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1 INTRODUCTION
 

The final environmental impact report (Final EIR) for the Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan (project)
consists of this response to comments document, which includes comments on the draft environmental impact report 
(Draft EIR), responses to those comments, and revisions to the Draft EIR. This document has been prepared by the 
County of El Dorado (County), as lead agency, in accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) and the State CEQA Guidelines (California Code of Regulations [CCR] Section 15132). 

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THIS FINAL EIR 
CEQA requires a lead agency that has prepared a Draft EIR to consult with and obtain comments from responsible 
and trustee agencies that have jurisdiction by law with respect to the project and to provide the public with an
opportunity to comment on the Draft EIR. This document is the mechanism for responding to these comments. The 
Final EIR has been prepared to present and respond to comments received on the Draft EIR and to present 
corrections, revisions, and other clarifications and amplifications to the Draft EIR made in response to these 
comments as well as County staff initiated edits. The Final EIR will be used to support the County’s decision regarding 
whether to approve the Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan Project. 

This Final EIR will also be used by CEQA responsible and trustee agencies to ensure that they have met their 
requirements under CEQA before deciding whether to approve or permit project elements over which they have 
jurisdiction. It may also be used by other state, regional, and local agencies that have an interest in resources that
could be affected by the project or that have jurisdiction over portions of the project. 

1.2 PROJECT LOCATION 
The project is located in El Dorado Hills, California, an unincorporated area of El Dorado County approximately 23
miles east of Sacramento and 20 miles west of Placerville (see Draft EIR Figure 2-1). U.S. Highway 50 passes through 
the region one-half mile north of the project site. 

Existing land uses adjacent to the project site include the existing Phase I development to the north (see Draft EIR 
Figure 2-2); single-family residential uses along Monte Verde Drive (Creekside Greens Development) to the east; and 
Latrobe Road, which borders the western boundary of the site. The southernmost portion of the site tapers to a point
just before the intersection of Latrobe Road and Monte Verde Drive. 

The project site occupies approximately 16.8 acres. The northernmost portion contains a graded, gravel-covered area 
used for additional parking for the existing Phase I development. The remainder of the site consists of nonnative 
annual grassland with rock outcroppings scattered throughout the property. Elevations range from 575 to 640 feet
above sea level with slopes ranging between 10 percent and 40 percent. 

1.3 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 
The objectives of the project are to: 

 capitalize on the site’s proximity to a major transportation corridor within El Dorado Hills; 

 expand the adjacent Montano De El Dorado retail center (Phase I) with retail, hospitality, and office uses (Phase II); 

 provide for the safe and efficient movement of pedestrians and vehicles; 

 provide product choice to residents while reducing sales outflow to other counties; and 

 provide high quality investment within El Dorado Hills to create jobs and sales tax revenue to the County. 

County of El Dorado 
Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan Final EIR 1-1 21-0376 K 5 of 132



   

  
      

    
  

  
   

  
 

  
   

  
  
   

        
   

 

  

   
  

      

      
     

    
    

          
       

    
      

    
  

     

   
      

   
  

   
     

  

 

  
  

   
  

Introduction	 Ascent Environmental 

1.4 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF THE PROJECT 
The proposed project would expand the existing Montano De El Dorado retail center (Phase I) to include additional 
retail space, an office building, hotel, and a small amphitheater through the development of Phase II located south of 
Phase I. Phase II would consist of a total of 10 buildings for a total floor area of approximately 75,400 square feet and 
143,900 square feet of commercial and office uses. The project would also include the provision of outdoor special 
events within existing Phase I and within the proposed amphitheater and parking lots within Phase II. 

1.5 MAJOR CONCLUSIONS OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL ANALYSIS 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15382 defines a significant effect on the environment as “a substantial, or potentially
substantial, adverse change in any of the physical conditions within the area affected by the project, including land, 
air, water, minerals, flora, fauna, ambient noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance.” Sections 3.1 through 
3.13 of the Draft EIR describe in detail the significant environmental impacts that would result from implementing the 
project. Chapter 4 of the Draft EIR provides a discussion of cumulative and growth-inducing impacts. Table ES-1 of 
the Draft EIR summarizes the environmental impacts and mitigation measures discussed in these sections. 

For the following environmental issue areas, one or more impacts have been identified as significant and 
unavoidable; that is, no feasible mitigation is available to reduce the project’s impacts or the project’s contribution to 
cumulative impacts to a less-than-significant level: 

 Project construction activities would generate noise levels substantially higher than ambient conditions.
Mitigation has been recommended to reduce this impact. However, the mitigation measures would not
completely offset this impact. Therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable (see Impact 3.10-1). 

 Site preparation and grading may include blasting to remove rock outcroppings. Vibration levels generated from 
blasting activities would exceed the Federal Transit Administration’s criteria for human disturbance for “infrequent 
events” at sensitive receptors located within 230 feet and would exceed the California Department of Transportation’s 
criteria for structural damage to normal buildings at locations within 80 feet of the blasting site. Because the exact 
locations where blasting would be conducted are not known at the time of writing this EIR, it is possible that project-
related blasting activity could expose people and buildings to levels of ground vibration that exceed these standards. 
Mitigation has been recommended to reduce this impact. However, the mitigation measures would not completely 
offset this impact. Therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable (see Impact 3.10-2). 

 The project would increase vehicle miles traveled under project and cumulative conditions. Mitigation has been
recommended to reduce this impact. However, the mitigation measures would not completely offset this impact.
Therefore, the impact would be significant and unavoidable (see Impacts 3.12-1 and 4-14). 

1.6 CEQA PUBLIC REVIEW PROCESS 
On May 29, 2020, the County of El Dorado released the Draft EIR for a 45-day public review and comment period 
that was later extended to close on July 28, 2020. The Draft EIR was submitted to the State Clearinghouse for 
distribution to reviewing agencies and posted on the County’s website (http://www.edcgov.us/government/planning). 

A public hearing was held on June 25, 2020, to receive input from agencies and the public on the Draft EIR. The 
hearing was held during a special meeting of the Planning Commission at 8:30 a.m. The hearing was recorded and is 
available for viewing through the County’s website at 
https://eldorado.legistar.com/MeetingDetail.aspx?ID=782800&GUID=FE356F39-463A-4885-AC6F-
34E3B0A04DC7&Options=info|&Search=. 

As a result of these notification efforts, written and oral comments were received from agencies, organizations, and 
individuals on the content of the Draft EIR. Chapter 2, “Responses to Comments,” identifies these commenting parties, 
presents their respective comments, and presents responses to these comments. None of the comments received, or
the responses provided, constitute “significant new information” by CEQA standards (CCR Section 15088.5). 
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1.7 ORGANIZATION OF THE FINAL EIR 
This Final EIR is organized as follows: 

 Chapter 1, “Introduction,” describes the purpose and intended uses of the Final EIR, summarizes the Montano De 
El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan and the major conclusions of the Draft EIR, provides an overview of the 
CEQA public review process, and describes the content of the Final EIR. 

 Chapter 2, “Responses to Comments,” contains a list of all the parties who submitted comments on the Draft EIR 
during the public review period; copies of the comment letters received; a summary of comments received 
during the June 25, 2020, public hearing; and responses to the comments. 

 Chapter 3, “Revisions to the Draft EIR,” presents revisions to the Draft EIR text made in response to comments, or
to amplify, clarify, or make minor modifications or corrections to the text. Changes in the text are signified by 
strikeouts (strikeouts) where text is removed and by underline (underline) where text is added. 

 Chapter 4, “References,” identifies the sources of information used for the analysis presented in this document. 

 Chapter 5, “List of Preparers,” identifies the lead agency contacts, as well as the preparers of this Final EIR. 
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2 RESPONSES TO COMMENTS
 

This chapter contains comment letters received during the public review period for the Draft EIR, which concluded on 
July 28, 2020, including summaries of comments received during the June 25, 2020, Planning Commission public 
hearing. In conformance with Section 15088(a) of the State CEQA Guidelines, written responses were prepared 
addressing comments on environmental issues received from reviewers of the Draft EIR. 

2.1 LIST OF COMMENTERS ON THE DRAFT EIR 
Table 2-1 presents the list of commenters, including the numerical designation for each comment received, the 
author or speaker of the comment, and the date of the comment. 

Table 2-1 List of Commenters 

Letter No. Commenter Date 

AGENCIES 

A1 California Department of Toxic Substances Control June 8, 2020 

A2 Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians June 16, 2020 

A3 El Dorado County Air Quality Management District July 9, 2020 

A4 California Department of Fish and Wildlife July 10, 2020 

A5 California Department of Transportation July 28, 2020 

ORGANIZATIONS 

O1 El Dorado County Historical Society June 2, 2020 

O2 El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee June 23, 2020 

O3 Pacific Gas and Electric Company July 8, 2020 

O4 El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee July 23, 2020 

O5 Preserve EDH July 28, 2020 

INDIVIDUALS 

I1 Nancy DeRodeff May 31, 2020 

I2 Josh Carroll June 11, 2020 

I3 Kerry Draper June 23, 2020 

I4 Christine Gaewsky June 24, 2020 

I5 Jessica Anderson June 24, 2020 

I6 Shalini Pandey June 26, 2020 

I7 Susan Rhoades June 26, 2020 

I8 Brenda Boissevain June 26, 2020 

I9 Jerry Barton June 29, 2020 

I10 Jackson Properties June 30, 3030 

I11 Erik Mikkelsen July 5, 2020 

I12 Unknown (.txt file) July 5, 2020 

County of El Dorado 
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Table 2-1 List of Commenters 

Letter No. Commenter Date 

PUBLIC HEARING ON THE DRAFT EIR (06/25/2020) 

PH1 James Williams, Planning Commissioner June 25, 2020 

PH2 Jon Vegna, Planning Commission Chair June 25, 2020 

PH3 James Williams, Planning Commissioner June 25, 2020 

PH4 Jeff Hansen, Planning Commissioner June 25, 2020 

PH5 Jon Vegna, Planning Commission Chair June 25, 2020 

PH6 James Williams, Planning Commissioner June 25, 2020 

PH7 Jon Vegna, Planning Commission Chair June 25, 2020 

PH8 Julie, Creekside Resident June 25, 2020 

PH9 Christy G., Creekside Resident June 25, 2020 

2.2 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
The written and oral comments received on the Draft EIR and the responses to those comments are provided below. 
The comment letters and oral comments made at the public hearing are reproduced in their entirety and are 
followed by the response(s). Where a commenter has provided multiple comments, each comment is indicated by a 
line bracket and an identifying number in the margin of the reproduced comment. 
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2.3 AGENCIES 
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Ascent Environmental	 Responses to Comments 

Letter A1 	 California Department of Toxic Substances Control 
Gavin McCreary, Project Manager 
June 8, 2020 

A1-1	 The comment introduces the email attachment that is the complete comment letter from the 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control. Thank you for providing comments on the Draft 
EIR. The reader is referred to the responses to comments A1-2 through A1-9. 

A1-2	 The comment provides a summary of the project description. Comment noted. Draft EIR Chapter 2, 
“Project Description,” provides a complete description of all project details. 

A1-3	 The comment states that the Draft EIR should acknowledge the potential for historic or future activities
on or near the project site to result in the release of hazardous wastes/substances and acknowledge
the possible need for further studies, investigations, or remediation. 

As discussed in Section 3.8, “Hazards and Hazardous Materials,” the Draft EIR described the potential 
presence of hazards and hazardous materials on and near the project site and discussed the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (Phase I ESA) prepared for the project. The Phase I ESA did not identify 
the presence or likely presence of hazardous substances the Phase II portion of project site related to a 
past release or conditions that pose a material threat of a future release to the environment. The Phase 
I portion of the project site has already been developed with commercial structures and, because of
the age and type of development, is not considered a potential source of contamination. Draft EIR 
Impact 3.8-1 concluded that implementing the project would result in a less-than-significant impact 
because the project must adhere to existing regulations and comply with the safety procedures 
mandated by applicable federal, state, and local laws and regulations that would minimize the risks 
resulting from the routine transportation, use, storage, or disposal of hazardous materials or
hazardous wastes associated with construction and implementation of the project. 

A1-4	 The comment recommends soil sampling and analysis for aerially deposited lead before any intrusive 
activities are performed on the project site. 

Soil testing by the California Department of Transportation and others along roads heavily traveled 
before 1987 indicates that aerially deposited lead from the historical use of leaded gasoline may be 
present in the surface soil of the unpaved shoulders. The lead is generally attributed to emissions from 
vehicles with internal-combustion engines powered by leaded gasoline. The phasedown of lead in 
gasoline began in 1974 when, under the authority of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1970, the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency introduced rules requiring the use of unleaded gasoline in new cars 
equipped with catalytic converters. The introduction of catalytic converters for control of hydrocarbon,
nitrous oxide, and carbon monoxide emissions required that motorists use unleaded gasoline because
lead destroys the emissions control capacity of catalytic converters. By the early 1980s, gasoline lead 
levels had declined about 80 percent as a result of both the regulations and fleet turnover. Beginning 
in 1992, lead was banned as a fuel additive in California. 

A review of aerial photographs of the project vicinity reveals that Latrobe Road and White Rock Road
were two-lane roads until at least 2002. Because these roads were small and not likely to have been 
heavily traveled before 1987, it is unlikely that there would be substantial concentrations of aerially 
deposited lead on the project site. Also, the Phase I ESA prepared for the project evaluated the 
potential for hazardous conditions and materials to be on the project site and concluded that there 
were no recognized environmental conditions (RECs) or historical recognized environmental conditions
(HRECs), and no further action was recommended (Youngdahl 2017a:16). No lead contamination was
identified in soil exploratory test pit data (Youngdahl 2017b). 

A1-5 The comment states that if any sites in the project area have been used or are suspected of having 
been used for mining activities, proper investigation for mine waste should be discussed in the EIR. 

County of El Dorado 
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As noted on Draft EIR page 1-5, no mineral extraction operations exist at the property, and there are 
no oil and gas extraction wells on or in the vicinity of the property. The Phase I ESA noted that 
although a study of aerial photographs from various years indicates mining activities east of the project 
site, there were no RECs or HRECs, and no further action was recommended (Youngdahl 2017a:16). 
Thus, the Phase I ESA indicated that further investigation for mine waste was not needed. 

A1-6 The comment states that if buildings or other structures are to be demolished on the project site, 
surveys should be conducted for the presence of various potentially hazardous building materials. 

As discussed on Draft EIR page 2-1, the Phase I area has already been constructed, and the Phase II site 
is undeveloped. Thus, the project would not involve any building demolition, and there is no need 
for surveys for the presence of hazardous building materials. 

A1-7 The comment states that if the project would require the importation of soil to backfill any excavated
areas, proper sampling should be conducted to ensure that the imported soil is free of contamination. 

As noted on Draft EIR page 2-41, grading activities would result in approximately 201,800 cubic yards of
cut and 31,700 cubic yards of fill with up to 170,100 cubic yards of soil to be exported off-site. Because 
the project would export soil but not import soil, no testing of imported soils would be needed. 

A1-8 The comment states that if the project site has been used for agricultural, weed abatement, or related 
activities, proper investigation for organochlorinated pesticides should be discussed in the EIR. 

The Phase I ESA noted that the project site has been primarily vacant and that there are no RECs or
HRECs on the project site (Youngdahl 2017a:16). Thus, additional investigation for organochlorinated 
pesticides is not needed. 

A1-9 The comment concludes the California Department of Toxic Substances Control’s comments and 
provides contact information for follow-up. Comment noted. 
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Letter A2	 Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians 
Daniel Fonseca, Cultural Resource Director 
June 16, 2020 

A2-1	 The comment introduces the email attachment that is the complete comment letter from the Shingle 
Springs Band of Miwok Indians. Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The reader is 
referred to the responses to comments A2-2 through A2-4. 

A2-2	 The comment states that the Most Likely Descendant, Daniel Fonseca, would like to initiate the 
consultation process with the County regarding the Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II project to 
address the cultural and historic resource issues, pursuant to the regulations implementing Section
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Assembly Bill 52. 

As discussed on Draft EIR page 3.4-4, the County contacted the following tribes in a letter dated 
August 2, 2017, as recommended by the Native American Heritage Commission: Ione Band of Miwok 
Indians, T’si-Akim Maidu, Nashville-El Dorado Miwok, Washoe Tribe of Nevada and California, 
United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria (UAIC), Shingle Springs Band of Miwok 
Indians, and Wilton Rancheria. The letters were transmitted via the U.S. Postal Service and included a 
brief description of the project and a location map. UAIC responded to request consultation for this 
project. Consultation activities included a field survey with UAIC staff and inclusion of mitigation
recommended by UAIC. Because the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians did not respond to the 
County’s August 2017 invitation to consult under Assembly Bill 52 within the 30-day period, the 
County was unable to engage in consultation with the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians. 
However, the County encourages the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians to continue to 
participate in the public review process for this project before the Planning Commission and Board 
of Supervisors. 

A2-3	 The comment requests copies of all completed record searches and surveys that were conducted in
and around the project site up to and including environmental, archaeological, and cultural reports.
The County sent these requested materials to the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indians on October 
6, 2020. 

A2-4	 The comment formally requests that the Shingle Springs Band Of Miwok Indians be added as a 
consulting party in identifying any Tribal Cultural Properties that may exist within the project's Area of 
Potential Effects and provides additional contact information. 

The County acknowledges the Shingle Springs Band of Miwok Indian’s request. The tribe will be 
provided with formal notification of any discoveries that may be of Native American origin. 

County of El Dorado 
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Letter A3	 El Dorado County Air Quality Management District 
Lisa Petersen, Air Quality Engineer 
June 9, 2020 

A3-1	 The comment notes that all mitigation measures recommended by the El Dorado County Air Quality 
Management District (AQMD) have been incorporated into the EIR. Thank you for providing
comments on the Draft EIR. Comment noted. 

A3-2	 The comment states that AQMD has reviewed the Draft EIR and summarizes AQMD’s understanding 
of the project. Comment noted. Draft EIR Chapter 2, “Project Description,” provides a complete
description of all project details. 

A3-3	 The comment states that AQMD reviewed and approved the air quality analysis by Sycamore 
Environmental Consultants and proposed measures to mitigate the operational greenhouse gas 
emissions. The comment also states that the Draft EIR includes these proposed measures and all other 
measures requested in AQMD’s previous comment letters. The comment concludes that AQMD has no
further comments. Comment noted. 
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appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding those aspects of the Project that 
CDFW, by law, may be required to carry out or approve through the exercise of its own 
regulatory authority under the Fish and Game Code. 

CDFW ROLE 

CDFW is California's Trustee Agency for fish and wildlife resources and holds those 
resources in trust by statute for all the people of the State. (Fish & G. Code,§§ 711.7, subd. (a) 
& 1802; Pub. Resources Code,§ 21070; CEQA Guidelines§ 15386, subd. (a).) CDFW, in its 
trustee capacity, has jmisdiction over the conservation, protection, and management of fish, 
wildlife, native plants, and habitat necessary for biologically sustainable populations of those 
species. (id.,§ 1802.) Similarly, for purposes ofCEQA, CDFW is charged by law to provide, 
as available, biological expertise during public agency environmental review efforts, focusing 
specifically on projects and related activities that have the potential to adversely affect fish and 
wildlife resomces. 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION SUMMARY 

Proponent: El Dorado County 

Objective: The objective of the Project is to expand the existing Montano de El Dorado retail 
center in Phase I to include additional retail space, an office building, hotel, and a small 
amphitheater. Phase II will consist of a total of 10 buildings for a total floor area of 
approximately 75,400 square feet and 143,900 square feet of commercial and office uses. 

Location: The City of El Dorado Hills, in El Dorado County, at the cross streets of Latrobe 
Road and White Rock Road, 38°38'39.9"N 121 °3'59.2"W. 

COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

CDFW offers the following comments and recommendations to assist El Dorado County in 
adequately identifying and/or mitigating the Project' s significant, or potentially significant, 
direct and indirect impacts on fish and wildlife (biological) resources. 

A4-1 
cont. 

A4-2 

A4-3 

Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental 
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Deferred Mitigation 
CEQA Guidelines §15126.4 (a)(I)(B) states that formulation of mitigation measures should 
not be deferred until some future time. The environmental document lists a number of 
mitigation measures for biological resources that rely on future approvals or agreements as a 
means to bring identified significant environmental effects to below a level of significance. 
Because there is no guarantee that these approvals or cooperation with all of the involved 
entities will ultimately occur, the mitigation measures are unenforceable and do not reduce the 
impacts to biological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 relies on future consultation with CDFW for designation of 
no-disturbance buffers and development of appropriate mitigation measures for direct 
and indirect impacts to prevent loss of big-scale balsamroot plants. It is the 
recommendation of CDFW that a botanist meeting all qualifications under, Protocols 
for Surveying and Evaluating Impacts to Special Status Native Plant Populations and 
Natural Communities (CDFW 2018), provide measures to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate impacts to big-scale balsamroot within the Mitigation, Monitoring, and 
Reporting Program. These measures should be enforceable and not reliant on CDFW 
approval for implementation. 

Mitigation Measure 3 3-2 relies on future consultation with CDFW for determining 
protection buffers for occupied burrows. CDFW recommends avoiding deferred 
mitigation by developing appropriately sized buffers as deemed by a qualified biologist 
mitigation in conj unction with the, CDFW Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation 
(CDFW 2012). For example, the Staff Report contains the following table for 
reference. 

Location Time of Year Level of Disturbance 
Low Medium High 

Nesting Sites April I-Aug 200 m* 500m 500m 
15 

Nesting Sites Aug 16-0 ct 200m 200m 500m 
15 

Nesting Sites Oct 16-Mar 50m l OO m 500m 
31 

*meters (m) 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 relies on future consultation with CDFW for determining the 
size of no-disturbance buffers for nesting birds. The proposed Project should disclose 
all potential activities that may incur a direct or indirect take to non-game nesting birds 
within the Project footprint and its close vicinity. Appropriate avoidance, 
minimization, and/or mitigation measures to avoid take must be included in the 
environmental document. Measures to avoid the impacts should include species 
specific work windows, biological monitoring, installation of noise attenuation 
barriers, etc. 

A4-4 

A4-5 

A4-6 

A4-7 
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Letter A4 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
Caitlyn Oswalt, Environmental Scientist
June 10, 2020 

A4-1 The comment is introductory in nature and discusses the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 
(CDFW) regulatory authority and role as a trustee agency for fish and wildlife resources. Thank you
for providing comments on the Draft EIR. Comment noted. 

A4-2 The comment provides a summary of the project. Comment noted. Draft EIR Chapter 2, “Project 
Description,” provides a complete description of all project details. 

A4-3 The comment states that CDFW offers the following comments and recommendations to assist the 
County with identifying and/or mitigating impacts on fish and wildlife resources. Comments and 
recommendations are responded to in the responses to comments A4-4 through A4-13. 

A4-4 The comment cites State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), which states that formulation of 
mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time. The comment states that the Draft 
EIR lists a number of mitigation measures for biological resources that rely on future approvals or 
agreements as a means to bring identified significant environmental effects to below a level of
significance. The comment states that because there is no guarantee that these approvals or this 
cooperation with all the involved entities would ultimately occur, the mitigation measures are
unenforceable and would not reduce the impacts on biological resources to a less-than-significant level. 

As further addressed in the responses to comments on the Draft EIR biological resource mitigation 
measures, State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) allows for lead agencies to establish
performance standard mitigation measures: 

The specific details of a mitigation measure, however, may be developed after project
approval when it is impractical or infeasible to include those details during the project’s 
environmental review provided that the agency (1) commits itself to the mitigation, (2)
adopts specific performance standards the mitigation will achieve, and (3) identifies the
type(s) of potential action(s) that can feasibly achieve that performance standard and that
will considered, analyzed, and potentially incorporated in the mitigation measure. 

Mitigation measures provided in the Draft EIR are consistent with this requirement under CEQA. 

A4-5 The comment states that Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 relies on future consultation with CDFW
for designation of no-disturbance buffers and development of appropriate mitigation measures but 
that CDFW recommends that a botanist provide measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts on
big-scale balsamroot and that these measures should be enforceable and not reliant on CDFW
approval for implementation. 

Mitigation Measure 3.3-1 requires that a qualified botanist conduct protocol-level surveys for special-
status plants, including big-scale balsamroot, during the blooming period of identified listed species 
having potential to occur on the project site (approximately March to June). The measure also provides 
steps to be taken if any special-status plants are found and the requirement to achieve no net loss 
through preservation, enhancement, creation, or restoration. Because the mitigation measure provides 
performance standards that must be achieved, the measure is legally enforceable by the County and is 
consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B). This mitigation measure also addresses 
circumstances in which the special-status plant species are not identified on the project site. 

A4-6 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 relies on future consultation with CDFW for 
determining protection buffers for occupied burrows and that CDFW recommends avoiding deferred 
mitigation by developing appropriately sized buffers. 

2-20 
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Ascent Environmental	 Responses to Comments 

Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.3-2 requires that a qualified botanist conduct burrowing owl surveys 
within the project site and the 1,500-foot buffer as no burrowing owls are currently known to occur the
site but may in the future prior to project construction. The measure also provides steps to be taken if 
any active burrows are found and includes the requirement to mitigate the loss of occupied habitat in 
accordance with guidance provided in the CDFW 2012 Staff Report on Burrowing Owl Mitigation. 
Because the mitigation measure provides performance standards that must be achieved, the measure 
is legally enforceable by the County and is consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)(1)(B). 

A4-7	 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 relies on future consultation with CDFW for 
determining the size of no-disturbance buffers for nesting birds. The comment also states that the 
project should disclose all potential activities that may incur a direct or indirect take of nongame 
nesting birds and that the EIR include appropriate avoidance, minimization, and/or mitigation 
measures to avoid take. 

Draft EIR Impact 3.3-3 states that the project would result in vegetation removal and conversion of 
grassland habitat, which could disturb these nesting birds if they are present when project 
construction occurs, potentially resulting in nest abandonment, nest failure, or mortality of chicks or 
eggs (see Draft EIR page 3.3-16). Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.3-3 limits vegetation removal to the 
nonbreeding season (September 1 to January 31), requires that a qualified botanist conduct 
preconstruction surveys for nesting birds, and establish protective buffers for nesting birds identified 
onsite. The measure also provides steps to be taken if any active nests are found and includes the 
requirement to establish a no-disturbance buffer, to be determined by the qualified biologist in 
consultation with CDFW, that would reflect birds’ tolerance to construction activities (as suggested in
the comment). Because the mitigation measure provides performance standards that must be
achieved, the measure is legally enforceable by the County and is consistent with State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B). 

A4-8	 The comment states that all measures to protect nesting birds should be performance based and 
provides an example of such a measure. The reader is referred to the response to comment A4-7. 

A4-9	 The comment states that CDFW recommends that the environmental document include measures that 
are enforceable and that do not defer the details of the mitigation to the future. Mitigation Measures
3.3-1, 3.3-2, and 3.3-3 all specify that preconstruction surveys and protection measures are to be
implemented before construction activities and/or other ground disturbance. The reader is referred to 
the responses to comments A4-4 through A4-7. 

A4-10	 The comment states that CDFW concludes that an EIR is appropriate for the project. Comment noted. 

A4-11	 The comment requests that any special-status species and natural communities detected during 
project surveys be reported to the California Natural Diversity Database. Comment noted. If any 
special-status species or natural communities are detected during project surveys, they will be reported 
to the California Natural Diversity Database. 

A4-12	 The comment states that the project would have an impact on fish and/or wildlife and that assessment 
of filing fees is necessary. If the EIR be certified and the project approved, the appropriate fees would 
be paid concurrent with filing of a notice of determination. 

A4-13	 The comment concludes CDFW’s comments and provides additional contact information. Comment 
noted. 
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STATE OF CALIFORNIA-CALIFORNIA STATE TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
DISTRICT 3 
703 B STREET 
MARYSVILLE, CA 95901 
PHONE (530) 741-4286 

Making Conservation 
a California Way of Life. 

TTY 711 
www.dot.ca.gov/dist3 

July 28, 2020 

Tom Purciel 
Associate Planner 
County of El Dorado 
Planning and Building Department, Planning Division 
2850 Fairlane Court, Building C 
Placerville, CA 95667 

Montono De El Dorado Phase I and II Moster Pion 

Dear Mr. Purciel: 

GTS# 03-ED-2017-00179 
SCH# 2017072027 

Thank you for including the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the 
Initial Consultation review process for the project referenced above. The mission of 
Caltrans is to provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California's economy and livability. The Local Development
Intergovernmental Review (LD-IGR) Program reviews land use projects and plans 
through the lenses of our mission and state planning priorities of infill, conservation, and 
trave l-efficient development. To ensure a safe and efficient transportation system, w e 
encourage early consultation and coordination with local jurisdictions and project 
proponents on all development projects that utilize the multimodal transportation 
network. 

The fo llowing comments are based on the recirculated Draft Environmenta l Impact 
Report for the Montano De El Dorado Phase I and Phase II Moster Plan. 

Traffic Operations - Freeway Operations 

In the previous NOP phase, the office of Traffic Operations - Freeway Operations 
requested Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) Analysis consistent with SB 7 43 and the 
Governor' s Office of Planning and Research (OPR) direction. Please revise the TIS to 
include the requested VMT analysis . 

The EB US-50 On-Romp from Latrobe Rood has the potential for queuing to exceed the I 
available storage length and must be rebuilt as a 2 Mixed Flow lane p lus 1 HOV lane to 
handle the forecast traffic volume. This project should contribute fair share to this 
improvement. 

"Provide a safe, sustainable, integrated and efficient transportation system 
to enhance California's economy and livability" 

AS-2 

AS-3 

AS-4 
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Ascent Environmental	 Responses to Comments 

Letter A5 	 California Department of Transportation 
Kevin Yount, Branch Chief 
July 28, 2020 

A5-1	 The comment introduces the email attachment that is the complete comment letter from the 
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) and requests that copies of any further actions on
the project be provided to the agency. Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. Caltrans 
will receive the Final EIR, which responds to the comments provided, and all future project notices. 
The reader is referred to the responses to comments A5-2 through A5-8. 

A5-2	 The comment discusses the role of Caltrans’s Local Development-Intergovernmental Review 
Program and notes that the comments are based on the recirculated Draft EIR for the Montano De 
El Dorado Phase I and Phase II Master Plan. Comment noted. The Draft EIR is not a recirculated 
document. 

A5-3	 The comment states that the office of Traffic Operations – Freeway Operations requested a vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) analysis consistent with Senate Bill 743 and the Governor’s Office of Planning and 
Research direction during the scoping period. The comment requests that the Transportation Impact 
Study be revised to include the requested VMT analysis. 

As discussed on Draft EIR page 3.12-5, the County was establishing guidance on VMT analysis 
methodology, including identifying preferred modeling tools for estimating VMT consistent with 
Senate Bill 743 and CEQA requirements, during preparation of the Draft EIR. However, the County’s 
current travel demand model was last updated in 2014, before the adoption of the updated State 
CEQA Guidelines, which implements Senate Bill 743. Therefore, consistent with the air quality and 
greenhouse gas modeling conducted for the project, the California Emissions Estimator Model was 
used as the primary tool to model and forecast the net changes in VMT associated with the 
implementation of the project. Thus, although the VMT analysis was not included in the Transportation 
Impact Study, it is included in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic.” 

A5-4	 The comment states that the eastbound U.S. 50 on-ramp from Latrobe Road has the potential for 
queuing to exceed the available storage length and must be rebuilt to handle the forecast traffic 
volume. The comment also states that the project should contribute its fair share to this improvement. 

The project will pay County traffic impact mitigation fees. The eastbound U.S. 50 on-ramp 
improvements are included in the County’s 10-Year Capital Improvement Program (CIP) and is 
Identified as Project Number 71323/36104001. 

A5-5	 The comment notes that the VMT analysis on Draft EIR page 3.12-7 shows an estimated 12,295 VMT 
even after accounting for mitigation measures. The comment expresses the opinion that this is still a 
significant impact. 

As discussed on page 3.12-7, the analysis in the Draft EIR concluded that the project would result in a 
net increase in VMT, which would be a significant and unavoidable impact. 

A5-6	 The comment states that a traffic investigation will need to be completed after project completion to 
evaluate the impacts of the project on bicyclists and pedestrians. 

The project would not adversely affect existing or planned facilities and would not result in unsafe
conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians (see Draft EIR page 3.12-8). The County will monitor the 
project area for any potential future safety issues related to bicyclists and pedestrians. 

A5-7	 The comment states that an increase in traffic volumes has the potential to create queuing at on- and 
off-ramps at Latrobe Road. 
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The reader is referred to the response to comment A5-4. The intersection of Latrobe Road and the 
on- and off-ramps for U.S. 50 will be monitored, and the proposed improvements will need to satisfy
General Plan policy requirements. 

A5-8	 The comment requests that Caltrans be provided copies of any future actions regarding development
of the project site. Caltrans will receive the Final EIR, which responds to the comments provided, and 
all future project notices. 
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Letter O1	 El Dorado County Historical Society 
June 2, 2020 

O1-1	 The comment states that no members of the organization are aware of any cultural resources on this 
site that would be threatened by project development. Thank you for providing comments on the 
Draft EIR. The reader is referred to Draft EIR Section 3.4, “Cultural and Tribal Cultural Resources,” 
regarding the Draft EIR’s analysis of potential impacts on cultural and tribal cultural resources. 
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Letter O2	 El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee 
John Raslear, Vice Chair 
June 23, 2020 

O2-1	 The comment requests a time extension for the public review period for the Draft EIR. The County 
subsequently extended the public review period for the Draft EIR to July 28, 2020. 

O2-2	 The comment requests a time extension for the public review period for the Draft EIR, as discussed 
between the project applicant and area residents. The County subsequently extended the public 
review period for the Draft EIR to July 28, 2020. 
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Letter O3	 Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
July 8, 2020 

O3-1	 The comment states that Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) will review the project and will 
respond to the County with project-specific comments if PG&E finds the possibility that the project 
may interfere with PG&E’s facilities. 

Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The project proposes to connect with existing
PG&E infrastructure located adjacent to site and in Phase I and does not propose any activity that
would substantially interfere with existing PG&E infrastructure. The Draft EIR states that water, 
wastewater, drainage, electrical, and telecommunication facilities adjacent to the project site would 
not require substantial ground disturbance to be extended to the Phase II area of the project site; 
therefore, extending those facilities would not trigger adverse effects on natural habitats or trees 
beyond the project site (see Draft EIR page 3.13-7). 

O3-2	 The comment introduces the project-specific review. Comment noted. 

O3-3	 The comment provides information regarding the application process for PG&E service, project 
scope, and engineering deposits that may be required. Comment noted. The comment does not 
address environmental issues evaluated in the Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 

O3-4	 The comment states that any proposed uses within the PG&E fee strip and/or easement may require 
a California Public Utilities Commission Section 851 filing and that PG&E will advise if such a filing is
necessary. Comment noted. The comment does not address environmental issues evaluated in the 
Draft EIR, and no further response is necessary. 
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• Place calming striping on the entrance of Monte Verde and calming striping the length of I 
04

_
9 

this street. 

• A deceleration lane on Latrobe would be needed for vehicles entering the site on 
Latrobe Road at the southern property entrance. 

Exits 
• It has been observed that the existing Right In, Right Out Exit on White Rock Road as 

part of Phase 1 has not been observed by motorists. The same may become the case 
for the exit on Latrobe. 

• A solution would be to have a median constructed to prevent left out on Latrobe Road 
and on White Rock Road. 

Noise/blasting 
• The soil in this area has asbestos and the use of blasting for construction is 

unacceptable. Hours of construction operation from 7:00 AM to & 7:00 PM weekday and 
until 5PM on weekends will have a serious impact on neighboring residents Construction 
on Sundays is not defined and project applicant Vinal Perkins pledged no Sunday 
Construction. We need this in writing. 

• Alternative: no blasting. Construction time 7:30AM to 5:00 PM. No Sunday Construction. 

Building 8 
• This area could be the site of large box store and a drive-thru. This combination will add 

to traffic congestion and parking issues. Congestion on Latrobe Road will make the 
adjacent residential Monte Verde Drive an attractive alternative. 

• Alternative: Remove the drive-thru . Place calming striping on the entrance of Monte 
Verde Drive and calming striping the length of this street. Residents request signage 
posted at both entrances of Monte Verde Drive indicating: Residential Street No Through 
Traffic. 

Trash Collection/Loading Dock 
• Location of loading dock is unsafe for pedestrians and cars coming in and out of 

shopping center. There is no noise protection for residents when trucks are backing up 
and unloading. 

• The location of trash collection for Building 8, restaurants and hotel must be situated 
away from residential property. 

Prepared by the Montano Sub Committee APAC 
John Raslear Vice Chair EDH Area Planning Advisory Committee 
Christine Gaewsky Creekside Green Resident 
Julie Leonhardt Creekside Green Resident 
Lorin Leverenz Creekside Green Resident 

EDHAPAC Montano de El Dorado Phase 2 Subcommittee 
Page 2 

I 04-10 

04-11 

04-12 

04-13 

I 04-14 

I 04-15 

I 04-16 
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Letter O4	 El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee 
July 23, 2020 

O4-1	 The comment provides information related to El Dorado Hills Area Planning Advisory Committee 
meetings and review of the project. Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The reader 
is referred to the responses to comments O4-2 through O4-16. 

O4-2	 The comment states that amplified sound from the amphitheater will have a significant impact on 
residents because existing uses in the Phase I area have prompted noise complaints from residents 
in multiple areas. 

As discussed on Draft EIR page 3.10-26, the applicable county noise standard for proposed
amphitheater events would be 50 decibels (dB) equivalent continuous sound level (Leq) and 65 dB 
maximum sound level (Lmax) during daytime hours (7 a.m. – 7 p.m.) and 45 dB Leq and 55 dB Lmax during
evening hours (7 p.m. – 10 p.m.). In addition, Section 130.37.070 of the El Dorado County Code requires 
outdoor concerts and events using amplified sound systems to obtain a discretionary permit and
perform self-monitoring to ensure that sound system levels comply with noise levels specified in the 
permit’s conditions of approval. The analysis noted that noise generated by events at the amphitheater 
could also exceed the County’s evening daytime noise exposure standard at some of the nearest
residences, but implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a (sound barrier) and Mitigation Measure 
3.10-6b (operation restrictions) would reduce impacts to a less-than-significant level. 

O4-3	 The comment suggests alternative uses of the amphitheater site. 

The Draft EIR evaluated the project as proposed in the planning application, which included the 
amphitheater. It is noted that the project applicant is considering potential changes to the use of the 
amphitheater site (e.g., community gathering area). However, no changes to the project design 
related to the amphitheater have been identified as of preparation of this Final EIR. This comment 
will be evaluated by County staff, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors for project 
consideration. 

O4-4	 The comment states that the hours of operation for the amphitheater should be from 8 a.m. to 9 p.m. 

As discussed on Draft EIR page 2-4, except for summertime movie events that may conclude at 10
p.m., all other events at the amphitheater would conclude by 9 p.m. Draft EIR Mitigation Measure
3.10-6b would restrict the use of amplified music or sound to the daytime hours of 7 a.m. – 7 p.m. 
until it can be demonstrated with sound level measurements conducted during the first two daytime 
events that the noise generated by amplified events would not expose off-site residences to noise 
levels that exceed the County’s evening noise level performance standards of 45 dB Leq and 55 dB 
Lmax. If sound level measurements conducted during the first two daytime events indicate that off-
site residences would not be exposed to noise levels that exceed these standards, then events with 
amplified music or sound can be held on the project site during the evening hours of 7 p.m. – 10 
p.m.) (see Draft EIR page 3.10-27). Modification of the hours of the amphitheater operation would be 
acceptable with implementation of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a (sound barrier) and 
Mitigation Measure 3.10-6b (operation restrictions) to address amphitheater noise. 

O4-5	 The comment states that additional time will be required of law enforcement to answer complaints
about the amphitheater. 

The Draft EIR page 3.11-5 states that the project would not necessitate the expansion of existing or
construction of new law enforcement facilities that could create environmental impacts. If any of the 
special events require private security, the event sponsor would be responsible for securing such 
services (see Draft EIR page 3.11-5). 
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O4-6	 The comment states that a line-of-sight study is needed and that an exception to the County’s 
maximum building height should not be permitted. 

Building renderings are provided in Draft EIR Appendix B. The applicant has not provided three-
dimensional building renderings as part of the application. The Draft EIR states that site 
development would alter the visual character of private views for single-family residences along the 
eastern boundary of the site. Features of Phase II buildings would be within the private rear yard line 
of sight and would obstruct (but not completely block) some private views to the west based on
review of project grading plans and proposed building locations and elevations (see Draft EIR 
Figures 2-13a and 2-13b and Appendix B). The following prominent buildings would be within these 
private views because of height and the ground floor elevation: 

 Building 1: 40-foot building height and a ground elevation approximately 35–40 feet higher than 
residences east of the building, 

 Building 10: 50-foot building height and a ground elevation approximately 30 feet higher than 
residences east of the building, and 

 Building 4: 40-foot building height with a 70-foot spire and a ground elevation approximately 0–
10 feet higher than residences east of the building. 

Published CEQA case law has determined that the obstruction of a few private views in a project's 
immediate vicinity is not generally regarded as a significant environmental impact (see Bowman v. 
City of Berkeley [2004] 122 Cal.App.4th 772 and Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn., Inc. v. 
Montecito Water Dist. [2004] 116 Cal.App.4th 396). 

Proposed buildings in the Phase II area would be similar in scale and massing to buildings in the 
Phase I area and in the El Dorado Hills Town Center and would blend into the suburban visual 
character of the project area from public views along Latrobe Road, as well as distant public views 
along White Rock Road, Windfield Way, and Golden Foothill Parkway (see Draft EIR page 3.1-11).
Thus, no significant visual character impacts are expected. Comments regarding not allowing
building height exceptions will be evaluated by County staff, the Planning Commission, and the 
Board of Supervisors for project consideration. 

O4-7	 The comment states that the project will increase traffic and cause drivers to use Monte Verde Drive 
as an alternative route. 

The traffic analysis did not indicate that there would be a traffic back-up at the noted location. The 
California Department of Transportation required the applicant to interconnect the signals on 
Latrobe Road to facilitate flow through the area. A time distance calculation (distance times speed
limit) from Monte Verde Drive at Latrobe Road to Monte Verde Drive at White Rock Road indicates 
that staying on Latrobe Road is the quicker path by about 30 seconds per car. Additionally, a cut 
through the Montano project site would provide a traffic signal on each end, whereas the Monte 
Verde Drive at White Rock Road intersection is not signalized. 

O4-8	 The comment requests that signage be placed on Monte Verde Drive indicating that no through 
traffic is permitted through the residential area. Although this comment does not raise questions 
regarding the analysis or adequacy of the Draft EIR, it should be noted that Monte Verde Drive is a 
County-maintained roadway and that the County does not post signs restricting traffic on public 
roadways. 

O4-9	 The comment requests that calming strips be placed on Monte Verde Drive. Although this comment 
does not raise questions regarding the analysis or adequacy of the Draft EIR, it should be noted that 
the County does not have a traffic-calming program for public roadways. 

O4-10	 The comment requests a deceleration lane on Latrobe Road for vehicles entering the site at the 
southern property entrance. 
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Ascent Environmental	 Responses to Comments 

As shown in Draft EIR Figure 2-3, Latrobe Road would be widened along the project frontage to 
have three northbound lanes, an 8-foot paved shoulder, and sidewalk from Monte Verde Drive to 
White Rock Road (matching existing improvements on Latrobe Road constructed with Montano 
Phase I). 

O4-11	 The comment states that motorists do not comply with the restricted turning movements at White 
Rock Road and requests that a median be constructed to prevent left turns by vehicles exiting the 
project site at White Rock Road and Latrobe Road. Although the comment does not address 
environmental issues evaluated in the Draft EIR, the County will monitor this driveway for potential 
future safety issues. 

O4-12	 The comment notes that soils in the area contain asbestos and that blasting activities would affect 
nearby residents. The comment requests no blasting and further restrictions on construction hours 
and prohibition of construction on Sundays. 

Impacts related to the disturbance of naturally occurring asbestos (NOA) are not expected to occur
because the project site is not located in an area identified as likely having NOA or being within a 
quarter-mile of areas likely to have NOA (see Draft EIR page 3.2-4). If NOA was discovered, El 
Dorado County Air Quality Management District’s Rule 223 would address NOA emissions during 
construction activities (see Draft EIR page 3.2-11). 

The geotechnical engineering report prepared for the project stated that blasting may be needed to 
achieve the cuts identified in the project grading plans (Youngdahl 2017b:4). As required under Draft 
EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-1, all noise-generating construction activity shall occur between the
hours of 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., Monday through Friday, and between 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on weekends 
and on federally recognized holidays. The proposed additional construction timing restrictions could
further minimize construction noise but would not avoid the significant impact. The following text
changes are made to Mitigation Measure 3.10-1: 

Draft EIR page 3.10-17, the first bullet of Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 is revised as follows: 

 All noise-generating construction activity shall occur between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and
57 p.m., Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Saturdays weekends, and on 
federally recognized holidays. No construction shall occur on Sundays. 

O4-13	 The comment states that building 8 could be the site of a large box store and drive-thru facility. The 
comment further states that congestion on Latrobe Road from these uses may cause motorists to 
use Monte Verde Drive as an alternative route. The comment recommends elimination of the drive-
thru facility, placement of calming strips on Monte Verde Drive, and placement of street signage 
prohibiting through traffic on Monte Verde Drive. 

The proposed drive-thru facility is proposed for building 7 (proposed drive-thru restaurant) and not 
building 8. The reader is referred to the responses to comments O4-7, O4-8, and O4-9. 

O4-14	 The comment states that the location of the loading dock is unsafe for pedestrians. 

Consistent with Phase I, development in the Phase II area would include pavement striping or other 
methods of clearly delineating pedestrian paths of travel so that drivers would be alert to the 
possibility of pedestrians in the area (see Draft EIR Figure 2-11b). 

O4-15	 The comment states that there is no noise protection from trucks backing and unloading. 

As shown in Draft EIR Figures 2-9a and 2-9b, there would be a wall beyond the southern end of 
building 8 that would isolate the loading dock area. Implementation of Draft EIR Mitigation
Measures 3.10-4a and 3.10-4b would require the construction of a noise barrier that would reduce 
the level of noise exposure at the residences along Monte Verde Drive by 5 dB and would limit on-
site truck deliveries to the hours of 7 a.m. through 7 p.m. (see Draft EIR page 3.10-24). 
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Implementation of these mitigation measures would reduce truck delivery noise to less than 
significant. 

O4-16	 The comment states that the trash collection locations must be moved away from residential 
property. Comment noted. The reader is referred to the response to comment O4-15, regarding 
truck noise associated with trash collection. 
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social, technological, or other benefits from the Project set forth in the DEIR or upon 
which the County can rely to support Findings (CEQA Guidelines §15091) and a 
Statement of Overriding Considerations (CEQA Guidelines §15093) for these 05-3 
significant and unavoidable impacts, given the availability of a reduced-project cont. 
alternative (#3), impacts to adjacent residences (sensitive receptors) , and the historic 
traffic problems in this area. 

Because EDC is relying on overall fee contributions for Traffic impacts, instead of 
Measure E's (formerly Measure Y's) requirements, it is all the more important that 
each new project have its actual local traffic impact "footprint" reduced to the 
maximum feasible. The alternatives analysis (discussed below) does not accomplish 
that goal. 
Preserve EDH Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Report Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan 
Page 2 

Alternatives 
Analysis 

The DEIR failed to adequately analyze Project alternatives. Three alternatives were 
offered: No project (Alt #1); no amplified music/sound (Alt #2); and removal of only one 
building out of ten (Alt #3). [DEIR, 5-4.] There was no reasonable consideration of a 
"mid-size," reduced project alternative, perhaps removal of more than just the retail 
building (Alt#3) and amphitheater (Alt#2), which combined would address a portion of 
the extraordinary increases in traffic, GHG, and sound impacts anticipated by the 
Project. The DEIR must provide a range of reasonable alternatives capable of avoiding 
or substantially lessening any significant effects of the Project, even if these 

alternatives would impede to some degree the attainment of the Project objectives or 
would be more costly. [CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(a).] Since there is no over-arching 
project need, absolute mitigation of impacts should be El Dorado County's goal. The 
whole point of requiring evaluation of alternatives in the DEIR is to al low thoug htful 
consideration and public participation regarding other options that may be less harmful 
to the environment. 

The DEIR should analyze an alternative modifying the Project in a way that 

05-5 

05-6 

substantively reduces impacts because CEQA requires that impacts be mitigated to the 
greatest extent feasible. Because the DEIR states, at p. 5-7, that Alt #3 (removal of one 05-7 
building) would cause less impacts to GHG, On-site Noise and VMT (all significant 
impacts), as well as to utilities and energy consumption, this alternative should be 
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favored over the proposed Project, with more reductions to the Project's size and 
scope, eliminating even further those uses that have high VMT counts. The DEIR 
acknowledges, at p. 5-8, that Alt #3 is the environmentally superior alternative. Uses 
that bring the most traffic will be grocery stores, then music venues, then restaurants, 
then offices. There is a natural synergy between the offices and restaurants that can be 
served without imposing as substantial a traffic impact as described in the DEIR and 
reduces hazardous air quality - that is the balance that needs to be struck to reduce 
impacts on immediately adjacent neighborhoods and traffic on the street. 

l 05-7 
cont. 

Noise and 
Vibration 

The Project includes an amphitheater to allow for on-site movie showings and music 
concerts, creating amplified speech , music, and crowd noise. The DEIR states that 
significant Long-Term Operational Noise Impacts from On-Site Events would be 

05-8 

reduced to a less than significant level because mitigation measures would require 05-9 
compliance with the County Noise Standards and self-monitoring would be imposed. 
[DEIR, 3.10-26 to 28.] These measures are unenforceable because the Project's 
mitigation does not expressly place the burden of monitoring and enforcement on the 
County. Mitigation measures adopted as part of the DEIR must be enforceable through 
permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments. [CEQA Guidelines 
§15126.4(a)(2).] Also, the DEIR states that the speakers would be directed to the south. 
I personally live approximately 1/3 mile away and submitted a Comment Letter on the 
NOP for the Project, stating I have already had to make sound complaint calls to the 
County about the DJ music being played at an existing restaurant in Montano Phase I. 
[DEIR Appendix A.] Impacts to the adjacent residences must be worse. This mitigation 
measure (compliance with County Noise Standards and self-monitoring) has not proven 
effective. At the least, explicit mitigation in the form of sound barriers should be included 
for the protection of the surrounding 
Preserve EDH Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Report Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan 
Page 3 

neighborhoods. Among the benefits of suburban living, a residential owner or tenant's 
expectation of reasonable quiet in their neighborhood should be protected and 
preserved by the County. The proposed mitigation measures do nothing to preserve 
those expected benefits. 

05-10 

The DEIR states that Construction-Generated Noise Levels will exceed standards, T 05-11 
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resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact. [DEIR, 3.10-17, 18.) The proposed 
mitigation places responsibility on the applicant to require its construction contractors 

to comply with the mitigation measures and is therefore unenforceable for the same 
reasons specified above. 

The DEIR states that Short-Term Vibration Levels will exceed standards, resulting in a 
significant impact. [DEIR 3.10-18, 19.) The proposed mitigation requires future Geotech 
evaluations of the geotechnical conditions at the Project site for proposed blast areas 

which are "not known at this time." [DEIR, 3.10-20 to 22.] This measure is an improper 
deferral of analysis. The rock outcroppings are identifiable on the Project site at this 

time. The DEIR further states that the evaluation shall identify site-specific measures to 

lessen the potential for structural damage and to reduce the potentia l for human 

response from ground vibration associated with construction of the site, and it will be 
provided to the applicant for review and approval of suggested mitigation. The 

measures also state that the Project applicant shall require construction contractor(s) to 
implement the measures identified in the evaluation. Additional mitigation requires the 
designation of a "disturbance coordinator" employed by the applicant who shall receive 

all public complaints and be responsible for determining the cause of the complaint and 
implementing any feasible measures to alleviate the problem. This abdicates the 
County's enforcement responsibilities to the applicant, and therefore these measures 

are unenforceable for the same reasons specified above. 

Traffic/Transportation 

1. Vehicle Miles Traveled ("VMT") 

Impacts 

The Project will cause a net increase in VMT of 15,280 compared to existing conditions, 
resulting in a significant and unavoidable impact. [DEIR, 3.12-5 to 7.) The DEIR states 

l 05-11 
cont. 

05-12 

that due to the location of the Project, the nature of the circulation network surrounding 05-13 

the Project site, and the lack of transit options in the area, it would not be feasible to 
further reduce VMT. But the Project could be reduced in size to decrease VMT impacts. 
As discussed under Alternatives, the DEIR states, at p. 5-7, that Alt #3 (removal of one 

building) would cause less impacts to VMT; therefore, this alternative should be favored 
over the proposed Project, with even more reductions to the Project's size and scope 

(reducing other high traffic uses, such as restaurants and the amphitheater). The DEIR 
acknowledges, at p. 5-8, that Alt #3 is the environmentally superior alternative. CEQA 
requires that impacts be mitigated to the greatest extent feasible. 
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b. Near-Term (2025) Conditions Baseline. The Near-Term (2025) Conditions 

were determined based on model data provided by the County, and traffic volumes 
from anticipated growth from Existing Conditions that included the operation of the 
approved John Adams Academy Project on Latrobe Road and the El Dorado Hills 05-17 

Apartments at Town Center East. [DEIR, 3.12-20.] The traffic study should be 
updated to move counts from John Adams Academy, which is up and running, from 
Near-Term to the Existing Conditions section. 

Planned intersection improvements to the White Rock Road/Stonebriar Drive/Four 

Seasons Drive, White Rock RoadNalley View Parkway, and Silva Valley 
Parkway/Tong Road intersections are included in Near-Term (2025) Condition no 

project operational analysis. What guarantee is there that these improvements will be 
completed by 2025, such that the improvements in traffic flows can be assumed when 
considering this project? 

c. Cumulative Conditions (2035) Baseline. The DEIR states that the Cumulative 

(2035) Conditions (Baseline) were determined based on model data provided by the 
County, traffic volumes from approved but not yet constructed and pending projects in 
the Project vicinity, and capital improvement projects anticipated to occur prior to year 

2035. [DEIR, 3.12- 27.] According to the DEIR, the following capital improvement 
projects were included in Cumulative (2035) Conditions, described in detail to include 
funding and timing in the County's Adopted 2018 Capital Improvement Program (El 

Dorado County 2018). [DEIR, 3.12-27.] 
Preserve EDH Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
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• Saratoga Way Extension - Phase 2 

• El Dorado Hills Boulevard at Saratoga Way Intersection Improvements 

• US 50 and Silva Valley Parkway Intersection (Phase 2) 

• US 50 and Empire Ranch Road Interchange 

• Wilson Extension 

05-18 

05-19 
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05-19 
First, a new CIP was adopted on June 9, 2020, and should be referenced in the DEIR l cont. 

instead of the 2018 CIP. Second, there is no guarantee when these improvements will 
be built. El Dorado County has a long history of pushing projects down the road and 
changing estimated completion dates in the CIP, a fact which was recently discussed 
by Committee/Board Members at the July 8, 2020 EDH APAC meeting on the Montano 
Project. For example, the 2015 CIP shows the US 50/Silva Valley interchange project 
(Phase 2) construction timeframe as Years 2025-2035 (p. 199). The 2020 CIP now 
shows the same improvement's construction timeframe as Years 2030- 2040 (p. 192). 
The 2020 CIP also shows the Saratoga Way Extension - Phase 2 project with a 
construction timeframe of 2030-2040, outside the cumulative scenario time period . 
Lastly, it does not appear that US 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange is included in the 
CIP, and so timing cannot be confirmed. 

d. The Project's Overall Cumulative Impacts Analysis (Chapter 4) purports to 
include probable future projects in the Project vicinity that have the possibility of 
interacting with the Project to generate a cumulative impact in the Project vicinity, 
including applications accepted as complete by local agencies and are currently 
undergoing environmental review, and projects that have been discussed publicly by an 
applicant or that otherwise become known to a local agency and have provided 
sufficient information about the project to allow at least a general analysis of 
environmental impacts. [DEIR, 4-1 .) However, the list of projects does not include any 
projects over in Town Center West, such as Superior Self Storage, Oakmont Senior 
Living, and the proposed Villages at Town Center West. [DEIR, 4-2 to 4-3.) 

5. Project Impacts 

Under Existing Plus Project conditions, the intersection of Latrobe Road and Golden 
Foothill Parkway (South) operates at an unacceptable LOS F during the p.m. peak 
hour. Under Existing Plus Project Conditions, the Project would cause an impact by 
adding greater than 10 trips to this intersection during the p.m. peak hour. [DEIR, 
3.12-41 to43.] 

Under Near-Term (2025) baseline conditions, the intersections of Latrobe 
Road/Town Center Boulevard and Latrobe Road/White Rock Road operate at an 
unacceptable LOS F during the p.m. peak hour. Under Near-Term (2025) Plus 
Project conditions, the Project would cause an impact by add ing greater than 10 trips 
to both intersections during the p.m. peak hour. The traffic analysis also identifies 

05-20 

05-21 

05-22 
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that queuing in the northbound Latrobe Road left-turn pocket would exceed its 
current capacity by 50 feet under a.m. peak hour conditions in Near-Term (2025) 
Plus Project Conditions (Appendix F: Table 27). [DEIR, 3.12-41to43.] 
Preserve EDH Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Report Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan 
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Under Cumulative (2035) Plus Project Conditions, the intersection of Latrobe Road and 
Town Center Boulevard operates at an unacceptable LOS F during the p.m. peak hour. 05-22 

The intersection of Latrobe Road and White Rock Road operates at an unacceptable cont. 
LOS F during both the a.m. and p.m. peak hours under Cumulative (2035) Conditions. 
Under Cumulative (2035) Plus Project Conditions, the Project would add greater than 
10 trips to the Latrobe Road and Town Center Boulevard intersection during the p.m. 
peak hour, and to the Latrobe Road and White Rock Road intersection during both peak 
hours. In addition, the Project would result in exceedances of queuing criteria at the 
northbound left-turn pocket at the Latrobe Road and White Rock Road intersection by 
57 feet under a.m. peak hour conditions, as well as at the westbound left-turn pocket at 
White Rock Road and Post Street intersection by 40 feet under p.m. peak hour 
conditions, that warrant improvement (see Appendix F: Table 27). [DEIR, 3.12-43.] 

6. Mitigation Deficiencies 

As mitigation for Existing Plus Project, Near-Term (2025) Plus Project, and Cumulative 
(2035) Plus Project impacts, the DEIR recommends the following improvements: 

Improvement 1: Latrobe Road and Golden Foothill Parkway (South) 
Improvements 2 and 4: Latrobe Road and Town Center Boulevard 
Improvements 3 and 5: Latrobe Road and White Rock Road 
Improvement 6: White Rock Road and Post Street 

Mitigation for impacts to Latrobe Road and Town Center Boulevard (Improvements 2 
and 4) are identified as the optimization of the Latrobe Road coordinated signal 
system, as well as the following intersection improvements: 

• Reconfigure the westbound approach to include one shared left-through lane 
and two right-turn lanes. 

• Change the intersection signal timing to allow for a permitted overlap phase 
for the westbound right-turn lanes. 

05-23 
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1. Asbestos 

Project construction would involve extensive ground-disturbing activities to include 
grading of steep slopes ranging from 3:1to5:1, trenching , blasting, and facility 
construction over approximately 16.8 acres. [DEIR 3.6-2, 3.9-10.] The DEIR states that 
the northeast corner of the Project site shares a boundary with a location identified as a 
Quarter Mile Buffer for Found Area of Naturally Occurring Asbestos ("NOA") (El Dorado 
County 2018), and that because the Project site itself is on the other side of the 
boundary line, impacts related to the disturbance of NOA are not discussed further. 
[DEIR, 3.2-4, 16.] With the close proximity to so many sensitive receptors (noted 
above) and the extent of the ground-disturbing activities, an asbestos study should be 
completed and any bore test data, including the data for the bore tests mentioned by 
the Applicant at the July 8, 2020 EDH APAC meeting, should be made available for 
public review. If asbestos is found, the Project should be required to halt work, employ 
containment measures, and comply with El Dorado County Air Quality Management 
District Rule 223-2, which regulates grading in asbestos areas. [DEIR, 3.8-5.] 

2. Construction Emissions 

El Dorado County is non-attainment for both Federal and State Ozone, State PM 10, 
and Federal PM 2.5. As stated above, the Project site is in close proximity to sensitive 
receptors. The DEIR has identified a significant impact to sensitive receptors by 
exposing them to Toxic Air Contaminants from construction-generated emissions. 
[DEIR, 3.2-19 to 21.] The DEIR insufficiently concludes that implementation of 
Mitigation Measure 3.2-4 (applicant shall require use of Tier 4 engine equipment or 
require contractors to demonstrate equipment emits no more than 200 lbs. of diesel per 
year) would reduce the level of cancer risk exposure at off-site locations to less than the 
threshold of 10 in one million and therefore impacts would be less than significant, 
without any discussion of the extent of the impacts. First, this measure is 
Preserve EDH Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Report Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan 
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05-29 

05-30 

unenforceable because the Project's mitigation places the burden of enforcement on the l 
05

_
30 

applicant, not on the County. Mitigation measures adopted as part of the DEIR must be cont. 
enforceable through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments. 
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[CEQA Guidelines §15126.4(a)(2).] Second , the DEIR must provide facts or analysis to 
support the inference that mitigation will have an impact on reducing adverse effects, not 
just a conclusory statement that it will. Sierra Club v. County of Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 

502. The DEIR must also make "a reasonable effort to substantively connect a project's 
air quality impacts to likely health consequences." Sierra Club makes clear that EIRs 

must contain a clear and detailed discussion of impact significance determinations, and 

in particular must explain the nature and magnitude of significant impacts. Table 3.2-1 of 

the DEIR lists general health effects of various pollutants but does not specify the 
concentration at which the health effect would occur. In the Sierra case, the court 

concluded that the EIR's discussion was inadequate, in part, because: (1) the EIR only 
provided a "general description of symptoms that are associated with exposure to ozone 
and the discussion of health impacts regarding each type of pollutant is at most a few 

sentences of general information"; and (2) the "disclosures of health effects fail to 
indicate the concentrations of which such pollutants would trigger the identified 
symptoms." The Sierra Club court held that the EIR must provide an adequate analysis 

to inform the public how its bare numbers translate to create potential adverse impacts. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The DEIR identifies the Project's increase in Greenhouse Gas ("GHG") Emissions as a 
significant impact. [DEIR, 3.7-9.] The DEIR states that the combined effect of 

implementation of Mitigation Measures 3. 7-1 a through 3. 7 -1 c would substantially reduce 

the project's GHG emissions and reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
[DEIR, 3.7-14.] However, the DEIR states that MMS 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b are to be 
implemented "to the extent feasible" and "if available" to reduce construction and 

operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions. [DEIR, 2-42, 3.7- 10, 11.] MM 3.7-1a 
(applicant shall require use of Tier 4 engine equipment or require contractors to 

demonstrate equipment emits no more than 200 lbs. of diesel per year) is unenforceable 
because the Project's mitigation does not expressly place the burden of enforcement on 

the County. Mitigation measures adopted as part of the DEIR must be enforceable 
through permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments. [CEQA 

Guidelines §15126.4(a)(2).] Additionally, the terms used in the measures listed in MM 
3.7-1 b such as "where feasible," "if available," "to the extent feasible" and 

"speculative" violate CEQA, in that mitigation is required to be certain in addition to 

enforceable. 

05-31 

05-32 
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This language amounts to be a big "out" for the developer, because such terms are 

highly subjective and provide no way for the public or the County to judge whether 
GHG emissions have been improved as a result of these measures. Ultimately, MM 
3.7-1 callows for the purchase of carbon offsets should other mitigation be infeasible, 
but as discussed under Alternatives, the DEIR states, at p. 5-7, that Alt #3 (removal of 
one building) would cause less impacts to GHG. Therefore, although as stated above, 
a further Alternative should be developed which further reduces the traffic impacts of 
the project, at least Alt. #3 should be favored over the proposed Project, with even 
more reductions to the Project's size and scope. The DEIR 
Preserve EDH Comments on Draft Environmental Impact 
Report Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan 
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acknowledges, at p. 5-8, that Alt #3 is the environmentally superior alternative. CEQA 
requires that impacts be mitigated to the greatest extent feasible . 

Hazards 

The DEIR states that evaluation of potential hazard impacts was based in part on 

05-32 
cont. 

conditions of the Project site as identified in the Phase I Environmental Site 05-33 

Assessment (Youngdahl 2017). This ESA was not included in the Appendices. All 
documents referenced in an environmental review document must be made available 
to the public for the entire comment period. [Pub. Resources Code §21092(b)(1 ).] 

1. Wildland Fires 

The Project site is located in a moderate fire hazard severity zone. [DEIR, 3.8-1, CAL 
FIRE 2007. ] The DEIR states that the developed Project would be better than its 
existing undeveloped state because it would eliminate existing grasslands that are a 05_34 
potential fuel source for wildland fires and concludes the risk for wildland fi res from the 
Project are less-than-significant. [DEIR, ES-21 , 3.8-8.] Given EDH Firefighters' recent 
deployment to fight the June 2020 Grant Line Fire that burned over 5,000 acres, the 
DEIR should include a substantive analysis of this potential impact. The Project site 
contains multiple rock outcroppings. [DEIR, 3.6-1.] The Project's blasting of rock 
outcroppings, assuming the use of explosives, and construction activities have an 
inherent fire risk, exposing people or structures to a significant risk of loss, injury, or 

I 05-35 
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Biological Resources 

The DEIR, based on an older 2013 Sycamore Consultants Report, identified several 
special- status plant and animal species that have the potential to occur on the Project 

site and are protected by CDFW as Species of Special Concern: Balsam root, the 

Western Burrowing Owl, and Native Grassland/Shrub Nesting Birds. [DEIR, 3.3-14 to 
17.) Although the DEIR states this is a potentially significant impact, it allows the 

developer to conduct future surveys and future identification of mitigation, which will 
result in a less than significant impact. MM 3.3-1 , etc. First, an updated field Survey 

should be conducted. Second, there is no evidence set forth in the DEIR as to why 

these surveys cannot be conducted prior to Project approval. Third, deferral of analysis 
and identification of mitigation is not allowed under CEQA. 

Cultural Resources 

Archaeological Resources have been identified in the DEIR as a potentially significant 
impact, but the impact analysis was based on an old report titled Cultural Resource 
Assessment of the Proposed Montano De El Dorado Project Area (Peak & Associates 

2013). [DEIR, 3.4-6.) This study is stale and should be updated. Although the DEIR 
references a 2019 "records" search and site walk, the "records" have not been provided 

05-38 

to the public for review. [DEIR, 3.4-3.) The DEIR allows the developer to rely on future 05-39 
identification of mitigation and concludes that the impact has been reduced to a 
less-than-significant level. The analysis of impacts to human remains was based on 

"documentary research" but again this information was not provided for publ ic review. 
CEQA requires that all documents referenced in an environmental review document be 

made available to the public for the entire comment period. [Pub. Resources Code 
§21092(b)(1).] 

Pursuant to Government Code §65902, we hereby request written notice of all I 
meetings and hearings, and any and all public agendas, closed sessions, and/or 
informational items listed on all future agendas for the Agency regarding the Project. 05-40 
Thank you. 

Sincerely, 
PRESERVE EDH 

Rusty Everett 1321 Manchester Drive, El 
Dorado Hills, CA 95762 
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Responses to Comments	 Ascent Environmental 

Letter O5	 Preserve EDH 
Rusty Everett
July 28, 2020 

O5-1	 The comment introduces the email attachment. Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. 
The reader is referred to the responses to comments O5-2 through O5-40. 

O5-2	 The comment introduces the letter and provides an overview of concerns regarding the project. The 
comment also states that the project’s significant and unavoidable traffic, noise, and air quality
impacts should require the project to be physically constricted to reduce these impacts. 

The Draft EIR states that air quality impacts would be mitigated to less than significant (see Draft EIR 
pages 3.2-16 through 3.2-21), whereas construction noise, vibration, and VMT impacts would be
significant and unavoidable (see Draft EIR pages 3.10-15 through 3.10-21 and 3.12-6 and 3.12-7). The 
Draft EIR does consider an alternative (Alternative 3) that would reduce the size of Phase II to 113,900 
square feet of commercial and office uses. 

O5-3	 The comment states that there are no specific economic, legal, social, technological, or other
benefits from the project set forth in the Draft EIR and should consider Alternative 3. 

State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 sets for the required findings that a lead agency must make 
when approving a project with significant environmental effects. Possible findings include “[s}pecific 
economic, legal, social, technological, or other considerations, including provision of employment
opportunities for highly trained workers, make infeasible the mitigation measures or project 
alternatives identified in the final EIR.” If the County approves the project, the findings required by 
State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091 would be required at the time of project approval. The 
comments regarding Alternative 3 are noted. 

O5-4	 The comment states that the County is relying on traffic impact fees instead of the requirements of 
Measure E. 

A writ of mandate was issued for portions of Measure E. The judgment has been appealed; however, 
at the time of this response, no court date has been set to hear the appeal. The project’s payment of 
traffic impact fees is consistent with the court-modified Measure E requirements. 

O5-5	 The comment states that the Draft EIR did not consider a “mid-size” alternative. The comment 
further states that because this alternative is missing, the Draft EIR failed to adequately evaluate 
project alternatives. 

Alternatives were selected consistent with CEQA’s direction that an EIR evaluate a range of 
reasonable alternatives that would feasibly attain most of the project’s basic objectives and that can 
avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the project’s significant impacts pursuant to State CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6(a). The suggested “mid-size” alternative was not clearly defined by the 
commenter. However, even a 50-percent reduction in Phase II office and commercial square footage
would not avoid the project’s significant and unavoidable construction noise and vibration impacts 
because of the extent of grading required for overall site development related to existing
topographic conditions. This suggested alternative also would not avoid a net increase in VMT 
generated or increases in greenhouse gas emissions. 

O5-6	 The comment states that the Draft EIR must provide a reasonable range of alternatives. The reader is 
referred to the response to comment O5-5. 

O5-7	 The comment suggests that Alternative 3 be favored over the proposed project. 

As noted on Draft EIR page 5-8, Alternative 3 would be the environmentally superior alternative
because of the reduced development of the site. When considering the proposed project, the 
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Ascent Environmental	 Responses to Comments 

Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors will also consider the project alternatives analyzed in 
the Draft EIR. 

O5-8	 The comment states that Alternative 3 is the environmentally superior alternative. Please see the 
response to comment O5-7. 

O5-9	 The comment states that noise mitigation measures are unenforceable because the mitigation does
not expressly place the burden of monitoring and enforcement on the County. The comment also 
asserts that mitigation measures adopted as part of the Draft EIR must be enforceable through 
permit conditions, agreements, or other legally binding instruments (State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4[a][2]). 

Mitigation measures included in Draft EIR Section 3.10, “Noise and Vibration,” would reduce 
significant noise impacts from project construction, activities, operations, and events by requiring
compliance with County noise standards, placement of equipment to reduce noise impacts, site 
design measures, use of quieter equipment and construction methods, construction of a solid noise 
barrier, limited truck delivery hours, and prohibitions on certain equipment (i.e., subwoofers). Except
for construction noise, all other noise impacts could be reduced to a less-than-significant level with 
implementation of mitigation measures. The mitigation measures provide clear performance
standards by which success of the measures can be confirmed. Any complaints about noise on the 
project site would be subject to verification and enforcement by the County as required in the 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program that would be adopted with project approval 
consistent with State CEQA Guidelines Section 15097. Upon adoption, the mitigation measures 
become legally binding to the project. Thus, the mitigation measures are enforceable. 

O5-10	 The comment identifies concerns regarding noise based on special events at the Phase I site and 
states that sound barriers should be included for protection of surrounding neighborhoods. 

A noise barrier constructed along the eastern side of the project site, as required by Mitigation
Measure 3.10-4a, would reduce the level of noise exposure from noise-generating events on the 
project site by 5 decibels (dB) at nearby residences. Implementation of Mitigation Measure 3.10-6b 
would require noise level testing to ensure that applicable noise exposure standards would not be 
exceeded at off-site residences. Mitigation Measure 3.10-6b would require that no events with 
amplified sound take place during the nighttime hours of 10 p.m. – 7 a.m. Mitigation Measure 3.10-
6b would also require that no events with amplified sound take place during the evening hours of 7 
p.m. – 10 p.m. unless testing during at least two daytime events confirms that off-site residences 
would not be exposed to noise levels that exceed the County’s evening noise level performance 
standards of 45 dB Leq and 55 dB Lmax. In addition, Mitigation Measure 3.10-6b prohibits the use of
subwoofers at outdoor events on the project site because the low-frequency sound generated by
subwoofers dissipates less rapidly with distance and is frequently reported as common source of
annoyance at residential uses located relatively close to outdoor venues where amplified music 
occurs (Bollard Acoustical Consultants 2019:21). Mitigation Measure 3.10-6b is aligned with Section 
130.37.070 of the El Dorado County Code, which requires outdoor concerts and events using
amplified sound systems to obtain a discretionary permit and perform self-monitoring to ensure that 
sound system levels comply with noise levels specified in the permit’s conditions of approval. If the 
amphitheater violates these special event noise standards, the County would take enforcement 
actions that could include revocation of the conditional use permit for special events. 

O5-11	 The comment states that proposed mitigation to reduce construction noise impacts is 
unenforceable. The reader is referred to the response to comment O5-9. 

O5-12	 The comment alleges that the Draft EIR improperly defers analysis of vibration impacts because
proposed blast areas are not yet known. The comment also states that by requiring the applicant to 
designate a disturbance coordinator, the County is abdicating responsibility for monitoring. 
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Responses to Comments	 Ascent Environmental 

As discussed on Draft EIR page 3.10-18, “blasting may be performed” (emphasis added). It is not yet 
known whether and where blasting may be required because some rock outcroppings may be 
removed without the use of blasting. Because the location and number of blasting activities that
would be needed cannot be known until project construction begins, the Draft EIR’s analysis 
assumes blasting activities in its analysis and includes Mitigation Measures 3.10-2a and 3.10-2b to
reduce potential impacts. Upon adoption, these mitigation measures become legally binding to the 
project. Thus, the mitigation measures are enforceable by the County. The reader is referred to the 
response to comment O5-9. 

O5-13	 The comment states that the project would cause a net increase in VMT and that Alternative 3 is the 
environmentally superior alternative. The comment restates information found in the Draft EIR and 
does not question the analysis or conclusions of the Draft EIR, so no further response is needed. 

O5-14	 The comment states that road safety issues should be discussed for the project driveway/intersection 
at Post Street and White Rock Road. 

The Transportation Impact Study prepared for the project and included as Appendix F of the Draft 
EIR includes a discussion of current traffic issues in the local area (see the “On-Site Transportation 
Review” section beginning on page 49 of that document). No significant safety issues were 
identified. 

O5-15	 The comment states that the County should not approve a project with an anticipated increase in
VMT while Measure E mitigation and enforcement is still being litigated 

Measure E does not address VMT impacts, so approval of projects that increase VMT is not 
precluded. 

O5-16	 The comment states that new projects have been built in the area since the intersection turning 
movement counts were performed. 

The Transportation Impact Study was conducted in compliance with the County Transportation 
Impact Study Guidelines. The study was originally created to reflect the conditions when the 
application was deemed complete. The traffic volumes have been updated as needed and the 
analysis updated accordingly. The John Adams Academy was assumed to be developed under near-
term conditions. 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts
no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-17	 The comment states that the traffic study should be updated to move counts from John Adams 
Academy. 

The reader is referred to the response to comment O5-16. John Adams Academy was not
operational in its current location when the traffic analysis was conducted and therefore was not 
considered under the existing conditions scenario. 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts
no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-18	 The comment questions whether there is a guarantee that planned intersection improvements will 
be completed by 2025 

The improvements at the listed intersections correspond to either the Capital Southeast Connector 
project or the Silva Valley Parkway Interchange. The improvements at the Silva Valley Parkway/Tong 
Road intersection are already in place. The assumptions of the improvements for the Southeast
Connector (White Rock Road) are based on the 2018 CIP and information provided by Capital 
Southeast Connector Joint Powers Authority staff. The County’s CIP is the County’s best estimate of 
when projects will be completed. 
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Ascent Environmental Responses to Comments 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts
no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-19 The comment states that the Draft EIR should use the new CIP, which was adopted on June 9, 2020,
instead of the 2018 CIP. 

The County’s CIP document is the County’s best estimate of when projects will be completed. The 
Draft EIR was released for public review before the 2020 CIP was approved. As identified in Draft EIR 
Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts no longer constitute a 
significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-20 The comment states that there is no guarantee that improvements would be built and that 
improvement timing cannot be confirmed. 

The Traffic Impact Fee Program and the CIP have major updates every 5 years. The major updates
look at the projections and determine whether the previous assumptions are still appropriate. 
Adjustments are made to represent the latest growth projections. As an example, the last major 
update greatly reduced the growth assumptions for the County. This in turn changes the timeframe 
for the need for construction of improvements. The U.S. 50/Empire Ranch Road Interchange is in the 
City of Folsom and therefore would not be included in El Dorado County’s CIP. According to the City 
of Folsom’s website, the City intends to complete final design of the interchange and hopes to 
initiate construction by 2023. 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts
no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-21 The comment states that the Draft EIR’s list of cumulative projects does not include projects in Town 
Center West related to traffic impacts. 

The Transportation Impact Study traffic operations analysis was prepared prior to the submittal of
these specific project applications (see Draft EIR Appendix F:29). The estimation of VMT was based 
on the California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) model to forecast the net changes in VMT
associated with the implementation of the project (see Draft EIR page 3.12-5). CalEEMod estimates of
project VMT generation do not factor other projects or land uses in the surrounding area. Therefore, 
consideration of these projects would not alter the VMT impact conclusions of the Draft EIR. 

O5-22 The comment provides a summary of project level of service and queueing impacts. Comment
noted. As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay
impacts no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-23 The comment provides a recap of project mitigation. As identified on Draft EIR pages 3.12-8 through 
3.12-49, these are not mitigation measures under CEQA but an operational analysis that identifies
recommended improvements. 

Comment noted. As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations
and delay impacts no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-24 The comment states that project mitigation is deficient and that the referenced line item for 
unprogrammed traffic signal improvements could not be found. 

The project referenced in the 2018 CIP is the Traffic Signal and Intersection Operational 
Improvements. These improvements are included in the latest 2020 CIP on page 208. This is the 
referenced line item for unprogrammed traffic signals for the entire County, not just El Dorado Hills. 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts
no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-25 The comment states that the last two improvements are also not in the CIP and therefore that the 
mitigation is unenforceable and uncertain as to timing. 
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Responses to Comments	 Ascent Environmental 

Improvement #5, Latrobe Road and White Rock Road, is the responsibility of the project and would 
be constructed concurrently with site development. The County would ensure that this improvement 
is constructed by the applicant. Improvement #6, White Rock and Post Street, is also the
responsibility of the project, with post project monitoring to be conducted by the County.
Monitoring by the County would ensure that General Plan transportation policies are satisfied. 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts
no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-26	 The comment states that mitigation requiring improvements #3 and #5 is deficient. 

The Transportation Impact Study identified that improvements #3 and #5, combined with the other 
recommended improvements, would be sufficient to mitigate the project’s Impacts. Refer to Table 
26, "Intersection Levels of Service - Cumulative (2035) plus Proposed Project Mitigated Conditions," 
from the Traffic Impact Study prepared by Kimley-Horn dated February 1, 2019 (included as 
Appendix F of the Draft EIR). 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts 
no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-27	 The comment states that the mitigation requiring improvement #6 is unenforceable. 

The County would monitor the intersection and require the applicant to perform retiming of the
signal if conditions warrant. As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic 
operations and delay impacts no longer constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

O5-28	 The comment states that other nearby sensitive receptors should be considered in addition to the 
adjacent residents. 

The air quality analysis in Draft EIR Section 3.2 uses the distance to the nearest sensitive receptors as 
the basis for evaluating impacts on all sensitive receptors. Although there may be other sensitive 
receptors in the vicinity, including those mentioned in the comment, they are located farther from 
the project site. Thus, the use of the nearest sensitive receptors is the benchmark for the analysis 
because impacts are less as distance increases. 

O5-29	 The comment notes the prevalence of NOA in the area and states that if asbestos is encountered, 
the project should be required to stop work, employ containment measures, and comply with El
Dorado County AQMD rules regarding asbestos. 

As discussed on Draft EIR page 3.2-11, the presence of NOA on the site triggers specific County 
requirements and additional recommendations as listed in AQMD Rule 223-2. Although the project 
site has not been identified as an area that may contain asbestos (see Draft EIR page 3.2-4), 
compliance with AQMD rules and County General Plan policies would be required if NOA is 
encountered. 

O5-30	 The comment states that Mitigation Measure 3.2-4 is unenforceable. 

Although the project applicant is responsible for implementing the mitigation measure, the County 
has the responsibility to confirm and enforce mitigation measures. The reader is referred to the 
response to comment O5-9. 

O5-31	 The comment states that the Draft EIR must include facts and/or analysis to support the statement 
that mitigation would reduce adverse health effects as required by Sierra Club v. County of Fresno 
(2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502. 

The Draft EIR addresses the potential health risk from exposure to construction- and operation-
related emissions on Draft EIR pages 3.2-17 and 3.2-18, consistent with Sierra Club v. County of 
Fresno (2018) 6 Cal. 5th 502. Public health exposure to toxic air contaminants is addressed on Draft 
EIR pages 3.2-20 and 3.2-21. 
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Ascent Environmental	 Responses to Comments 

O5-32	 The comment states that Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 3.7-1a through 3.7-1c are unenforceable 
because enforcement is not given to the County. The comment also states that Alternative 3 should 
be favored over the proposed project. 

The reader is referred to the response to comment O5-9 regarding the County’s authority for 
enforcement. DEIR Mitigation Measure 3.7-1c requires offset of remaining project emissions that 
cannot mitigated by Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b (see Draft EIR pages 3.7-13 and 3.7-14). 
The comment favoring Alternative 3 is noted but does not specifically comment on the analysis or 
conclusions of the Draft EIR. Therefore, no further response is needed. 

O5-33	 The comment states that the Phase I environmental site assessment was not included in the 
appendices. 

All materials referenced in the Draft EIR are available for public review through the El Dorado County 
Planning and Building Department, Planning Division. 

O5-34	 The comment states that the Draft EIR should include a substantial analysis of potential wildfire impacts. 

Impact 3.8-3 of the Draft EIR evaluated the project’s potential related to wildfire and concluded that 
the project would have a less-than-significant impact because commercial development is located
within a developed suburban area and would include buildings, paved conditions, maintained
landscaping, and the extension of water and fire hydrant infrastructure that would substantially
reduce the potential for wildland fire hazards (see Draft EIR page 3.8-8). 

O5-35	 The comment states that the Draft EIR should evaluate fire risk from construction activities and may
be required to prepare a fire prevention and suppression plan. 

The project would be required to adhere to all applicable codes and regulations from the El Dorado 
Hills Fire Department regarding building practices and fire safety during all construction activities. 

O5-36	 The comment references comment O5-29. The reader is referred to the response to comment O5-29. 

O5-37	 The comment states that a safety study should be done for roadway improvements. 

The reader is referred to the response to comment O5-14. No significant safety issues have been 
identified. The County would continue to monitor the area for potential future safety issues. 

O5-38	 The comment states that biological resource surveys should be conducted before project approval 
to avoid deferral of analysis and mitigation. 

As discussed on Draft EIR page 3.3-1, preparation of the biological resources analysis included 
records searches, review of photographs, and reports that included site evaluation. The surveys 
required by the mitigation measures are typical for an Draft EIR and include requirements regarding 
survey timing, avoidance, and compensation. The surveys performed during preparation of the Draft 
EIR are usually general in nature, designed to determine what species may be present or capable of 
being present on a site. The surveys required by the mitigation measures are more detailed and 
must generally be performed within a certain window of time before ground disturbance to
determine if special-status species would be present when construction starts. Because the measures 
include provisions for avoidance and compensation, the measures do not improperly defer analysis 
or mitigation. The reader is referred to the responses to comments in Letter A4. 

O5-39	 The comment states that references related to cultural resources were not provided to the public for 
review. 

All materials referenced in the Draft EIR are available for public review through the El Dorado County 
Planning and Building Department, Planning Division. It should be noted, however, that information 
regarding the location, character, or ownership of a cultural resource is exempt from the California 
Public Records Act under Government Code Section 6254.10 and is not made available to the public. 
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O5-40	 The comment requests written notice of all meetings and hearings and any and all public agendas,
notice of closed sessions, and/or informational items listed on all future agendas for the County
regarding the project. The comment is noted. The County will provide the commenter all future 
notices for the project. 
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2.5 INDIVIDUALS 
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Responses to Comments	 Ascent Environmental 

Letter I1	 Nancy DeRodeff 
May 31, 2020 

I1-1	 The comment requests information regarding document availability. Thank you for providing 
comments on the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR is available on the County’s website at 
http://www.edcgov.us/government/planning. 
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Responses to Comments	 Ascent Environmental 

Letter I2	 Josh Carroll 
June 11, 2020 

I2-1	 The comment expresses concerns about noise from the project and questions whether the 
amphitheater could be moved to another location on the project site. 

Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The reader is referred to the responses to 
comments O4-2, O4-3, O4-4. 
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Ascent Environmental	 Responses to Comments 

Letter I3	 Kerry Draper 
June 23, 2020 

I3-1	 The comment expresses opposition to the project and states that the project would result in traffic,
parking, and property value impacts. 

Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. As identified in Impact 3.12-1, the project would 
increase vehicle miles traveled, which would be a significant impact. State CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3, “Determining the Significance of Transportation Impacts,” which was certified on December 
28, 2018, states that “a project’s effect on automobile delay shall not constitute a significant impact.” 
Therefore, increased traffic and delay is no longer considered the basis for an environmental impact
under CEQA. However, the delay-based traffic operations analysis in the Montano De El Dorado 
Transportation Impact Study, consistent with County General Plan transportation policy 
requirements, is presented in Section 3.12.4, “Non-CEQA Traffic Operations Analysis,” and provides 
information regarding traffic and delay. 

CEQA is an environmental protection statute that is concerned with identifying and mitigating
foreseeable project-related physical changes in the environment. Significant effects on the 
environment are substantial, or potentially substantial, adverse changes in any of the physical 
conditions in the area affected by implementation of the project, including conditions related to 
land, air, water, biological resources, noise, and objects of historic or aesthetic significance. Although 
economic or social changes may have an indirect effect, economic or social changes alone are not 
considered significant effects on the environment. State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(e) provides 
that economic and social changes resulting from a project shall not be treated as significant effects
on the environment (see also State CEQA Guidelines Sections 15358[b], 15064[e], and 15382).
Examples of socioeconomic effects that are typically not evaluated under CEQA include effects on
property values, health care, job opportunities, and property taxes and impacts on specific 
businesses. However, the economic impacts of the project will be considered by staff, the Planning 
Commission, and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on whether to approve the project. 

I3-2	 The comment expresses opposition to the amphitheater, citing concerns about noise and effects on 
property value. 

The reader is referred to the responses to comments O4-2, O4-3, O4-4, and O5-10. 

I3-3	 The comment expresses opposition to the hotel, citing effects related to noise, crime, and property 
value. 

Noise associated with the hotel would include that from guest vehicles; mechanical equipment; and 
delivery vehicles, such as trucks. Draft EIR Impact 3.10-3 evaluated traffic noise and concluded that 
the project’s impact would be less than significant. Draft EIR Impact 3.10-4 evaluated noise from on-
site activities, such as truck deliveries. With implementation of Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 3.10-4a 
and 3.10-4b, the impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Draft EIR Impact 3.10-5 
evaluated noise impacts from stationary or area sources, including emergency generators, HVAC 
equipment, food storage cooling units, and truck loading and delivery activities. With 
implementation of Draft EIR Mitigation Measures 3.10-5a, 3.10-5b, and 3.10-5c, noise impacts from
these sources would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

The reader is referred to the response to comment I3-1, regarding property value. 

I3-4	 The comment requests that the builder install gates at each end of Monte Verde Drive. 

Monte Verde Drive is a public roadway that is maintained by the County. Public roadways are open 
to all, and no gates are permitted. 
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I3-5 The comment expresses opposition to the project and requests that the applicant remove the 
amphitheater, remove the hotel, and install gates for Creekside Greens. 

The hotel and amphitheater remain part of the proposed project. This comment will be included in
the project record before the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors. The reader is referred 
to the responses to comments I3-2, I3-3, and I3-4. 

I3-6 The comment requests an extension of the public review period to allow residents to meet with the 
project applicant. The County subsequently extended the public review period for the Draft EIR to 
July 28, 2020. 
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Letter I4	 Christine Gaewsky 
June 24, 2020 

I4-1	 The comment introduces concerns regarding noise, safety, and traffic. Thank you for providing 
comments on the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR addresses noise impacts in Section 3.10, “Noise and 
Vibration”; law enforcement in Section 3.11, “Public Services”; and transportation in Section 3.12, 
“Transportation/Traffic.” 

I4-2	 The comment requests that signs and speed bumps be installed along Monte Verde Drive to deter 
drivers from using it for shortcuts and speeding. 

Monte Verde Drive is a County-maintained roadway, and the County does not post signs restricting
traffic on public roadways. The El Dorado Hills Fire Department does not allow traffic-calming 
devices that would slow its response time. Vertical traffic-calming devices, such as speed bumps, are 
prohibited. The reader is referred to the responses to comments O4-7 and O4-8. 

I4-3	 The comment requests that the southern driveway be designed for exit-only movement to minimize 
traffic on Monte Verde Drive. 

As shown in Draft EIR Figure 2-3, Latrobe Road would be widened along the project frontage to have 
three northbound lanes, an 8-foot paved shoulder, and sidewalk from Monte Verde Drive to White 
Rock Road (matching existing improvements on Latrobe Road constructed with Montano Phase I). 
Therefore, the project would provide for additional lanes of travel, which would reduce the potential 
for traffic on Monte Verde Drive from vehicles turning right onto northbound Latrobe Road. 

A time distance calculation (distance times speed limit) from Monte Verde Drive at Latrobe Road to 
Monte Verde Drive at White Rock Road indicates that staying on Latrobe Road is the quicker path by 
about 30 seconds per car. 

I4-4	 The comment asks whether the retaining wall along the residences could be increased from 8 feet to 
10 feet. The comment also asks whether the easement between residential properties and the 
retaining wall from Phase I will be maintained. 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a requires the construction of a noise barrier measuring at least 8 feet in 
height relative to the truck pass-by route elevation along the eastern boundary of the site. This height 
was determined based on the results of the technical analysis provided in the Environmental Noise 
Assessment conducted by Bollard Acoustical Consultants in December 2018 and revised in October 
2019 (see Draft EIR Appendix E). The 8 feet in height can be achieved by a sound wall, a retaining wall, 
or a combination of the sound wall and retaining wall, provided the barrier blocks line of sight to the 
residential backyards. The barrier would also need to be long enough to ensure that sound would not 
pass around the ends of the barrier into the neighboring backyards and would need to be 
constructed at the same base elevation as the final grading of the truck route. Increasing the noise 
barrier height to 10 feet would not be necessary to address the noise impacts of the project. 

There is currently no easement between the existing cribwall and the residences in the Phase I area. 
There is a drainage channel in this area. Phase II would establish a 20-foot-wide sewer easement to 
El Dorado Irrigation District along the eastern boundary of the site. 

I4-5	 The comment questions whether construction days and hours can be modified. 

The reader is referred to the response to comment O4-12, regarding proposed changes to allowed 
construction periods. 

I4-6	 The comment asks whether there would be on-site security. 

If any of the special events require private security, the event sponsor would be responsible for 
securing such services (see Draft EIR page 3.11-5). 
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I4-7	 The comment expresses support for Alternative 3. Comment noted. 

I4-8	 The comment questions the capacity of the amphitheater and asks if the builder would consider
replacing the amphitheater with something family friendly. 

Draft EIR Table 2-1 identifies that events at the amphitheater could have an attendance of 150 persons 
(see Draft EIR page 2-43 and 2-44). The reader is referred to the response to comment O4-3. 

I4-9 The comment requests noise restrictions for the amphitheater and parking. 

Please see the responses to comments O4-2 and O5-10, regarding amphitheater noise impacts. If 
any of the special events require private security, the event sponsor would be responsible for 
securing such services. These services likely would also include parking management. 

I4-10 The comment requests a line-of-sight analysis. Please see the response to comment O4-6. 
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Letter I5	 Jessica Anderson 
June 24, 2020 

I5-1	 The comment expresses general concerns about the project. Thank you for providing comments on
the Draft EIR. These concerns are noted. 

I5-2	 The comment expresses concern regarding noise from the amphitheater. The reader is referred to 
the responses to comments O4-2, O4-3, O4-4, and O5-10. 

I5-3	 The comment states that the hotel would be an eyesore to nearby residents. The reader is referred 
to the response to comment O4-6. 

I5-4	 The comment expresses concern about the increased traffic from building a project specifically made
to hold events. Draft EIR Table 2-1 identifies the range of potential special events and anticipated
attendance at the project site (see Draft EIR page 2-43 and 2-44). The reader is referred to the 
response to comment I3-1. 

I5-5	 The comment expresses concern regarding home values. The reader is referred to the response to 
comment I3-1. 

I5-6	 The comment expresses general concern about the project and its proximity to residences. 
Comment noted. The environmental impacts of the project related to its proximity to existing
residents is addressed in Draft EIR Sections 3.1 through 3.13. The reader is referred to the response 
to comment I3-1. 

County of El Dorado 
Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan Final EIR 2-85 21-0376 K 93 of 132



   

  
      

 

Responses to Comments Ascent Environmental 

County of El Dorado 
2-86 Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan Final EIR 21-0376 K 94 of 132



   

 
     

 

Ascent Environmental Responses to Comments 

County of El Dorado 
Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan Final EIR 2-87 21-0376 K 95 of 132



   

  
      

   
 

  
 

     
    

  

    
    

  

     
     

    
    

 

       
 

  

Responses to Comments	 Ascent Environmental 

Letter I6	 Shalini Pandey 
June 26, 2020 

I6-1	 The comment expresses strong objections to the proposed expansion of the existing retail center.
Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. These concerns are noted. 

I6-2	 The comment expresses concern about crime and whether there is sufficient law enforcement to 
deal with an increase in crime from development of a new marketplace. The reader is referred to the 
response to comment O4-5. 

I6-3	 The comment expresses concern about increased traffic. The project would not result in unsafe 
conditions for bicyclists and pedestrians (see Draft EIR page 3.12-8). The reader is referred to the 
response to comment I3-1. 

I6-4	 The comment expresses concern about the quality of views in the community. The reader is referred 
to the response to comment O4-6 and I3-1. 

I6-5	 The comment expresses objections to the hotel and amphitheater because of concerns regarding 
noise and crime. The reader is referred to the responses to comments O4-2, O4-3, O4-4, O4-5, O4-
6, and O5-10. 

I6-6	 The comment states that the County, Planning Commission, and project applicant will be liable for 
any harm to residents. Comment noted. 
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Letter I7	 Susan Rhoades 
June 26, 2020 

I7-1	 The comment expresses opposition to the project, citing concerns regarding health, noise, and 
traffic. Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. The reader is referred to the responses 
to comments O4-2, O4-3, O4-4, O4-5, O4-6, O5-10, and I3-1. 
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Letter I8	 Brenda Boissevain 
June 26, 2020 

I8-1	 The comment provides background for and an introduction to the comments. Thank you for
providing comments on the Draft EIR. These comments are noted. 

I8-2	 The comment expresses support for the amphitheater. Comment noted. 

I8-3	 The comment expresses support for amplified music at the project site. Comment noted. 

I8-4	 The comment expresses support for the project because the commenter would not have to drive as 
far as she usually does to enjoy outdoor concerts. Comment noted. 
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1) It will provide an important connection to the future Class I Multi-Use path that will be 

constructed between Monte Verde Drive and the existing path at the EID Water Treatment 

Facility. 

2) Since it is a two-way facility, it will improve safety by preventing southbound bicyclists from 

riding the wrong way down the sidewalk along Latrobe Road in route to residences and the 

business park. 

3) It will provide important much desired active transportation access to both the Montano Phase 

II development (and Town Center) for residents and visitors. 

EDCTC also suggests that sidewalks be constructed on the frontage of Montano Phase II in the areas 

where a Class I Multi-Use path is not proposed. The Class I is a multi-use facility that shou ld support the 

projected pedestrian and bicycle use in this area sufficiently. 

Please see the enclosed maps for a visual representation of our suggestions and feel welcome to contact 

Jerry Barton, Senior Transportation Planner at 530-642-5267 should you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

<
----f~7~c.? ____________ / 
.J u '7./' <--· 
Jerry Barton 

Senior Transportation Planner 
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Letter I9	 Jerry Barton 
June 29, 2020 

I9-1	 The comment suggests inclusion of a Class I bike path segment between Monte Verde Drive and the 
project’s southernmost driveway. 

Thank you for providing comments on the Draft EIR. There is already a Class II bike lane on Latrobe 
Road at this location. Additionally, the applicant has agreed to construct a 10-foot-wide sidewalk 
from Monte Verde Drive to the southern driveway of the project, which would allow for the use of 
bicycles. Extension of the Class I bike path north of Monte Verde Drive was considered infeasible 
because the development of Montano Phase I and widening of Latrobe Road left no room for a 
Class I bike path. The Class I path was added to the County's Active Transportation Plan after Phase I 
of the project was approved. 
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El Dorado County, Planning 
Mr. Tom Purciel 
June 30, 2020 
Page 3 

Site Plan 

Assessor Parcel Numbers 

117-180-01-100 
117-180-02-100 
117-180-04-100 

Ascent Environmental Responses to Comments 

County of El Dorado 
Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan Final EIR 2-101 21-0376 K 109 of 132



   

  
      

   
 

 

 
  

    
 

       
  

   

  

  
     

    

  

Responses to Comments	 Ascent Environmental 

Letter I10	 Jackson Properties 
John Jackson, CEO 
June 30, 2020 

I10-1	 The comment introduces the attached comment letter. Thank you for providing comments on the 
Draft EIR. 

I10-2	 The comment states that the commenter owns three parcels across Latrobe Road opposite the site 
and wants to make sure the site’s future development is taken into consideration. Comment noted. 
Because there is no application on file for this property, the Draft EIR considered as it is currently
zoned. 

I10-3	 The comment notes that although a planning application has not been submitted, the commenter 
would like to suggest that the proposed intersection include a fourth leg to the commenter’s 
property. 

This request will be considered when the commenter submits a formal application to the El Dorado 
County Planning and Building Department, Planning Division, for its project. 

I10-4	 The comment concludes the letter. Comment noted. 
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Letter I11	 Erik Mikkelsen 
July 5, 2020 

I11-1	 The comment expresses support for the project. Thank you for providing comments on the Draft 
EIR. These comments are noted. 
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Letter I12	 Unknown (.txt file) 
July 5, 2020 

I12-1	 The comment expresses support for the project. Thank you for providing comments on the Draft 
EIR. These comments are noted. 
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2.6	 JUNE 25, 2020, EL DORADO COUNTY PLANNING 
COMMISSION MEETING 

This section presents summaries of oral comments received at the June 25, 2020, Planning Commission meeting
regarding the Draft EIR, along with responses to those comments. 

PH1 James Williams, Planning Commissioner 

Comment PH1-1 
Commissioner Williams asked about the Draft EIR alternative that evaluated elimination of special events or 
modification of those special events that are allowed. 

Response PH1-1 
Draft EIR Alternative 2 would retain the project as proposed but would prohibit special events from using amplified 
music or sound systems. Draft EIR page 5-5 states that this alternative would avoid significant but mitigatable noise 
impacts from nighttime events at the amphitheater (Draft EIR Impact 3.10-6). 

Comment PH1-2 
Commissioner Williams asked whether under Draft EIR Alternative 3 the project would develop as currently entitled 
with no Planned Development (PD) zoning overlay. 

Response PH1-2 
Alternative 3 would modify the site design by eliminating building 8 (see Draft EIR Figure 2-3 for building 8 location) 
and its associated loading dock from the Phase II site plan. This would reduce the total size of Phase II to 
approximately 113,900 square feet of commercial and office uses, as well as reduce the extent of heavy-duty truck 
deliveries to the site. All other aspects of the proposed project would be retained under this alternative (see Draft EIR 
page 5-5). 

PH2 Jon Vegna, Planning Commission Chair 

Comment PH2-1 
Chair Vegna asked where the details of Alternative 3 are provided in the Draft EIR. 

Response PH2-1 
A description and evaluation of Alternative 3 are provided on Draft EIR pages 5-5 through 5-7. 

PH3 James Williams, Planning Commissioner 

Comment PH3-1 
Commissioner Williams asked if the PD overlay was necessary to address the special events and office uses only. 

Response PH3-1 
The PD overlay addresses travel and connections between the Phase I and II areas, as well as requested site design 
modifications. 

Comment PH3-2 
Commissioner Williams asked whether the proposed new signalized intersection on Latrobe Road was anticipated by 
the County or new. 
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Response PH3-2 
The new signalized intersection was proposed by the applicant. County staff required the Transportation Impact 
Study (provided in Draft EIR Appendix F) to evaluate whether the new signalized intersection would affect the traffic 
operation of Latrobe Road. The County would not allow a new signalized intersection if significant traffic operational 
impacts would occur. 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts no longer 
constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

Comment PH3-3 
Commissioner Williams requested clarification on whether the proposed wall along the eastern boundary of the
project site would be a retaining wall or an engineered sound wall. 

Response PH3-3 
The project proposes construction of a retaining wall along the eastern boundary of the site as part of site grading
and improvements (see Draft EIR Figures 2-13a and 2-13b). Implementation of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a 
would require the project applicant to construct a solid noise barrier (e.g., wall) measuring at least 8 feet in height 
relative to the truck pass-by route elevation along the eastern boundary of the site. 

Comment PH3-4 
Commissioner Williams asked whether the 70-foot building would still affect neighbor views from the east given that 
the project site would be topographically lower than the residences. 

Response PH3-4 
The reader is referred to the response to comment O4-6. 

PH4 Jeff Hansen, Planning Commissioner 

Comment PH4-1 
Commissioner Hansen asked if the analysis of the operational noise impacts of the proposed amphitheater
considered public gathering prohibitions currently under COVID-19 or assumed full use. 

Response PH4-1 
The Draft EIR noise analysis conducted for Impact 3.10-6, which addresses special events and operation of the 
proposed amphitheater, assumed no restrictions for public gatherings. This analysis is provided on Draft EIR pages 
3.10-26 through 3.10-28. 

Comment PH4-2 
Commissioner Hansen requested further details on the Draft EIR mitigation measure requiring a sound barrier and 
what noise impacts it addresses. 

Response PH4-2 
Draft EIR Section 3.10, “Noise and Vibration,” evaluates all potential noise sources that would be generated by the 
project, such as construction, traffic, stationary noise sources, and special events. Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a requires 
the construction of the noise barrier along the eastern project boundary and would address noise impacts from on-
site truck operations (Impact 3.10-4), stationary noise sources (Impact 3.10-5), and special events (Impact 3.10-6). 

PH5 Jon Vegna, Planning Commission Chair 

Comment PH5-1 
Chair Vegna asked whether the rezone was required to accommodate proposed office uses in the Phase II area and 
stated that there are existing office uses in the Phase I area. 
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Response PH5-1 
Phase I of the project was approved under a previous zoning of the site, and the zoning of Phase I was subsequently
changed. The proposed PD overlay would apply to Phases I and II. A conditional use permit is required for the 
proposed office use in the Phase II area. 

Comment PH5-2 
Chair Vegna requested a summary of the analysis of the new signalized intersection on Latrobe Road. 

Response PH5-2 
The project traffic impact study in the Draft EIR Appendix F addresses the traffic operational impacts of this new 
signalized intersection on Latrobe Road. The analysis determined that the new signalized intersection would not 
affect Latrobe Road with the implementation of conditions of approval and the County’s 20-year Capital 
Improvement Program for improvements to the Latrobe Road and Golden Foothill Parkway (south), Latrobe Road 
and Town Center Drive, and Latrobe Road and White Rock Road intersections and installation of fiber optic cable 
between the project site and the U.S. 50 eastbound ramps to interconnect the Latrobe Road traffic signals as part of 
the County’s Intelligent Transportation System. 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts no longer
constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 

Comment PH5-3 
Chair Vegna asked if the traffic analysis evaluated an alternative to modify the proposed new signalized intersection 
to a right-turn-in and right-turn-out-only intersection. 

Response PH5-3 
The project traffic impact study in the Draft EIR Appendix F evaluated the proposed intersection with right-turn-
in/right-turn-out/left-turn-in movements. Signalization would allow for left-turn-out movement. No movement 
limitation alternatives were evaluated in the traffic study. 

Comment PH5-4 
Chair Vegna asked if there had been any consideration of relocating the proposed amphitheater to orient the facility 
toward Latrobe Road. 

Response PH5-4 
The applicant (Vinal Perkins) stated that site conditions limit the placement of the amphitheater. The reader is 
referred to Draft EIR Impact 3.10-6 for a detailed analysis of amphitheater noise. 

PH6 James Williams, Planning Commissioner 

Comment PH6-1 
Commissioner Williams asked for confirmation that the fiber optic cable would connect the traffic signals. 

Response PH6-1 
Please see the response to comment PH5-2. 

PH7 Jon Vegna, Planning Commission Chair 

Comment PH7-1 
Chair Vegna asked how far the fiber optic cable would extend. 

Response PH7-1 
Please see the response to comment PH5-2. 
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PH8 Julie, Creekside Resident 

Comment PH8-1 
The commenter expressed concerns regarding the impact of rear yard views from proposed buildings 1, 10, and 4 and 
requested that a three-dimensional rendering be provided. 

Response PH8-1 
Please see the response to comment O4-6. 

Comment PH8-2 
The commenter asked whether an economic study of the impact on the El Dorado Hills Town Center has been 
completed. 

Response PH8-2 
Please see the response to comment I3-1. 

Comment PH8-3 
The commenter asked about the timing of safety and security studies associated with the operation of the hotel and 
amphitheater. 

Response PH8-3 
CEQA focuses EIR analysis of law enforcement on impacts resulting from physical improvements of needed facilities,
essentially construction impacts. Consistent with this mandated focus, impacts on law enforcement associated with 
the project are addressed on Draft EIR page 3.11-5. The Draft EIR concludes that the project would not necessitate the 
expansion of existing facilities or the construction of new law enforcement facilities that could create environmental 
impacts. 

In general, the focus of CEQA is on disclosure of significant adverse physical effects. Economic and social concerns
are not CEQA topics (see the response to comment I3-1). However, they are relevant project considerations that will 
be considered by staff, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors in their deliberations on whether to 
approve the project. 

Comment PH8-4 
The commenter requested that no amplified sound be allowed at the proposed amphitheater. 

Response PH8-4 
Draft EIR Impact 3.10-6 addresses the noise impacts associated with the operation of the proposed amphitheater (see 
Draft EIR pages 3.10-26 through 3.10-28). Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-6b would restrict the use of amplified 
sound or music during nighttime hours and would require noise monitoring of events. Implementation of this
mitigation measure and Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a (construction of a sound barrier along the eastern project
boundary) would mitigate this impact to less than significant. The Draft EIR does consider an alternative (Alternative 
2) that would prohibit special events from using amplified music or sound systems. 

PH9 Christy G., Creekside Resident 

Comment PH9-1 
The commenter recommended that the amphitheater be modified to some other public gathering feature. 

Response PH9-1 
This comment is noted and will be considered by staff, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations on whether to approve and/or modify the project. Please see the response to comment O4-3. 
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Comment PH9-2 
The commenter expressed support for Alternative 3 and stated that it would better address parking and security concerns. 

Response PH9-2 
This comment is noted and will be considered by staff, the Planning Commission, and the Board of Supervisors in 
their deliberations on whether to approve and/or modify the project. The reader is also referred to the response to 
comment PH8-3 regarding security concerns. 

Comment PH9-3 
The commenter recommended increasing the height of the proposed sound barrier from 8 feet to 10 feet. 

Response PH9-3 
Please see the response to comment I4-4. 

Comment PH9-4 
The commenter asked whether the existing easement on the eastern boundary of the Phase I area between the 
sound wall and residences would be extended into the Phase II area. 

Response PH9-4 
Please see the response to comment I4-4. 

Comment PH9-5 
The commenter expressed concerns regarding the operation of the southern project access onto Latrobe Road and 
recommended that it be used only as an exit. 

Response PH9-5 
The reader is referred response to comment PH5-2. 

Comment PH9-6 
The commenter requested a line-of-sight analysis associated with the viewshed impacts of the project buildings on 
views from private residences. 

Response PH9-6 
The reader is referred to the response to comment O4-6. 

Comment PH9-7 
The commenter identified concerns that operation of the project and the new signalized intersection on Latrobe 
Road would encourage drivers on Latrobe Road to use Monte Verde Road as a bypass to White Rock Road to avoid 
traffic congestion. 

Response PH9-7 
The project traffic impact study in the Draft EIR Appendix F addresses the traffic operational impacts of the new
signalized intersection on Latrobe Road. The analysis determined that the new signalized intersection would not 
affect Latrobe Road with the implementation of conditions of approval and the County’s 20-year Capital 
Improvement Program for improvements to the Latrobe Road and Golden Foothill Parkway (South), Latrobe Road 
and Town Center Drive, and Latrobe Road and White Rock Road intersections and installation of fiber optic cable 
between the project site and the U.S. 50 eastbound ramps to interconnect the Latrobe Road traffic signals as part of 
the County’s Intelligent Transportation System. A time distance calculation (distance times speed limit) from Monte
Verde Drive at Latrobe Road to Monte Verde Drive at White Rock Road indicates that staying on Latrobe Road is the
quicker path by about 30 seconds per vehicle. 

As identified in Draft EIR Section 3.12, “Transportation/Traffic,” traffic operations and delay impacts no longer
constitute a significant impact under CEQA. 
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3 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIR
 

This chapter presents specific text changes made to the Draft EIR since its publication and public review as a result of
comments received on the Draft EIR or County staff initiated edits. The changes are presented in the order in which 
they appear in the original Draft EIR and are identified by the Draft EIR page number. Text deletions are shown in 
strikethrough, and text additions are shown in underline. 

The information contained within this chapter clarifies and expands on information in the Draft EIR and does not 
constitute “significant new information” requiring recirculation. (See Public Resources Code Section 21092.1; CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15088.5.) 

Chapter 2, Project Description 
The following correction is made to Draft EIR page 2-25: 

2)	 Construct recommended roadway Improvement #1 (as discussed in Section 3.12.4, "Non-CEQA Operations
Analysis"), Latrobe Road / Golden Foothill Parkway (south north) intersection improvements prior to issuance
of any building permit. Building permits may be issued if the applicant has obtained construction plan 
approval for the signal modifications, and entered into a road improvement agreement with the County for 
this work (including surety and insurance requirements of the County). Building permits may also be issued 
where the County has entered into a road improvement agreement with others for this construction of these 
improvements. 

Section 3.1, Aesthetics 
The following correction is made to Draft EIR Impact 3.1-1 on page 3.1-11: 

Impact 3.1-12: Effects to Visual Character of Public Views and Consistency with 
County Standards 

The project would change the site from a partially-developed commercial to a fully-developed site with 
coordinating buildings with internal roadways and landscaping throughout the site. The project site is
surrounded by suburban land uses that are of similar scale of the project, including commercial, office,
industrial, and residential uses. The change in character of the project site, once fully developed, would be 
consistent with the visual character of the surrounding area and the site’s commercial zoning. Therefore, the 
project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character of public views or quality of the site and its 
surroundings and this impact would be less than significant. 

Section 3.2, Air Quality 
The following correction is made to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.2-4 on page 3.2-20: 

Mitigation Measure 3.2-4. Reduce Emissions of Diesel PM from Construction Equipment 
The applicant shall reduce diesel PM from construction equipment to reduce the level of health risk resulting
from construction-generated emissions, such that construction-related cancer risks to nearby residences will 
would not exceed an incremental increase of 10 in one million. Health risks associated with TAC emissions are 
proportional to the TAC emissions rates. Thus, the project will would need to demonstrate a reduction in diesel 
PM by at least 45 percent from unmitigated estimates to reduce the maximum incremental cancer risk at
nearby receptors to less than 10 in one million. This is equivalent to demonstrating annual average diesel PM 
emissions of no more than 200 lb/year for on-site construction equipment, assuming hauling and pipeline
construction activities remain unmitigated. This shall can be achieved by implementing one of the following two 
measures: 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR	 Ascent Environmental 

 Require the use of Tier 4 engines for all on-site equipment rated 50-horsepower (hp) or greater, or 

 Require the contractor to use SMAQMD’s Construction Mitigation Tool to demonstrate that the combined
usage of on-site construction equipment will would not exceed 200 lb of diesel PM per year and submit the 
tool to El Dorado County for review and approval (SMAQMD 2018). 

Section 3.7, Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Climate Change 
The following correction is made to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a on page 3.7-10: 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1a: Reduce Project-Related Construction Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The applicant shall incorporate the following measures to reduce construction emissions of GHGs to the extent
feasible. 

Off-Road Equipment Emission Standards 

Implement Mitigation Measure 3.2-4. Details of these mitigation measures are provided in Section 3.2, “Air 
Quality.” Mitigation Measure 3.2-4 requires diesel engine exhaust controls for heavy-duty construction 
equipment. Mitigation Measure 3.2-4 is consistent with a local action measure recommended in Appendix B, 
Local Action, of the 2017 Scoping Plan, which reads, “Require construction vehicles to operate with the highest 
tier engines commercially available” (CARB 2017:B-8). 

Alternative Fuels for Diesel-Powered Construction Equipment 

Require that only renewable diesel (RD) fuel be used in diesel-powered construction equipment. RD fuel must 
meet the following criteria: 

 meet California’s Low Carbon Fuel Standards and be certified by CARB Executive Officer; 

 be hydrogenation-derived (reaction with hydrogen at high temperatures) from 100 percent biomass
material (i.e., non-petroleum sources), such as animal fats and vegetables; 

 contain no fatty acids or functionalized fatty acid esters; and 

 have a chemical structure that is identical to petroleum-based diesel and complies with American Society
for Testing and Materials D975 requirements for diesel fuels to ensure compatibility with all existing diesel 
engines. 

Electrification of Power Tools and Temporary Office Buildings 

Use grid-sourced electricity from the local utility, instead of using fossil fuel-based generators, for temporary 
jobsite power to power tools (e.g., drills, saws, nail guns, welders) and temporary office buildings. This measure is 
required during all construction phases except site grubbing; site grading; and the installation of electric, water, 
and wastewater infrastructure. This measure shall be implemented during building demolition, the framing and 
erection of new buildings, all interior work, and the application of architectural coatings. Electrical outlets shall be 
designed to PG&E’s Greenbook standards and shall be placed in accessible locations throughout the project 
area. Contractors shall coordinate with the utility to activate a temporary service account prior to proceeding 
with construction. Implementation of this measure shall be required in the contract the project applicant 
establishes with its construction contractors. 

The following edits are made to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.7-1b on page 3.7-11: 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1b: Reduce Project-Related Operational Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
The applicant shall incorporate the following measures to reduce operational emissions of GHGs to the extent
feasible. 
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Ascent Environmental	 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Building Energy 

Reduce GHG emissions associated with building energy through the following measures: 

 Design new buildings to achieve a 10 percent or greater reduction in energy use versus a standard Title 24 
code-compliant building through energy efficiency measures consistent with Tier 1 of the 2019 2016 
California Green Building Standards Code, Section A5.203.1.2.1. Alternatively, this measure can be met by 
installing onsite renewable energy systems that achieve equivalent reductions in building energy use. 

 Install an array of solar panels on the project site to meet the project’s full electricity demand on a year-
round basis. A solar panel system with a minimum rating of 1,480-kilowatts (kW) would be needed to 
generate enough emissions-free solar electricity to offset 100 percent of annual electricity demand from the 
project (estimated at 2,332 megawatt hours per year as shown in Table 3.5-2). A 1,480-kW solar panel 
system in the El Dorado County area, would require a footprint of 93,562 sq. ft., assuming a 20 degree 
southward facing tilt and a module with 16 percent efficiency (National Renewable Energy Laboratory 2019).
The exact available surface area for rooftop solar and parking lot solar shade spaces at final buildout is
unknown, due to potential architectural and other physical barriers. However, based on preliminary
drawings and estimates shown in Figure 2-3, rooftop and parking spaces would likely offer 91,183 and
124,254 square feet in available footprint area for solar installations, respectively. Solar panels may be
installed anywhere on site, including, but not limited to rooftops, vehicle parking solar shades, and cleared
on-site ground areas. Thus, the project has sufficient surface area to support a solar panel system that will 
fully offset on-site electricity demands. This system may involve the use of on-site batteries designed for 
storing solar electricity generated during the daytime for use during times when electricity demand exceeds 
instantaneous solar electricity generation. The designated amount of solar for each location of an
installation would be subject to available rooftop and ground-level surface area and County design, siting,
and permitting requirements. 

 In addition to any solar photovoltaic canopies installed to meet the project’s electricity demand, install solar 
canopies (non-electricity-generating) or plant shade trees throughout the project site to reduce cooling
demands on on-site buildings, such that at least 50 percent of parking lot surfaces are shaded. 

 Electrify or use alternative fuels for as many appliances as feasible, such as those traditionally using natural gas 
(e.g., space heating, cooking, water heating). Increase the rating of on-site solar panels to match any
additional demand on electricity from the conversion of appliances to electric. Encourage tenants to use
electric or alternatively-powered appliances over natural gas- or propane-powered appliances through 
building design and incentives. Design buildings to allow for the use of electric appliances over natural-gas or
propane-powered ones. Other incentives can include the reduction of utility fees to tenants through 
electrification of appliances due to on-site availability of solar generated electricity. Electric alternatives to 
appliances include electric heat-pump or on-demand water heaters, solar water heaters, induction cooktops, 

 Use cool pavements on all paved surface areas, to the extent feasible, to lower air temperatures outside
buildings and reduce cooling energy demands on on-site buildings. 

 For buildings or portions of buildings without rooftop solar, design new building rooftops to include Cool 
Roofs in accordance with the requirements set forth in Tier 2 of the 2019 2016 California Green Building 
Energy Codes (CALGreen), Sections A4.106.5 and A5.106.11.2, or the most recent version of CALGreen 
effective at the time of construction. 

On-Road Transportation 

Reduce GHG emissions associated with on-road transportation through the following measures: 

 Install at least 10 percent of parking spaces to include Electric Vehicle Service Equipment (EVSE), or a minimum 
of 2 spaces to be installed with EVSE for buildings with 2–10 parking spaces. EVSE includes EV charging 
equipment for each required space connected to a 208/240-Volt, 40-amp panel with conduit, wiring, 
receptacle, and overprotection devices. 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR	 Ascent Environmental 

 All new loading docks shall be equipped to provide electric power from the grid, including connections for
Transportation Refrigeration Units. Signage shall be posted adjacent to loading docks prohibiting engine
idling for more than five minutes. 

 Dedicate preferential parking spaces to vehicles with more than one occupant and Zero Emission Vehicles
(including battery electric vehicles and hydrogen fuel cell vehicles). The number of dedicated spaces should 
be no less than two spaces or five percent of the total parking spaces on the project site, whichever is 
greater. These dedicated spaces shall be in preferential locations such as near the main entrances to the 
buildings served by the parking lot and/or under the shade of a structure or trees. These spaces shall be 
clearly marked with signs and pavement markings. This measure shall not be implemented in a way that 
prevents compliance with requirements in the California Vehicle Code regarding parking spaces for
disabled persons or disabled veterans. 

 Provide adequate, safe, convenient, and secure on-site bicycle parking racks at retail and commercial 
buildings. Bicycle parking racks shall be permanently anchored, be located in a convenient location within 
200 feet of the primary visitor’s entrance, and be easily visible. The number of bike parking spaces shall be 
a minimum of 15 percent of new visitor motorized vehicle parking spaces (rounded up to the nearest whole 
number). At minimum, there should be one two-bike capacity rack. 

All bicycle parking racks shall: 

 support bicycles at two points of contact in order to prevent bicycles from falling; 

 allow locking of bicycle frames and wheels with U-locks; 

 be constructed of square tubes to resist illegal rack cutting; 

 be constructed of low-maintenance, weather-resistant materials (galvanized finish resists corrosion); 

 not require lifting of a bicycle; 

 be mounted securely to the floor or ground; 

 be visible to approaching cyclists and pedestrians; and 

 be under a shelter and protected from rain. 

 Businesses shall include amenities for employees who commute by bicycle including a shower and
changing room, as well as a secure bicycle parking area. The bicycle parking area shall be under a roof and
in a locked area that is only accessible by employees. Bicycle parking facilities should be designed in a 
manner which provides adequate space for all bicycle types, including e-bikes, tandems, recumbent bikes,
and cargo bikes, as well as bike trailers. 

Off-Road Transportation 

Reduce GHG emissions associated with on-road transportation through the following measures: 

 All forklifts used at loading docks and truck loading areas shall be electric Class 1, 2 or 3 (based on the 
vehicle's gross vehicle weight). All loading docks and truck loading areas shall include a dedicated charging
station for electric forklifts. Verification shall be provided to or by the lead agency through a regular 
reporting program, as determined by the lead agency. 

 Multiple electrical receptacles shall be included on the exterior of new buildings and accessible for
purposes of charging or powering electric landscaping equipment and providing an alternative to using
fossil fuel-powered generators. The electrical receptacles shall have an electric potential of 100 volts. There 
shall be a minimum of one electrical receptacle on each side of the building and one receptacle every 100
linear feet around the perimeter of the building. 

County of El Dorado 
3-4 Montano De El Dorado Phase I and II Master Plan Final EIR 21-0376 K 124 of 132



     

 
       

 

  

   
  

   

  
   

   
  

  
   

    
  

 
  

 

   

  
 

    

   

    

    

   
  

    
    

  
  
 

    

   
  

  
  

   

   
 

  
 

  
  

Ascent Environmental	 Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Water 

Reduce GHG emissions associated with water use through the following measure: 

 Newly developed buildings shall comply with requirements for water efficiency and conservation as
described in the CALGreen Divisions 4.3 and 5.3. 

The above actions align with local action measures identified in the 2017 Scoping Plan. 

The following edits are made to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.7-1c on page 3.7-13 in order to make this mitigation 
measure consistent with Golden Door Properties v. County of San Diego (June 12, 2020) __ Cal.App.5th __ decision: 

Mitigation Measure 3.7-1c: Purchase Carbon Offsets 
The CEQA Guidelines recommend several mitigation options for mitigating GHG emissions. Section 
15126.4(C)(3) of the Guidelines states that measures to mitigate the significant effects of GHG emissions may 
include “off-site measures, including offsets that are not otherwise required…” Through the purchase GHG 
credits from an approved registry, GHG emissions may be reduced at the project level. GHG reductions must 
meet the following criteria: 

Such offsets shall meet the requirements of State CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(C)(3) and meet the 
following criteria, consistent with the standards set forth in Health and Safety Code Section 38562, 
subdivisions (d)(1) and (d)(2): 

 Real—they represent reductions actually achieved (not based on maximum permit levels), 

 Additional/Surplus—they are not already planned or required by regulation or policy (i.e., not double 
counted), 

 Quantifiable—they are readily accounted for through process information and other reliable data, 

 Enforceable—they are acquired through legally binding commitments/agreements, 

 Validated Verifiable—they are verified through accurate means by a reliable third party, and 

 Permanent—they will remain as GHG reductions in perpetuity. 

In partnership with offset providers, the project applicant shall purchase carbon offsets to reduce the project’s 
net annual emissions to 0 MTCO2e from a verified program that meets the above criteria. The applicant shall 
purchase credits to offset up to 2,876 MTCO2e of the project’s construction-related GHGs prior to the start of 
construction. Also, prior to commencing operation, the applicant shall also purchase credits to offset the
project’s operational emissions of up to 2,842 MTCO2e/year multiplied by the number of years of operation 
between commencement of operation and 2050, which is the target year of Executive Order S-3-05. Actual 
credits to be purchased may be lower than these upper bounds depending on the effectiveness of Mitigation 
Measures 3.7-1a and 3.7-1b2 and any additional reductions due to legislation. 

Such credits shall be based on protocols that are consistent with the criteria set forth in subdivision (a) of
Section 95972 of Title 17 of the California Code of Regulations, and shall not allow the use of offset projects
originating outside of California, except to the extent that the quality of the offsets, and their sufficiency
under the standards set forth herein, can be verified by El Dorado County and/or the El Dorado County Air 
Quality Management District (EDCAQMD). Such credits must be purchased through one of the following: (i) a 
CARB-approved registry, such as the Climate Action Reserve, the American Carbon Registry, and the Verified 
Carbon Standard; (ii) any registry approved by CARB to act as a registry under the California Cap and Trade 
program; or (iii) through the CAPCOA’s Greenhouse Gas Reduction Exchange (GHG Rx). 

Offset protocols and validation applied to the project could be developed based on existing standards (e.g., 
Climate Registry Programs) or could be developed independently, provided such protocols satisfy the basic 
criterion of “additionality” (i.e. the reductions would not happen without the financial support of purchasing 
carbon offsets). 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR	 Ascent Environmental 

Prior to issuing building permits for development within the project, the County shall confirm that the project
developer or its designee has fully offset the project’s remaining (i.e. after implementation of GHG reduction
measures) GHG emissions by relying upon one of the following compliance options, or a combination thereof: 

 demonstrate that the project developer has directly undertaken or funded activities that reduce or 
sequester GHG emissions that are estimated to result in GHG reduction credits (if such programs are 
available), and retire such GHG reduction credits in a quantity equal to the project’s remaining GHG 
emissions; 

 provide a guarantee that it shall retire carbon credits issued in connection with direct investments (if such 
programs exist at the time of building permit issuance) in a quantity equal to the project’s remaining GHG 
emissions; 

 undertake or fund direct investments (if such programs exist at the time of building permit issuance) and 
retire the associated carbon credits in a quantity equal to the project’s remaining GHG emissions; or 

 if it is impracticable to fully offset the project’s GHG emissions through direct investments or quantifiable
and verifiable programs do not exist, the project developer or its designee may purchase and retire carbon
credits that have been issued by a recognized and reputable, accredited carbon registry in a quantity equal 
to the project’s remaining GHG Emissions. 

Section 3.10, Noise and Vibration 
The following edit is made to the first bullet of Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-1 on page 3.10-17: 

 All noise-generating construction activity shall occur between the hours of 7:30 a.m. and 57 p.m., 
Monday through Friday, and 8 a.m. and 5 p.m. on Saturdays weekends, and on federally recognized 
holidays. No construction shall occur on Sundays. 

The following edit is made to Draft EIR Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a on page 3.10-24: 

Mitigation Measure 3.10-4a: Noise Barrier 
The project applicant shall design a solid noise barrier (e.g., CMU wall) measuring at least 8 feet in height
relative to the truck pass-by route elevation shall should be constructed along the eastern boundary of the site.
The 8 feet in height can be achieved by either a sound wall, a retaining wall, or a combination of the sound wall 
and retaining wall, provided the barrier blocks line of sight to the residential backyards. The barrier will would
need to be long enough to ensure that sound will would not flank around the ends of the barrier into the 
neighboring backyards and will would need to be constructed at the same base elevation as the final grading of 
the truck route. 

Section 3.12, Transportation/Traffic 
The following corrections are made to Draft EIR Table 3.12-10 on page 3.10-28: 

Table 3.12-10 Intersection Operations – Cumulative (2035) Conditions 

Intersection Traffic Control Peak Hour 
Cumulative Conditions 
Delay1 LOS 

171. El Dorado Hills Blvd and Saratoga Way/Park Dr Signal AM 
PM 

28.5 
63.1 

C 
E 

182. El Dorado Hills Blvd and US 50 WB Ramps Signal AM 
PM 

32.8 
65.3 

C 
E 

193. Latrobe Rd and US 50 EB Ramps Signal AM 
PM 

27.1 
36.1 

C 
D 

204. Latrobe Rd and Town Center Blvd Signal AM 
PM 

58.2 
123.0 

E 
F 
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Ascent Environmental Revisions to the Draft EIR 

Intersection Traffic Control Peak Hour 
Cumulative Conditions 
Delay1 LOS 

215. Latrobe Rd and White Rock Rd Signal AM 
PM 

84.6 
124.5 

F 
F 

226. Latrobe Rd and Project Driveway SSSC AM 
PM 

— 
— 

— 
— 

237. Latrobe Rd and Golden Foothill Pkwy (North) Signal AM 
PM 

12.4 
49.1 

B 
D 

248. Latrobe Rd and Suncast Ln Signal AM 
PM 

10.0 
10.3 

A 
B 

259. Latrobe Rd and Golden Foothill Pkwy (South) Signal AM 
PM 

74.1 
52.1 

E 
D 

2610.White Rock Rd and Stonebriar Dr/Four Seasons Dr Signal AM 
PM 

12.9 
12.1 

B 
B 

2711. White Rock Rd and Windfield Way Signal AM 
PM 

49.3 
40.9 

D 
D 

2812.White Rock Rd and Post St Signal AM 
PM 

44.4 
70.7 

D 
E 

2913.White Rock Rd and Valley View Pkwy Signal AM 
PM 

66.2 
45.2 

E 
D 

3014.Silva Valley Pkwy and Tong Rd SSSC AM 
PM 

0.0(11.9 WB)
0.1(18.5 WB) 

B 
C 

3115. Silva Valley Pkwy and US 50 WB Ramps Signal AM 
PM 

79.3 
12.7 

E 
B 

3216.Silva Valley Pkwy and US 50 EB Ramps Signal AM 
PM 

8.0 
10.7 

A 
B 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service. SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Controlled; Bold represents unacceptable LOS and delay 
1 For signalized intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches. For SSSC intersections, 
the LOS and control delay for the worst movement is shown in parentheses next to the average intersection LOS and delay. Impacts to 
intersections are determined based on the overall LOS and average delay. Intersection LOS and delay is calculated based on the 
procedures and methodology contained in the HCM 2010 (TRB 2010). All intersections were analyzed in SimTraffic. 

Source: Kimley Horn 2019 

The following corrections are made to Draft EIR Table 3.12-14 on page 3.12-38: 

Table 3.12-14 Intersection Operations – Project Effects under Existing and Near-Term Conditions 

Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus 
Project 

Near-Term 
Conditions 

Near-Term Plus 
Project 

Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS 
331. El Dorado Hills Blvd and 

Saratoga Way/Park Dr Signal AM 
PM 

12.9 
22.6 

B 
C 

13.9 
23.4 

B 
C 

41.9 
62.3 

D 
E 

42.8 
74.8 

D 
E 

342. El Dorado Hills Blvd and US 50 
WB Ramps Signal AM 

PM 
30.9 
44.2 

C 
D 

45.0 
32.5 

C 
D 

31.5 
44.0 

C 
D 

31.0 
44.2 

C 
D 

353. Latrobe Rd and US 50 EB 
Ramps Signal AM 

PM 
14.5 
13.7 

B 
B 

20.1 
14.8 

C 
B 

15.7 
19.7 

B 
B 

15.8 
18.2 

B 
B 

364. Latrobe Rd and Town Center 
Blvd Signal AM 

PM 
16.3 
48.3 

B 
D 

25.9 
52.7 

C 
D 

21.3 
101.3 

C 
F 

20.9 
100.5 

C 
F 

375. Latrobe Rd and White Rock Rd Signal AM 
PM 

33.2 
33.4 

C 
C 

34.7 
49.6 

C 
D 

45.7 
82.9 

D 
F 

44.7 
98.3 

D 
F 
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Revisions to the Draft EIR	 Ascent Environmental 

Intersection Traffic 
Control 

Peak 
Hour 

Existing Conditions Existing Plus 
Project 

Near-Term 
Conditions 

Near-Term Plus 
Project 

Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS Delay1 LOS 

386. Latrobe Rd and Project 
Driveway SSSC AM 

PM — 
— 

— 
— 

0.1(11.8 WB)
0.7(19.5WB) 

B 
C — 

— 
— 
— 

0.2(15.1WB)
0.9(24.8WB

) 
C 
C 

397. Latrobe Rd and Golden Foothill 
Pkwy (North) Signal AM 

PM 
13.0 
16.5 

B 
B 

14.5 
34.8 

B 
C 

22.3 
39.3 

C 
D 

20.7 
55.3 

C 
E 

408. Latrobe Rd and Suncast Ln Signal AM 
PM 

6.5 
8.1 

A 
A 

6.7 
8.4 

A 
A 

10.1 
10.5 

B 
B 

10.3 
10.8 

B 
B 

419. Latrobe Rd and Golden Foothill 
Pkwy (South) Signal AM 

PM 
59.5 
104.3 

E 
F 

24.2 
108.2 

E 
F 

36.4 
44.4 

D 
D 

36.6 
46.3 

D 
D 

4210.White Rock Rd and Stonebriar 
Dr/Four Seasons Dr Signal AM 

PM 
22.8 
12.0 

C 
B 

24.0 
12.3 

C 
B 

16.5 
11.7 

B 
B 

16.2 
12.1 

B 
B 

4311. White Rock Rd and Windfield 
Way Signal AM 

PM 
13.3 
15.1 

B 
B 

13.3 
15.2 

B 
B 

72.7 
27.9 

E 
C 

72.7 
28.1 

E 
C 

4412.White Rock Rd and Post St Signal AM 
PM 

23.5 
43.7 

C 
D 

32.1 
69.9 

C 
E 

35.8 
40.9 

D 
D 

35.3 
60.2 

D 
E 

4513.White Rock Rd and Valley View
Pkwy Signal AM 

PM 
22.5 
21.2 

C 
C 

28.5 
24.5 

C 
C 

79.6 
26.1 

E 
C 

78.6 
27.6 

E 
C 

4614.Silva Valley Pkwy and Tong Rd SSSC AM 
PM 

0.0(9.4
WB)

0.0(0.0 
WB) 

A 
A 

0.0(9.4WB)
0(0.0 WB) A 

A 

0.1(9.9 
WB)

0.1(11.7
WB) 

A 
B 

0(10 WB)
0(11.8WB) A 

A 
4715.Silva Valley Pkwy and US 50 WB 

Ramps Signal AM 
PM 

47.4 
52.5 

D 
D 

47.3 
52.5 

D 
D 

47.3 
19.5 

D 
B 

47.4 
19.5 

D 
B 

4816.Silva Valley Pkwy and US 50 EB 
Ramps Signal AM 

PM 
47.9 
51.4 

D 
D 

47.7 
50.8 

D 
D 

18.8 
20.9 

B 
C 

18.8 
21.2 

B 
C 

Notes: LOS = Level of Service. SSSC = Side-Street Stop-Controlled; Bold represents unacceptable LOS and delay. Shaded means a 
project generated effect. 
1.	 For signalized intersections, average intersection delay is reported in seconds per vehicle for all approaches. For SSSC intersections, 

the LOS and control delay for the worst movement is shown in parentheses next to the average intersection LOS and delay. Effects to 
intersections are determined based on the overall LOS and average delay. Intersection LOS and delay is calculated based on the 
procedures and methodology contained in the HCM 2010 (TRB 2010). All intersections were analyzed in SimTraffic. 

Source: Kimley Horn 2019 
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