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MEMORANDUM
DATE: February 13, 2007 Agendaof:  April 12,2007
TO: Planning Commission Item #: 10.
FROM: Jason R. Hade, AICP, Senior Planner

SUBJECT: TMO05-1398A/Thousand Oaks, Unit 3, Revised Map

BACKGROUND: Tentative Map TMO03-1398, Thousand Ouks, Unit 3, was approved by the
Planning Commission on August 10, 2006. and subsequently appealed to the Board of
Supervisors by adjacent properly owners,  Issues raised by the appellant are identified and
addressed in the agenda item transmifttal to the Board on September 12, 2006. After expressing
concern regarding the trrepular lot shapes and septic issues, the Board referred the matter back to
the Commission. The applicant was directed to revise the tentative subdivision map accordingly
and submit the revisions to staff for further review. A revised map was submitted to Planning
Services on Oclober 3, 2006, At the hearing of December 14, 2006, the Planning Commission
continued the project to the hearing of February 22, 2007, and directed staff to revise the
previously approved miligated negative declaration to address the new environmental issues
raised at the hearing and identified within the environmental review section below. Additional
time was also required to circulate the revised environmental document to the State
Clearinghouse.

ISSUES: The following issues were raised at the Board hearing on September 12, 2006, and are
addressed in the revised map, as discussed below:

Accessory Building: The existing accessory huilding on proposed Lot 2 is permitted by right
pursuant to Section 17.28.060.A.2 of the One-acre Residential (R1A) Zone District provided a
main residence exists on the subject site. However, it is not permifred as a stand alone use. In
order to avoid the removal of the accessory structure, the previously proposed map was created
as an irregularly shaped Iot to encompass the accessory building. The revised map includes a
modified proposed Lot 2 which is fairly regular vet retains the accessory building on the same lot
as the existing primary residence. As such. the map revision is consistent with the Zoning
Ordinance, as both structures will meet the minimum setbacks. All proposed lots would continue
o meet the minimum parcel size.

ATTACHMENT 7
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Access Issues: As proposed, Lot | would be served by an existing driveway from St. lves Court
while access o Lots 2 and 3 would be provided by an improved existing driveway connecting to
Mineshaft Lane.

Driveway/Roadway Width:

A 10-foot wide fire safe driveway with a standard fire safe urnout is shown on the revised map
as required by Condition 10. The applicant previously requested and received approval from the
Planning Commission for a design waiver request to reduce the required width of the on-site
access road from Mineshafl Lane w the proposed driveway to Lot 3 from the 24-foot wide
requirement established by Standard Plan 101B to the improvement detailed in Condition 10. As
approved at the Planning Commission hearing ol August 10, 2006, the improvements described
above were acceptable to the Planning Commission, applicant, and Fire District as well as the
Department of Transportation and Planning Services stall. No further issues regarding the
reduced driveway/roadway width were raised at the Board of Supervisors hearing in September
2006,

Common Driveway Maintenance: Department of Transportation stall’ recommends that to
ensure that the proposed common driveway is adequately maintained, a common driveway
maintenance agreement between lots 2 and 3 be recorded prior to filing the final map. A
condition has been added o address this issue in Attachment 1.

Lrregular Shaped Lots and Frontage: While proposed Lot 1 15 nearly identical in shape Lo that
of Lot | on the previous map, Lots 2 and 3 have been revised to be more regularly shaped. A
design waiver request was submitted and previously approved by the Planning Commission o
allow the irregular shaped lots and [rontage for Lots 2 and 3 to be less than 100 feet as shown an
the tentative map. Proposed frontage for Lots 2 and 3 is nearly 100 feet at the sctback line.
Although the previously approved design waiver request outlined above is still requested by the
applicant, the revised map reflects lots which are more consistent with the development
standards than previous ellors,

OUn-Site Sewage Disposal: Environmental Management staft has reviewed and approved the
proposed on-site sewage disposal areas on the revised map as indicated in Attachment 6.
Previous leach field Incations were modified so that each lot has its own leach ficld, and the

propused leach fields do nol cross property lines.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

Staff previously prepared an imitial study and several revisions to determine if the project would
have a signilivant effect on the environment. Based on new biclogical resources issues raised at
the hearing of December 14, 2006, it was determined that the previously considered miligated
negative declaration needed Lo be revised. Stall revised the environmental document to address
several biological resources issues including rare plant, potential streambed alteration and seplic
system impacts. DBased on the revised initial study. staff found that the project could have a
sipnificant cffect on air quality, biological resources. cultural resources, and hazurds and
hazardous materials. [lowever, the project has been modified to incorporate the mitigation
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measures identified in the initial study which will reduce the impacts to a less than significant
level, Thercfore. a revised final Mitigated Nepative Declaration has been prepared.

This project is located within or adjacent to an arca which has wildlife resources (riparian lands,
wetlands, watercourse, native plant life, rare plants, threatened and cndangered plants or animals,
etc.), and was referred to the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG). In accordance
with Statc L::%isla'-tinn (California Fish and Game Caode Section 711.4), the project i5 subject to a
fee of $1.850." after approval, but prior to the County filing the Notice of Determination on the
project. This fee, less a $50."" processing lec, is forwarded to the CDFG and is used to help
defray the cost of managing and protecting the State’s fish and wildlife resources. Under the
revised statute effective January 1, 2007, a project proponent asserting a project will have no
cffect on fish and wildlife should contact the CDTG and the CDFG will review the project, make
the appropriate determination, and in “no cffect” cases, the CDFG will provide the project
propenent with documentation of exemption from the [iling fee requirement.

RECOMMENDATION: Conditional approval

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment |: Conditions of Appraval

Attachment 2 Findings

Fxhibit A: Revised Mitigated Negative Declaration
Exhibit B: Revised Map

SADISURETIONARY TR 2005 Th0S-1398 Revized Saff Reportadoc



EXHIBIT A

EL DORADO COUNTY PLANNING SERVICES
2850 FAIRLANE COURT
PLACERVILLE, CA 95667

REVISED ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST FORM
AND DISCUSSION OF IMPACTS

Projeet Title: Tentative Subdivision Mup Application TMO5-1398 / Thowsand Oaks Unit No, 3

Lead Ageney Mame and Address: El Dorado County, 2850 Fairlane Court, Placerville, CA 95667

Contact Person: Jason K. Hace, AICP, Senior Planner Phone Number: (530) 621-5355

Project Owner’s Name aod Address: Helen L. Thomas, 33592 S5 Tves Court, Shingle Springs, CA 95682

Project Applicant's Name and Address: Helen L. Themas, 3359 51, Ives Cowst, Shingle Springs, CA 95682

I'roject Locatlon: The subject property is located on the south side of $t. Ives Court, approximately 500 feet
south of the intersection with Meder Road in the Shingle Springs area

Assessor’ s Pareel No(s): 070-300-153 Parcel Size: 8.4 veres

Zoning: One-Acre Residentio] (R1A) Sectdon: 36 T LON R: 9E

Genernl Plan Deslgnation: Medwm Densiey Residential (MDR)

Deseription of Project: Tentative subidivision map application o croate three lots manging in size from 483
L13R neres (o 334 4056 aeres. A design waiver request has been submitted o allow the following: (1) Treepnlar
shuped lots and frontape for lows two ond three 1o be less than 100 feel as shown an the tentative map; aned (2)
Permil the existing driveway serving proposcd lots two and three w be improved w10 feet wide with o fire safe
turnout eather than 34 feet wide as required by Standerd Plan 101B.

Surrounding Land Uses and Setiing:

Soning Ceneral Plan Land Use (e g, Single Pamily Residences, Grazing, Park, School)
Maorth; RlA MDER Single-Iamily Residences
Eunst: RlA MDR Single-Family Residencas
Soutl BlA MDR Single-Family Besidences
GHENR RE-10 MR Undevelopad

Briefly Describe the envirenmenial setting: The project site lies at an elevation of approximetely 1,480 foet
gbove mean sea level, Topography of the property is level o gently sloped land that is vegerared with trees,
shrubs and patches of nonnative grassland. Two manmade ponds zre loczmed within the project study area,
Rezidential development horders the subjcet sile on zll sides cxeept the southern scgment of the westeorn
boundary., A 3,976 squere Mool residence is located on the propused lot two, Access o lut one is W be provided
by a driveway fraom St Tves Court while lols two sod Lhree are 1o be served by an improved existing driveway
conneeting Lo Mineghafi Lane.

Oither public agencies whose approval is required (e.g., permits, financing approval, or participation
agreemant.):

El Dorado County Depariment of Transporlation: Encroschment Permit
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ENVIRONMENTAL FACTORS POTENTIALLY AFFECTED

The environmental factors checked below would be potentially affected by this project, involving at least one impact
that iz a "Potentially Sigmficant Impact” as indicated by the checklist on the following pages. The environmental
factors checked below conain mitigation measures which reduce any potential impacts to o less than signilicant
level,

Acsthelics Agnculture Resources | X | AirQuality
X | Binlngical Resources X | Cultural Resources Geology f Soils
X | larards & |lazardnus Materials Hydralogy [ Water Cuiality Land Use 7 Planning
Minzral Hesources Nnise Population / Housing
["ublic Services Recreation Tmnspnr;al:inn’!';'.&tﬁc
| Utilities / Service Systems X | Mandatory Findings of Significance =
DETERMINATION
Ori the linsis of thiz:nitial evaluation:

[] I find that the proposed project COULD NOT have 2 significant effect on the environment, and a
NEGATIVE DECLARATION will be prepared,

(%] 1 fined that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the énvironment, there will not be
a significant effect in this case because revisions in the project have been made by or agreed 1o by the project
proponent. A MITIGATED NEGATIVE DECLARATTON will be prepared,

[0 I find that the proposed project MAY have a significant effect on the environment, and an
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is required,

[] I find that the proposed project MAY have a "potentially significant impact” or "patentially significunt unless
mitigated" impact on the environment, but at least one effect: 1) has been adequately enalvzed in an carlier
document purspant to applicable legal standards; and 2 has been addressed by mitigation measures based on
the earlier analvsiz as described in amached sheets. An ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT is
reguired, but it must snalyze anly the effects that remain to be addressad.

[] 1 find that although the proposed project could have a significant effect on the environment, because all
potentially significant effects: &) have heen analvesd adequatzly in an earlier EIR or NEGATIVE
DECLARATION, pursuant to applicable standards; and b) have been avoided or minigated pursuant ro that
earlier EIR or NEGATIVE DECLARATION, including revisions or mifigation measures that are imposed
upen the proposed project. nothing further is required.

Signature! Diate:

Printed Mame: Jason B Hade. AICF For El Doredo County

Spnamure:

Printed MWame: Lawrcnce W. Appel Fuos: El Dorade Cuunly




Thi05-1398 / Thousand Daks Unit No. 3
Revised Environmental ChecklistThzscussion of Impacts

I'agc 3

EVALUATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

A hriet” explanation 5 required for all answers except "MNe Impact” answers that wre adequatcly supported by the
information sources a lead agency ciles in the pereniheses following cach question. A "Mo Tmpact” answer is
adequalely supported il the refercoced infurmation sources show thar the impact simply does not apply to projects like
the vne invelved (e, the project falls outside = fault ruptere zane). A "No Impact” answer should be expluned where
il 15 based on project-speeific factors as well as gensral standards (e.g.. the praject will not expose sensitive receptors to
pollutants, based on a project-specific screening analysis).

All answers must ke accounl of the whule seton involved, including nff-site as well as on-site, cumulative as well as
priject-level, indirect as well as direct, and construction as well as operational impacts.

Unee the lcad agency has determined that a particular physical impact may occur, then the checklist answers must
mdicaic whether the tmpact is porentially significann, less than significant with mitigution, or lesy en significant,
"Prtentially Significant Impact” is appropriate if there is o fair argument thst wn effeet may be significant, I there arc
ane of more "Potentially Significunt Impuet” entries when the detarmination is made, an B1R is required.

"Megative Declarution:  Less Thun Significant With Mitigation Incomparated” applies where the incorporation of
mitigution mensures hus reduced an effoct from "Potentially Signiticant Impast” 1o a "Less Than Significant lmpoct,"
The lead npency must describe the mitigation measures, and briefly explain how they reduce the effect (o u fess thun
sipnificant level

Farlier analyses may be used where, pursuant 1o the tiering. program EIR, or other CEQA process, un effeet huy been
adequarely analvzed in an earlier EIR or negmive declarntion. Section 13063(c)(3 D). In this cuse, u brief discussion
should identify the following

i Earlier Analysls Used. Tdentily und stule where they wre available for review.

b, Impucls Adequately Addressed. Identify which effects from the above checklist were within the scope of angd
wdeguately analyzed i an carlier document pursuant 1o applicable legal standards. and state whether such
effcets were addreszed by mitigation measures hased on the earlier analysis,

C. Mitigatian Measures  For effocts that are "Less Than Significant With Mitugution Incorporuded,” describe the
mitigation measures which were Incorporated or refined fromn the cerlier docwment and the extent wo which
they address site-specific conditions for the project

Lead agencies are encouraged o incorporate inlo the checklist references W informution sources for potendinl {mpacts
{e.g. general plans, zoning erdinances), Reference lo a previously preparcd or outside document shauld, where
appropriate, include o reference 1o the puge or puges where the stalement is substanbiaied.

Supporting Information Sources: A source list showld be stiached. and other sources wsed, or individuals contacted
should be viled in the discussion.

‘Ihiz iz pnly a zugpested form, and lesd agencies are free to use different formats: howsver, lend wgencies should
normally address the questions from this checklist that are relevant o a project's environmental effecls in whatcver
format is selected.

The explanation of each issue should identily:

g, Lhe significance criicria or threshold, i any, used o evaluste ezch questdon: and
b. Ut mitiegtion measure identificd, 1F2ny. w0 reduce the impact o 1233 than significant,
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ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS
I. AESTHETICS., Would the project:
a. [Tave a substantial adverse effect on a scemic vista? b
b Ellhﬁlnnnnﬂy damage rocenic TesOITTER, '-n»:hiding, hut not limited to, trees, rock X
auteroppings, anid historic buildings within a stte scenic highway?
¢, Substantially degrade the existing visual character quality of the site and its X
surrnundings? '
d. Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect X

day or nighttime views in the area?

Discussion:

A substannal adverse effect o Vispal Resources would result in the introduction of physical features that are not
churscteristic of the surrounding development, substantially chanpe the natural landscape, or obstruct an identified public

SULIHC visl.

1)
L)

c)

4y

FINDING: 1t has been determined that there will be no inpacts w eesthetic or visual resources. Idertified thresholds of
significance f(or the “Acsthetics™ category have not been excesded and po significant adverse eonvirommental effeels will

Mo identified public secnic vistas or designaled scenic highway will be uiTected by this project,

The proposed project will have a less than significant impact on existing scenic resources including, but not limited o,
trees, rock outcroppings, and historic resources as the project is not located within a corridor defined as a State scenic

highway,

The proposed project will not substantially degrade the vizval character or quality of the site and its surroundings. As

proposed, the project will not resulrin tree remove! or disturbance of the rwo manmade ponds or seasonal wetlands,

A only three lots are proposed, the project will nul heve s stenificant offect or adversely affect day or nighttime views
adjacent lo the project site. All outdeor Bghting shell confurm to Section 17.14.170 of County Code.

result from the project.

I. AGRICULTURE RESQURCES. Fowld the project:

g, Converl Prime Fermland, Unigue Farmiand, Farmland of Statewide
limportance, or Locelly Important Fannland (Farmiznc), as shown on the maps X
prepared pursuent w the Farmland Mapping and Moernitoring Program of the ;
Cualifomia Resources Ageacy, to non-agriculiural pse?

b, Conflict with cxisting zoming for agricullural use, or 3 Williamson Act X
Contract? i

¢. Iavolve ather changes in the existing envitonment which, due to their location X
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1 1. AGRICULTURE RESOURCES. iWould the project:
[ or nature, could result in conversion of Farmiand, to nen-agricultural use? | l l |

THscussion:
A substantinl adverse effect to Agricultwal Resources would occwr it

»  There is 8 conversion of choice agricultural land o nonegriculiural use, or impairment of the agriculiural
productivity of egriculiuml lund;

»  The amount of agricultural land in the County 15 substantially reduced; or
o Agricultural uses are subjected 1o inypacts fiom adjacent incompatible land uses,

#)  Review of the Important Farmland G1S map laver for Ll Dorado County developed under the 'armiand Mapping and
Monitoring Program indicates that no areas of Prime, Unique, or Farmland of Statewide Importance will be affecred by
the project, In addition, Bl Dorado County has ¢stablished the Agneultural (-A) General Plan land use map for the
project and included this overlay on the Generz! I'lan Land Use Maps. Review of the Gengral Plan land use map for the
project wres indicates that there are no areas of “Prime Farmland™ or properties designated as being within the
Agricullural {-4) General Plan land use overlay district ares wdjacent o the project site. The project will not result in the
conversiun of fermland to non-gpricultural wses.

by The proposed project will not eonflict with existing agriculurel zoning in the project vicinity, and will not adversely
impact any properties currently under a Williamson Act Contract

¢} Mo existing agriculmrel land will be convered 1o non-agrcultural use a5 a resulr of the proposed project.

FINDING: I3 has been determined that the project will not result in any impacts o agricalturzl lands, or properties subject ta
a Williamson Act Contract, The surrounding area is developed wirth residential development. For this *Agnculture”
category, the identified thresholds of significance have ot been sxcesded and no significant adverse envirenmental cffects
will resulr from the praject.

ILl, ATR QUALITY. Hould rhe praject:

g, Conilict with or obstruct implementation of the apphicable air quality plan? X
b. Viclate any air quality standard or contribute substentially to an existing or %

projected ar gquality violation?

t.  Result in e cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for
which the prejzct region is nonatrinment under an applicable federal or state x
ambient air guality standard (incloding releasing emissions which exceed '
quantitative thresholds for ozone precursoss)”?

d. Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? X

¢,  Creste objectionable odors affecting ¢ substantial number of people? X
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Discussion;

A yubswatial adverse effeet on Air Quality would oceur if:

a)

b&

d)

e}

»  Emissions of ROG and Moy, will result in construction or operation emissions greater than 821hs/day (See Table 5.3,
of the El Dorado County Air Pollution Control District — CEQA Guide);

o Hmissions of PM g, O, 50; and Moy, 85 a result of construction or operation emissions, will result in ambient
pollutant concentrations in excess of the applicable National or State Ambient Al Quality Standard (AARS)
Specinl standards for ozone, CO, and visibility apply in the Lake Tahoe Air Basin portion of the County; or

» Emissions of toxic air contaminants ceuse cancer risk greater than | in | million (10 [n 1 million if best available
control technology for toxics is used) or @ non-cancer Hazard Index greater than 1. In addition, the praject must
demonsirate compliance with all applicable District, State and LLS. EPA regulations governing toxic and hazardous
emissions.

Ll Dorade County has mdopted the Rules and Regulations of the El Dorado County Air Pollution Cantrol Disirict
(Febrmary 15, 2000} establishing rles wnd stundards for the reduction of stationary source aie pollutants (ROGVOC,
MOx, and 03), The applicant provided “Air Quality Analysis for Proposed Residentinl Subdivision of APN 070-300-15,
Fl Dorada County, CA," prepured by Syeamore Enviconmental Coosultants,  According to the analysis, “the project
gomiorms 1o the Swite Implementation Plen for achieving and maintaining federal ambieat air conwol stndards.” (Air
Quality Analwis for Progosed Residential Subdivision of APN U7D-300-15, El Dorade County, Cd, Syeamare
Environmenta! Consultanty, Seprember 8, 2005).

c)

The El Dorade County Air Quality Management District reviewed the submitied air quality analysis and determined that
with the implementation of the four mitigaton measures included in the znalysis, the project would have an insignificant
impect on the air quality. However. the District also nated that 2 fugitive dust mitigation plan epplication must be
prepared and subnutted to the Districr prior to the issuznee of = prading permil regardless of whether naturally occurring
asbestos is tound on the property or not, Avnidance meesures one through four are atisched as part of this initial study,
and are incorporated as mitipation measures W redoce polential impacts 10 o less than significant level.

Although Ponderosa High School is a sensitive reeeplor located spproximately 1,000 fest 2ast of the project site, the air
quality analysis concluded thel “with boplementation of Avoidance Measures 1 and 2, the impacts resulnng fram ROG
and MO cmissions are less than significant. With mmplementaton of Avoidance Measurss 3 and 4, impacts resulting
from the exposure of people to heelth risks relzted to NOA are reduced 1o a level of less than significant.” (4ir Quality
Analysis for Proposed Residential Subdivision of APN 070-300-15, El Dorado Caounty, CA, Sycamore Enviranmental
Consultants, September 8, 2003). Therefore, the proposad project will not expose sensitive receplors to substantial
pollutant concentranons.

Residential development is not classified as &n odor gencrating facility within Teble 3.1 of the El Dorado County Alr
Quality Management District CEQA Guide. The proposed residential subdivision will not resull in significant impacts
resulting from odors.

FINDING; Althaugh the project has the potentie] to ereate significant impacts to air quality, mitgation measures have been
incorporated intu the project design to reduce the potentizlly significant impacts to 3 less than significant level 1t was
determined that a less than significant impact will result from the project m that nio sensitive receptors will be adversely
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impacted, no objecuonsble odors wall be created, and the project will not obsmugt the implementation of the El Dorado
County California Clean Air Act Plan, Based on the inclusion of mitigation measwres proposed, no significant adverse
environmental effects will result from the project,

IV. BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES. Would the profect:

Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat
modifications, on any species identified es a candidate, sensitive, or special X %
stntus species in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the = ]
California Department of Fish end Game or U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service?

Have o substantinl adverse effect on any riparian habitat or other sensitive
netural community identified in local or regional plans, policies, regulatons or
by the California Department of Fish and Game or ULS. Fish and Wildlife
Service!

fet
-

O

Have a substantial adverse effect on federally protected wetlands as defined by
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (including, hut not limited to, marsh, vernal X
peaal, constul, ete) through direetl removal, filling, hydrological mierruption, or
other means?

.

Interfere substantizlly with the movement of any native resident or migratory
fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or migratory wildlife X
corridors, ar impede the wse of nalive wildlife nursery sites?

Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, X
such gs a tree preservation policy or ordinance?

Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat Conservation Plan, Namral
Cormnunity Conservalion Plap, or other approved local, regional, or state X
habitat conservation plan?

Dizcussion:

A subslantis] sdverse effect on Biological Resources would ooour if the implemenizton of the project would:

adh)

Substzntially reduee or diminish habitel for cative Gsh, wildlife or planes;
Cause a fish or wildlife population to drop balow self-sustaining levels:

»  Threaten to eliminste & native plant or enimsal community;
s  Reduce the number or resirict the renge of a rare or endanperad plant or arins!;

s Substantially affect a rare or endangered speciss of amemal or plant or the habitat of the spacizs; or
* Interfere substantizlly with the movement of any resident v migratory Gsh or wildlif spacies,

The applicant submitted = “Biological Resourves Evaluation and Preliminary Jurisdictionzs! Delineation Report for APN
070-300-15 El Dorado Counly, CA," prepered by Sycamore Environmental Consultants. The report concluded the
following:
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The prafect study area (PSA) provides potential habitat for several speciai-status species. Birds-of-prey. could
potentially nest in or adjacent o the PSA. 4 protacol survey for special-status plants was conducted duving the
Bloaming period. (e ';"m';r‘r.?u'-.vn.:fnnp?r'ﬂ'r. nlan: 'l."r‘ﬁ""ﬂ'i (E! Darada bedstraw) acciivs fn the 154, Take of
Jederul-endungered plunis requires consultation with the U5 Fisk and Wildlife Service if a federal nexus exists
fproject is on I"tu-:ru.i fand, 1 federally funded, ar is federally permitted), El Dorado bedstraw fs alse
destigpnated as “rare” wnder the Ca ....fn"m... Native Plant Pratection Act. Canstruction af the sew driveway in
the PSA will awt affect the El Dorade bedsiraw. (Bivlogical Resauwrces Evaluatinn and Preliminary
Jurisdiciional Delineativn Repor! fur APN 070-300-15 El Durudo County, CA, Sveamore Enviranmental
Conswltanis, Seprember 8, 2005)

As-stated above, the project will not-resuitin substantiol adverse eftests1o-speaial stetus species or riparian habitat

The initial biolomeal study identified above was prepered by Sycamore Environmental Conzuliants based on the projeci
desion avai |'1th:_§_{_'_!£|£ time of repord preparation on 'aqplcmh;_r M_L..H{'I-‘: However, a revised tentative map was prepared
by the project en on September 13, 2006, The revise approximately 80 El Dorado bedstrow
plants are located within the proposed building **T!‘-'-..lnp... for lol num'u.r ome, Hased on 17.71.200.C.1 of the Zoning
Ordinunee, pavment of mitipation arey | fees reduoces the impeet w less than significant. . However, the following
mitigutivn mewsures would further reduce poteniial project impacts o the Bl Dorudy bedstrow:

(ah, 1y Tuo further reduce impaels (o the El Darado bedstrasw, the applicant shall collect seed from the T

Daorado bedstraw plants on lot number one at an appropriate time of year, as determined by a
gualified botanist, and sow the sced in suitable habitnt near the existing El Dorado bedsivaw

lants en proposcd lot npumber {w i a i The gualificd botanist shal
submit a letrer i i ave n v i
twao,

(a/b.3} To further rednce impacis 1o the Kl Dorado bedsoraw, the applicant shall iransplant the Kl
Dorado bedstraw plants found on lor number one to suiiable habitat near the exisdng El Dorado
bedstraw planrs on proposed (ot number 1wo under the supervision of 4 qualified botanist prior
o final map recordation. The qualified boranist shall submit a letrer to Planning Services once
the seeds have been properly transplanted un proposed lot fwo.

{2/h3) To protect existing and propopated El Dorado bedstrow plonts, the applicant shall record o deced
restriction pn lol pumber Iwo for the area between the pond ond the existing house. as shown on
Atiachment 2. “Deed Restriction Area,” to include the existing and propagated El Dorado
bedstraw plants prior to final map recordation. e deed restriction sh estrict tr

landscaping and other activities incompatible with the continued growth of the El Duraﬂ
bedstrow.  Within one vear of seed sowing and transplaniztion. rhe gualifled botanist shall

submir a monitorine report ta I'lanning Services verifving that the plants are orowing,

Manitoring: The applicant shall submit one monitoring repor! prepered by a qualified botanist o Planning Scrvices within

one vear of plant sced sowing and mansplantation. Muonilunng shall imclude an essessment of the population of El Dorado
badstraw and activities wizhin the deed restriction erea.

c)

According 1o the preliminary jurisdictionsl delineation report submitied, the total 2creage of potential jurisdictional

wetlands and other waters of the L5, at the subjeet site is 1.783 acres. Generzl Plen Policy 7.3.3.4 requires a minimum
sethack of 100 feet from the two punds at the site and a minimum setback of 30 feat from the wetlands delineated an
Figure 3 within the report. According to the submitted delineation study, “the zpplicant has stated the inteat to avoid
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4]

f)

FINDING:

impacts to wetlands and other waters of the U.S." (Biolugica! Resvurces Evaluation and Prelimimary Jurisdictional
Delineation Report for APN 070-300-15 ET Darade Counly, CA, Sycamuore Environmental Consultants, September §,
2003). Discharge of fill into jurisdictional wetands or below the OHWM ol & chunnel requires & scction 404 permit
from the U.5. Army Corps of Engineers, a section 401 Water Quality Certification from the Regional Waler Quality
Control Board and a 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement from the California Department of Fish and Game, No
federal or state permits are necessary if work does not occur in the ponds or wethnnds, (Building sethacks to ponds and
werlands an APV U?J—JUU 15, Syeamore I:mu onmental Consultants, December 21, "ﬁ'ﬂ.i,r -‘f’l.l.v;..u'rdﬂ'lb (TR Rf’\ﬂ"-‘ﬂ\'f‘ fa
Cominents Necef [ ;

[-rt‘llmmdr:f jurisdictional ﬁrlmr;ahnn map__The Tr:nia*wc map does not 1nd icate any I.J'I'lDI“.‘I‘n‘.’IIlEII.Lb u:: lIuMum
drivewsy and culvert on the access drivewny ww Lot #1. The proposed septic prea for Lot #1 dpq-q "m: W¢r]np
Jurisdictional waters or wetlands, and hus been lecuf 100 ft away from such
l:lH.L-'H...LkL_.I’.LJJ‘NLJLLL,E.LET!L,_E_lEﬂ,_,\fra.llﬂ{ltl‘l or opurien arcas, therefore a #m:amhcd alfprwtmn agreement is ;]g]

IMMQAMWML selb g._l..ig ..L’-'* lI_:g: C!,:q.ﬂl.] interim 41}4-1:&4.:1& but the recommendalinns are not
inding." bjeet site ure unticipated W be less than \1gt1:]":_ant

Beview of the Planning Services GLS Deer Ranges Mup (Junueey 2002) indicates that there are oo mapped deer
migration corridors on the project site,  The project will not substantielly interfere with the movement of any native
resident or migratory fish or wildlife species or with any established native resident or migratory wildlifc cormidors, or
impede the use of wildlife nursery sites

According 1o the submitted “Tree Canopy Analysis for APN 070-300-15," the existing tree canopy doverage ot the
subject sile is 48 percent  (Tree Canopy Aralysic for APN 070-300-1 5, Sycamore Environmenta! Cansultants, August
30, 2004) The applicant has uld:.uh.:d that no trees will be removed due to the project as the driveway connecting
Mineshafl Lane and the new lots will be desigred to avoid removal of any trees.

As discussed in the submitted biological repont, ponds one ené rwo provide potential foraging and breeding habitat for
amphibians, but are outside the current range of the Californin red-legged frog. The adjacent ponds and wetlands also
provide potential foraging habitat for the nortvwestern pond urle (NWWPT).  Although no NWPT were obuerved o1 the
subject site, NWPT could occupy the ponds for some or gll of the year. The uplands surrounding the ponds are not
suitable nesting habatar for NWPT. (Building sethacks to ponds and werlondy on APN G70-300-13, Sveamore
Lnviconmental Cansultants, Ozcember 21, 2005)

a Implemenranon of the miticaron measures identitied

above will result in less than significant project lm{!azb: ta hm ngiczl resources. Therefore, the established thresholds for

ificanee in the “Biological Resources™ category will not be exceeded.

sipn

V., CULTURAL RESONIRCES. Would the groject:

4. Caose a substzntial adverse change in the significance of 3 historiesl resources as x
defined in Szction 15064.57 £

h.  Cause a substantia| adverse change in the significance of archazological X
respurce pursuant e Section | 3064 57 )

¢ Directly or indirectly destrov a unique palenntnlogical resource or site or X
unigua gealogic featura?
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Y. CULTURAL RESQURCES. Would the project:
d.  Dasturb any buman remains, including those interred outside of formal X
cemeteries? ‘

IMscnssion;

In penerl, significant impacts are those that diminish the integrity, research potential, or other characteristics that make a
historical or cultum] resource significant or important, A substantal adverse effect on Cultural Resources would occur if the

implementation ul the project would

»  Disrupt, alter, or adversely affect & prehustoric or histone archacological site or o property or historic or cultural
significant o a community or ethnic or social group; or a paleontological site except as a part of a scientitic study;
Affect a landmark of culturalrhistorical imporance;

Conflict with established recreational, educational, religious or scientific uses of the area; or

»  Conflict with adopted environmental plans and goals of the community where it 1s located,

o by
The applicent submitted a “Cultural Resources Smidy of Thousand Cak Unit No, 3 APN 070:300:15 Shingle Springs, El

Dorude County, Calilvrmia" prepared by Historic Resource Associates in February 2006, According to the study, “Fallowing
o ficld Devestigation of the projeel area, no sienificent prehistorie or hismrc archacalopical sites, features, or amfacts were
found, nor were oy significant histore buildings, structures, or ohjcets discovered” (Cultural Resourcas Sdy of Thousand
Crak Uit No. 3 APN 070. 30015 Shingle Springs, EI Dorado County, California, Historie Resaurce Associates, February
2006 However, the tollowing mitigation mepswre & required in e event sub-serlice historical, coliurn] or sreheological
simes or materials are distwbed during earth disturbances and grading activities on the site:

(a/b.1) In the event a heritage resource or other item of historieal or archacologienl interest is diseovered
during grading and construction netivities. the project proponent shall ensure that all such activities
cense within 50 feet of the discovery until an archaeologist can cxamine the find in place and
dercrmine its significance. IT the find is detcrmined to be significant and suthenticated, the
archaeologist shall determine the proper method(s] for handling the resource or ifem. Grading and
consrruction activities may resume affer the appropriare measures are taken or the site is determined

not to be of significance.

€] A unigue paleontolopiceal site would include 8 koow area of fosxil bearing rock strala. The projeet sile docs not contein
any known paleontological sites or koow Tossil locales.

d) Due to the sive and scope of the praject. there 12 a potential 1o dizcover humen remains cutszde of a dedicated cometery,
In the event of the zecidental diseovery or rocogniton of eny humsn remams in ary location other than a dedicated
cemetery, the mivoation measure below shall be implemented fmmediately.

{d.1} In the event of the discovery of human remains, all work is to stop and the County coroner shall be
immediately norified pursuant to Section 7050.5 of the Health and Safety Code and Section 5097,98
of the Public Resources Code, . 1f the remains are derermined ro be Narve American, the Coroner
must eontact the Native American Herifage Commission within 24 honrs. The treatment aond
dispasition of human remains shall be compleied consistent with guidelines of the Nadve American

Heritage Commission.
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FINDING: Although the project has the poteniial 1o create significant impacts (o sub-surface culbmal or histone resources, or
disturl human remains located oulside of o designaled cemetery, the incorporation of the requircd mitigation measures will
reduce the impocts w & less than significant level. Esteblished thresholds of significance will not be exceeded within the
"Cultural Besources” category.

VI. GEOLOGY AND SOILS. Wl the project:

2. Exapose people or structures 1o potential substantiel adverse eifects, including X
the risk of loss, injury, or death involving: '

i) Ruplure of a known carthguake fault, as delineeted an the most recent
Alguist-Priolo Enrthgueke Faull Zoning Map issued by the Stute Geologist X
for the area or based on other substantial evidence of a known fuult? Refer
to Division of Mines and Geology Special Publication 42,

i)  Strong seismic ground shaking?

i) Seismic-related ground failure, including liquefaction?

iv}) Landslides?

E o A

b, Resultin substantial soil erosion or the loss of lopseil?

¢. Be locoted on o geologic unit or soil that is nostable, or that would become
unstable as a result of the project, and potenually result 1n on- or ofi-site X
landslide, loteral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse’!

d.  Be locared on expansive soil, as defined in Table 13-1-13 of the Uniform x
Building Code (1594) creating substantial risks 1o hife or propermy?

e, Have soils incapable of adequately supporiing the use of septic fanks or
elternative wasie waler disposal systems where sewers are noi available for the X
disposal of waste water?

Discussion:
A substantial adverse effect on Geologic Resources would noour 17 the implemeanmanon of the project would:

s Allow substential developmernt of structures or feanicss in areas suscepuble w seismically induced harzards such as
groundshaking, liquefacnon, seiche, andior slope fadlure where the risk o people and property resulting from
earthquakes could not be reduced through engineering and consruction messurss in accordance with regulations,
codes, and professional standards;

=  Allow substamial development in areas subjzct to lendslides, slope failure, erosion, subsidence, settlement, and/or
gxpansive soils where the risk wo people and property resuliing from such geologic hazerds could not be reduced
through enginesring and construction measures in zccordance with regulations, codes, and professional standards; or
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u)

b)

L)

d)

e)

»  Allow substantial grading and construction activities in areas of known soil instability, steep slopes, ur shallow
depth to bedrock where such activities could result in accelersted erosion and sedimentation or exposure of peopls,
property, and/or wildlife to hazardous conditons (e.g., blasting) that could not be mitigated through engineering and
construction meagures in accordance with regulations, codes, and professional standards.

Acuording (o the Fault Activity Map of California and Adjacent Areas (Jennings, 1994) and the Peak Acceleration fram
Muximun Credible Exrthguakes in California (CDMG, 1992), no acnive faults or Earthquake Fault Zones (Special
Studies Zones) ure located on the project site. The impacts from fault ruptures, seismically induced ground shaking, or
seisimic ground failure or liguefecton ere considered to be less than significant, Any potenual impact caused by locating
structures in the project aree will be offset by the complivnce with the Uniform Building Code earthquake standards,
The project is not located in an area with significant lopographic variation in slope. Therefore, the potential for
mudslides or landslides is less than significant

No project grading is proposed. Any future grading activites shall comply with the El Dorwdo County Grading, Erosion,
and Sediment Contral Ordinance which will reduce any potential impacts 10 a less than significant level,

Thae suil on the project site is classified as Rescue sandy loam | 2 -9 percent slopes, Argonaut clay loam, 3 — 9 percent
slopes und Placer diggings (Soil Survey of El Dorado Arvea, California, 1974). Soul permeability on site is moderately
sloww, rune T is slow w medivm and the ernsion hazand is slipht to maderate, All grading must be in compliance with the
El Dorado County Grading, Erosion, and Scdiment Control Ordinance which will reduce any potentially significant
impaect to o less than significant level.

According to the Soif Surver of El Dorade Arew, California, 1974, the crosiun hazand of soils at the subject site is slight
to moderate. Based upon this information, the binpact from expansive soils i less than significant.

Prior to final map recordation, the applicant shall submit septic percolation testing dat to the El Dorado County
Environmental Management Department — Environmental Health Division for review and approval.

FINDIMG: WNo significant impacts will result from geological or seismological anomalies on the praject site, The site
tloes ot contain expensive zoils or other charzereristics that wall r2zult in sigrificant impacts. Vor the “Geology and
Soils"™ calcgory, cstablished thresholds will not be exceeded by development of the project and no significant adverse
environmenta! elfects will result from the project.

¥11. HAZARDS AND HAYZARDOUS MATERIALS, Would the projec:

Creare a significant harard 10 the public or the environment through the rowtine X
transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials?

Creare a significant hazard o the publc or the environment througk reasonably
foreseeable upser and accident conditions involving the releasze of hazardous X
materialz into the environment?

Limir hazardous emissions or hardle harardous or acurely hazerdous materials, X
substances, or waste within one-quarier mile of an existing or proposed school?

Be located on a site which is incleded on a Iist of hazardous materials sites _
compiled pursuant to Government Code Section $5%902.3 and, as e result, would X
it create a significant hazard to the public or the environment?
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YII. HAZARDS AND HAZARDOUS MATERIALS. Would the project:

For a projeet locsted within an simport land wse plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopted, within two miles of # public sirport ur public use aiport, X
would the projeet result in o sefiety hazard four people residing or working in the
project arca?

. Foraprajeet within the vicinity of & private sisstop, would the project result in ¥
i safety huzard for people restding or working in the project urea?

g Tmpair implemeniation of or physically interfere with an adopted emengency X
response plan or ¢mergeney cvacuation plan?

h.  Expose people or structures w4 significant rigk of lnss, injury or death

invilving wildlund fires, including where wildlunds wre adjscent 1o whbonized X
ureas or where residences are intermixed with wildlends?

Disgcussion:

A substantinl adverse effeel due to Hueands or Hazardous Materials would cecur if implementation of the project would:

a)

b)

c)

d)

&)

s l'xpose people and property to hazarde associated with the use, storape, transport, and dispesal of hazardous
maierials where the risk of such exposure could not be reduced through implementztion of Federal, Stute, and locul

lawe and ropulations;

s  Expose people and property to risks associated with wildland fires where such risks could not be reduced through
lmplementetion of proper fuel management techniques, buffers and landscape sethacks, siructural design foatures,
and emergency access, or

»  Expost people W sefety hoeards as o result of fornser on-site mizing operatons,
Mo significant amount of hazerdous materials will be transported, used or disposed of for the project,

Mo significant amount of hazardons materials will he wtitized for the project.  The project will oot resolt inoeny
rezsomably foreseeable upset and aceident conditions involving the release of bemirdous materials into the envirvmnent,

As proposed, the project will not emit heesrdous emissions or handle hazerdous or acutzsly hazardous materials,
substancas, or waste within one-guarter mile of an existing or proposed school.

The project site is not identificd on any list compiled pursuant o Celifomia Government Code 659625 identifying any
hazardous material sites in the project vicinity, As such, there will be a less than significant impact from hazardous
materisl siles

The San Francisco Sectional Aerongutical Chare, last updated March 22, 200 1. was reviewed and the project sile is not
located within two miles of a public awport. As such, the projoct is oot subject o uny land use limitalions contained
within any adopted Comprehensive Land Use Plan. There arc less then signifivant impacts W the project site resulling
from public airpert operations and the over-flight of aircraft in the vicinity of the prujecl.
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1 The San Franciveo Sectienal Aeronautical Chart, last updated March 22, 2001, was reviewed and the pmject site is not

#)

h}

locuted within lwo miles of 4 privalely owned airlop.  As soch, there i3 no significant safely harard resulling from
privale girport vperations and airerafl overflights in the vicinily of the project site.

The proposed project will not phvsically interfere with the implememation of the County adopted emergency respouse
and/or evacuaton plan tor the County. This is based upon the location of the nearest fire station, avatlability of muluple
pecess points to the project site, availability of water for fire suppression and provisions within the County emergency
response plan, The County emergency response plan is located within the County Otfice of Emergency Services i the
El Dorado County Government Center complex in Placerville.

I'he L] Dorado County Fire Protection District reviewed the project proposal and concluded that the project will not
expose people to a significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires or wildland fires adjacent to or located
in an urbanized area. The existng fire flow does not meet the reguirements of the local Fire Official; therefore, upon his
recommendation, & Natice of Restriction will be required for the proposed lots one and three mandating that the homes
have sprinklers installed for fire suppression. Therefore the Tollowing miligation measure i3 required woreduce Qe
safily issues o a less than significant level:

(j.1) Privr to final map approval, a Notice of Restriction shall be recorded for lots ane
andd three requiring the installation of sprinklers for lre suppression in all homes construeted at
the subject sites to the satisfaction of the El Dorade County Fire Protection District,

FINDING: The proposed project will nor expose people and property to hazards associated wirth the use, storage, transpore
and disposal of harardous matenals, and expose people and properfy to risks associated with wildland fires with the
implementation of the mitigation measure discussed zhove. Tor this “llazards and [azardous Materials” catepory, the
threshalds of significance will not be exceeded by the proposed project.

VL  HYDHOLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. Bould the project

“iolate any water quality standards or waste discharge requiremenis? X

Substantielly deplete groundweter supplies or mizriers substentally with

groundwaler recherge such that there would be a net defict in aquifer volums
or a lowering of the local groundweter ble level {e.g, the production raie of X
pre-existing nearby wells would drop to a level which would not support
existng land vses or planned uses for which permuts have been zranizd)?

Substantially alter the existine drainage panern of the site or area, including
through the alteration of the course of & stteam ot river, In a manncr which X
would result in substantal erosion or siltation oz- or -off-site?

Substantially alter the existine drainage pamern: of the swe or arsa, including
through the alteration of the course of 2 stream oz siver, or substantially increase X
the rate or amount of surface ruzoff in a mazner which would result in floading
on- or atf-sie!

Create or contribure runot¥ water which wonld exceed the capacity of existing
or planned stormwater drainage systems or provide substantizl addilional X
sources of polluied runofd?




THI05-1 398 / Thousand Oaks Unit Na. 3 =
Bevised Eavironmental ChecklistDiscussion of Inipacts E E = E
Puye 15 = =32 c =
= c m.g = o
E‘E 22w = m
W wEs | @ =8
=g =g £ E‘ E
E= |E8g | 2= o
2 |E=2=|% =
= 52 i
B o -
VI, HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY. #awld the project:
.  Otherwise substantially degrade water guality? X
g. Place housing within a | (0-year flood hazard area as mapped an 2 federal
Flood Hazard Houndary or Flood Tnsursnce Rate Map or other flood hasard X
delineation map?
h.  Place within a 100-year flood hazard area structures which would impede or X
recirect flood flows?
l.  LExpose people or suciures to a significant risk of loss, injury or death
involving flooding, including flocding as a result of the failure of 2 levee or X
dam?
j.  Imundation by seiche, tsunami, ar mudilow? X
Discussion:

A substantinl adverse effect on Hydrology and Warer Quality would oceur iT the implementation of the project would:

s  Eapose residents to flood hazards by being located within the 100-vear Hoodplain as defined by the lederal
Emergency Menagement Agency,

»  Cause substantial change in the rate and amount of surfece runoll leaving the project site ultimately cousing o
substantal change in the amount of water in & stream, river or other walerwuy;

s Bubstantally interfere with groundwater recharge;

o Cowse degradetion of water guelity (temperature, dissclved oxvgen, turbidity and/or other typical stormwater
pollutants) in the project area; of

s Cauze depradation of groundwater quslity in the vicinity of the project site,

Mo grading is praposad for the project The ozly planned site improvement is to upgrade the existing driveway for lot

a)
two into a common driveway o serve both lots two and three.

h} There ix no evideoee that the project will substantially reduce or alter the quantty of groundwarer in the vicinity, or
melerially interfere witlh groundwater recharges in the area of the proposed praject. The proposed projscr will be required
to connect to public water.

¢) Az thers is o proposed prading there is no evidence thar the greding and ground disturbanees ssspeisted with the project
will substantially alter the existing drainage patterns on or ofl the sile. The Gruding Erosion and Sediment Control
Ordinance contains specific reguirements thal limil the impacts lo & dreimage system (Section 13.14.440 & Section
15.14.5390). The standards apply 1o this prajoct.

dde E} :

Mo grading is involved with the proposal. Therefore, substantal draipzge paners alteravon or runoff will not oceur.
) The project will not result in substantiz] degradation of water quality in emther surface or sub-surface warter bodies in the

vicinity of the project aree. All stermwater and sedimsnt contol methods contained in the Grading, Frosion and
Sediment Control Ordinance must be met during all construction activities, as well as the required development of any
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pertmanent storm drainege facilities and erosion control measures on the project site. The proposed sepiic system design
for ihe revised lentabive map wes reviewed and approved by the El Doredo Count
10T L

Department, Environmental Health Division on Oclober 2006,
new seplic systems in conjunction with istix i §v
aualily,

g& h)
The Flood Insurance Rate Map (Panel 060020 0725C, December 4, 1988) for the project ares establishes thatl the projeot
gite 15 not located within a mapped 100-year floodplain.

i} 'The subject property within the Shingle Springs area is not locuted adjseent w or downstrenn from o dam or levee thot
has the potental to fail and inundate the project site with Moodwaters. According o the upplicent, two berms were
constructed that impound water in the drainage forming ponds one and two, Culvert one is the overflow for pond one,
When water in pond one nses 1o the level of the culvent, water flows intw pond two. Pund two does not huve un overfllow
culvert, instead an open channel was construeted o carry overflow water round the berm. Water in pond two does not
rise shove the level of chunne! one, The potential for flooding impacts relating tw these two berms in less than
aigeniTeant beeowse of the overflow system desoribed above,

i) The potential for a seiche or tsunami is considered ro be less than significant, Potential for a mudfow is also considercd
to be less than significant

FINDING: Mo significant hydrological impacts will result from development of the project. For the "Hydrology and Water
Quality” section, it has been derermined the project will not exeesd the identified (hresholds of significance and no
signiticant adverse environmental effects will rasult from the project.

I, LAND USE PLANNING., Would the profect:

a.  Physically divide an estabhehed communiry? X

k.  Conflict with any applicable land use plan, policy, or regulation of &n agency
with jurisdiction over the project (inchiding, but not limited to, the pencral plen,

; = . = X
specific plar, local coastal program, or zoning ordinanes) edopted for the
parpose of avonding or mitigating an envirommentzl effect?
c.  Conflicl with any applicable hebitat conservation plan or natural communiiy n

coaservation plan?

Diseussion:
A substontial adverse effecr oz Land Uise would oceur if the implementativn of the projeet would.

»  Tesullin the conversion of Prime Farmiland as detined by the State Department of Conservation;

s  Result in conversion of land that cither conteing cheice seils or which the County Agricultural Commission has
wentified as switable for sustained zrazing, provided that such lznds were not assigned urban or other
nonagricultural uae in the Tand Use Map;

Result in conversion of undeveloped open space 0 more mlensive land wses;
Besult in a use substantizlly incompatible with the sxisting swirounding land uses; oz
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+« Conflict with adopted environmental plans, policies, and goals of the communiry.
The project will not result in the physical division of an established community.

As proposed, the praject 16 consistent with the development standards contained within the El Dorudo County Zoniog
Urdinance with the approval of the two design waiver requests. The spplicant has propesed a 25-fuot setback from the
ponds and wetlandz at the subject site. A letter submitted by the applicant frum Sycamore Envirunmentul Consultnty
dated December 21, 2005 conehudes that “we helicve o buslding setback of 25 feet for the construction of a home on the
northern and of the parcel is sulficient o proweet the water quality asd habiot value of the man-made poads and wetlands
in this cphemeral drainepe” (Budding seibacks (o ponds and wetlundy on APN 070-300-13, Sycamare Envirommental
Consulianis, December 21, 2005) The Plunning Comumission has reviewed the submitted biological decumentation o
concurs with the report’s Andings that te proposed 23-foot non-building setback from the ponds and wetlands is
sulfcicnl to proteet the waoter feetures end habitat area. Therefore, the proposed temtative subdivision map 15 consistent
will the opplicable General Plan policies, including Policy 7.33.4. As no contlict exists between the project and
ppplicable land use policies, potental environmental impacts are considered ta be less than significant

As discussed in Section 1V Biological Resources, parts a, b and f, the submitted hiologcal resources evaluation
concluded that the proposal will not conflict with any applicable habitat conservation plun or nutural community
conservation plan, Mitigation measures to protect the El Dormdo bedstraw found ut the project site ure identified within
the Biolopical Resources section ahove,

FINDING: For the “Lund Use Plunning™ section, the project will not exceed the identified thresholds of significance,

X, MINERAL RESOURCES. Wowld the project:
a. Resultin the loss of availability of 2 known minerzl resource that would be of X
value 10 the region and the residents of the sze?
b,  Resultin the loss of availabiliy of a locally-important miners] resouree
recovery site delineated on 2 local peneral plan, specifie plan or other land vse X
plan?
Discussion:

A substantial adverse effect an Minzre! ezources would ceeur if the implementation of Wse project would:

a)

bi

= Result o cbstruction of access 1o, and exisaction of miresal razources classified MEBEZ-2x, or resull in Jand use
compatibility condlicts with mineral extracton operanons,

The project sie 15 1ot mappec as being within & Minerzl Resource Fone (MRZ) by the State of California Division of
Mines end Geology or in the El Dorado County General Plan.

he Westarn portion of Ul Dorade County is divided into four, 15 minote quadrangles (Folsom, Placerville, Georgetown,
and Auburn) mapped by the State of Celifornia Divisivz of Mines and Geclogy showing the locaton of Mineral and
Kesource Fones (MRF). Those arcas which are designeted MRZ-22 coatzin discovered mineral deposits that have been
measured or indicate reserves calculated. Land in this category is considered 1o contain mineral resources of known
zconomic importance to the County and’or State. Review of the mapped areas of the County indicates that the suhject
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property docs not contain any minerl resources of known local or statewide ceonomic value,

FINDING: Mo impacts to any known miner] resources will occur as g resull of the project,. Therefore, o mitigativg is
roqquired.. Tn the “Mincral Resources” seetion, the project will aot exceed the identified thiresholds of significance.

X1 MUISE, Would the profect resufr in!

o. Exposure of persons lo or gencraton of noise levels in excess of standards
established in the local general plan or nomse ordinance, or apphcable standards X
of other agencies!

b,  Eaposwe of persons to or generation of excessive groundbome vibration or X
groundborie noise levels!

c. A substantinl permanent increase m ambient noise levels in the project vicimity X
above levels existing without the project?

d. A substantial femporary or periodic increase in ambient noise levels in the X
project vicinity above levels existing without the project?

Faor a project located within an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has
not been adopied, within two miles of a public airport or public use airport, X
would the project expose people residing or working in the project area tn
excessive noise level?

]

£  Fora project within the vicinity of a private airstrip, would the project expose X
people residing or working in the project area w excessive noise lovels?

Discussion:
A substanticl adverse etfect due o Noise would occur if the implementation of the project would:

s Result in shorl-term construction noise that creates noise exposures 10 surrounding noise sensitive land uses in
gxcess of AldBA TNEL:

# PResult in long-term operational noise that creales noise cxposures in excess of 60 dBA CNEL et the adjoining
property line of a noise scnsitive land wee and the background noise level is incrzased by 38BA, or mare; or

s  PBesults in noise levels inconsistent with the psriormance standands contained in Tekle d-1 and Table 6-2 in the El

Dorado County General Plan.

adrc)
The project will not result in 2 suhstntial nrrease in existing ambient noise levels in the project vicinity. The project
will not generate noise levels exceeding the performance standards contained in Table 6-1 and Table 6-2 within the
Crenerzal Plas as ir involves the eresztion of twe additone! lois and related resicential noise,

b d)
I'ersons adjacent to the project vicinity will not be subjected to long-term excessive ground barme noise or ground bome
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vibration as & result of project operation, No grading is proposed. Therelore, persons adjacent bo the pruject viginily will

not be subjected to significant shor-term ground bome noise and vibration as a result of grading and excavaton during
constuction of the project

g} 'The proposed project is not Jocated sdjucent W or in the vicinity of u public wirport and §s not subject 1o sy toise
standards contained within o Comprehensive Lund Use Plan, As such, the project will not be subjected to excessive

niise fFom o public airport,

) The proposed project is not located adjocent 1o or io the vicinity of a private airstrip. As such, the project will not be
subjected to excessive noise from a private airport,

FINDING: For the “Moise” category, the thresholds of sigmificance have not been exceeded and no siprificant advermse

environmenta] efTects will occur from the proposed development,

XIL POPULATION AND HOUSING. Would the projece.

o. Induece substantal population growth in an area, cither directly {i.e., by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (1.e, through extension of X
roads or other infrastructure)?

b. Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction

B : 1} :.:
of replacemeant housing elsewhere

v, Disploce substantial numbers of peeple, necessiteting the construction af
replacement housing clsewhere?

Lliscussion:
A substantial edverse effect on Populetion and Housing would occur if the implementation of the project would;

+ Create subsmntial growth or coneentration in population;
«  Creale a more substantial imbalance in the County’s current jobs to housing ratio; or
#  Conflict with adupted goals and pelicies set forth in applicabls planping decwments,

4) The propused project his been determined to have & minimal growth-inducing impact a5 the project includes the creation
of two additone] residential lots and does not tnclude eay school or large scale emplovment opportunities that lead to

mdirest growtlh,
b, N existing housmg stock will be displacad by the proposad pruject.

¢)  MNopersons will be displaced necessitating the construction of seplscement housing elsewhere.

FINDING: The project will not displece any cxisling or pruposed housing. The project will not directly or mdirectly induce
significant growth by extending or expanding infrastructure to suppors such growth. For the “Populaton and Housing”
section, the thresholds of significance have not been exceeded and no significant environmental impacts will result from the

project,
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XIII. PUBLIC SERVICES. Wauld ifhe praject resull in substanlial adverse physival impacts associaled with the

provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, reed for new or physically altered governmenta!
Jacilities, the construction af which could cause sipnifican) envirenmental impacts, in order (0 mainlain
geceptable service ratios, response times or ather performance objectives for any of the public services.

a, Fire protection” X

b, Police pratection? X

¢, Schools? X

d.  Parks? X

¢, Other govermmnent services? X
Discussion:

A suhstantial adverse effeet on Public Services would occur if the implementation of the project would:

a)

&)

*  Substantially increase or expand the demand for fire protection and emergency medical services without increasing
staffing and cquipment 1o meel the Depariment'sDistrict’s goal of 1.5 firefighters per 1,000 residents and 2
firelighters per 1000 residents, respectively;

s Substantiallv increase or expand the demand for public law enflurcement protection without increasing statfing and
squipment to maintain the Shenffs Deparmment poal of one sworn officer per 1,000 residents;

o Substzntiully increase the public school sudent populanon excesdmg current school capacity withaut also inchuling
provisions W adeguately accommodate the increased demand in services;

¢ Place a demand for library services in 2xcess of mvailable resources;

e Substantially increase the local population without dedicating & minimum of 5 seres ol developed packlands for
gvery 1.000 residents; or

»  PBecinconsisiont with County adopted goals, objectives or policies

Firc Protection; The El Dorado County Fire Pronection District currently provides [ire protection services to the project
wrea. Development of the project would result iz a minor increase i the demand for fire protection services, but would
nel prevent the Firs Diswict from meetng its response fimes for the projeet or ils designated service area, The El Dorado
County Fire Protection District will review the project improvement plans and finel map submittal for condition
conirmance pricr 10 appreval.

Police Protection: The project site will be served by the El Dorade County Sheriff's Department with a response time
depending on the locaton of the nearcst patrol vehicle. The minimun Sheriff's Department service standard is an 8-
minute responss to §0% of the population within Community Regions. No specific minimum level of service or
response ime was estabiished for Rurel Centers and Rural Regions. The Shenift's Deparment stated goal is to achicve a
ratio of one swomn officer per 1,000 residents. The addition of three residental lots will not significantly impsel current
response times to the project arse.

Schools: The projeet silc is located within the Buckeye Usnton School District. The affected school district was contacted
as part of the initial consultation process and no specific comments or mitigetion measures were recelved.
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d} Parks: The proposed project will not substantially increase the local population necessitating the development of now
park facilities, Section 16.12.0%0 of County Code esteblishes the method two calculate the required wnount of land far
dedication for parkland, or the in-liew fee amount for residential projects. In this case, the tentative maop shall be
conditioned to require the pavment of an in-liew park fee consistent with the procedures outlined within Section
16.12.090,

e} Mo other public facilities or services will be substannally impacted by the project.

FINDING: Adequate public services are available to serve the projecr.  Therefore, there is no potental for a significant
impaet due to the creation of two additional residential Tots at the subject site, either directly or indirectly, Mo significani
public service bmpaels are expecled. For this "Poblic Serviees” catepory, the thresholds of sipnificanee bave not heen
erreoded,

XY, RECHEATION,

a.  Would the project increase the use of exisiing nerghborhood and regional parks
or other recreational facilities such that substantial phvsical deterioration of the X
theility wonld oceur or be accelernted?

B. Does the project include recrentional foeilities or require the construction or
expanzion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical effect X
on the pnvicrsnment?

Discussion:

A subsrantial adverse effect on Recreationa! Resources would oceur if the implementzdan of the project would:

s Substantelly increase the locel population without dedicating a minimum of 5 acres of developed parklands for

every 1,000 residexnts; or
#  Substantially incresse the wse of neighborheod or reglonsl parks in the area such that substantial physical
deterdoration of the faeility would eceur.

2) Because the project only ncludes the creztion of three residential lows, it will not substantially merease the use of
neighborhood or regional parks in the arez such that substzntial physical deteroranon of the facility would ocour,

b) The project proposal does not includz the provision of on-site recrsation fecilities, nor does it require the comstruction of
new tacilities or expansion of existing recreation faciliiies.

FIMDING: No significant impacts to recr2ation or open spzce will result from the project. For this “Recreation”™ section,
the thresholds of significance have not heen excecded.
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Xy, TRANSPORTATIONTRAFFIC. Would the project

g. Couse an increase i traffic which is substantial in relation 1o the existing traffic
load and capacity of the street system (i.e., result in a substantial increzse in X
gitlier the number of vehicle twips, the volume to capacity ratio on roads, or
congestion at mtersectons )

b, Eaeceed either individually or cunulatively, o level of service standard
established by the county congestion management agency for designated roads x
or highways?

¢.  Result ina change in air vaffic pattems, including either an increase in traftic X
levels or a change i location that results in substantial safety risks? ’

d.  Substantiolly increase hozards due 10 a design feature (e.g., shorp curves or ¥
dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses (eg., farm equipment)?

e, Resull in inadequote emergency access?

I Result in inadequate purking capaeity?

g Conflict with adopted policies, plans, or programs supporting allemative X
transportation (eg., bus wmoutls, bieyele reeks)?

Dscussion:
A substantind adverse effect on Traffic would oecur if the inplementation of the project would:

¢ Hesult in an increase in traffic. which is subsmntial in relation to the existng raffic load and capacily of the sireet
systeny

s Cienerobe refTie volumes which ceuse violations of adopted leve!l of service standards (project and cumulative); or

¢ Hesult in, or worsen, Level of Service “F” traffic congestion during weskday, pesk-hour periods on any highway,
road, interchange or inlersection in the unincorporsted arcas of the county as @ result of a residential development
project ol 5 or more unis.

ad b}
The El Dorado County Department of Transportation bes determined thart the project will penerats approximately 30
averags daily trips and three peak hour wine, Therefore, 3 w=20ic sudy 1= not required and potentizl irafic impacis from
the projzct are anticipated 1o be less than s:gmficant,

¢} The project will not result in a major changs in sstablished air traffic patterns for publicly or privately opereted airports
or landing field in the project vicimry.

d) St Ives Court and Mireshaft Lane are both County masnlained and provide sceess o the subject sive through dnveways,
The proposad project does not include any despm festurcs, such es sharp curves or dangerous intersections. or
incompatible uscs that will substantially incresse haeands. No treffic hozards will result trom the project design.
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¢} As shown on the tentative map, 10-foot wide driveways will provide adequate emergency access to the lots as

determined by the El Dorado County Fire Protection District.

N The submitted tentative map was reviewed to verify compliance with on-site parking requirements within the Zoning
Ordinance. Section 17, 18.060 of the Zoning Ordinance lists the parking requitements by use. Packing requirsments for
convertional single-Tarmily detached homes are two spaces not in tandem. Ttilizing the parking standards discussed
above, the project requires a minimum of six parking spaces.  As propused, the project meets the minimum parking
requirements for the conventional single-family detached residential use subject to verification prior to building permit

issuanee for each proposed home.

g) The proposed project does not conflict with the adopted Geperal Plan policies, and adopted plans, or programs

Potentlally Significant

Impact

Folentiglly Significant

Unless Miligation

Incamaralion

Less Than Significant
Impact

Mo Impact

supporting alternative transportation. No bus turnouts are required for this tentative map.

FINIMMG: No sipnificant trffic impacts wre expected for the project and mitigation is not required. For the

“Transporiation Trulfe'" culegury, the identified thresholds of significance have not been exceederd

A¥L  UTILITIES AN SERVICE SYSTEMS, Would the profect:

a.  Exceed wastewater weatment requirements of the upplicable Regional Water X
Quality Contral Board? ¥

b. Reguire or result in the construetion of new wiler or waslewater treatnient
tacilities or expansion of cxisting fecilites, the construction of which could X
cause significant environmental effees?

¢, Reguire or result in the construction of new stormaweter drzinsge fcilities or
expansion of existing facilitics, the construction of which could causs X
significant environmental effects?

d. Have sufficient water supplics availeble w serve the project from sxisting ¥
entitlements and resources, or 2re new or expanded enttdements needed?

e. Resultina deterrnination by the wastzwaler trealment providar which serves or
may serve the praject that it has adequate cepacity to serve the projest's X
projected demand in addition o the provider's cxisting commitmants?

. Be served by 2 landfill with sufficient permitted capacity 10 accommodate the X
project's solid waste disposal necds?

g. Comply with feceral, state, and local siutes and regulations related 10 solid ¥
weste!

Thscussion:

A substantial adverse effect on Utilities and Service Systems would occur if the implementation of the project would:

Breach published aational, stete, or local sandards relaning to solid waste or Litter control,
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»  Substntially ncrease the demand for potable waler in excess of evailable supplies or distribution capacity without
also including provistons to adequately accommadate the increesed demand, o is unable to provide an adequate on-
site water supply, imcluding treatment, storage and distdbution;

»  Substantially increase the demand for the public collection, treatment, and disposal of wastewater withoul also
including provisions 1o adequately accommodate the increased demand, or is unakle to provide for adeguate on-sile
wastewaler sysicm, or

»  Resull in demund for expansion of power or telecommunications service facilities without also including provisions
e adeyualely wecommedate the incrensed or expanded demand,

u & b)

e}

d)

The El Dorodo livigation District will provide water 10 the subject site and ndividual on-ste sowage disposal syvaleoms
will serve each of the proposed lots subject to Ll Dorado County Environmental Manzpement Depurtment review and
epproval. Mo new water or wastewater treatment plants are proposed or are required as a result of the projecl,

No change in project drainage 1s proposed as a result of the tentative map.

The Ll Derado Imigation [hstrict (BID)will provide poluble waler o the project. In the Fecility [mprovement Letter
(FIL) provided by the applicant, EID stetes thst Yo six-inch water ling exists in St Ives Court.” {&! Dorado Ireigation
Pistrice FILA705-163, Brian L. Cooper, P.E., July 28, 2005 Because of the sprinkler mstallation requirement and
related mitigstion messure discussed above under Hazords and Hazardous Materials, the water line extension discussed
in the EID FIL is no longer reguired.

As swied above, the lots will be served by individual on-site sewage disposal systems subject 1o Environmental
Manogement Department review and appraval

In December of 1996, direct public disposal into the Union Mine Disposal Site was discontineed and the Material
Recovery Facility / Transfer Station was opened. Only certain inerl waste materizls (e.g., concrete, asphalt, etc.) may be
dummped at the Union Mine Waste Disposzl Site. All other materials that cannot be recyeled are exported to the
Lockwood Regional Landfill near Sparks, Mevada. In 1997, El Dorado County signed a 30-year contract with the
Lockwood Landfill Facility for continued waste disposel services. The Lockwood Landfill has a remaining capacity of
41 million tons over the 63 S-acre sile. Approximately six million tons of waste was deposited between 1973 and 993
This zquates o approximately 46,000 wns of waste per year for thie period.  This facilily has more than sufficient
capacity ta serve the County for the next 30 years,

County Ordinance No. 4319 requires that new development provide areas for adequate, zecessible, und convenient
sloring, collecling, and loading of solid waste and reeyclables. On-siee solid waste callection for the proposed lots will
be Landled through the local waste maragement conirector.  Adequete space is available at the site for solid waste
collection.

FINDING: No significant impacts will mesult to utility snd service systems from development of the preject. lor the
“Utilities and Service Systems” section, the (hresholds of sipuificance beve not been exceeded and no significant
snvironmental effects will result from the praject



TMOS-1398 / Thonsand Caks Unit No. 3
Revised Environmental ChecklisvDiscussion of Impacts
Puge 23

Impact
Impact
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XVIL MANDATORY FINDINGS OF SIGNIFICANCE. Does the praject.

a. Have the potential 1o degrmde the quality of the environmenl, substantially
reduce the habitat of a fish or wildlife specics, cause & Osh or wildlife
population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threaten 1o eliminete a plant or
amimal community, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or
endangered plant or animal, or ¢liminate important examples of the major
periads of California history or prehistory?

b, Have impacts that are individually Timited, but cumulatively considerzble!
{"Cumulatively considerible” means that the incremental effects of 3 project are
considerable when viewed in connection with the effects of past projects, the
elfeets of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects)’

t.  llave environmental effecty which will couse substantial adverse effects on

himan heings, either dircetly or indirect]y? X

Discussion:

a)  There ix no substanlial evidence contained in the whole record that the project will have the potential to degrade the
quality of the enviromment. The project does not have the potennal to substantially reduce the habitat af u fish or wildlile
specicy, cause u fish or wildlife population to drop below self-sustaining levels, threawn to climinate o plant or animal
communily, reduce the number or restrict the range of a rare or endanpered plant or snimal or climinute important
cxumples of California history or pre-history. Any impacts from the project will be less than significant due to existing
standards, mitigation messures and requirements :mposed in the conditioning of the project.

b) Cumulative impacts are defined in Section 15353 of the Califormis Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines as
“Yevn pr more individugsl effects, which when considered tapether, zre considersble or which compound or increase other
environmental impacts,” Based on the analysis in this mitial study, it has been determined that the project will not resulr
in cumulative IMpacrs.

c) Based upon the discussion conmined in this document, it has been determined that the project will nul have zny
environmental effects which cause subsiantial adverse effects on human beings, cither dircetly vr indirectly, Project
mitigation has been incorperzted into the project to reduce all potential impacts o & less than significant level.
Mitigation measurcs have been designed 1o address air quality, biological resources, cultural resouree and hezards end
hazerdous malerials,
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SUPPORTING INFORMATION SOURCE LIST

The following documants are evailable at El Dorado County Development Services Department, Planning Services
in Placerville:

2004 E] Dorado Counly General Plen A Plan for Managed Growth and Open Rozds; A Plan for Quality
Neighborhoods und Traffic Belief, Adopted July 19, 2004,

El Doradn County General Plan Dreft Environmental Impact Beport

Volume |- Comments oo Drafi Environmental Impact Report

Volume I - Response 1o Comment on DEIR

Volume 11T - Comments on Supplement to DEIR

Yolume 1Y - Responses wo Conuments on Supplement to DEIR

Yolume V - Appendices

El Dorado County General Plan - Vialume T - Gouls, Objectives, and Policies

El Dorado County General Plan - Volume 11 - Background Information

Findings of Fact of the Bl Duredo County Board of Supervisors for the General Plan
El Dorado County Zoning Ordinence (Title 17 - County Code)

County of El Derado Drainage Manual (Resolution No. 67-57, Adopted March 14, 1995)

County of El Dorado Grading, Urosion and Sediment Control Ordingnce (Ordimance Ne. 3883, amended Ordinance
Nos, 4061, 4167, 4170)

Bl Dorado County Design and Improvement Standards

L:l Dorade County Subdivision Ordingnces {Tite 16 - County Code)

Seil Survey of Bl Dorado Arce. California

California Fnvironmental Quality Act (CEQA) Sterutes (Public Resources Code Section 21000, et seq.)

Title 14, California Code of Regulatons, Chaprer 3, Guidelines (or Implementation of the California Environmenral
Cluality Act (Section 13000, el seq.)
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PROJECT SPECIFIC REPORTS ANT)I SUPPORTING INFORMATION

A Qualivy Analysis_for Praposed Residential Subdivision af APN 070-300-i 3, El Dorado County, C4, Svcamore
Envirgnmental Conswltants, September 8, 2605

Bivlogical Resowrces Evaluation and Preliminary Jurisdictional Delineation Report for APN 070-300-15 Ei Dorado
County. CA. Sycamore Environmenra! Consultanis, Seprember 8, 201015

Butiding setbacks to ponds and werlands en APN (70-300-15, Sycamoare Environmental Consultants, December 21,
2003,

Ciitural Resources Study of Thousand Oak Unit No. 3 APN 076:300:15 Shingle Springs, El Dorade County,
California. ifistoric Resource Axsoctates, Fehruary 2006,

Il Dorada Irrigation District FILO705-162, Briza L. Cooper, P.E,, July 28, 2005

Respanse to Comments Received (or Thousand Quks Unit 3. TMOS-]398-4, Sycamore Lnvironmental Consultanis,
December 14, 2004,

Tree Canopy Analysis for APN 070-300-15. Sycamore Enviranmental Cansultants, August 360, 2004,

ATTACHMENTS:

Attachment 11 Air Quality Anulysis Mitigetion Measures
Attachment 2: Deed Restriclion Area
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[M05-1798 | Thousand Ouks Tnit No. 3
Revised Environmental ChecklistThscussion of Impacts
Pawgc 30

Mitigation Measure Agreement for TM05-1398
Thousand Oaks Unit No. 3

As the applicant, owner. or their legal agent, I hereby agree to amend the above named project by
incorporating all required mitigation measures, as identified in the related Environmental Checklist,
which are necessary in order to avoid or reduce any potentially significant environmental effcets toa
point where clearly no significant adverse impacts would oceur as a result of project implementation.

1 understand that by agreeing to amend the proposed project through incorporation of the identified
mitigation measures, or substantially similar measures, all potentially adverse environmental impacts will
be reduced to an acceptable level and a “Proposed Negative Declaration” will be prepared and circulated
in accordance with County procedures for implementing the California Environmental Quality Act
(CEQA). |also understand that additional mitigation measures may be required following the review of
the “Proposed Negative Declaration” by the public, affected agencies, and by the applicable advisory and
final decision making bodies.

T understand the required mitigation measures incorporated into the project will be subject to the kl
Dorado County Mitipation Monitoring program adopted in conjunction with the Negative Declaration,
and that 1 will be subject to fees for the planning staff time to monitor compliance with the mitigation
IMEHS s,

‘[his agreement shall be binding on the applicant/property owner and on uny SUcCessors or assigms in
interest,

N WITNESS WHEREQF, the Planning Director or his assign, representing the County of Tl Dorado,
and the applicant/owner or his legal apent have executed his agreement on this o dayol f£ad. .

22

Tl Dorado County Planning Services Signature of Applicant/ Owner/ Agent:
Jazon B, Hade AICP, Senior Planner

By (y/jﬁxf? Hot J&@zwﬁffi@u

Print Name and address below

Print Name and title abdve Dow W, Teama¥
S8y & Fvey T

Sﬁffm_hj__imﬂmfz—qu -




- ATTACHMENT 1

The El Dorado County AQMD evaluates the significance of ROG and N0, emissions during
construction based on the maximum amount of fuel, diesel and regular gasoline that would be
used on the peak equipment use day. Table 4.1 in the CEQA Guide lists the range of maximum
daily fuel usage for the sum of all equipment, off-road vehicles and auxiliary handheld
equipment, that can be used and ensure less than significant impacts resulting from ROG and NO,

EmIssions.

If all of the equipment used (vehicles and hand held) is 1995 model year or earlier the maximum
daily fuel usage for a less than significant impact is 337 gallons per day (diesel and gasoline).
The maximum daily fuel usage for all equipment 1996 model year or later (vehicles and
handheld) for a less than significant impact is 402 gallons per day (diesel and gasoling). A linear
interpolation is used between 337 and 402 gallons per day in proportion to distribution of
equipment into the two age categonies to determine that maximum daily fuel use for the specific
fleet mix; for example, a 50/50 age distribution yields allowable fuel use of (337+ ((402-337)/2)
ar 370 gallons per day.

Therefore, to ensure that a future project on any of the new lots would not result in potentially
significant air quality impacts during construction, the bid specifications and construction
contract should stipulate the following:

Avoidance Measure 1,

On any given day during construction, the contractor shall ensure that all equipment used
during that day (off-road vehicles and auxiliary handheld equipment) does not exceed the
fuel usage limit (diesel and regular gasoline) established in the El Dorado County Air
Pollution Control District CEQA Guide. The maximum amount of fuel that can be used
is based on the year that the equipment was built, The maximum amount of fuel thal can
be used in one day if all equipment usad is 1995 model year or alder is 337 gallons. The
maximum amount of fuel that can be used in one day if all equipment used is 1996 modeal
year or newer i3 402 gallons. If a combination of 1995 and older and 1996 and newer
equipment is used, then divide the number of 1996 and newer equipment by the total
number of equipment used. Multiply that number by 65. Add that number to 337. The
sum is the maximum number of gallons of fuel permitted for vse on that day.

The equation to determine the maximum daily fuel usage is expressed:

Daily maximum fuel usage (diesel and regular gasoline) = X (65) + 337, where X equals
the number of 1996 and later equipment divided by the total number of equipment used
{off-road vehicles and auxiliary handheld equipment). For example, if 10 pieces of
equipment are used and 3 are 1995 and clder and 7 are 1996 and newer, then the ratio of
newer equipment to all equipment used is 0.7 (7/10 = 0.7). The project is allowed to use
a maximum total of 383 gallons of fuel on that day (0.7(63) + 337 =1383). If all the
equipment is 1996 or newer, then 402 gallons is the maximum number of gallons
allowed.

With implementation of these two stipulations, ROG and NO, emissions during construction on
the new lots would be less than significant. The El Dorada County AQMD determined that if
ROG and NO, cmissions are less than significant then exhaust emissions of CO and PM10 are
also deemed less than significant.

03003 _Saint Ives-Ad Cuilityie dor S0 Sveamore Environmenial Conmuitanty, fnc. i



Diesel PM has been identified as a potential health risk. Limiting the amount of diesel fuel used
during the course of a project reduces the potential health risks to a less than significant level.
Table 4.2 in the CEQA Guide provides the maximum amount of fuel that is permitted to ensure
less than significant health risks. As with the daily fuel limit described above, the maximum
amount of diesel fuel allowed over the course of the project construction is determined based on
the vear that the equipment was built. For equipment that is 1996 model year or newer, the
maximum amount of diesel fuel allowed is 37,000 gallons. For equipment that is 1995 model
year or older the maximum amount of diesel fuel allowed is 3,700. To ensure that the potential
health risk posed by Diesel PM is reduced 1o less than significant, the bid specilications and
construction contract should stipulate the following:

kvoid M )
For the duration of construction, the contractor shall ensure that all diesel-powered
cquipment used does not exceed the diesel fuel usage limit established in the El Dorado
County Air Pollution Control District CEQA Guide. The maximum amount of diesel fuel
that can be used is hased on the year that the equipment was built, The maximum amount
ol diesel fuel that can be vsed during the project if all equipment used is 1995 model year
or older i3 3,700 gallons. The maximum amount of diese| fuel that can be used during
the project if all equipment used is 1996 model year or newer is 37,000 gallons, Ifa
cumbination of 1995 and older and 1996 and newer equipment is used, then divide the
number of 1996 and newer equipment in the fleet by the total number of equipment in the
fleet. Multiply that number by 33.300. Add that number 1o 3,700, The sum is the
maximum number at’ gallons of diesel tuel use permitted.

The equaticn to determine the maximum project diesel fuel usage is expressed:

Maximum project diese] fuel usage = X (33,300) + 3,700, where X equals the number of
1996 and later equipment divided by the total number of equipment in the fleet. For
example, if 10 pieces of equipment are used and 3 are 1995 and older and 7 are 1996 and
newer, then the ratio of newer equipment to all equipment used is 0.7 (7/10=10.7). The
project is allowed to use a maximum total of 27,010 gallons of fuel for the life of
construction (0,7(33,300) + 3,700 = 27.010 gallons). If all the equipment is 1996 or
newer, then 37,000 gallons is the maximum number of gallons of diesel fuel use allowed
for the project.

The El Dorado County AQMD determined that mass emissions of PM10 do not need to be
quantified and may be deemed less than significant (CEQA Guide page 4-3). Any construction
on the new lots is subject to AQMD Rules 223, 223-1, and 223-2 to control fugitive dust and
potentially dust containing NOA, Adherence to these rules would ensure that PM10 impacts
would he less than significant.

ROG and NO, Emissions and Mifigation for Project Operation

The significance threshald for ROG and NO, is 382 pounds per day for sach ROG and NO,. Table
5.2 lists the type and size of projects that are likely to resulf in significant ROG and NO,
emissions. The El Dorado County AQMD recommends that projects within 10% of the values
shown on Table 5.2 conduct a more in-depth analysis including computer modeling with
URBEMIS7G. The threshaold for single-family residential development without fireplaces is 230
dwelling units and the threshold for houses with fireplaces is 48 dwelling units. The maximum
development potential of the propased subdivision is two new residential dwelling units.
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Eventual development of two new housing units is well below the number requiring additional
analysis. Therefore, eventual development of the subdivision would have less than significant
impacts resulting from ROG and NO, emissions.

CO, PM10, and Other Pollutant Air Quality Impacts

ROG and NO, emissions from project operations are evaluated for significance under CEQA on a
daily mass emission basis. CO, PM10, and other pollutants are evaluated for significance by
comparison against the applicable national and state ambient air quality standards (AAQS). ‘The
El Dorado County AQMD considers emissions of CO, PM10, and other pollutants from project
operation, which are subject to the AAQS significance criteria, significant if:

1. The project's contribution by itself would cause a violation of the AAQS; or

2. 'The project's contribution plus the background level would result in a violation of the AAQS,
and either

a. A sensitive receptor is located within a quarter-mile of the project, or

b. The project's contribution exceeds five percent of the AAQS.

The El Dorado County AQMD considers development projects of the type and size that fall
helow the sipnificance cut-points in Table 5.2 for ROG and NO, also to be insignificant for CO
and MO, emissions {CEQA Guide 6-2). Therefore, eventual development of the subdivision
would have less than significant impacts from CO and NO; emissions.

The El Dorado County AQMD considers PM10 and SO; emissions from development projects
not significant if they are of the type and size below the cul-paints in Table 5.2 (CEQA Guide
page 6-2). Therefore, eventual development of the subdivision would have less than significant
impacts resulting from PM10 and SO, emissions.

The El Dorado County AQMD considers lead, sulfates, and H;8 less than significant except for
industrial sources such as foundries, acid plants, and paper mills (CEQA Guide page 6-2). The
proposed project is a residential development. Therefore, no impact will occur resulting from
lead, sulfates, and H;5.

‘The El Dorade County AQMD assumes that visibility impacts from development projects in the
Mountain Counties Air Basin portion of the county are not significant (CEQA Guide page 6-3).
Visihility impacts are controlled through state and national regulatory programs goveming
vehicle emissions, and through mitigativn required for vzone precursors and particulate matter for
other development projects throughout the county. Therefore, eventual development of the
subdivision will not result in any significant visibility impacts.

Evaluation of Toxic Alr Contaminates

Toxic air contaminates (TAC) are pollutants thal pose & present or potential hazard (o human
health. TACs are classificd as cither carcinogenic or noncarcinogenic. The state and federal
povernments regulate TACs through statutes and regulations that require maximum or best
available technologies be incorporated in the source of the pollutants in order to limit emissions.
For example, dry cleaning businesses are regulated in their handling and vse of
perchloroethylene, The Califumia Air Resources Board (CARB) identified ashestos, including
naturally ocecurring asbestiforms, as a carcinogenic TAC m 1986.
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Soils in the project siudy area include Rescue and Argonaut soils. The project study area is
mapped as an “Area Where the Presence of Asbestos is Possible But Unlikely™” and within a half-
mile of an “Area More Likely to Contain Asbestos"” on the “Areas More Likely to Contain
Natural Occurrences of Asbestos in Western El Dorado County, California™ (Ronald Churchill
2000). Before any project located within a half-mile of an “Area More Likely to Contain
Asbestos” can begin construction, El Dorado County requires property owners/operators. to
submit a report prepared by a California-registered geologist that documents the presence or
absence of NOA. If NOA is detected on-site the property owner/operalor must prepare an
Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan that describes mitigation measures that will be
implemented to limit the potential health risks ta a level of less than significant. Alternatively,
the property owner/operator may assume occurrence of NOA on-site and prepare an Asbestos
Hazard Dust Mitigation Flan. With incorporation of the following avoidance measures impacts
resulting from grading and construction activities related to the eventual development of the
proposed subdivision on soil that contains NOA would be considered less than significant.

Avoidance Measure 3,

Prior lo the issuance of any grading permit the property owner/operator shall submit to
the El Dorado County AQMD a report prepared by a California-registered geologist that
documents the presence or absenee of NOA. I El Dorado County AQMD agrees that
NOA is not present on-site then no additional avoidance measures are required. I El
Dorado County AQMD agrees that NOA is present on-site then the property
owner/operator shall prepare and implement an Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan.
The Asbestos Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan will be reviewed and approved by El Dorado
County Environmental Management and AQMD prior to the issuance of a grading
permit. Avoidance Measure 5 lists dust control measures required in the Ashestos
Hazard Mitigation Plan.

-OR-

Avoidance Measure 4,

If presence of NOA is assumed, then the property owner/operator shall prepare and
submit to the El Dorado County Environmental Management and AQMD an Asbestos
Hazard Dust Mitigation Plan prior to the issuance of 2 grading permit. The Plan shall
include BMPs for implementing the following asbestos dust control measures:

During sarth moving activities

e Pre-apply water; and

s Re-apply waler as necessary to maintain soils in a damp condition and to ensure that
visihle emissions do not exceed 23 feet or bevond property line in any direction; and

= Stabilize soils once earth-moving activities arc complete.

When importing/exporiing bulk materials

s Slahilize or adequately wet material while loading to reduce fugitive dust emissions;
and
# Maintain at least six inches of freeboard on haul vehicles waveling off-site; and

Stabilize or adequately wet material while lransporting to reduce fugitive dust
emissions; and
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e  Stabilize material while unloading to reduce fugitive dust emissions.
During landscaping activities
®  Stabilize soils, malerials and slopes.

For road shoulder maintenance

e Apply water to unpaved shoulders priar to clearing; and

=  Apply chemical dust suppressants and/or other appropriate material in accordance
with El Dorado County Department of Transportation specifications to maintain a
stabilized surface after completing road shoulder maintenance.

[n staging areas
e Stabilize staging areas during use; and
s Stabilize staging area soils at project completion.

Stockpiles and bulk material handling

e Stabilize stockpiled materials,

= Stockpiles within 100 yards of off-site occupied buildings must not be greater than
cight feet in height; or must have a roed bladed to the top to allow water truck access
or must have an operational water irrigation system that is capable of complete
stockpile coverage,

Traftic areas for construction activities

= Stahilive or maintain adequate moisture on all ofT-road tealTie and parking areas: and

»  Stabilize or maintain adequate moisture on all haul routes; and

» Direct construction traffic over established haul routes.

Trenching
#  Stabilize surface soils where trencher or excavator and support equipment will

operate; and
s Stabilize soils at the completion of trenching activities.

Truck loading

s  Material must be adequately wet prior to loading; and
& Freeboard must be 6 inches or greater

Unpaved roads/ parking lots
s  Stabilize soils to meet the applicable performance standards (Surface Crusting); and

e Limit vehicular travel to established, unpaved roads (haul routes) and unpaved
parking lots.

Vacant land
= In instances where vacant lots are 0.10 acre or larger and have & cumulative area of

500 square feet or more that are driven over and'or used by motor vehicles and/or
off-road vehicles, prevent motor vehicle and/or off-road vehicle frespassing, parking
andfor access.

Onsite disposal of asbestiform containing soils
= Ifpossible, place excavated soils into fills constructed clsewhere on the project

Offsite disposal of asbestiform conlaining soils
¢ Management and disposition of excavated soils transported offsite must be in
accordance with federal, state and local regulations.
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