sufficiently
disclose the biological impacts of the Project. The EIR defines “special status species” to
“specifically include[] only species that have been determined to be sufficiently rare to require
analysis under CEQA.” (Final EIR, p. 2-341; Draft EIR, p. 4.3-1.)

The County’s restrictive and vague definition is inconsistent with the CEQA Guidelines.
Special status species are those which “may be protected as threatened or endangered under state
or federal law or are otherwise being tracked by the California Department of Fish and
Wildlife (or the United States Fish and Wildlife Service) or a private organization such as the
California Native Plant Society because the species are declining at a rate that could lead to their
being listed or are otherwise sufficiently rare or threatened enough to warrant monitoring.”
(Practice Under the California Environmental Quality Act (2d. ed. Cal. CEB 2024 § 20.53
[“CEB CEQA Treatise] [emphasis added]; see also Rialto Citizens, 208 Cal.App.4th at 942;
Save Round Valley Alliance v. County of Inyo (2007) 157 Cal.App.4th 1437, 1466 n.16.)
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines instructs that, to determine the significance of a project’s
impacts on biological resources, lead agencies answer the question:

Would the project: a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through
habitat modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or
special status species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the
California Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

(CEQA Guidelines, 14 Cal. Admin. Code, Div. 6 Ch. 3 App. G [emphasis added].) The California
Department of Fish and Wildlife (“CDFW”) maintains a “Special Animals List” as part of the
agency’s California Natural Diversity Database (“CNDDB”) program. (Exhibit C [CDFW
Special Animals List, 2025.) “‘Special Animals’ is a broad term used to refer to all of the animal
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taxa tracked by the ... CDFWTJ] ... CNDDBJ], regardless of their legal or protection status.”
(Exhibit C, p. i.) “This list is also referred to as the list of ‘species at risk’ or ‘special status
species’.” (1d.)

The County’s definition attempts to eliminate the key role recognized by the Guidelines
that CDFW plays in identifying special status species consistently under CEQA. By using a more
restrictive definition, the County has failed to address numerous special status species utilizing
the Project site.

B. Dr. Smallwood’s expert comments and analysis of the Project’s biological
impacts are substantial evidence.

The Final EIR asserts that Dr. Smallwood’s comments and analysis of the Project’s
biological impacts are speculative, specifically taking issue with the scientific models Dr.
Smallwood relies on to draw conclusions about the Project’s wildlife impacts. However, Dr.
Smallwood’s reliance on these scientific models to draw reasonable assumptions and inferences
based on his observations of the Project Site does not render his conclusions regarding the
Project’s impacts speculative. Dr. Smallwood’s findings and conclusions are exactly what
substantial evidence is supposed to be: “facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and
expert opinion supported by facts.” (14 CCR § 15384.)

First, the Final EIR claims that the Species Model Dr. Smallwood relies on to estimate
the number of species that occur on the Project Site is “inherently speculative, inaccurate, and
lacks foundation” because the model was developed for predicting wildlife in Alameda County,
not El Dorado County, where the Project is located. However, the Final EIR “confuses scientific
inference with speculation.” (Ex. A, p. 2.) Dr. Smallwood used the peer-reviewed Species Model
to infer, not speculate, the number of species that may occur on the Project Site. He did this
through the use of an analytical bridge, to “link a finding in one location to the same type of
finding at another location, and to then rely on the pattern at the other location where the pattern
is yet to be known. The use of an analytical bridge is like solving an algebra problem for a term
of unknown value. Analytical bridges have been in use in ecology for a long time.” (Id. at p. 7.)
Here, the Species Model was used to determine something unknown about the Project Site, the
number of species that may occur on the site, based on species occurrence findings at a research
site in Alameda County used to develop the Species Model. (/d.) Dr. Smallwood explains the
veracity of the Species Model:

“The research site is similar to the [P]Jroject [S]ite in topography and ground
cover, and the rates of species detections are similar. My comment letter of 29
August 2024 identifies the research site and describes in detail the surveys that
were completed there. I even provided the graphed relationship between species
detection rates and accumulated survey time across surveys []. Moreover, the
prediction of the analytical bridge for 119 detectable species at the [P]roject [S]ite
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over the period of a year or longer is well on its way to being proven accurate,
because two additional surveys have increased the number of species detected
from 15 to 33 to 46. Additional surveys would continue this trend until about 119
species are detected. The same outcome has been realized at other sites subjected
to repeat surveys over periods longer than one year []. The pattern is repeatable,
and it is therefore sound foundation for drawing scientific inference.”

(Id. at pp. 7-8.) Thus, the Species Model Dr. Smallwood utilized to estimate the number of
species that may occur on the Project Site is anything but speculative. As such, Dr. Smallwood’s
conclusions drawn from his use of this model are substantial evidence.

Second, the Final EIR takes issue with Dr. Smallwood’s estimates regarding impacts to
birds including the loss of avian reproductive capacity through the loss of nesting sites. However,
like the Species Model, the model Dr. Smallwood relied on to estimate the loss of avian
reproductive capacity is peer-reviewed and the research site on which the model is based has
similar characteristics to those of the Project Site. (/d. at 25.) As a result, the model Dr.
Smallwood relied on is suitable for drawing inferences regarding the loss of avian reproductive
capacity at the Project Site.

Third, the Final EIR also asserts that Dr. Smallwood’s conclusion that the Project Site is
important to bird movement in the region is speculative, claiming that “bird species do not
require wildlife corridors to move through an area.” However, Dr. Smallwood explains that
“[b]irds are selective of their flight paths, most species selecting to fly across open space on
migration, dispersal, or home range patrol.” (/d. at p. 29.) For example, golden eagles, which
Madrone determined as having high potential to occur on the Project site, “turn around or veer
away when encountering suburbia” and “do not fly over residential areas to visit open spaces of
only a few acres each.” (/d.) These are not speculative findings, and as such constitute substantial
evidence regarding impacts on bird movement.

Fourth, the Final EIR claims that Dr. Smallwood’s conclusions regarding significant
wildlife fatalities that would be caused by project-generated traffic are speculative. However, Dr.
Smallwood relied on a traffic-caused wildlife mortality study conducted in Contra Costa County
in combination with the VMT estimated for the Project to reach his estimate for the number of
wildlife fatalities that would result from project-generated traffic. This study was used to draw a
reasonable scientific inference. (/d. at p. 30.) As Dr. Smallwood explains: “[g]iven that wildlife
are killed by traffic elsewhere, it is reasonable to conclude that wildlife would be killed by
project-generated traffic.” (/d.) Furthermore, Dr. Smallwood documented traffic-caused wildlife
mortality occurring on Country Club Drive, which runs through the Project Site. (/d.) “Adding
more residents and more automobile traffic to the region would surely contribute to more
wildlife mortality on the region’s roads.” (/d.)
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Lastly, the Final EIR claims that Dr. Smallwood’s method to determine the number of
bird fatalities that would occur due to window collisions is speculative. The Final EIR asserts
that Dr. Smallwood’s method does not consider the locations where the associated modeling
surveys on which Dr. Smallwood relies, does not mention the types of species killed during the
surveys, and does not indicate which special status species would be affected. Dr. Smallwood’s
method is not speculative. The locations for the modeling surveys as well as the affected species
are cited in his comments. (/d. at p. 34.) Furthermore, “[m]any special-status species have been
documented as window collision victims, including local special-status species such as Allen’s
hummingbird, American kestrel, bank swallow, Cassin’s finch, Cooper’s hawk, grasshopper
sparrow, merlin, northern saw-whet owl, peregrine falcon, purple martin, rufous hummingbird,
sharp-shinned hawk, summer tanager, yellow warbler, and yellow-breasted chat.” (1d.)

Dr. Smallwood’s initial and supplemental comments detail his methods for reaching his
conclusions, which are all backed by robust scientific models and reasonable inferences based on
his observations of the Project Site. The Final EIR’s claims that Dr. Smallwood’s conclusions are
speculative are unsubstantiated. Dr. Smallwood’s findings are conclusions are substantial
evidence.

C. The Final EIR’s characterization of the environmental setting is not
supported by substantial evidence

After analyzing the Final EIR, Dr. Smallwood maintains that the environmental setting
has not been accurately characterized for the Project. While the Final EIR states that the Draft
EIR’s analysis of wildlife that may occur on the Project Site was informed by numerous visits as
well as literature review, Dr. Smallwood’s own survey findings indicate that the site supports
much more wildlife, including special status species, than is documented in the Final EIR. (/d. at
p. 11.) As Dr. Smallwood explains:

“Madrone’s biologists detected 15 species and in only two surveys I detected an
additional 31 species . . . Not only does the County need to commit to a sufficient
effort in the environmental review, the effort needs to be performed to standards.
The fact that I can visit the site only twice to detect triple the number of wildlife
species is evidence that the consulting biologists have not performed to standards.
An adequate survey effort is needed . . . both biologists appear more focused on
plant surveys than wildlife surveys . . . Madrone need to deploy one or more
experienced wildlife ecologists, and the ecologists needed to be assigned the sole
task of surveying for wildlife.”

(Id. at pp. 11-12.) Given Dr. Smallwood’s conclusion that Madrone failed to accurately
characterize the environmental setting, including the occurrence likelihoods of special-status
species, the Project’s description of the environmental setting is insufficient and does not
constitute substantial evidence of the Project’s impacts to biological resources.
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D. Significant impacts to wildlife
i. Habitat loss

Dr. Smallwood maintains that the Final EIR fails to sufficiently analyze the loss of avian
reproductive capacity resulting from habitat loss. (Id. at p. 24.) The Final EIR states that with
focused surveys and protections required by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, that impacts to
nesting birds would be less than significant. However, Dr. Smallwood explains that the Final
EIR’s reasoning does not address significant impact he identified, which is the permanent loss of
avian productivity, not the fate of nests at the time of construction. (/d.) While the Final EIR
implies that there would be no significant loss of avian productivity, it provides no support for
this implication. Accordingly, this impact must be considered and analyzed. (/d.)

11. Interference with wildlife movement

Dr. Smallwood maintains that the Project’s interference with wildlife has not been
adequately analyzed. (/d. at p. 28.) The Final EIR “continues to rely on speculation over how the
project would not interfere with wildlife movement in the region. Madrone [] collected no data
that would inform of how wildlife move across the site, and it did not consider any type of
movement other than along a corridor” and [n]o data [was] collected that would support
conclusions over how the [P]roject [S]ite is used by wildlife for movement in the region.” (/d.)
Thus, the Final EIR’s conclusion that the Project would not significantly interfere with wildlife
movement is not supported by substantial evidence.

iii. Wildlife-vehicle collisions

Dr. Smallwood maintains that significant wildlife fatalities that would result from project-
generated traffic have not been sufficiently analyzed. While the Final EIR claims that no new
roads are being proposed and that roadways in and around the Project Site would be traveled at
low speeds, the County provides no support for these claims. On the other hand, Dr. Smallwood
explains that his wildlife fatality estimate did not assume the construction of any new roads and
his own observations of motorists speeding on Country Club Drive runs counter to the Final
EIR’s claim that vehicles would travel at low speeds. (/d. at p. 30.) Thus, the Final EIR has not
provided substantial evidence to support its conclusion that the Project would not result in
significant wildlife mortality due to project-generated traffic.

1v. Bird-window collisions

Dr. Smallwood maintains that the bird-window collisions have not been adequately
analyzed. While the Final EIR claims that common birds are the most likely to collide with
windows, this does not negate Dr. Smallwood’s finding that special-status birds will be
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significantly impacted by window collisions, as “many known special-status species have been
documented as window collision victims. (/d. at p. 34.) Thus, the Final EIR fails to provide
substantial evidence that the Project will not result in significant bird-window collisions.

V. The Final EIR’s Air Quality Analysis is Not Supported by Substantial Evidence
Because a Health Risk Assessment is Required to Evaluate the Project’s Emissions
of Diesel Particulate Matter

The Final EIR asserts that a health risk assessment (“HRA”) is not warranted to evaluate
the Project’s emissions of diesel particulate matter (“DPM”) for the following reasons: (1) DPM
concentrations rapidly disperse from the source of DPM; (2) the Project would comply with off-
road diesel construction equipment regulations; and (3) SWAPE’s screening-level HRA is
erroneous and otherwise not representative of the Project.

A. DPM dispersal does not negate the need for an HRA and is not substantial
evidence that the Project will not result in a significant health risk.

To support its argument that an HRA is not warranted for the Project, the Final EIR cites
the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) Air Quality and Land Use Handbook, stating that
“a key finding of CARB’s Handbook . . . is that emissions of DPM are highly dispersive, and
concentrations diminish rapidly with distance from the source,” and in particular, CARB’s
Handbook “indicate[s] that pollutant concentrations decrease substantially within the first 300
feet from sources of DPM.” (FEIR, p. 2-374.) The Final EIR notes that the nearest sensitive
receptor is 500 feet away from the Project Site and reasons that “dispersion of DPM from
construction equipment would occur similarly to the rapid dispersion of DPM discussed in the
CARB’s Handbook.” (/d.)

However, SWAPE notes that the Final EIR “erroneously extrapolates CARB’s
conclusion” regarding DPM dispersal, explaining that while “pollutant concentrations decline
within the first 300 feet, this does not eliminate the need to prepare an HRA for projects with
sensitive receptors beyond that distance.” (Ex. B, p. 2.) Indeed, “[t]here is no guidance on the
preparation of HRAs indicating that such assessments are unnecessary for projects with sensitive
receptors located farther than 300 feet.” (/d.) Furthermore, the screening-level HRA that SWAPE
prepared demonstrates that the Project’s emissions of DPM would result in a cancer risk of
approximately 27.7 per million, even with the nearest sensitive receptor being 500 feet from the
Project Site. (/d. at p. 4.) SWAPE’s estimated cancer risk is well over the El Dorado County Air
Quality Management District (“EDCAQMD”) cancer risk threshold of 10 per million. (/d.) Thus,
the fact that DPM disperses from the source, does not mean that the Project’s DPM emissions
will not result in a significant cancer risk, as SWAPE’s screening-level HRA indicates.

B. Compliance with off-road diesel construction equipment regulations is not
substantial evidence that the Project will not have a significant health risk.
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The Final EIR provides the Project’s compliance with off-road diesel vehicle regulations
as another reason why an HRA is not warranted. However, compliance with these regulations
does not mean that an analysis of the health risk the Project’s DPM emissions pose is not
required nor does it eliminate the health risk posed by the Project’s use of off-road diesel
construction equipment. Indeed, “[a] regulatory standard [cannot] be applied so as to foreclose
consideration of substantial evidence showing a significant environmental impact from a
project.” (East Sacramento Partnerships for a Livable City v. City of Sacramento (2016) 5
Cal.App.5th 281, 300-301; see Save Our Capitol! v. Dept. of Gen. Servs. (2023) 87 Cal.App.5th
655, 696 [agency’s determination that compliance with LEED and CALGreen building standards
was sufficient to prevent significant light and glare impacts “did not satisfy the demands of
CEQA.”].) Here, SWAPE’s screening-level HRA is substantial evidence that the Project’s
emissions of DPM will create a significant health risk, even assuming that compliance with
applicable regulations will occur. Thus, the Project’s compliance with off-road diesel
construction equipment regulations is not substantial evidence that the Project will not have a
significant health risk.

C. SWAPE’s screening-level HRA is substantial evidence that the Project will result
in a significant and unmitigated health risk.

The Final EIR attempts to discount SWAPE’s screening level HRA and raises the
following issues: (1) SWAPE’s calculations included sources of operational DPM that the Project
will not have; (2) SWAPE’s use of PMjy as a surrogate for DPM inflates the amount of emissions
that would occur; and (3) SWAPE’s calculations assume simultaneous construction on both the
Program Development Area and Study Area.

First, in SWAPE’s supplemental comments, it recognizes that the Project would not have
any sources of operational DPM. However, even without any operational sources of DPM,
SWAPE’s screening-level HRA still shows that the Project’s construction emissions of DPM will
result in a significant health risk. (Ex. B, p. 4.)

Second, the Final EIR’s assertion that SWAPE’s use of PMi as a surrogate for calculating
DPM emissions inflates the amount of emissions that would occur is unsubstantiated. As SWAPE
explains, “the difference between the exhaust PMio and PM> s in the DEIR’s CalEEMOD model
is negligible, so the use of PM2.5 as a surrogate would not result in any meaningful change to the
calculated cancer risk.”

Lastly, while SWAPE’s initial calculations did assume simultaneous construction of both
the Program Development Area and Study Area covering 60.5 acres, SWAPE’s supplemental
comments show new calculations for only the Program Development Area, which covers 30.3
acres. (Ex. B, p. 3.) SWAPE’ new calculations demonstrate that the Project would still result in a
significant cancer risk at 27.7 per million. Furthermore, in its supplemental comments, SWAPE
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thoroughly explains that its calculations were based on the CalEEMod output files provided in
the Draft EIR.

CONCLUSION

For the forgoing reasons, LIUNA respectfully requests that Project’s Final EIR revised to
adequately analyze and mitigate significant impacts and to ensure compliance with CEQA. Thus,
the EIR should be revised and recirculated.

Thank you for your attention to these comments.

Sincerely,

el by

Kylah Staley
Lozeau | Drury LLP
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Shawn Smallwood, PhD
3108 Finch Street
Davis, CA 95616

Bret Sampson, Planning Manager

County of El Dorado

Planning and Building Department

2850 Fairlane Court, Building C

Placerville, CA 95667 22 October 2025

RE: Town & Country Village Project
Dear Mr. Sampson,

I write to rebut the County of El Dorado’s responses to my 29 August 2024 comments
on the DEIR prepared for the proposed Town & Country Village Project. In my rebuttals
below, I further separate some responses by additional alphabetical letters. I do this for
responses to multiple comments or issues under one response number.

Response 11-38: The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration. In addition, with regard to describing the proposed project as a
“piecemeal” project, please see Response to Comment 4-2.

Rebuttal: The Response is internally inconsistent by first claiming my comment does
not address the adequacy of the DEIR, and then by stating my comment letter addresses
the DEIR’s piecemealing of the review. The Response refers me to Response 4-2, which
explains that the lead agency can switch back and forth between programmatic and
project levels of detail. Nevertheless, part of the biological technical report addresses a
proposed project, and another part of it addresses another project that reportedly might
to developed at some undefined later date. I am concerned that the program-level
analysis in this DEIR will later be adopted as an adequate CEQA review for the
additional project, the location of which is not even disclosed in this DEIR.

Response 11-39: The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration.

Rebuttal: The paragraph at issue is not a comment.
Response 11-40: The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The

comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration.

Rebuttal: I disagree. This comment presents the type of reporting that should have
been provided in the DEIR. The biological resource consultants should have reported



details of survey methodology that are essential to interpretation of survey results. The
reporting should have included photographic evidence to the degree that is feasible.

Response 11-41: The comment does not address the adequacy of the Draft EIR. The
comment has been noted for the record and will be forwarded to the decision-makers for
their consideration.

Rebuttal: See my rebuttal to Response 11-40.

Response 11-42: As discussed in more detail in Response to Comment 11-45, the
Species Model that the commenter relies on to estimate the number of species on-site is
inherently speculative, inaccurate, and lacks foundation. Accordingly, any use of this
model to measure purported species “not detected” at the project site is not based on
substantial evidence. CEQA Guidelines Section 15384(a) states the following:
“Argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, evidence which is clearly
erroneous or inaccurate, or evidence of social or economic impacts which do not
contribute to or are not caused by physical impacts on the environment does not
constitute substantial evidence.” In addition, CEQA Guidelines Section 15204
establishes that “an effect shall not be considered significant in the absence of
substantial evidence” (see Pocket Protectors v. City of Sacramento (2004) 124
Cal.App.4th 903, 928; “mere argument, speculation, and unsubstantiated opinion, even
expert opinion, is not substantial evidence.”).

Rebuttal: The Response confuses scientific inference with speculation, but the
differences are large. An inference is a conclusion derived logically from data that are
available about a phenomenon, whereas a speculation is an inconclusive guess or
ponderance on a phenomenon without the benefit of data.

The Response alleges the model I used is inaccurate, but it does not explain how it is
inaccurate or to what degree it is inaccurate. This part of the Response is unfounded.

The Response alleges the model I used lacks foundation, but the model is clearly
founded on data. The model’ underwent peer review and was published in a scientific
journal (Smallwood and Smallwood 2023). The model’s coefficient of determination was
0.98, thus indicating that nearly all the variation in the response variable could be
explained by change in the independent variable.

The Response’s citing of the CEQA Guidelines is misdirected, as it applies to the type of
speculation that is evident in the Response.

Response 11-43: As noted in Responses to Comments 11-42 and 11-45, the
commenter’s use of the Species Model does not represent substantial evidence, as the
model is inherently speculative and not based on substantial evidence.

Rebuttal: Contrary to the Response, observational data are substantial evidence. The
data are even more substantial when they are repeatable, and the repeatability of
observations of phenomena is one of the gold standards of scientific evidence. In fact, I
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repeated the survey one year later than the survey I report in my comment letter of 29
August 2024. This time I started the survey at 06:18 hours on 13 September 2025, and I
walked the same perimeter of the project at the same pace over the same time period,
and I used the same binoculars. Perhaps because the survey was two weeks later into the
fall migration period, I detected six more species than I did last year, and the shape of
the model took on a slightly different shape than last year’s model, but like last year, the
model fit the data reasonably well (Figure 1). The models from last year and this year
shared similarities as well, such as the rate of species detections initially falling below
the lower bound of the 95% confidence interval that I estimated from hundreds of
surveys across California, and the eventual breaching of the lower bound of the 95% CI,
this time a few minutes earlier than the same breach last year. This time, however, the
model predicts many more species were available to be detected had I more time or
more biologists surveying the site with me, again probably because this year’s survey

was further into the fall migration.

Of the 23 species I detected last year, I detected 17 (74%) this year, contributing to a
Serensen Index of Similarity value of 0.61 on a 0 to 1 scale (Serensen 1948). In my
experience, an Index value >0.5 indicates considerable similarity considering the
surveys were separated by one year, and this year’s survey was deeper into the fall
migration. Overall, most of the observations were repeatable, and the rates of species
detections were very similar, thereby lending scientific credibility to the substantial

evidence in my testimony.
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Response 11-44: As noted in Responses to Comments 11-42 and 11-45, the
commenter’s use of the Species Model to predict wildlife on the project site is inherently
speculative and does not represent substantial evidence. Please also see Response to
Comment 11-6 regarding the scope of the Draft EIR’s identification of potential species
on the project site, including reliance on the CNDBB database.

Species are reported to the CNDDB database year-round and are not restricted to a
single site visit. Furthermore, senior expert biologists from Madrone conducted field
surveys on various portions of the project area during different seasons (on April 13,
2022, September 27, 2023, and October 6, 2023) to assess the suitability of habitats
therein to support special-status species. Accordingly, the Draft EIR’s assessment of the
special-status species that may occur on the project site is supported by substantial
evidence.

Rebuttal: The Response defends Madrone’s wildlife data collection, but the comment
at issue — the comment the County labels as 11-44 — had characterized the limitations of
my own data. My comment was intended to explain why I needed to analytically bridge
my data to the data collected from a similar environment over a much longer period of
time. Although I did not say so in comment 11-44, Madrone should have taken a similar
analytical step to contextualize its data. Surveying once in spring and twice in fall is
nothing like bridging to the results of surveys conducted throughout one or more years.
Had Madrone reported its results from each survey separately, it would have provided
the means to reveal the pattern of species detections that would support my point.

My survey findings, which after two surveys include 32 species I found but that
Madrone did not (Table 1), prove that Madrone’s biologists did not find all the species
that were available to be found. Our two survey efforts generated results that look like
they do not even represent the same wildlife community even though they must. The
Serensen Index of Similarity value between the findings of Madrone and myself is 0.38,
which is substantially lower than the Index value between my two surveys. The
difference in Index values resulted from Madrone’s biologists not finding many of the
available species. Again, because the survey effort could not have detected all potentially
occurring special-status species, it was insufficient for assessing habitat other than for
those species that had been detected.

Over three surveys in 2022 and 2023, Madrone detected 15 species of vertebrate
wildlife. My two subsequent surveys added 18 species and another 14 species
respectively, bringing the total to 47 species of vertebrate wildlife. Based on this pattern
of increasing number of species detected with additional surveys, and based on the
patterns seen elsewhere, it is readily obvious that Madrone’s surveys had detected few of
the available wildlife species on the project site, and it is perfectly predictable that more
species would be detected with additional surveys (Figure 2). The survey results-to-date
shown in the left graph reveal the same pattern as resulted at another project site in
Napa County depicted in the right graph of Figure 2. I had sufficient data from the Napa
County site to fit a model, and the model predicts 135 species of diurnally active,



vertebrate wildlife would eventually be found there with additional surveys. A similar

number would be found at the Town & Village site with additional surveys.

Table 1. Species of vertebrate wildlife detected by Madrone’s biologists and by me

(KSS) in either 2024 or 2025.

Detected

Common name Species name Status? Madrone KSS
Acorn woodpecker Melanerpes formicivorus X X
American crow Corvus brachyrhynchos X
American goldfinch Spinus tristis X
American kestrel Falco sparverius BOP X X
Anna's hummingbird Calypte anna X
Barn owl Tyto furcata BOP X

Black phoebe Sayornis nigricans X
Black-tailed jackrabbit Lepus californicus X X
Botta's pocket gopher Thomomys bottae X
Brewer's blackbird Euphagus cyanocephalus X
California kingsnake Lampropeltis californea X
California scrub-jay Aphelocoma californica X X
California towhee Melozone crissalis X X
California vole Microtus californicus X
Common raven Corvus corax X
Cooper's hawk Accipiter cooperil TWL, BOP X X
Coyote Canis latrans X
Deer mouse Peromyscus manicularus X
Desert cottontail Sylvilagus audubonii X
Downy woodpecker Picoides pubescens X
Fox X
Great horned owl Bubo virginianus BOP X
House finch Haemorhous mexicanus X
House wren Troglodytes aedon X
Kangaroo rat Dipodomys X
Killdeer Charadrius vociferus X
Lesser goldfinch Spinus psaltria X
Mourning dove Zenaida macroura X
Mule deer Odocoileus hemionus X
Northern flicker Colaptes auritus X
Northern Pacific rattlesnake Crotalus o. oreganus X X
Nuttall's woodpecker Dryobates nuttallii BCC X
Oak titmouse Baeolophus inornatus BCC X
Racoon Procyon lotor X
Red-shouldered hawk Buteo lineatus BOP X

Red-tailed hawk Buteo jamaicensis BOP X
Red-winged blackbird X

Rock pigeon Columba livia Non-native X




Detected
Common name Species name Status? Madrone KSS
Rufous-crowned sparrow Aimophila ruficeps X
Say's phoebe Sayornis saya X
Turkey vulture Cathartes aura BOP X X
Western bluebird Sialia mexicana X
Western fence lizard Scelophorus occidentalis X X
Western meadowlark Sturnus vulgaris X X
White-breasted nuthatch Sitta carolinensis X X
Yellow-headed blackbird X. xanthocephalus SSC3 X

1 Listed on CDFW’s Special Animals List (https://nrm.dfg.ca.gov/FileHandler.ashx?DocumentID
=109406) as BCC = U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Bird of Conservation Concern
(https://www.fws.gov/sites/default/files/documents/birds-of-conservation-concern-2021.pdf); SSC
= California Species of Special Concern, and SSC1, SSC2 and SSC3 = California Bird Species of
Special Concern priorities 1, 2 and 3, respectively); WL = CDFW’s Taxa to Watch List; BOP =
protected by Birds of Prey (California Fish and Game Code 3503.5, see
https://wildlife.ca.gov/Conservation/Birds/Raptors).
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Figure 2. The cumulative number of wildlife species detected increases with
increasing number reconnaissance surveys at both the project site (left graph), a
reference site in Napa County (right graph) and generally.

Including nocturnally active species, Madrone’s surveys detected less than 10% of the
species of vertebrate wildlife that occur on the project site. This matters to habitat
assessment because the confirmed presence of a species is the surest means of
determining the presence of habitat. Habitat is that part of the environment that is
used by members of a species for survival and reproduction (Hall et al. 1997), and as
observed or measured (Smallwood 2002). In contrast to this clearcut determination of
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habitat, the question of whether a site provides habitat cannot be answered with
certainty for any species that was not detected by the survey or which lacks occurrence
records in the CNDDB or other positive-sighting databases. In fact, so long as the
geographic range overlaps the site and the environment appears conceivably useful to
the species, concluding the species is absent or of low likelihood of occurrence would
not be consistent with the precautionary principle in risk analysis (National Research
Council 1986). And it is for these species that detection survey protocols have been
formulated; the principle of these protocols is to ensure that a sufficient survey effort
involving appropriate methods have been implemented in support of any absence
determination.

Madrone (2024) failed to (1) complete a sufficient survey effort, (2) focus sufficiently
on detecting species of wildlife, (3) report essential methodological details needed to
interpret the survey findings, and (4) appropriately interpret its survey findings. These
deficiencies left too many species undetected and therefore subject to high uncertainty
in habitat analysis, and they prevented any comparative analysis of what was found to
what should have been expected to have been found.

Response 11-45: As stated above in Response to Comment 11-42, the commenter’s use
of the Species Model to predict wildlife on the project site is inherently speculative and
not supported by substantial evidence.

The commenter notes that the Species Model was developed during previous research
while surveying the annual grasslands of the Altamont Pass Wind Resources Area in
Alameda County. However, the comment does not explain how a survey model for
predicting wildlife in Alameda County is at all predictive of wildlife located in El Dorado
County, where the proposed project is located. Accordingly, in addition to the Species
Model being inherently speculative, use of the Species Model to predict the amount of
wildlife at the project site lacks the site-specific details necessary to rise to the level of
substantial evidence under CEQA.

Rebuttal: The Response mixes two modeling efforts together, but my comments in my
letter of 29 August 2024 clearly separate them. The first, which I addressed earlier, is a
best-fit model to data from a single survey on a single date. The second, which is
addressed in my comments the County labels 11-45, is a best-fit model to the cumulative
increase in species detections over many surveys spanning multiple years at a research
site. This second model was used in what is known as an analytical bridge to link a
finding in one location to the same type of finding at another location, and to then rely
on the pattern of a sequence of findings at one location where the pattern is known to
predict the pattern at the other location where the pattern is yet to be known. The use of
an analytical bridge is like solving an algebra problem for a term of unknown value.
Analytical bridges have been in use in ecology for a long time.

The research site is similar to the project site in topography and ground cover, and the
rates of species detections are similar. My comment letter of 29 August 2024 identifies
the research site and describes in detail the surveys that were completed there. I even
provided the graphed relationship between species detection rates and accumulated
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survey time across surveys (Figure 2 in that letter). Moreover, the prediction of the
analytical bridge for 119 detectable species at the project site over the period of a year or
longer is well on its way to being proven accurate, because two additional surveys have
increased the number of species detected from 15 to 33 to 46. Additional surveys would
continue this trend until about 119 species are detected. This same outcome has been
realized at other sites subjected to repeat surveys over periods longer than one year
(Figure 3 and 4). The pattern is repeatable, and it is therefore sound foundation for
drawing scientific inference.
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Response 11-46: Please see Responses to Comments 11-44 and 11-7.

The Draft EIR is not required to inventory all biological species within the project site
boundaries where the Draft EIR provides sufficient explanation of the proposed
project’s effects.

Rebuttal: My comments did not state that an inventory is necessary. My comments
were instead warning that the 15 species detected by Madrone’s biologists should not be
treated or discussed in the DEIR as if those 15 species represent the species inventory.
Many more species occur on the project site than the 15 species found by Madrone’s
biologists.

Ideally a species inventory would benefit the characterization of the wildlife community,
but obtaining an inventory would be extremely costly and probably never satisfactory
because it would never be known with certainty that all the species of the wildlife
community had truly been detected. All this said, the value of surveying until most of
the species of a site have been detected is that as the number of species of known
occurrence increases, the number of species of uncertain occurrence decreases, and as
this latter number decreases so do the uncertainties over habitat assessments. A species
detection is the most certain form of habitat assessment, whereas habitat assessments of
species of unknown occurrence must rely on assumptions and often poor knowledge of
what truly composes the species’ habitat. For example, if 150 species of vertebrate
wildlife compose the wildlife community of the project site, which is probably a
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reasonable estimate, then Madrone’s 15 species known to occur on the site leaves 135
species of uncertain occurrence and therefore in need of habitat assessment. And 135
habitat assessments would introduce a large amount of uncertainty to the
characterization of the existing environmental setting.

There are three legitimate ways to assess habitat for species yet to be detected on a
project site. The simplest approach — and the approach that would be consistent with
the Precautionary Principle — is to assume presence, and then to formulate a mitigation
strategy accordingly. Another approach would be to resume surveys or to initiate more
appropriate surveys to either detect the species or to obtain sufficient evidence in
support of a defensible determination of absence. A third approach is to determine
occurrence likelihood through what is known as habitat association analysis. Scientific
inference can be drawn from experience elsewhere to link species occurrences with
vegetation complexes or other categorized environmental settings, or it can be
speculated. Evidence of the use of inference would include citations to the relevant
scientific literature or comparisons to other projects or references sites where similar
environments have been found to support or not support the species at issue. Evidence
of speculation includes the lack of citations to specific sources, the lack of comparison to
findings elsewhere, overly narrow descriptions of a species habitat, and the splitting of
habitat into alleged functional parts such as “breeding habitat” or “foraging habitat”
(Habitat is habitat, some of which provides breeding opportunities and some of which
provides opportunities for foraging or refuge, but all of functions are critical to survival
and reproduction.) Speculated habitat associations are prone to error, and occurrence
records often fail to comport with determinations of species occurrence likelihood. As I
commented, this is a problem with the DEIR’s habitat assessments.

Response 11-47a: The commenter mischaracterizes what type of analysis is required
in an EIR’s discussion of existing environmental setting. According to CEQA, the
description of the environmental setting shall be no longer than is necessary to provide
an understanding of the significant effects of the proposed project in order to give the
most accurate and understandable picture of the project’s likely near- and long-term
impacts (see CEQA Guidelines Section 15125[a]).

Rebuttal: My comment does not suggest that the EIR’s discussion of the existing
environmental setting should be longer than necessary to provide understanding of
potentially significant effects. My comment merely lays out the types of information
needed to understand the environmental setting sufficiently to predict impacts. If one
does not know which species are present, other than the 15 species detected by
Madrone, then one lacks the foundation for predicting impacts. The CEQA guidance
cited in the Response does not justify an inadequate characterization of the existing
environmental setting.

Response 11-47b: The commenter fails to allege any near- or long-term impacts the
proposed project may have on the special-status species allegedly located on the project
site.
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Rebuttal: Not in the comment at issue, but I most certainly do predict project impacts to
special-status species as a result of the project. My predictions begin under the section
headed, Potential Biological Impacts.

Response 11-47¢c: Furthermore, as discussed in detail in Responses to Comments 11-6,
11-7, 11-44, and 11-46, the assessment of the species likely to occur at the project area is
supported by substantial evidence, including a review of literature, field surveys, and
habitat analysis. The Draft EIR extensively describes the physical setting of the project
area and the habitat extant therein (see page 4.3-2 to 4.3-8 of the Draft EIR) to provide
the public an understanding of the proposed project and the potential impacts of the
project on the biological resources found on-site. As noted in Responses to Comments
11-6 and 11-7, the analysis is based on review of relevant literature and databases, as well
as multiple field surveys. The methods of evaluating the proposed project included a
review of the project plans, literature review of biological resources occurring on the site
and surrounding vicinity, multiple field visits, and an investigation of the various habitat
conditions found on-site.

Field surveys were conducted on the project site, the existing conditions of the project
area are well-documented, and the methods for research and field collection conducted
for the BRA were consistent with accepted standards. Accordingly, the analysis
represents substantial evidence supporting the description of the existing environmental
setting on the site, and the adequacy of the BRA that was conducted by expert biologists.

Rebuttal: The question is whether the information compiled in the review is sufficient,
and more importantly, whether the information is appropriately analyzed and
interpreted. Even the detection of only 15 species of vertebrate wildlife can be sufficient
so long as the reporting acknowledges that many other species occur on the site, and the
wildlife community is much richer in species than the survey findings can support in
evidence.

Response 11-48: As noted in detail in Responses to Comments 11-6, 11-44 and 11-46,
the Draft EIR’s analysis of wildlife that may occur on the project site is informed by
numerous visits to the site by expert biologists as well as extensive literature review.
Accordingly, the Draft EIR’s analysis regarding potential biological impacts at the
project site, including its discussion of the environmental setting, is supported by
substantial evidence.

Rebuttal: Madrone’s biologists detected 15 species, and in only two surveys I detected
an additional 31 species. Had Madrone detected 0 species, would the Response continue
to be that surveys were performed so therefore the DEIR presents substantial evidence?
Not only does the County need to commit to a sufficient effort in the environmental
review, but the effort needs to perform to standards. The fact that I can visit the site only
twice to detect triple the number of wildlife species is evidence that the consulting
biologists have not performed to standards. An adequate survey effort is needed, and it
needs to be conducted by qualified biologists. This Response and other Responses
characterize Madrone’s biologists as skilled, and technical report characterizes them as
senior biologists. However, both biologists appear more focused on plant surveys than
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on wildlife surveys, and regardless I can only know what I see of what they found.
Madrone needed to deploy one or more experienced wildlife ecologists, and the
ecologists needed to be assigned the sole task of surveying for wildlife.

Response 11-49: As noted in detail in Responses to Comments 11-6, 11-44 and 11-46,
the Draft EIR contains extensive analysis and investigation of potential biological
resources that may be located on the project site. The Draft EIR is supported by
substantial evidence. In criticizing the adequacy of the environmental review, the
comment mischaracterizes the requirements of CEQA, as CEQA does not require an EIR
to provide an exhaustive list of every species that may be found on or near a project site.
Accordingly, the analysis of the project’s potential impacts to biological resources is
adequate and supported by substantial evidence.

Rebuttal: My comment does not demand an exhaustive list of wildlife species. The
comment states that the biologists surveyed a large area on only three dates in pursuit of
five survey objectives. It is no wonder that the botanists who were assigned the task of
surveying for wildlife along with multiple additional objectives on only a few dates
managed to detect only 15 species of wildlife. The Response does not address my
comment.

Response 11-50a: As stated in the BRA, Madrone conducted three protocol-level
surveys: an aquatic resources delineation, a special-status plant survey, and an oak
resources inventory. All three surveys document static resources; therefore, time of day
and survey duration are not required to be recorded. Special-status plant surveys must
be conducted at the time of year that the target plants are in bloom, and the report for
that survey documented that component.

Rebuttal: My comment obviously did not go to these protocol-level surveys, which
were not the types of surveys to be conducted for wildlife. This part of the Response is a
misdirection.

Response 11-50b: The surveys conducted for the BRA were reconnaissance-level, and
the BRA does not suggest that the surveys were comprehensive for all wildlife species on
the site. With respect to a checklist of habitat elements, the Madrone biologists
conducting the surveys have decades of experience with plant and wildlife species in the
region, and are able to analyze habitat suitability without the aid of checklists.

Rebuttal: The Madrone biologists are described in Madrone (2024) as more
specialized on rare plants and invertebrates, but it is certainly possible that the
biologists have ample experience with vertebrate wildlife as well. However, the few
vertebrate species detected by Madrone’s biologists indicate that they are less
experienced with vertebrate wildlife, and if this is true, then their skills at assessing
habitat may have been inadequate. Regardless, habitat assessment is most effective by
either detecting the species on the site or by completing a survey effort that is sufficient
for defending an absence determination. If biologists were so skilled as to be able to
determine the presence or absence of a species through visual inspection of the
environmental setting alone, then there would be no need for protocol-level detection
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surveys. I concede that biologists can make such determinations in the coarsest sense,
such as determining that oak titmouse is absent from a site entirely devoid of trees, or
determining western spadefoot is absent from a site entirely devoid of seasonal
wetlands, but otherwise the skills alleged in the Response are fantastical and unrealistic.

As an aside, there is no such thing as suitable habitat, because the converse would be
that there is such a thing as unsuitable habitat. Habitat is habitat, and it is defined as
that part of the environment that is used by members of a species for survival and
reproduction (Hall et al. 1997). Suitable habitat is redundant, and as such it is
meaningless (see Krausman 2015).

Moreover, Madrone’s determinations of habitat suitability (aka, habitat) comported
poorly with species occurrence records.

Response 11-50c¢: The commenter mischaracterizes the type of analysis required by
CEQA, as a lead agency is not required to conduct every recommended test and perform
all recommended research to evaluate the impacts of a proposed project. As detailed in
Responses to Comments 11-6, 11-44 and 11 46, the Draft EIR contains extensive analysis
of the investigation of potential biological resources that may be located on the project
site, which is supported by substantial evidence in both the Draft EIR and the BRA.

Rebuttal: The Response mischaracterizes my comment, as my comment does not
argue for “every recommended test” and all research to evaluate the impacts of the
project. My comment does not even address the impacts analysis, which was to come in
later comments. What my comment addresses, and which the Response ignores, is the
lack of reporting of what methods Madrone’s biologists implemented in the field.
Madrone does not report the start times or durations surveys, both of which are
essential to comparative analysis. And in fact, there is no comparative analysis of the
survey findings in the DEIR. The survey findings are presented without any context of
what would normally be found with similar survey efforts, or at similar locations or at
similar times of year. There is no reporting of confidence intervals or measures of
uncertainty, and there is no reporting of anything that would assist the reader in
understanding the meaning of the findings.

Response 11-51a: The statement made in the comment on how “the detection of
wildlife species is the surest means of assessing whether a site supports habitat” is
untrue. The detection of wildlife species is the surest means of assessing whether a
particular species is present. However, the analysis in the Draft EIR is not based on
presence or absence of species, but rather on whether the species has the potential to be
present. As stated in Response to Comment 11-50 above, the Madrone biologists were
not conducting comprehensive wildlife species surveys, as such surveys are not a
required component of a CEQA analysis. Instead, the biologists focused on documenting
habitat for the species, which is a required component of a CEQA analysis.

Rebuttal: The presence of a species is the most reliable test of whether the place at
issue provides habitat. The most fundamental measure of habitat is the observed
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occurrence of one or more members of a species. Measures to weight habitat are based
on use and availability analysis of various types (see Smallwood 2002 for a review).

The Response claims that the DEIR’s analysis is based not on presence but on the
potential for a species to be present. However, the potential for a species to be present is
not assessable without having observed members of the species in similar settings as the
site at issue. A potential presence must be informed by past observations of presences
and absences. In fact, this process must rely on the drawing of inference from data from
other locations, which is a process that previous responses to my comments claimed is
inappropriate because it relies on speculation (it does not). This hypocrisy aside, there
are multiple problems with the drawing of inferences from presence and absence
observations from other similar settings as the project site. One problem is that many
such observations are needed to draw sound inferences, and it is unlikely that
Madrone’s biologists would have accumulated enough such observations for every
special-status species to be as skilled as the County claims. Another problem is that
habitat is not always occupied when it is surveyed, because animal populations and
centers of activity naturally shift every few generations or so, and animals with large
home ranges might be present on a site only once every week or so. For these reasons,
and because many special-status species are either rare or cryptic (or both), protocol-
level detection surveys are relied upon to either detect the species or to provide
defensible evidence of absence. Unless detection surveys have been implemented at all
sites whose environmental settings resemble that of the project site, then the absence
observations in the biologist’s experience is not helpful. These problems, and others, are
the sources of uncertainty in habitat assessment in lieu of actual detections of species on
the project site.

Regarding the Response’s claim that the DEIR’s analysis goes to the potential of a
species to be present, I must point out that the DEIR and the Response present no
foundation for such an analysis, such as a data set from which such potential could be
calculated. And anyway, there is not as much of a difference between determining the
potential of occurrence and determining presence/absence. A species given no potential
for occurrence is the same as determining it is absent. Determining low, moderate or
high potential for occurrence is not the same as determining presence, but these types of
determinations can be misleading. Take the white-tailed kite, for example. My employee
and I compared our reconnaissance survey findings throughout the geographic range of
white-tailed kite over the past five years, comparing whether we detected white-tailed
kite as functions of proximity of occurrence records and survey duration. Using logit
regression analysis, we found that the probability of detection of white-tailed kite was
certainly highest on sites where the species had already been documented to occur, but
that the probability was always greater than zero so long as sufficient survey effort was
invested. Even at sites where the nearest occurrence records were relatively distant, the
species could be detected with greater survey effort. Ultimately, determinations of low,
moderate and high occurrence potential are equivalent to a determination of present.
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Response 11-51b: As discussed in detail in Responses to Comments 11-6, 11-44, 11-46,
and 11-50, the findings in the Draft EIR are supported by substantial evidence partially
based on multiple site visits by biological experts from Madrone. Furthermore, a lead
agency has discretion to employ the survey methodology of its choice so long as it is
supported by substantial evidence. CEQA does not require an EIR to provide an
exhaustive list of every species that may be found on or near a project site; the
commenter’s assertions with regard to possible reasons the alternative model detected
more species than during filed surveys conducted by Madrone biological experts is
speculative and does not constitute substantial evidence.

Rebuttal: Most of this Response merely repeats claims in previous Responses. The
argument that lead agencies have discretion over the level of effort is true, but it does
not mean that the conclusions following from the effort are accurate or at all adequate to
the CEQA’s objectives. Enough of an effort must be made to satisfy the CEQA’s principal
objectives of conserving he environment.

Response 11-52: As detailed in Response to Comment 11-45, the commenter’s use of
the Species Model is inherently speculative and does not represent substantial evidence
of wildlife types or amounts on the project site. Further, as discussed in Responses to
Comments 11-6, 11-44, 11-46 and 11 50, CEQA does not require an EIR to provide an
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exhaustive list of every species that may be found on or near a project site and a lead
agency has discretion to employ the survey methodology of its choice so long as it is
supported by substantial evidence. Despite the commenter’s assertion that the project
site requires further surveys, the environmental setting is properly characterized in the
Draft EIR and is supported by substantial evidence.

Rebuttal: The Response merely repeats earlier Responses, but it avoids responding to
my comment that Madrone’s survey effort was deficient.

Response 11-53a: Madrone has conducted a full set of protocol-level special-status
plant surveys; the report documenting the methodology and results of those surveys is
included as Attachment E to the BRA (see Appendix E to the Draft EIR). As stated in the
report, the surveys were conducted in accordance with the Guidelines for Conducting
and Reporting Botanical Inventories for Federally Listed, Proposed, and Candidate
Plants (USFWS 2000), the Botanical Survey Guidelines of the California Native Plant
Society (CNPS 2001), and Protocols for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special
Status Native Plant Populations and Natural Communities (CDFW 2018). The survey
included five survey dates and visits to available reference populations of target plant
species to ensure that the target plants were identifiable at the time of the survey. In
addition, the surveys were floristic in nature, which means that all plant species
observed on-site were identified to the taxonomic level necessary to determine rarity.
Thus, if a special-status plant was present but not on the target list, the plant would have
been detected and documented. A total of 205 plant species were documented during
the course of the surveys.

Rebuttal: Madrone (2024) achieved many but not all the minimum standards of
CDFW (2018), but the standards that were unmet were the most important of the
standards (Table 2). Though five surveys were completed, one was a throwaway survey
outside the breeding season in October, and the two surveys of the second year were
spaced by only one month. The first three botanical surveys doubled as wildlife surveys
and included multiple other simultaneous objectives as well, which means they were not
focused on rare plants. Most importantly, Madrone (2024) and the Response
misrepresent the detection probabilities associated with surveys for biological resources.
According to Madrone (2024:1) and the Response, “if a special-status plant was present
but not on the target list, it would have been detected and documented.” This assertion
implies perfect detection, which is widely known in ecology to be untrue.
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Table 2. Summary crosswalk of survey steps completed and CDFW’s (2018) minimum standards of survey conduct.

Was the
Standard in CDFG (2018) Assessment of surveys completed | standard
met?
Purpose and Timing to adequately disclose potential impacts
pursuant to CEQA
Qualifications
Knowledge of plant taxonomy and natural community ecology Summary of qualifications provided Yes
Familiarity with plants of the region, including special status plants Summary of qualifications provided Yes
Familiarity with natural communities of region, including sensitive natural Summary of qualifications provided Yes
communities
Experience with the CNDDB, BIOS, and Survey of California Vegetation No information provided Assume
Classification and Mapping Standards yes
Experience conducting floristic botanical field surveys as described in this Summary of qualifications provided Yes
document, or experience conducting such botanical field surveys under the
direction of an experienced botanical field surveyor
Familiarity with federal, state, and local statutes and regulations related to Summary of qualifications provided Yes
plants and plant collecting
Experience analyzing the impacts of projects on native plant species and No information provided Assume
sensitive natural communities yes
Survey Preparation
Compile relevant botanical information in the general project area to provide | Reviewed CRPR and CNDDB Partial
a regional context, i.e., data base review, and to generally identify vegetation
and habitat types potentially occurring in the project area based on biological
and physical properties (e.g., soils) of the project area
Develop list of special status plants and sensitive natural communities with Yes

potential to occur within the vegetation and habitat types identified (special
status plants and sensitive natural communities in a project area may not be
limited to those on the list)

Survey Design
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Was the

Standard in CDFG (2018) Assessment of surveys completed | standard
met?
Survey extent should cover entire project area, including areas that will be Covered 81.8 acres Yes
directly or indirectly impacted by the project, and adjoining properties
Use systematic field techniques, e.g., parallel transects, in all habitats of the Surveyed on foot along rough transects | Yes
project area to ensure thorough coverage
Survey at the times of year when plants will be both evident and identifiable, | Perhaps not the September and October | Probably
usually during flowering or fruiting surveys for most species; only one yes
survey during blooming periods of big-
scale balsamroot, Red Hills soaproot,
dwarf downingia, and Tuolumne
button-celery
Space (multiple) survey visits throughout the growing season to accurately April and fall one year, and only April Marginal
determine what plants exist in the project area and May the second year
When special status plants are known to occur in the type(s) of habitat Reference sites were visited for half of Partial
present in a project area, observe reference sites to determine whether those | the target species
plants are identifiable at the times of year the surveys take place; Describe
reference site(s), if visited, and phenological development of special status
plant(s) at those reference sites
Survey Methods
Identify names and qualifications of botanical field surveyor(s) Names reported Yes
Dates of surveys (indicating the botanical field surveyor(s) that surveyed each | Dates reported Yes
area on each survey date)
Total person-hours spent No information No
Discuss survey preparation methodology No information No
List special status plants and sensitive natural communities with potential to | Lists are reported in the main biological | Yes
occur in the region; identify all taxa to level necessary to determine whether technical report
they are special status
Describe and map the area surveyed relative to the project area Survey area was the project area Yes
Reporting
Describe the proposed project Yes
Discuss all adverse conditions in the botanical survey report No mention No
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Was the

Standard in CDFG (2018) Assessment of surveys completed | standard
met?

Document all plant taxa observed Yes

Detailed data and maps for all special status plants and sensitive natural “No special status species were Yes

communities detected observed”

Report specific geographic locations where the special status plants and NA

sensitive natural communities were found, usually via GPS

Site-specific characteristics of occurrences, such as associated species, habitat NA

and microhabitat, structure of vegetation, topographic features, soil type,

texture, and soil parent material. If in wetland, describe direction of flow and

integrity of surface or subsurface hydrology and adjacent off-site hydrological

influences as appropriate

The number of individuals in each special status plant population as counted NA

(if population is small) or estimated (if population is large)

Percentage of each special status plant in each life stage such as seedling, NA

vegetative, flowering, and fruiting

Density of special status plants NA

Digital images of special status plants and sensitive natural communities in NA

the project area, with diagnostic features

Detailed map of the project area that identifies topographic and landscape Yes

features and includes a north arrow and bar scale

Vegetation map of project area using Survey of California Vegetation Yes

Classification and Mapping Standards at thematic and spatial scale that

allows the display of all sensitive natural communities

Soil map of the project area Yes

Describe biological setting, including all natural communities, geological and Yes

hydrological characteristics, and land use or management history

Discuss potential for a false negative botanical field survey Reports perfect detection of all rare No
plants

Discuss how climatic conditions may have affected survey results No

Discuss how survey timing may affect comprehensiveness No

List references used, including persons contacted and herbaria visited Yes
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Response 11-53b: CEQA does not require an agency to undertake a protocol-level
survey when assessing whether a project would affect special-status species, and a lead
agency may employ other survey methodologies, such as reconnaissance-level surveys,
as long as the methodology is supported by substantial evidence. As discussed in detail
in Responses to Comments 11-44 and 11-46, the Draft EIR’s findings, as supported by
the BRA, constitute substantial evidence with respect to the project’s analysis of
potential impacts on special-status species that may be found on the site.

Rebuttal: The stated condition, “as long as the methodology is supported by
substantial evidence,” is backwards. A methodology is intended to acquire substantial
evidence, not the other way around as implied by the conditional phrase in the
Response.

In fact, detection surveys are intended to obtain substantial evidence. One type of
evidence provided by detection surveys is presence of the target species. Detection
surveys are formulated to provide survey personnel with a reasonable likelihood of
detecting the species if the species is indeed present. The other type of evidence
provided by detection surveys is absence of the target species at the time of the
survey(s). So long as the site is within the species’ geographic range and the site’s
condition is conceivably supportive of members of the species, the negative finding of a
properly implemented detection survey is the only evidence that can be used to support
an absence determination. The finding of a detection survey qualifies as substantial
evidence. Unfortunately, Madrone (2024) does not provide this type of evidence in
support of its many absence determinations applied to species of wildlife.

There are many aspects of environmental review that are not required by the CEQA, but
which are expected by biologists because these aspects of review are needed for
achieving the CEQA'’s principal objectives. The flowchart in Figure 6 identifies the most
common steps taken to predict project impacts and to determine the significance of
impacts. None of the steps needed to assess species occurrence likelihoods are
specifically required by the CEQA, but biologists understand that these steps are
necessary. If one is to accurately characterize the wildlife community, then one needs to
learn which species might occur there, so a desktop review is needed, and so is a
reconnaissance-level visit. The reconnaissance-level visit is also needed to assess which
special-status species detection surveys are needed in support of presence-absence
determinations.

Should any of the steps in Figure 6 not be taken, or should any of the steps have been
completed incompletely or inadequately, then the remaining uncertainties of the wildlife
community’s composition should be reported, impact predictions and significance
determinations tempered, and the mitigation strategy adjusted to accommodate the
uncertainties. But this is not what is happening in this EIR inclusive of the Responses to
comments.
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Assess species occurrence likelihoods

1. Desktop review
a. Species geographic range overlap or database occurrence records
b. Crosswalk habitat associations with mapped ground cover

2. Reconnaissance survey/Habitat assessment

3. Detection surveys for special-status species

Characterize wildlife community
4. Lists of species detected and of those expected but
not yet detected, and any known trends

Note: Impact predictions and %

significance determinations have Ol"tc—c_)m(_as

been of unknown accuracy in the 5. Predict impacts

absence of experimental 6. Formulate mitigation strategy
measurement 7. Determine significance of impacts

Figure 6. General flow of information from the gathering stage through the
characterization of the existing environment to predictions of impacts and their
significance.

Response 11-54: As detailed in Responses to Comments 11-44 and 11-46, the analysis
of biological resources on the project site, including the literature review, conducted by
Madrone consistent with generally accepted industry standards and included in the
Draft EIR and BRA, are extensive and constitute substantial evidence under CEQA.

Rebuttal: The Response cites industry standards without actually citing any
substantial guidelines document or other source of the standards. Which industry
standards?

There exist industry standards in the forms of guideline documents and the scientific
literature. The CDFW (2018) rare plant survey guidelines could have been followed
more closely. The detection survey guidelines for multiple wildlife species could have
been implemented. The California Natural Diversity Data Base (CNDDB) could have
been used as intended by the CNDDB, instead of for using lack of CNDDB records to
determine multiple species are absent. A I noted my comment letter, the CNDDB
specifically warns against using the CNDDB in the manner in which Madrone (2024)
uses it. The EIR’s conclusions about special-status species of plants and wildlife are not
based on industry standards.

Response 11-55a: Lead agencies have discretion to employ survey methodologies of
their choosing, so as long as the choice of methodology is supported by substantial
evidence. As discussed in detail in Responses to Comments 11-6, 11-44 and 11-46, the
Draft EIR’s findings, as supported by the BRA, constitute substantial evidence about the
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project’s analysis of potential impacts on special status species that may be found on the
project site.

Rebuttal: See my rebuttal to the preceding Response.

Response 11-55b: The additional databases noted in the comment letter (eBird and
iNaturalist) provide occurrence data that is not confirmed or verified by the resource’s
agencies. As a result, the two databases are not generally reliable, and thus, are not used
as references for understanding current site conditions. Furthermore, although not
referenced in the Draft EIR, the BRA used the eBird website to examine whether bald
eagles may be present near the site, in addition to the other desktop searches described
above (see page 31 of the BRA).

Rebuttal: According to the Response, Madrone (2024) relies on eBird despite its
assertion that eBird is not reliable. This inconsistency of the Response aside, the
assertion that eBird and iNaturalist are unreliable is readily refuted.

As to the issue of verifiability of occurrence records, the CNDDB deserves credit for the
screening it requires of posted records. The standards are appropriately high. However,
postings to eBird and iNaturalist are also scrutinized by built-in filters and by other
users of the databases, including by professionals at Cornell University Lab of
Ornithology. Documentation of observations is also often provided in the form of
photographs and written notes. I have found a few errors in both databases, usually
involving immature birds mistaken as other species. Overall, however, accuracy has
been high and sufficiently trustworthy to have resulted in a large and growing list of
papers published in the peer-reviewed scientific literature. Hundreds (1,180 through
2024) of peer-reviewed papers have resulted from analysis of eBird data over the past
decade (https://science.ebird.org/en/research-and-conservation/publications). The same cannot
be said of the CNDDB.

More importantly, my comment goes to the way in which Madrone (2024) uses the
CNDDB. The CNDDB specifically warns against using the CNDDB in the manner in
which Madrone (2024) uses it. Lack of CNDDB records should not be used to determine
a species absence, which is what Madrone does. If no surveys had been conducted by
professional biologists prior to Madrone’s surveys, then there would be no CNDDB
occurrence records only because no surveys had been to supply the records.

Response 11-56: As discussed in detail in Response to Comment 11-55, the Draft EIR
uses a variety of sources to determine whether special-status species would be
significantly impacted by the proposed project, and the choice of methodology is within
the sound discretion of the lead agency if backed by substantial evidence, as is the case
here. Furthermore, CEQA requires that information developed in EIRs be incorporated
into a database, such as CNDDB, which may be used for subsequent or supplemental
environmental determinations (see PRC Section 21003[¢e]).

Rebuttal: The Response does not address my comment.
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Response 11-57: As noted in detail in Response to Comment 11-55, the information
within the alternative databases cited by the commenter (i.e., eBird and iNaturalist) is
unreliable, and not verified by any resource’s agencies. Further, page eight of the BRA
specifically states that the BRA conducted an additional review of any special-status
species known to occur in the region, but not identified in any of the aforementioned
database searches. CEQA does not require a lead agency to adopt any particular
methodology so long as the methods used to determine significant impacts to biological
resources are supported by substantial evidence, as is the case here.

Rebuttal: The premise of the Response in not supported by more than 1,000 scientific
papers in the peer-reviewed literature based on eBird records. As for the claim of having
used addition review of special-status species not identified in the database searches, it
would be helpful to identify the sources. The bottom line is that available occurrence
records provide evidence of 106 special-status species near enough to the project site to
warrant habitat assessments, while the EIR addresses only 23 of these species.

Response 11-58: Please see Responses to Comments 11-55 and 11-57. Furthermore,
analysis of Swainson’s hawk habitat located in Contra Costa County is not substantial
evidence that Swainson’s hawk would be affected by the proposed project, which is
located in El Dorado County.

Rebuttal: See my rebuttal of Responses 11-42 and 11-51a. My drawing of inferences of
species observations elsewhere is the basis of habitat associations that are used in
habitat assessments. Madrone (2024) presumably practices the same sort of habitat
assessment.

Response 11-59: The comment alleges that the existing environmental setting for the
proposed project has not been accurately characterized, and several important types of
potential impacts have been inadequately analyzed, including impacts from habitat loss,
interference with wildlife movement, wildlife automobile collision mortality, and bird-
window collision mortality. The commenter provides specifics regarding these claims in
subsequent comments; responses to the substance of the comments are provided below.

Rebuttal: The Response is only a summary of my comment.

Response 11-60a: The comment fails to present any evidence that the proposed
project would have direct impacts to the reproductive capacity of any species in
particular. In addition, as discussed throughout this chapter, a lead agency has
discretion to employ survey methodologies of its choosing, so as long as the
methodology is supported by substantial evidence.

Rebuttal: Providing direct evidence of an impact before it happens would be
impossible, but it is readily predictable that reproductive capacity would be reduced for
any and all species likely to breed on the project site. Such species can include most of
not all the bird species listed in Table 1, as well as many other bird species. Through
scientific inference, analysts rely on evidence of impacts from other projects to predict
impacts at a given project (see Figure 4). Smallwood and Smallwood (2023) measured
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impacts of development projects on numerical abundance and species richness, but not
on productivity. It is reasonable to expect, however, that substantial declines in species
richness and animal abundance would correspond with substantial declines in wildlife
productivity.

Response 11-60b: Furthermore, Impact 4.3-7 of the Draft EIR analyzes potential
impacts to nesting birds and raptors protected under the MBTA and CFGC either
directly (e.g., cause a wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten to
eliminate an animal community) or through substantial habitat modifications. The Draft
EIR recognizes that the project area provides suitable nesting habitat to accommodate
nesting songbirds and raptors protected under the MBTA and CFGC.

Rebuttal: Recognizing that the project area provides nesting opportunities to birds is
not an impacts analysis nor an impact prediction.

Response 11-60c¢: Because disturbance to or destruction of migratory bird eggs,
young, or adults is in violation of the MBTA and is considered a potentially significant
impact, the Draft EIR contains protections for nesting birds in Mitigation Measure 4.3-
7, which requires conducting focused surveys for various types of protected bird species
prior to ground disturbance or other construction activities. If birds are found during
the focused surveys, then mandatory protections are put in place to protect these birds
consistent with the MBTA. However, as discussed on page 4.3-52 of the Draft EIR and
based on substantial evidence, the proposed project’s impacts to nesting birds would be
less-than-significant. In addition, the comment’s concern with all bird species, including
species that are not special-status, potentially nesting in the future is considered
speculative.

Rebuttal: The Response does not address my comment, which is about the permanent
loss of avian productivity, and not about the fate of nests at the time of construction. The
Response fails to explain how my comment is speculative on the grounds that my
comment addresses all birds rather than only special-status species of birds. This part of
the Response makes no sense.

Response 11-60d: As a final point in this response, it is noted that preconstruction
nesting bird surveys are not solely focused on counting the number of bird nests, but
also observing nesting behavior to detect nesting birds and aid in identifying nesting
birds whose nests may otherwise be difficult to detect. Nesting bird behavior is readily
observable by a qualified biologist, and such can include, carrying nest material,
carrying food, frequent activity near a particular location (e.g., flights to/from), etc.

Rebuttal: Sometimes nesting behavior is readily observable by a skilled biologist, but
oftentimes it is not. If nesting behavior was always readily observable, no nests would
survive savvy predators, which are always looking for cues of nesting and nest locations.
Unless the County commits to requiring many surveys by qualified biologists to ensure
that all nesting birds are found and salvaged or protected by no-disturbance buffers, it
must be understood that nests would be destroyed by the project, and that all nest sites
would be permanently lost. Compensatory mitigation is warranted.
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Response 11-61a: The comment is not based on observations of actual nests on the
project site and instead is based on a speculative estimate of nest attempts based off
averaging the amount of nests in sites that are unrelated to the project site. The study
site that the commenter chose to compare to the project site is not comparable to the
project site. The vast majority of impacts associated with the proposed project would
occur in annual grassland, while the study site the commenter chose is comprised of two
types of tree-dominated communities (orchard and riparian), both of which support
more nests than grasslands. The commenter then averages the results of his study site
with two other prior studies: Young (1948) and Yahner (1982). Young analyzes a five-
acre site comprised of a mowed lawn interspersed with hedges of medium to tall shrubs
and trees. In addition, the entire site analyzed by Young is surrounded by a pond and
lake. Overall, the Young site does not bear any resemblance to the on-site grasslands
potentially impacted by the proposed project. Yahner analyzes nest densities in
“farmstead shelterbelts,” which are described in the article as “wooded islands.” Similar
to the Young study, such a description cannot be extrapolated as comparable to the
grasslands within the project site. As such, none of the three study sites used to build the
model discussed in the comment have any similarity to the project site; therefore, the
results of the model are not applicable. Because the comment does not show any direct
impacts on nesting sites as a result of the proposed project and fails to detail what types
of nesting birds may be affected, the comment is inherently speculative and does not
represent substantial evidence of a significant impact to nesting birds.

Rebuttal: The Response portrays the project site as a grassland, but only a portion of
the site is grassland. The site is composed of riparian woodland and oak woodland
savannah inclusive of wetland seeps. The bird community and its likely total nesting
density should both be similar to the sites I selected for drawing inference. Moreover,
the Response cites no evidence in support of the notion that on-site avian productivity
differs significantly from the sites I selected, nor does the Response introduce evidence
in support of its implied assertion that no permanent loss of avian productivity would
result from the project.

Response 11-61b: Further, as detailed in Response to Comment 11-60, because
disturbance to or destruction of migratory bird eggs, young, or adults is in violation of
the MBTA and is considered a potentially significant impact, the Draft EIR contains
protections for nesting birds as provided in Mitigation Measure 4.3-7. The
implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.3-7 involves conducting focused surveys for
various types of protected bird species prior to ground disturbance or other construction
activities. If birds are found during the focused surveys, then mandatory protections are
put in place to protect these birds consistent with the MBTA. However, as discussed on
page 4.3-52 of the Draft EIR and based on substantial evidence, the proposed project’s
impacts to nesting birds would be less-than-significant. In addition, the comment’s
concern with all bird species, including species that are not special-status, potentially
nesting in the future is considered speculative.
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Rebuttal: Again, the Response only addresses the nests that would be active during the
preconstruction survey. It does not address my comment, which is about permanent loss
of avian productivity that would result from the loss of nest sites.

Response 11-62a: As detailed in Responses to Comments 11-60 and 11-61, the analysis
contained in the comment fails to show any direct impact the project would have on any
special-status bird species.

Rebuttal: Multiple of the bird species observed on the project site are special-status
species (see Table 1). It is reasonable to assume that the species in Table 1 breed on site.
Therefore, these species would be directly affected by loss of nest sites and permanent
loss of productivity.

Response 11-62b: The comment’s use of formulaic estimates to determine the amount
of birds that may be affected by the project is inherently speculative and therefore does
not constitute substantial evidence.

Rebuttal: My use of a simple model does not meet the definition of speculative, as I
noted earlier. The model was peer-reviewed and published in a leading scientific journal
(Smallwood 2022). On the other hand, the DEIR could have addressed this impact, but
it did nothing about it. Even a bit of speculation in the EIR would be better than no
analysis at all of the potential impact. The potential impact is too big to ignore.

Response 11-63: As detailed in Responses to Comments 11-60 and 11-61 above, the
comment’s estimates are inherently speculative and do not constitute substantial
evidence of the project’s potential impacts on nesting birds. Furthermore, the
commenter’s position is largely based on difficulties in detecting nests, but see the
survey methodology explained in Response to Comment 11-60 whereby it is explained
that biologists rely on detecting readily observable nesting behavior to identify nesting
birds. Please see Response to Comment 11-99 regarding compensatory mitigation for
the project’s oak woodland impacts.

Rebuttal: The Response only repeats earlier Responses, which I already rebutted.

Response 11-64a: The Draft EIR examined the potential impacts the proposed project
could potentially have on wildlife movement and whether development of the project
would interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish
or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory corridors, or impede
the use of native wildlife nursery sites, under Impact 4.3-12. The above emphasis on
“substantially” is important and overlooked by the commenter. Appendix G of the CEQA
Guidelines includes the following threshold question in Section IV, Biological
Resources:

Would the project:
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d) Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife
corridors, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites?

Importantly, the question being asked is whether the project would substantially
interfere with the movement of any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife species
or with established native resident or migratory wildlife corridors. The commenter’s
neglect in recognizing this important distinction is instructive. The Draft EIR does not
claim that the proposed project would not interfere with wildlife movement, but rather
that the proposed project would not substantially interfere with wildlife movement, for
the reasons set forth in the Draft EIR. The analysis is supported by substantial evidence
in the Draft EIR using the analysis found in the BRA, which was based on both literature
review and site visits.

Rebuttal: I did not overlook the word “substantially.” I commented that considering
the degree of habitat fragmentation that has already taken place in the region of the
project site, the loss of the project site’s open space would exacerbate the project’s
interference with wildlife movement. I commented that Madone’s standard for
determining the significance of this interference is flawed because it does not consider
the habitat fragmentation that has already happened.

Response 11-64b: The commenter states that “suburban residential development
surrounds the Project area in all directions but the south, but U.S. 50 borders the south
side of the Project. As habitat fragmentation has progressed in the area, the area’s
capacity to support wildlife movement in the regio